Perek XII
Daf 102 Amud a
NOTES

A convert may judge his fellow convert –  ֵ ּגר דָּ ן ֶאת ֲח ֵבירוֹ: Rashi
and most of the early commentaries disagree as to when in
fact it is permitted for a convert to be appointed as a judge.
According to Rashi, a convert is excluded from being a judge for
Jews from birth only in capital cases; there are no limitations on
a convert to act as a judge in monetary cases, and it is likewise
permitted for him to be appointed to other positions of communal authority The majority of early commentaries disagrees
and posits that there are three diﬀerent categories. In capital
cases a convert is qualified to judge only his fellow converts. In
monetary cases a convert whose mother is from Israel is also
qualified to judge, and likewise it is permitted for him to be
appointed to any authoritative position of leadership. To be
appointed king, however, and also to act as a judge for ĥalitza,
it is required that one not be a convert at all but that he be
the oﬀspring of two Jews from birth (see Meiri). The Rambam
states a controversial third opinion prohibiting a convert from
being appointed to all positions of authority.
And if the convert’s mother was from Israel – וְ ִאם ָהיְ ָתה ִא ּמוֹ
מיִּ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל:ִ The concept of a convert whose mother is from Israel
may strike one as odd. After all, if one’s mother is Jewish, then
the child is not a convert at all. Some understand that this
phrase refers to one whose father is not Jewish and whose
mother is, and although he is not actually a convert, he is called:
A convert whose mother is from Israel. Others explain that it
refers to one whose mother converted while pregnant, and
therefore the child is referred to as a convert whose mother
is from Israel, as the child was conceived while the mother
was a gentile, and born when his mother was already Jewish
(see Rashba).
As it is stated: And his name shall be called in Israel – ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר
וְ נִ ְק ָרא ׁ ְשמוֹ ְ ּביִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל: Most of the early commentaries had an
alternative version of the text that read: With regard to ĥalitza,
a convert cannot act as a judge based on the fact that in the
Torah the phrase “in Israel” is written twice (see Deuteronomy
25:7, 10). They interpreted their version of the text to mean
that the first mention in the verse of “in Israel” comes to teach
that ĥalitza is valid even if performed before laymen, and the
second mention of “in Israel” comes to teach that the judges
must be from Israel, to the exclusion of converts who were not
born in Israel. Rashi, whose text matches the version published
in the Gemara, seems to interpret that “in Israel” indicates
within Israel, meaning that he must be a Jew from both sides
of his family (Ramban).
The people already have established the practice – ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָבר
נָ ֲהג ּו ָה ָﬠם: This idea of following the custom even when the
stated halakha might be otherwise is cited in the Jerusalem
Talmud with the phrase: A custom cancels the halakha. There
are those who misinterpreted this talmudic statement to mean
that one could rely upon one’s local custom even when it
openly contradicted the halakha. The Meiri explains, however,
that this is not the proper understanding of this statement.
Customs determine practice only when there is no established
halakha otherwise. In any place where there is such a custom,
it is prohibited for even the greatest of scholars to abolish it.
However, Rabbeinu Tam has already explained the danger of
following customs that run counter to halakha. He points out
that the Hebrew word for custom, minhag, spelled backward
is Geihinnom, the Hebrew term for Gehenna. In other words,
following a backward custom that contradicts halakha will
actually lead one to Gehenna.
In fact, the logic behind relying upon a custom is based on
people’s general tendency to act based on the majority opinion
even if the matter was never decisively determined in a house
of study (Gilyonei HaShas, citing Yishrei Lev).
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 ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ֵ ּגר דָּ ן ֶאת ֲח ֵבירוֹ דְּ ַבר ּת ָוֹרה
״שׂ וֹם ָּת ִ ׂשים ָﬠ ֶליךָ ֶמ ֶלךְ ֲא ׁ ֶשר ְיִב ַחר ה׳
ֱָאל ֶֹהיךָ ּבוֹ ִמ ֶ ּק ֶרב ַא ֶחיךָ ָּת ִ ׂשים ָﬠ ֶליך
״מ ֶ ּק ֶרב
ִ  ָﬠ ֶליךָ הוּא דְּ ָב ֵﬠינַ ן,ֶמ ֶל ְך״
ּ
. ֲא ָבל ֵ ּגר – דָּ ן ֶאת ֲח ֵבירוֹ ֵגר,ַא ֶחיךָ ״

By Torah law a convert may judge his fellow convert,NH as it is
stated: “You shall set a king over you, whom the Lord your
God shall choose; one from among your brothers you shall set
king over you” (Deuteronomy : ). The Gemara deduces from
the terminology of the phrase “over you,” i.e., when presiding
over Jews by birth either as a king, a judge, or any other oﬃcial,
that from here it is where we require that the oﬃcial must be:
“From among your brothers,” meaning a Jew by birth. However,
a convert may judge his fellow convert, as the requirement of
“one from among your brothers” doesn’t apply when presiding
over fellow converts.

וְ ִאם ָהיְ ָתה ִא ּמוֹ ִמיִּ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל – דָּ ן ֲא ִפילּ ּו
 ו ְּל ִﬠנְיַ ן ֲח ִליצָ ה – ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיְּ ֵהא.יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
 ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ״וְ נִ ְק ָרא,ָא ִביו וְ ִא ּמוֹ ִמיִּ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
.ׁ ְשמוֹ ְ ּביִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל״

And if the convert’s mother was from Israel,N he may even preside as a judge in a court to adjudicate legal matters involving a
native-born Jew. But with regard to ĥalitza, he may not act as a
judge unless both his father and his mother were from Israel
from birth, as it is stated with regard to ĥalitza: “And his name
shall be called in Israel:N The house of he who had his shoe
removed” (Deuteronomy : ), implying that he must be born
as a member of the Jewish people from both of his parents.H

 ֲא ַמר, ֲא ַמר ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א,ֲא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה
״חוֹלצִ ין
ְ
ֹאמר
ַ  ִאם יָ בֹא ֵא ִליָּ ה ּו וְ י:ַרב
חוֹלצִ ין
ְ ״אין
ֵ :וֹמ ִﬠין לוֹ
ְ נְﬠל״ – ׁש
ָ ְ ּב ִמ
 ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָבר נָ ֲהג ּו,וֹמ ִﬠין לוֹ
ְ ְ ּב ַסנְדָּ ל״ – ֵאין ׁש
.ָה ָﬠם ְ ּב ַסנְ דָּ ל

§ Rabba said that Rav Kahana said that Rav said: If Elijah

: ֲא ַמר ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א ֲא ַמר ַרב,יוֹסף
ֵ וְ ַרב
חוֹלצִ ין
ְ ״אין
ֵ ֹאמר
ַ ִאם יָ בֹא ֵא ִליָּ ה ּו וְ י
חוֹלצִ ין
ְ ״אין
ֵ :וֹמ ִﬠין לוֹ
ְ נְﬠל״ – ׁש
ָ ְ ּב ִמ
 ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָבר נָ ֲהג ּו,וֹמ ִﬠין לוֹ
ְ ְ ּב ַסנְדָּ ל״ – ֵאין ׁש
.ָה ָﬠם ְ ּב ַסנְ דָּ ל

And Rav Yosef said that Rav Kahana said that Rav said: If
Elijah the Prophet should come and say: One may not perform
ĥalitza using a soft leather shoe, they would listen to him.
But if he says: One may not perform ĥalitza using a hard
leather sandal, they would not listen to him, for the people
already have established the practice of performing ĥalitza
using a sandal.

the Prophet should come and say: One may perform ĥalitza
using a soft leather shoe, the Rabbis would listen to him. But
if he says: One may not perform ĥalitza using a hard leather
sandal, they would not listen to him, for the people already
have established the practiceN of performing ĥalitza using a
sandal.

נְﬠל
ָ יכא ֵ ּבינַיְ יה ּו ִמ
ָּ  ַמאי ֵ ּבינַיְ יהוּ? ִאThe Gemara asks: What is the practical diﬀerence between these
. ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלהtwo opinions? Seemingly, they both say the same thing. The
Gemara answers: The practical diﬀerence between them is with
respect to performing ĥalitza with a soft leather shoe ab initio.
According to Rabba’s opinion, one may not perform ĥalitza this
way ab initio, as Rabba said that only if Elijah comes and permits
it would he be heeded, implying that until Elijah does so one may
not perform ĥalitza this way. According to Rav Yosef ’s opinion,
one may perform ĥalitza with a soft leather shoe until Elijah
comes and teaches us otherwise.
: וְ ָה ְתנַן, ו ְּל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלהThe Gemara asks: And according to the one who says that one
, ָח ְל צָ ה ְ ּב ִמנְ ָﬠל – ֲח ִליצָ ָת ּה ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרהmay even perform ĥalitza with a soft leather shoe ab initio, didn’t
we learn in the mishna ( a): If she performed ĥalitza with a
! ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה – ָלא,יﬠ ַבד – ִאין
ֲ ִּד
soft leather shoe, her ĥalitza is valid, and the past tense wording
indicates after the fact, yes, but it is not valid ab initio?

HALAKHA

A convert may judge his fellow convert –  ֵ ּגר דָּ ן ֶאת ֲח ֵבירוֹ: If a
convert’s mother is from Israel, and certainly if his father is also
from Israel, he is qualified to judge in monetary cases. But if
his mother is not from Israel, he is disqualified from acting as a
judge in cases involving a Jew from birth, although it is permitted for him to act as a judge in cases involving other converts
(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 11:11; Shulĥan Arukh,
Yoreh De’a 269:11 and Ĥoshen Mishpat 7:1).

A convert’s fitness with respect to ĥalitza –  ֵ ּגר ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן ֲח ִליצָ ה:
A convert is not qualified to be a judge for ĥalitza, even the
ĥalitza of a convert, as only someone whose mother and father
are from Israel is qualified to be a judge for ĥalitza (Rambam
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 4:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer
169:2 and Yoreh De’a 269:11). Some say that even if only his
father was from Israel he is qualified (Rema, citing Sefer Mitzvot
Gadol).

 וְ ַאיְּ ֵידי דְּ ָב ֵﬠי,הוּא ַהדִּ ין דַּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה
 ְ ּב ַאנְ ּ ִפ ְיליָ א – ֲח ִליצָ ָת ּה:יפא
ָ יתנֵי ֵס
ְ ְל ִמ
ישא
ָ ׁ  ָּתנָ א נַ ִמי ֵר,יﬠ ַבד
ֲ ִּ דַּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ד,ּ ְפסו ָּלה
.יﬠ ַבד
ֲ ִּד

The Gemara answers: The same is true that one may perform
ĥalitza with a soft leather shoe even ab initio, but since the tanna
wished to teach in the latter clause of that mishna: If an anpileya,
a soft shoe made of cloth, was used for ĥalitza, her ĥalitza is
disqualified even after the fact, he also taught the first clause
of the mishna using wording that indicates validity after the fact,
even though it is in fact permitted even ab initio.

 ָא ַמר, דְּ ַתנְיָא,נְﬠל ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה ַּת ָּנ ֵאי ִהיא
ָ ו ִּמ
,יבין
ִ ִ ּ ַפ ַﬠם ַא ַחת ָה ַל ְכ ִּתי ִלנְצ:יוֹסי
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
 ְּכלוּם ַא ָּתה: ָא ַמ ְר ִּתי לוֹ,אתי זָ ֵקן ֶא ָחד
ִ ָָמצ
:ָ ּב ִקי ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ֶ ּבן ְ ּב ֵת ָירא? ָא ַמר ִלי
ית
ָ  ְּכלוּם ָר ִא. וְ ַﬠל ׁשו ְּל ָחנִי הוּא ָּת ִדיר,ֵהן
?ׁ ֶש ָח ַלץ ִ ּב ָיב ָמה

The Gemara comments: And performing ĥalitza with a soft
leather shoe ab initio is a dispute between tanna’im, as it is
taught in a baraita, Rabbi Yosei said: One time I went to the
city of NetzivinB in Babylonia, and I found there a certain Elder.
I said to him: Do you know Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira,P who
was from Netzivin? He said to me: Yes, and he is a frequent
visitor at my table.N I asked the Elder: Have you ever seen if he
conducted the ĥalitza of a yevama?

.יתי ׁ ֶש ָח ַלץ ַה ְר ֵ ּבה ּ ְפ ָﬠ ִמים
ִ  ָר ִא:ָא ַמר ִלי
חוֹלצִ ין
ְ  וְ ִכי:נְﬠל אוֹ ְ ּב ַסנְ דָּ ל? ָא ַמר ִלי
ָ ְ ּב ִמ
ָ ְ ּב ִמ
״נַﬠלוֹ״ וְ ל ֹא
ֲ נְﬠל? )וְ ַה ּת ָוֹרה ָא ְמ ָרה
 ָמה ָר ָאה, ִאם ֵּכן:נְﬠלו!ֹ( ָא ַמ ְר ִּתי לוֹ
ָ ִמ
נְﬠל ֲח ִליצָ ָת ּה
ָ לוֹמר ָח ְלצָ ה ְ ּב ִמ
ַ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
!?ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה

He said to me: I saw that he conducted ĥalitza many times. I
asked him: Using a soft leather shoe or a hard leather sandal?
He said to me: Does anyone allow performing ĥalitza with a
soft leather shoe?N But the Torah said: “His shoe [na’alo]”N
(Deuteronomy : ) and not: His shoe [minalo]. I said to him:
If so, what did Rabbi Meir see that made him say that if a
woman performed ĥalitza using a soft leather shoe her ĥalitza
is valid?

נְﬠל
ָ חוֹלצִ ין ְ ּב ִמ
ְ :אוֹמר ִמ ׁ ּ ְשמוֹ
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יַ ֲﬠקֹבRabbi Ya’akov says in the name of Rabbi Meir: One may per–  ו ַּמאן דַּ ֲא ַמר ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה ל ֹא. ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלהform ĥalitza using a soft leather shoe ab initio. The Gemara
explains: And for the one who said one may not perform ĥalitza
?ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא
with a soft leather shoe ab initio, what is the reason for this?
ָ יל
ֵ ִא
,ימא ִמ ׁ ּש ּום דְּ ָהוְ יָ א ּ ַפנְ ָּתא ֵמ ַﬠל
 וְ ַה ּת ָוֹרה ָא ְמ ָרה,וְ ַא ְר ְק ָתא ֵמ ַﬠל דְּ ֵמ ַﬠל
״מ ַﬠל״ וְ ל ֹא ֵמ ַﬠל דְּ ֵמ ַﬠל – ִאי ָה ִכי ֲא ִפילּ ּו
ֵ
!יﬠ ַבד נַ ִמי ָלא
ֲ ִּד

If we say that a soft leather shoe is disqualified because the upper
side of the soft leather shoe [panta]L is on his foot directly,
and the straps [arketa]L tied around the upper portion of the
shoe are like a second shoe on top of the shoe that is directly on
top of his foot, and the Torah says: “Remove the shoe from
on his foot,” indicating that the entire shoe must be “on his
foot” but not from on something else that is on his foot,N if
so, then even after the fact as well, it should not be fit for use.
If a soft leather shoe is unfit for ĥalitza by Torah law, it should
be prohibited under all circumstances.

NOTES

He is a frequent visitor at my table [shulĥani] – וְ ַﬠל ׁשו ְּל ָחנִי
הוּא ָּת ִדיר: From the wording of the Gemara it seems that Rabbi
Yehuda ben Beteira was frequently a guest of this Elder, seemingly because the latter was among the important people of
his city. There are also versions of the text explaining the opposite, that the Elder was a frequent guest at Rabbi Yehuda ben
Beteira’s table. In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained diﬀerently,
that this same Elder was the money changer [shulĥani] of his
city, and Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira was frequently found at his
table, i.e., changing money with him.

elements mentioned in the Gemara (see Rosh). Although the
Ramban disputes this opinion, the text of the Jerusalem Talmud
seems to be the basis of the Rambam’s similar halakhic ruling
(see Yam shel Shlomo).

The Torah said: His shoe [na’alo] – נַﬠלוֹ
ֲ וְ ַה ּת ָוֹרה ָא ְמ ָרה: Rashi
and most of the early commentaries erased this sentence, and
likewise it is not found in the Tosefta, as they explained that the
word minal, meaning shoe, is not found at all in the Bible. The
Ritva quotes an opinion that upheld this version of the text
by explaining that during biblical times everyone wore hard
Does anyone allow performing ĥalitza with a soft leather leather sandals, and therefore, stating the word shoe would
shoe – נְﬠל
ָ חוֹלצִ ין ְ ּב ִמ
ְ וְ ִכי: This is the version of the text in the obviously refer to a sandal. If so, since the Torah says “shoe”
Gemara and the Tosefta. The Vilna Gaon in Haggahot HaGra, here and does not use another word it certainly is referring to
however, expresses doubt about the authenticity of this text, as a sandal (see Meiri).
the opposite is stated in the Jerusalem Talmud. In a discussion
in the Jerusalem Talmud it says: Is there any sandal used in From on something else that is on his foot – מ ַﬠל דְּ ֵמ ַﬠל:ֵ The
our location, indicating that using a sandal was not the com- Tosefot Ĥad MiKamma’ei explains that due to the doubt premon custom. Furthermore, the discussion continues that they sented here with regard to whether ĥalitza alone is suﬃcient or
questioned how Rabbi Meir could entertain the possibility that whether there must also be exposure of the foot, it is possible
one may not perform ĥalitza with a soft leather shoe, seemingly that one who is wearing socks will not be considered to have
indicating that the preferred means of performing ĥalitza is had his foot exposed, and should therefore refrain from wearing
with a soft leather shoe. Indeed, several early commentaries socks when performing ĥalitza. Although several other comconcluded, based upon the discussion in the Jerusalem Talmud, mentaries say that this stringency is unfounded, as socks are
that since in most places people are not accustomed to using a made of a soft fabric that is insignificant, as is stated explicitly
sandal and do not know what it looks like, a soft leather shoe is in the Jerusalem Talmud, still the Yam shel Shlomo says that one
preferable, as one can ensure that it will have all the necessary should be stringent in this matter.

BACKGROUND

Netzivin – נְצִ ִיבין: Nowadays this is known as Nusaybin, a
city located in Turkey on the border with Syria, adjacent to
Qamishli. This ancient city was the capital even prior to the
Assyrian conquest. At the time of the Mishna it was under
the rule of the kingdom of Adiabene, and afterward for a
period of approximately one hundred years it was a war
zone between Persia and Rome that often changed hands.
Netzivin was a center of trade due to its location, and
it had an active Jewish population for centuries. Like
Neharde’a, it was known as one of the centers of Torah
learning in ancient Babylonia.
Netzivin reached its zenith in the period of Adiabene rule,
as a number of members of the royal family converted to
Judaism, and the academy of the sons of Beteira flourished.
The city, especially its Jewish inhabitants, suﬀered greatly
during the constant battles that subsequently befell the city,
and by the talmudic period the city’s Jewish population
had lost its prominence. However, after that period, it once
again became home to a sizable Jewish population, which
remained there into the twentieth century.
PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira – ר ִ ּבי יְהו ָּדה ֶ ּבן ְ ּב ֵת ָירא:ַ There were
at least two Sages with this name, all from the same family.
They were most likely a Babylonian family, some of whose
members moved to the Eretz Yisrael and assumed leadership positions there just prior to the appointment of Hillel
the Elder. Other members of the family stayed in Babylonia,
living in the town of Netzivin, a center of Jewish life. It
seems that the Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira mentioned here,
sometimes called ben Petora, had previously been among
the Sages of Yavne, where he engaged in halakhic debate
with the great Sages of his generation, Rabbi Yehoshua
and Rabbi Akiva. Afterward, it is believed that he went back
to Babylonia where he became the leader of a large and
prominent yeshiva in Netzivin.
Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira enjoyed a long life, having
lived long enough to have been mentioned in the days after
the revolt of bar Kokheva. Even then, in his younger years,
he was considered such a high-level halakhic authority
that some of the Sages of Eretz Yisrael even traveled to
Babylonia in order to learn Torah from him. Sometimes
messengers from Eretz Yisrael were sent to him in order to
receive answers to halakhic questions.
Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira was highly esteemed by his
contemporaries among the Sages. Rabbi Eliezer said about
him: You are a great Sage, and he declared his court a righteous and beautiful court of law.
Even though most of his activity was in Babylonia, Rabbi
Yehuda ben Beteira raised the banner of the importance of
Eretz Yisrael and opposed any eﬀorts to establish Babylonia
as a competing center of Torah learning.
There are very few instances in the Talmud where
halakhot are transmitted in his name. This may be because
he served in Babylonia, where he imparted his teachings to
Sages whose rulings were not recorded.
LANGUAGE

Shoe [panta] – פנְ ָּתא:ַ ּ The term is Aramaic and refers specifically to the leather on the upper part of a shoe.
Straps [arketa] – א ְר ְק ָתא:ַ This may very well be a variant of
the word arkata, a word also found in other sources, meaning shoelace. Others explain that it means the upper part of
a shoe that covers the foot. Some of the ge’onim claim that
arketa refers to the part of the shoe that covers the shins.
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NOTES

A torn [merupat] shoe – נְﬠל ְמרו ּ ָּפט
ָ מ:ִ Opinions vary concerning the interpretation of the word merupat. Some say,
in accordance with Rashi, that it is torn from above, and
completely merupat means that all of the upper leather is
torn (see Meiri). Rabbeinu Ĥananel explains that merupat
means unstable, i.e., a shoe that is not at all suitable to be
worn due to its size.
We tie a strap to it – יה ִמ ְיתנָ א
ּ ק ְט ִרינַן ֵ ּב:ָ The Ramban wrote
that although generally a strap can be tied from a rope
made of any material, because the Gemara (102b) states
that one may make a ĥalitza shoe only from leather and
other similar materials, the strap tied to it must also be
from leather. The commentaries explain that it refers here
to a designated sandal that they would use for ĥalitza, to
which they would add another strap to tighten it. The
Gemara explicitly mentions later that among the tools of
the judges was a special sandal designated for ĥalitza that
they meticulously ensured had all the components necessary for ĥalitza. The practice of having such a sandal designated for ĥalitza was already recorded by the ge’onim, and
this custom was maintained throughout the generations.
LANGUAGE

Ring [ĥumrata] – חו ְּמ ָר ָתא: Apparently from the Middle
Iranian muhr, which in this context means a ring. Due to a
phonological shift, the letters were inverted in the Aramaic
loanword.

.נְﬠל ְמרו ּ ָּפט
ָ  ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ִמRather, it is a rabbinic decree due to the concern that one might
use a torn soft leather shoe,N which may nevertheless be worn if torn
due to its softness but is prohibited as it does not cover his foot. No
similar concern exists with regard to a torn sandal, as due to its hard
exterior it would never be worn if torn, and therefore there is no
concern that it will be used for ĥalitza.
.נְﬠל
ָ  ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֲחצִ י ִמ, ִאי נַ ִמיAlternatively, it is a rabbinic decree due to concern that one might
perform ĥalitza with a half shoe, as the ĥalitza shoe must cover
most of the foot, yet there are some who wear soft leather shoes that
cover only half of the foot. Therefore, there is a prohibition against
using a soft leather shoe for ĥalitza ab initio for fear that a half shoe
might also accidentally be used. No similar fear exists with a hard
leather sandal as a half sandal is never worn.H
יה ַל ֲח ִב ִיבי
ֵ  ִאי ָלאו דַּ ֲח ִמ:ֲא ַמר ַרב
ּ ית
דְּ ָח ַלץ ְ ּב ַסנְדָּ ל דְּ ִאית ָל ּה ׁ ִשינְצִ ין – ֲאנָ א
ָלא ֲהוַ אי ָח ֵליצְ נָ א ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַסנְ דְּ ָלא
 ַאף, וְ ַהאי דִּ ַידן.יה ַדק ְט ֵפי
ֲ  דְּ ִמ,יﬠא
ָ ָדְּ ַטיּ
יה חו ְּמ ָר ָתא – ָק ְט ִרינַן
ּ ַﬠל ַ ּגב דְּ ִאית ֵ ּב
יכי דְּ ֶת ֱהוֵ י ֲח ִליצָ ָת ּה
ִ  ִּכי ֵה,יתנָ א
ְ יה ִמ
ּ ֵ ּב
.יתא
ָ ַָמ ַﬠ ְלי

Rav said: If I had not seen my beloved uncle, Rabbi Ĥiyya,
conduct a ĥalitza using a sandal with laces, I would not have
conducted ĥalitza with anything other than a sandal of Arabs,
which is more tight fitting and snug. The Gemara explains: And
with regard to this sandal of ours, i.e., the customary sandal of that
day, although it does have a ring [ĥumrata]LH on top to ensure that
it will not fall oﬀ the foot easily, we tie a strap to itN during ĥalitza
in order to make it tighter, so that her ĥalitza will be of the highest
standard. The strap is tied on so that the sandal will not come oﬀ
by itself, to ensure that the yevama will have to untie the strap in
order to remove the sandal.B

HALAKHA

Ĥalitza with a soft leather shoe and a hard leather sandal –
נְﬠל וְ ַסנְדָּ ל
ָ ח ִליצָ ה ְ ּב ִמ:ֲ The accepted custom was to perform ĥalitza
with a hard shoe made entirely of leather, similar to an ancient
sandal. Others determined the halakha to be in accordance
with the final version of Rabbi Ya’akov, which states that one
should perform ĥalitza with a soft leather shoe ab initio. Others
state that since sandals were not common in most places, the
custom became to use a soft leather shoe, as it is certainly valid
after the fact.
Some say that the stitching of the shoe must be in the interior,
similar to a sandal, while others say that the stitching must be on
its exterior. Furthermore, no additional fabric or leather should
be sewn into the interior of the shoe, and likewise it should be
made from one piece of leather. All of these requirements are so

that the shoe will be similar to a sandal (Rambam Sefer Nashim,
Hilkhot Yibbum 4:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 169:16).
It does have a ring – יה חו ְּמ ָר ָתא
ּ דְּ ִאית ֵ ּב: The ring mentioned
in the Gemara is a sort of ring through which a rope can be
threaded from a hole from the other side of the sandal, enabling
it to be tightly fastened to the shoe. Some say that one should
tie at least two or three of these knots. The Rema states that the
custom is to tie three knots, which are not part of the body of
the shoe but rather are created by attaching additional straps
to the top of the shoe. Likewise, hooks and loops are sewn onto
the exterior part of the shoe on its opposite side for the purpose
of fastening the additional straps (Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer
169:19 and Seder Ĥalitza 61).

BACKGROUND

Sandal for ĥalitza – סנְדָּ ל ֲח ִליצָ ה:ַ To ensure that all the requirements for a valid ĥalitza sandal are met, it is a long-standing
custom for every court that conducts ĥalitza to possess a shoe
for this purpose. The shoe is built so that it conforms to all the
stringent opinions, thereby guaranteeing that the ĥalitza will be
valid according to all opinions.

Shoe used for ĥalitza, viewed from diﬀerent angles
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 ָא ַמר ַרב. ַה ָּת ַרת ָיְב ָמה ַסנְ דָּ ל:ימן
ָ  § ִסThe Gemara presents a mnemonic device for the following
–  ַה ָּת ַרת ָיְב ָמה ַל ׁ ּשוּק: יְהו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרבthree halakhot that Rav Yehuda taught in the name of Rav:
Hatarat, meaning release of; yevama; sandal. This mnemonic
.יטת רוֹב ֶה ָﬠ ֵקב
ַ ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִמ
serves as a reminder that the release of a yevama is done through
removing a sandal. Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: The release
of a yevama to enable her marriage to a member of the public
occurs when most of the heel is removed from the shoe.H Even
though the shoe has not been entirely removed, or even
removed from most of the yavam’s foot; it is still permitted for
her to remarry.
,נְﬠל וְ ַסנְ דָּ ל
ָ  הו ְּּתר ּו ְרצוּעוֹת ִמ: ֵמ ִית ֵיביThe Gemara raises an objection from the following baraita:
 ֲח ִליצָ ָת ּה, אוֹ ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ַמט רוֹב ָה ֶרגֶ לIf the straps of a soft leather shoe or a hard leather sandal
were untied,H but not through the actions of the yevama,
.ּ ְפסו ָּלה
or if the yavam removed most of his foot from the shoe himself before the yevama completed the removal, her ĥalitza is
disqualified.
 ָהא ׁ ָש ְמ ָטה, ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ׁ ָש ַמט הוּאThe Gemara infers: The reason her ĥalitza is disqualified is
–  רוֹב ָה ֶרגֶ ל. ִהיא – ֲח ִליצָ ָת ּה ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרהspecifically that he removed most of his foot and she only
completed the removal, but had she removed most of the foot
! רוֹב ֶה ָﬠ ֵקב – ָלא,ִאין
from the shoe, then her ĥalitza would be valid. The Gemara
continues: If so, yes, only when the yevama removes most of
the foot is the ĥalitza valid, but if she removed only most
of the heel, it would not be suﬃcient.
. ַהיְ ינ ּו רוֹב ָה ֶרגֶ ל ַהיְ ינ ּו רוֹב ֶה ָﬠ ֵקב, ָלאThe Gemara rejects this question: No, most of the foot is
יה רוֹב ָה ֶרגֶ ל – דְּ כו ָּּלא
ּ  וְ ַא ַּמאי ָקר ּו ֵלthe same as most of the heel, and therefore the inference
should be that even if she removed most of the heel from the
.יה דָּ ֵחיס
ָ ֵח
ּ יילא דְּ ַכ ְר ָﬠא ֲﬠ ֵל
shoe the ĥalitza is valid. And why do they call it: Most of the
foot? Because the whole weight of the leg puts pressure on
the heel.
 דַּ ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי יַ ַּנאי
ּ ְמ ַסיַּ יע ֵל
, ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ִה ִּתיר הוּא וְ ׁ ָש ְמ ָטה ִהיא:יַ ַּנאי
– ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ִה ִּת ָירה ִהיא וְ ׁ ָש ַמט הוּא
 ַﬠד ׁ ֶש ַּת ִּתיר ִהיא,ֲח ִליצָ ָת ּה ּ ְפסו ָּלה
 ְק ָר ַﬠ ְתה ּו: ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַר ִ ּבי יַ ַּנאי.וְ ַת ׁ ְש ִמיט ִהיא
 ַ ּג ּל ּויֵ י ַּכ ְר ָﬠא, ְ ׂש ָר ַפ ְתה ּו ַמה ּו,ַמה ּו
 אוֹ דִּ ְל ָמא ֲח ִליצָ ה,יכא
ָּ ָ ּב ֵﬠינַן – וְ ָה ִא
.ּיכא? ֵּתיקו
ָּ ָ ּב ֵﬠינַן – וְ ֵל

The Gemara comments: This baraita supports Rabbi Yannai,
as Rabbi Yannai said: Whether he unties the shoe and she
removes it, or whether she unties it and he removes it, her
ĥalitza is disqualified unless she both unties it and takes it
oﬀ. And on the same topic, Rabbi Yannai asked: If she did not
remove the sandal, but instead ripped it oﬀ him, what is the
halakha? If she burned itH using coals, what is the halakha? The
Gemara presents the real issue in question: Is exposure of the
foot the essential act of ĥalitza that we require, through any
act of removing that which covers the foot, which exists here?
Or perhaps it is removal of the shoe from over the foot that
we require, which is lacking here? No answer was found to this
question, so the Gemara concludes: The question shall stand
unresolved.

HALAKHA

Releasing the yevama upon removing the heel – ַה ָּת ַרת
יטת ָﬠ ֵקב
ַ יְב ָמה ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִמ:
ָ The yevama sits and unties the shoe
straps from the foot and then removes the shoe and places
it on the ground. From the moment most of the heel of
the yavam has been removed from the shoe, the yevama is
considered released from the levirate bond, and it is permitted for her to marry freely (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot
Yibbum 4:6).

opinion, citing the Rosh, that if the yavam can still walk
in the shoe while it is untied and subsequently she removes
it, the ĥalitza is valid even though he untied the knot
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 4:16; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 169:33).

If she ripped it…if she burned it – ּ…ש ָר ַפ ְתה ּו
ׂ ְ ק ָר ַﬠ ְתהו:ְ
If the yevama tore the shoe from the foot or burned it, this
does not constitute ĥalitza. The halakha is such because
If the straps of a shoe or sandal were untied –  הו ְּּתר ּו ְרצוּעוֹתRabbi Yannai’s query was not resolved, and concerning a
נְﬠל
ָ מ:ִ If the yavam untied the knot and the yevama took Torah prohibition one should be stringent with regard to
oﬀ the shoe, or if she untied the straps and he took oﬀ unresolved questions (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum
the shoe, the ĥalitza is disqualified. The Rema quotes an 4:21; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 169:36).
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HALAKHA

Two shoes – נְﬠ ִלים
ָ שנֵי ִמ:
ְ ׁ If the yavam was wearing two
shoes and his yevama removed the outer one, then, even
if she tore the inner one until his foot was exposed, her
ĥalitza is disqualified. The halakha is such because Rabbi
Neĥemya’s question, according to the version of the text
used by the Rambam, was not resolved, and in a case
of doubt concerning a Torah law one must be stringent
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 4:21; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 169:37). However, if the yevama removes both
shoes her ĥalitza is valid (Rema).

 ׁ ְשנֵי:ֵיה ַר ִ ּבי נְ ֶח ְמיָ ה ֵמ ַר ָ ּבה
ּ ְ ּב ָﬠא ִמ ּינ
יכי
ִ  ַמה ּו? ֵה,ִמנְ ָﬠ ִלים זֶ ה ַﬠל ַ ּגב זֶ ה
יה ְל ִﬠ ָיל ֵאי וְ ָק ֵאי
ָ דָּ ֵמי? ִא ֵיל
ּ ימא דִּ ׁ ְש ַל ְפ ֵּת
 וְ ל ֹא ֵמ ַﬠל,״מ ַﬠל״ ָא ַמר ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
ֵ – ַּת ָּת ֵאי
,יה ְל ִﬠ ָיל ֵאי
ָ דְּ ֵמ ַﬠל! ָלא צְ ִר
ּ  דִּ ְק ַר ְﬠ ֵּת,יכא
? ַמאי,יה ְל ַת ָּת ֵאי וְ ָק ֵאי ִﬠ ָיל ֵאי
ּ ו ׁ ְּש ַל ְפ ֵּת
 אוֹ דִּ ְל ָמא,יכא
ָּ ֲח ִליצָ ה ָ ּב ֵﬠינַן – וְ ָהא ִא
?יכא
ָּ ַ ּג ּלוּיֵ י ַּכ ְר ָﬠא ָ ּב ֵﬠינַן – וְ ֵל

Rabbi Neĥemya asked Rabba the following question: If the man
were wearing two shoes,H one on top of the other, what is the
halakha? The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of the
case? If we say that she removed the outer shoe and the inner
shoe remains in place, but the Merciful One states in the Torah:
“From on his foot” and not: From on that which is on his foot. The
Gemara answers: No, this question wasn’t asked in a case where the
inner shoe remained on his foot. Rather, it is necessary in a case
where she tore the outer shoe and took oﬀ the inner shoe, and
the outer one still remains on his foot although it is torn. The
question centers around the previous one with regard to the nature
of ĥalitza: What is the halakha for valid ĥalitza? Is it removal of the
shoe that we require, which we have brought about in this example?
Or perhaps it is exposing the foot that we require, which is lacking
here, as the foot is still covered by the torn outer shoe.

Perek XII
Daf 102 Amud b
HALAKHA

A yevama who grew up among her husband’s brothers –
יְב ָמה ׁ ֶש ִהגְ דִּ ָילה ֵ ּבין ָה ַא ִחין:
ָ During ĥalitza the yavam and
yevama must have the intention that through the act
of ĥalitza the yevama will become permitted to marry
a stranger. If they did not both have this intention, the
ĥalitza is invalid, meaning that the ĥalitza will disqualify
her from performing levirate marriage with any of the
brothers, but she will not be free to marry a stranger until
a proper ĥalitza is performed. For this reason, if a yevama
grew up among her husband’s brothers and it was witnessed that she had once removed the shoe of one of
them, it is prohibited for her to enter into levirate marriage
with any of them. The concern is that they had intended
to perform ĥalitza, and therefore she requires valid ĥalitza
to free her. But if it was not witnessed that she removed
a shoe from one of her brothers-in-law, the possibility
that she might have done so is not taken into consideration, and it is permitted for her to enter into levirate
marriage with any of the brothers (Rambam Sefer Nashim,
Hilkhot Yibbum 4:28; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 169:44).
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rav and
the final version of the text in the Gemara.
NOTES

The reason is that we did not see, etc. – ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ָלא ָחזֵ ינַן
וכו׳: The Gemara presents two versions of the inferences
drawn from the statement of Rav Yehuda in the name of
Rav. The early commentaries dealt with the diﬀerences
between the two versions, explaining that according
to the first version, in any instance where both do not
intend to perform ĥalitza, the ĥalitza is completely invalid
by Torah law. Nevertheless, if invalid ĥalitza such as this
were performed before a convened court, the court would
render the couple disqualified to perform levirate marriage, because it appears as if an actual ĥalitza had been
performed. In contrast, according to the second version,
even were this ĥalitza performed outside of court, at an
inappropriate time, or using an unfit shoe, nevertheless
it would disqualify the couple from performing levirate
marriage afterward, although this type of ĥalitza cannot
render the woman permitted to marry strangers (see
Tosefot HaRosh, Ramban, and Rashba).
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 דְּ ַחזְ יו ּּה,יכא ִּכי ַהאי ַ ּגוְ ונָ א? ִאין
ָּ  ו ִּמי ִאThe Gemara asks: Is there really a case like this where people wear
 ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ְל ַרב יְ הו ָּדה דְּ נָ ַפק ְ ּב ַח ְמ ׁ ָשא זוּזֵ יone shoe on top of another? The Gemara answers: Yes, for the
Sages saw Rav Yehuda, who went out once to the market wearing
.מו ֵּקי ְל ׁשו ָּקא
five pairs of shoes, which were similar to slippers, one on top of
another.
 יְ ָב ָמ ה:ָא ַמר ַרב יְ ה ּו ָדה ָא ַמר ַרב
ָשא
ׂ ֵ ׁ ֶש ִהגְ דִּ ָילה ֵ ּבין ָה ַא ִחין – מו ֶּּת ֶרת ִל ּינ
חוֹש ׁ ִשין ׁ ֶש ָּמא
ְ ׁ  וְ ֵאין,ְל ֶא ָחד ִמן ָה ַא ִחין
 ַט ֲﬠ ָמא – דְּ ָלא.ָח ְלצָ ה ַסנְדָּ ל ְל ֶא ָחד ֵמ ֶהן
?ישינַן
ִ ׁ ְ ָהא ָחזֵ ינַן – ָחי,ָחזֵ ינַן

Rav Yehuda said another halakha that Rav said: An underage
yevama who grew up among her husband’s brothersH before any
ĥalitza was performed is permitted to marry one of the brothers
through levirate marriage, and we are not concerned about the
possibility that during the time she was in the company of her
yevamin she removed a sandal from one of them, and thereby she
would have already performed ĥalitza. The Gemara infers from this
statement: The reason it is permitted to perform levirate marriage
now is specifically that we did not see her remove one of their shoes,
but if in fact we did see her do so, we are concerned and treat her
as a yevama who already performed ĥalitza and is thereby forbidden
to all the brothers.

 ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון הוּא וְ ל ֹא:וְ ָהא ַּתנְ יָ א
 ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַּכ ְּוונָ ה ִהיא וְ ל ֹא,נִ ְת ַּכ ְּוונָ ה ִהיא
 ַﬠד,נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון הוּא – ֲח ִליצָ ָת ּה ּ ְפסו ָּלה
:נֵיהם ְּכ ֶא ָחד! ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
ֶ ׁ ֶשיִּ ְת ַּכ ְּוונ ּו ׁ ְש
חוֹש ׁ ִשין ׁ ֶש ָּמא
ְ ׁ ַאף ַﬠל ַ ּגב דְּ ָחזֵ ינַן – ֵאין
.ִּּכ ְּוונו

The Gemara challenges: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Whether
he intended to perform ĥalitza and she did not intend to, or
whether she intended to perform ĥalitza and he did not intend to,
the ĥalitza is invalid, unless they both intended it as one to perform a proper act of ĥalitza? The Gemara answers: This is what Rav
said: Even if we did see that she removed a shoe from one of them,
we are not concerned that perhaps they intended to perform
ĥalitza.

, ַט ֲﬠ ָמא – דְּ ָלא ָחזֵ ינַ ן:יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ וְ ִא
 ו ְּד ָקא ָּתנָ א ָ ּב ֵﬠי.חוֹש ׁ ִשין
ְ ׁ ָהא ָחזֵ ינַ ן
,יש ַּתרוּיֵ י ְל ָﬠ ְל ָמא
ְ ׁ  ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּילי ְל ִא,ַּכ ָּוונָ ה
.ֲא ָבל ָל ַא ִחין – ִמ ּ ַיפ ְס ָלא

And there are those who say the inference from Rav’s statement
should be made in the opposite manner: The reason it is permitted
for her to perform levirate marriage now is specifically that we did
not seeN her remove a shoe from one of the brothers. But if we did
see, we would be concerned and would treat her as a yevama who
already performed ĥalitza, despite our knowledge that she did not
intend to perform ĥalitza. And with regard to that which was
taught in the baraita, that intention is required, this applies only
as far as validating the act of ĥalitza in order to permit her to marry
a stranger. But performing an act of ĥalitza even without intention
is suﬃcient to disqualify her for the brothers, rendering prohibited
an act of levirate marriage afterward.

 ַסנְ דָּ ל:ָא ַמר ַרב יְ ה ּו ָדה ָא ַמר ַרב
,חוֹל צִ ין ּב וֹ
ְ
ַה ָּתפ ּו ר ְ ּב ִפ ׁ ְש ָּתן ֵא ין
:ימא
ָ  וְ ֵא.נְﬠ ֵל ְך ָּת ַח ׁש״
ֲ ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ״וָ ֶא
״נַﬠל״
ַ ! ִמ ֵידי ַא ֲח ִרינָ א ָלא,ַּת ַח ׁש ִאין
.יבה
ּ ָ ״נַﬠל״ ִר
ַ

Rav Yehuda also said that Rav said: One may not perform ĥalitza
using a sandal that was sewn together with threads made of flax,HN
as it is stated: “And I made you shoes of taĥashB skin” (Ezekiel
: ), which is the skin of an animal, implying that a shoe is something made entirely of leather. The Gemara challenges: If the source
is “taĥash,” let us say: A shoe made of taĥash skin, yes, it is valid;
but if made of anything else, no. The Gemara rejects this: Because
“shoe” and “shoe” are written in the Torah multiple times, this amplifies and includes all types of shoes crafted from leather skins as valid
for performing ĥalitza.

ּ יבה – ֲא ִפ
יל ּו ָּכל
ּ ָ ״נַﬠל״ ִר
ַ ״נַﬠל״
ַ  ִאיThe Gemara asks: If the inclusion of the words “shoe” and “shoe”
״ת ַח ׁש״ ַמאי ַא ֲהנֵי
ָּ  ִמ ֵּילי נַ ִמי! ִאם ֵּכןamplifies, then should one include as valid for performing ĥalitza
shoes crafted from even any other materials as well, including those
?יה
ּ ֵל
not produced from leather at all? The Gemara answers: If so, what
purpose does “taĥash” serve, as nothing is learned from it? Rather,
from the word taĥash it is derived that the shoe must be crafted
entirely of leather, but all types of leather are included because the
word “shoe” is repeated in the Torah numerous times.
 הוּא:ֵיה ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ֵמ ַרב
ּ ְ ּב ָﬠא ִמ ּינ
?ּיּוֹתיו ׁ ֶשל ֵ ׂש ָﬠר ַמהו
ָ יס
ִ ׁ ֶשל עוֹר ו ְּת ֵר
ְנְﬠ ֵלך
ֲ  ״וָ ֶא:יה
ּ  ִמי ָלא ָק ֵרינַן ֵ ּב:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
! ִאי ָה ִכי ּכו ּּלוֹ ׁ ֶשל ֵ ׂש ָﬠר נַ ִמי.ָּת ַח ׁש״
.ַההוּא ַק ְר ָקא ִמ ְק ֵרי

Rabbi Elazar asked Rav: What is the status of the following type
of sandal used for performing ĥalitza? In a case where it, the shoe
itself, is made of leather,N and the sections that hold its straps [tereisiyyot]LB are made of hair,H as they were woven together with goat’s
hair, what is the halakha? He said to him: Do we not refer to such
a sandal as: “And I made you shoes of taĥash”? Since it is crafted
from material that comes from an animal it is valid. The Gemara asks:
If that is so, i.e., that anything derived from an animal is valid, then
even if it is fashioned entirely of hair it should also be valid. The
Gemara answers: That would be called a slipper,B not a shoe.

HALAKHA

A sandal sewn with flax – סנְדָּ ל ַה ָּתפוּר ְ ּב ִפ ׁ ְש ָּתן:ַ One should
not perform ĥalitza using a sandal sewn with flax. Therefore, one should sew such a sandal with leather ab initio,
and this is the customary practice. The Rema, based on
the opinion of the Ramah, mentions that there are those
who invalidate a sandal sewn with flax even after the fact
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 4:18; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 169:15).
The sections that hold its straps are made of hair –
יּוֹתיו ׁ ֶשל ֵ ׂש ָﬠר
ָ יס
ִ ת ֵר:ְּ The Shulĥan Arukh rules that the straps of
a sandal used for ĥalitza do not necessarily need to be made
of leather, in accordance with Rav’s opinion. The Rema, however, cites others who maintain that the straps must also
be made of leather (see Nimmukei Yosef ). The common
practice was to permit straps made only of leather, or those
made of animal hair, as hair also comes from animals, while
disqualifying straps of any other material (Rambam Sefer
Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 4:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer
169:15).
LANGUAGE

Straps [tereisiyyot] – יסיּוֹת
ִ ת ֵר:ְּ The source of this word is
unclear. Some say that it comes from the Greek θυρεός,
thureos, meaning shield. This became the Hebrew word tris,
which also has several meanings. Its diminutive form, trisit,
means part of a shoe or sandal.

NOTES

A sandal sewn with flax – סנְדָּ ל ַה ָּתפוּר ְ ּב ִפ ׁ ְש ָּתן:ַ Rashi interprets
this in two ways: According to his first interpretation, this refers
to a shoe with a flax lining sewn to it. According to his second
interpretation, the various parts of the shoe were sewn together
with threads of flax. Most of the early commentaries do not
accept Rashi’s first interpretation, as even a wooden sandal
covered with leather is valid for ĥalitza, and therefore any sandal made completely of leather cannot be disqualified due to
a flax lining. Consequently, most of the early commentaries
accept Rashi’s second explanation. The Tosefot Rid challenges
the second interpretation based on the Gemara’s case of a sandal whose straps are made of hair, and therefore oﬀers a third

interpretation, which he maintains is actually the understanding of Rabbeinu Ĥananel. This third interpretation is that a
sandal sewn with flax refers to a sandal whose sole is made of
leather while the part that covers the foot is made of flax. The
early halakhic authorities such as the Or Zarua discuss whether
such a sandal sewn with flax is completely disqualified, even
after the fact, or if it is invalidated only ab initio (see Yam shel
Shlomo).

Taĥash – ת ַח ׁש:ָּ The identity of the taĥash is a matter of great
controversy that has not been resolved. Some authorities
explain that the taĥash is a whale of the species Monodon
monoceros, commonly known as the narwhal. Narwhals travel
in small groups, especially in northern ocean waters, and can
grow to 6 m in length. The primary coloring of the narwhal is
pale with numerous dark spots; narwhals are the only ocean
mammals with spots. A twisted tusk, which was once thought
to be the horn of the unicorn, grows out of one side of the
narwhal’s mouth and can measure up to 3 m long. It is possible
that a group of these creatures approached the Red Sea and
were thrown onto the shore or trapped there.
The narwhal’s appearance closely parallels the descriptions
of the taĥash presented in tractate Shabbat (28a–b), according
to which it is also spotted like the tela ilan and has a single horn
on its forehead. The Gemara there also details that the Sages
were unable to determine the precise nature of the taĥash:
domesticated or non-domesticated; kosher or non-kosher.
Professor Yehuda Feliks, one of the foremost scholars in
the field of nature in the Bible, suggests that the taĥash
may have been a giraﬀe, which has many of the characteristics mentioned in various places in the Talmud concerning
the taĥash: A multicolored hide, a horn-like protrusion on its
forehead, and some of the signs that would indicate that it is
a kosher animal.
Narwhal

Straps [tereisiyyot] – יסיּוֹת
ִ ת ֵר:ְּ The image below depicts Roman
shoes of the Senator class and their tereisiyyot, the lower leather
straps that encase the foot.

It is made of leather, etc. – הוּא ׁ ֶשל עוֹר וכו׳: The Babylonian
Talmud is consistent in maintaining that in order to qualify as
a shoe that can be used for ĥalitza, a sandal must be made of
leather or at least mostly of leather. Likewise, since the source
of this obligation is from the verse “I made you shoes of taĥash,”
there are those who add that animal hair may also be used for
the sandal’s straps. Since the hair comes from animal skin, such
shoes may therefore still be defined as shoes of a taĥash (see
Nimmukei Yosef ). In a discussion in the Jerusalem Talmud, it is
maintained that even a wooden sandal is valid for ĥalitza, at
least after the fact and maybe also ab initio, as anything called
a shoe is valid for ĥalitza.

BACKGROUND

Slipper [karka] – ק ְר ָקא:ַ The image below depicts a shoe from
Phrygia, in Asia Minor, that may be the karka mentioned in
the Gemara.

Roman shoes

Phrygian shoe
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NOTES

This is the greatest of blessings – זוֹ ְמעו ָּּלה ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ְ ּב ָרכוֹת: The
Maharsha explains that the Gemara here is stating that
even though this chapter in Isaiah lists eleven diﬀerent
blessings, beginning with the verse “Your light shall rise
in darkness, and your darkness shall be as the afternoon”
(Isaiah 58:10), still, this blessing of strengthening the body
is the greatest of all the blessings listed there.

 ִמ ַּמאי:יה ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
יש ַלף
ְ ׁ נַﬠלוֹ ֵמ ַﬠל ַרגְ לוֹ״ ִמ
ֲ דְּ ַהאי ״וְ ָח ְלצָ ה
הוּא? דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״וְ ִח ְּלצ ּו ֶאת ָה ֲא ָבנִים ֲא ׁ ֶשר
.ָ ּב ֵהן ַה ָּנגַ ע״

Rav Kahana said to Shmuel: From where is it known that this
phrase: “And she shall remove [ĥaltza] his shoe from on his foot”
(Deuteronomy : ), means to remove? As it is written: “Then the
priest shall command, and they shall take out [ĥiltzu] the stones
in which the plague is” (Leviticus : ), indicating that the word
ĥaltza means that they shall remove the stones from their place.

״ה ָח ְלצ ּו
ֵ ימא זֵ ר ּוזֵ י הוּא – דִּ ְכ ִתיב
ָ  וְ ֵאThe Gemara asks whether the word ĥaltza can be interpreted dif:נָשים ַל ָ ּצ ָבא״! ָה ָתם נַ ִמי
ִ ׁ  ֵמ ִא ְּת ֶכם ֲאferently based upon its apparent meaning in other contexts: But
could you say it is a term for strengthening, as it is written: “Arm
.יתא ִל ְק ָר ָבא
ָ ׁ ְשלו ֵּפי ִמ ֵ ּב
[heĥaletzu] men from among you for the army” (Numbers : ),
meaning that men among you will be strengthened and take up
arms to prepare for battle? The Gemara answers: There too, the
meaning of the word is referring to taking something from its place,
as it means removing people from their houses in order to go out
to war.
 וְ ָה ְכ ִתיב ״יְ ַח ֵּלץ ָﬠנִי ְב ָﬠנְיוֹ״! ִ ּב ְ ׂש ַכר ָﬠנְיוֹThe Gemara challenges: But isn’t it written: “He delivers
.יה ָּנם
ִ [ יְ ַח ְּלצוֹ ִמדִּ ינָ ּה ׁ ֶשל ֵ ּגyeĥaletz] the aﬄicted by His aﬄiction [be’onyo]” ( Job : )?
This indicates that the aﬄicted one becomes stronger due to his
aﬄiction, as, if the intention was to deliver him from his aﬄiction,
it should have said: From His aﬄiction, rather than “by His aﬄiction.” The Gemara answers that the verse should be interpreted as
follows: Be’onyo, in other words, as reward for his suﬀering from
aﬄiction, He shall deliver him from the judgment of Gehenna,
as is understood from the term be’onyo, through the reward due to
his aﬄiction.
 ֶא ָּלא ָהא דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״חֹנֶ ה ַמ ְל ַאךְ ה׳ ָס ִביבThe Gemara challenges further: But with regard to that it is
 ִל ֵיר ָאיו וַ יְ ַח ְּלצֵ ם״! ִ ּב ְ ׂש ַכר יְ ֵר ָאיו יְ ַח ְּלצֵ םwritten: “The angel of the Lord encamps around those who fear
Him and delivers them [vayeĥaltzem]” (Psalms : ), doesn’t
.יה ָּנם
ִ ִמדִּ ינָ ּה ׁ ֶשל ֵ ּג
vayeĥaltzem rather mean: He shall strengthen them? The Gemara
answers: The verse means: As a reward for those that fear Him,
He shall deliver them from the judgment of Gehenna. Therefore,
the Gemara interprets vayeĥaltzem as “delivers them,” not as:
Strengthens them.
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ֶא ָּלא ָהא דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״וְ ַﬠצְ מ ֶֹתיךָ יַ ֲח ִליץ״
, זוֹ ְמעו ָּּלה ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ְ ּב ָרכוֹת:וְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
 ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָה ִכי, זֵ רוּזֵ י ַ ּג ְר ֵמי! ִאין:וַ ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
 ִאי ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָת ְך, דְּ ָה ָכא.ו ַּמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָה ִכי
 ִאם ֵּכן ִל ְכ ּתוֹב ַר ֲח ָמנָא ״וְ ָח ְלצָ ה,זֵ רוּזֵ י הוּא
.נַﬠלוֹ ְ ּב ַרגְ לוֹ״
ֲ

The Gemara challenges further: But with regard to that which is
written: “And the Lord will guide you, and satisfy your soul in
drought, and make your bones strong [yaĥalitz]” (Isaiah : ),
and Rabbi Elazar said regarding that verse: This is the greatest
of blessings,N and Rava said it means: Strengthening of bones.
This seems to indicate that the root of the word ĥalitza is referring
to strengthening. The Gemara answers: Yes, it has this connotation, and it has this connotation, i.e., the root ĥ-l-tz sometimes
connotes removal and sometimes connotes strengthening. But
here, only one meaning is possible, as, if it enters your mind that
ĥalitza here connotes strengthening, then let the Merciful One
write in the Torah: She shall strengthen [ĥaletza] his shoe on his
foot [beraglo], indicating that she should tighten the shoe on his
foot, rather than stating: “From on his foot [me’al raglo],” which
indicates that she is removing something from his foot.

:״ב ַרגְ לוֹ״ ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א
ּ ְ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
 ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א, ְ ּב ׁשוֹקוֹ ָלא,״ב ַרגְ לוֹ״ ִאין
ְּ
ּ ״מ ַﬠל ַרגְ לוֹ״ – דַּ ֲא ִפ
יל ּו ְ ּב ׁשוֹקוֹ! ִאם ֵּכן
ֵ
״מ ַﬠל
ֵ  ַמאי,״ב ֵמ ַﬠל ַרגְ לוֹ״
ּ ְ ִל ְכ ּתוֹב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
.יש ָלף הוּא
ְ ׁ ַרגְ לוֹ״ – ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה ִמ

The Gemara responds: If the Merciful One had written in the
Torah: On his foot [beraglo], I would have said she must
strengthen and tighten the shoe on his foot, yes, but on his calf,
no; and if his foot were amputated she may no longer perform
ĥalitza. Therefore, the Merciful One writes in the Torah: “From
on his foot [me’al raglo],” to teach that she may strengthen the
shoe even on his calf, which is part of the leg, or regel, above
the foot. The Gemara answers: If so, and ĥalitza really means
strengthening, let the Merciful One write in the Torah: She shall
strengthen his shoe on the upper part of his foot [beme’al raglo],
indicating that the shoe can also be tightened on the area of the calf.
What then is the meaning of “from on his foot [me’al raglo],”
which is written in the verse? Learn from here that in this context
the word ĥalitza clearly indicates removal, meaning that the
mitzva of ĥalitza is for the yevama to remove the shoe of the yavam
and not to tighten it on his foot.

:יאל
ֵ יה ַההוּא ִמינָ א ְל ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 דִּ ְכ ִתיב,ֵיה
ּ יה ִמ ּינ
ּ יה ָמ ֵר
ּ ַﬠ ָּמא דְּ ָח ַלץ ֵל
״בצֹאנָ ם ו ִּב ְב ָק ָרם יֵ ְלכ ּו ְל ַב ֵ ּק ׁש ֶאת ה׳
ְּ
.וְ ל ֹא יִ ְמצָ א ּו ָח ַלץ ֵמ ֶהם״

Parenthetical to this discussion, the Gemara relates: A certain
heretic saidN to Rabban Gamliel: You, the children of Israel, are
a nation whose Master removed [ĥalatz] Himself from them,
for God has left you in much the same way in which a yavam would
perform ĥalitza with his yevama, as it is written: “With their
flocks and with their herds they shall go to seek the Lord, but
they shall not find Him. He has removed [ĥalatz] Himself from
them [meihem]” (Hoshea : ). The heretic tried to use this verse
as scriptural support that God has performed ĥalitza with the
Jewish people.

?״ח ַלץ ָל ֶהם״
ָ וֹטה! ִמי ְּכ ִתיב
ֶ  ׁש:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלHe, Rabban Gamliel, said to him: Imbecile, does it say: He per״ח ַלץ ֵמ ֶהם״ ְּכ ִתיב! וְ ִאילּ ּו ָיְב ָמה דְּ ָח ְלצ ּו
ָ formed ĥalitza to them [lahem]? Rather, it says “ĥalatz from
them [meihem],” meaning it is as if they, the Jewish people, per!?יה
ּ ָל ּה ַא ִחין – ִמ ֵידי ְמ ׁ ָש ׁ ָשא ִאית ֵ ּב
formed ĥalitza on Him. But if a yevama had her shoe removed
by her yevamin, does this have any significance? Here too, the
meaning of the verse is that the nation of Israel abandoned God
by removing themselves from Him, and this abandonment has no
significance.
.יליָ א ֲח ִליצָ ָת ּה ּ ְפסו ָּלה״ כו׳
ְ ״ב ַאנְ ּ ִפ
ּ ְ The Gemara analyzes the phrase used in the mishna that discusses
?נְﬠל הוּא
ָ ימ ָרא דְּ ַאנְ ּ ִפ ְיליָ א ָלאו ִמ
ְ  ְל ֵמthe types of shoes that can be used for ĥalitza. It was taught in the
mishna that if he was wearing a soft shoe [anpileya] made of cloth
for ĥalitza, her ĥalitza is invalid. The Gemara explains: That is to
say that an anpileya is not considered a shoe.
 ֵאין ַה ּת ֵוֹרם נִ ְכנָס ל ֹא ְ ּב ַפ ְרגּ וֹד:ו ְּתנַן נַ ִמי
לוֹמר
ַ ְ וְ ֵאין צָ ִריך,ָחפוּת וְ ל ֹא ְ ּב ַאנְ ּ ִפ ְיליָ א
נְﬠל
ָ נָסין ְ ּב ִמ
ִ  ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין נִ ְכ,נְﬠל וְ ַסנְדָּ ל
ָ ְ ּב ִמ
,וְ ַסנְ דָּ ל ַל ֲﬠזָ ָרה

NOTES

A certain heretic said, etc. – יה ַההוּא ִמינָ א וכו׳
ּ א ַמר ֵל:ֲ These
heretics, some of whom were Christians or at least lived as
Christians, knew the Bible and sought to prove from various
verses that after the destruction of the Second Temple there
was no longer any chance that Israel would recover. Consequently, the heretic wishes to prove that the people of
Israel in exile, often compared by the prophets to a woman
whose husband has left her, has no hope of reconciliation;
she is like a widow whose yavam performed ĥalitza with
her and is therefore unable to take her back (see Maharsha).
Rabban Gamliel responded by saying that it is not God Who
abandoned the Jewish people but they who abandoned
Him, and He is anxiously awaiting their return.
LANGUAGE

Garment [pargod] – פ ְרגּ וֹד:ַ ּ From the Greek παραγαύδης,
paragaudes, meaning a garment adorned with trimmings
of crimson.
Cuﬀed [ĥafut] – חפוּת:ָ Some commentaries state that a
ĥefet is the double fold at the hem of a garment. The Arukh
interprets it to mean a kind of sleeve. It was prohibited
for one collecting donations to the Temple to wear a garment with this type of sleeve for fear that it would lead to
accusations of theft.

And we also learned similarly in a mishna (Shekalim : ): The one
who collects the funds of shekels donated to the Temple from the
chamberH and puts them it into baskets in order to be used may
not enter to collect the funds wearing a garment [pargod]L that
is cuﬀed [ĥafut],L nor wearing an anpileya, and needless to say
that he may not enter wearing a shoe or a sandal, because one
may not enter the Temple courtyard wearing a shoeH or a sandal.
It is prohibited for the one collecting funds from the chamber to
enter the chamber wearing a garment or footwear in which money
could be hidden, lest people come to suspect that he hid in them
funds collected from the chamber. In any case, the wording of the
mishna indicates that an anpileya is not considered a type of shoe,
since it is permitted to enter the Temple wearing an anpileya when
there is no reason for suspicion, unlike a shoe or sandal, which can
never be worn in the Temple.

נְﬠל וְ ַסנְ דָּ ל וְ ַאנְ ּ ִפ ְיליָ א
ָ  ֶא ָחד ִמ:ּ ו ְּר ִמינְ הוAnd the Gemara raises a contradiction from a baraita concerning
 וְ ל ֹא, ל ֹא יְ ַטיֵּ יל ָ ּב ֶהן ל ֹא ִמ ַ ּביִ ת ְל ַביִ תwhat footwear is permitted on Yom Kippur, which seems to
indicate otherwise: The halakha is the same for a soft leather
!ִמ ִּמ ָּטה ְל ִמ ָּטה
shoe, and a hard leather sandal, and an anpileya, as one may not
walk in them from one house to another, nor from one bed to
another on Yom Kippur,H due to the prohibition against wearing
shoes, indicating that at least as far as Yom Kippur is concerned,
an anpileya is considered a shoe.

HALAKHA

The one who collects the funds of shekels donated to the
Temple from the chamber, etc. – ה ּת ֵוֹרם וכו׳:ַ The man who
collects the money from the Temple chamber may not enter
there wearing a garment in which something may be hidden,
nor may he wear shoes, sandals, phylacteries, or an amulet, in
order to ensure that others will not come to suspect him of
stealing from the consecrated money (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shekalim 2:10).
One may not enter the courtyard wearing a shoe – נָסין
ִ ֵאין נִ ְכ
ל…ל ֲﬠזָ ָרה
ַ נְﬠ
ָ ב ִמ:
ּ ְ One must conduct oneself with honor and
reverence in the Temple, and therefore he may not enter the

Temple Mount while wearing sandals or shoes, nor with a staﬀ,
nor with a sack of money (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit
HaBeĥira 7:2).
Shoes on Yom Kippur – נְﬠ ִלים ְ ּביוֹם ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּרים
ָ מ:ִ It is prohibited on
Yom Kippur to wear shoes or sandals made of leather. Even a
prosthetic that is covered with leather although its body is made
of wood is prohibited. But it is permitted to go out into the public domain wearing shoes of rubber, straw, or fabric (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 3:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 614:2). This ruling is in accordance with Rava’s opinion
and in accordance with Rav Huna’s practice.
: פרק י״ב דף קב. Yevamot . Perek XII . 102b

219

LANGUAGE

Slippers [kordakisin] – יסין
ִ קוֹר ָד ִק:
ְ Some say that the source
of this word is the Latin scordiscum, meaning leather. Others maintain that it comes from the Latin cortex, meaning
bark, rind, shell, or hull.
Cork [sha’am] – ש ַﬠם:
ַ ׁ Apparently this was not originally a
Hebrew word but was borrowed from another language.
It refers to the thick bark of a species of oak tree called
Quercus suber, commonly known as the cork oak, which is
used to make corks to this day.

 ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם,יתי
ֵ יה ְּכ ֵת
ּ  דְּ ִאית ֵ ּב:ֲא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
, ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם ַּת ֲﬠנוּג:יה ָר ָבא
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ַּת ֲﬠנוּג
?נְﬠל ְ ּביוֹם ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּרים ִמי ֲא ִס ִירי
ָ ְ ּבל ֹא ִמ
יך סו ָּד ָרא
ְ וְ ָהא ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַרב הוּנָ א ָּכ ֵר
 ָלא:יה וְ נָ ֵפיק! ֶא ָּלא ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
ּ ַא ַּכ ְר ֵﬠ
, ָּכאן – ְ ּב ַאנְ ּ ִפ ְיליָ א ׁ ֶשל עוֹר:ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
.ָּכאן – ְ ּב ַאנְ ּ ִפ ְיליָ א ׁ ֶשל ֶ ּבגֶ ד

Abaye said: There, with regard to Yom Kippur, it is referring to an
anpileya that has cushioning, and this is forbidden due to the
pleasure that one derives from cushioned footwear on a day when
people are commanded to aﬄict themselves. Rava said to him: But
is footwear that is not considered to be shoes forbidden on Yom
Kippur due to the pleasure one derives from wearing them? But
Rabba bar Rav Huna would wrap a scarf on his feet and go out
on Yom Kippur so his feet would not be injured, implying that there
is no prohibition against wearing something comfortable on one’s
foot, as long as it is not defined as a shoe. Rather, Rava said: This
is not diﬃcult. Here, when they said that an anpileya has the status
of a shoe, it is referring to an anpileya made of leather. There, when
they do not consider it a shoe, it is referring to an anpileya made
of cloth.

ימא
ָ  דְּ ִאי ָלא ֵּת,ָה ִכי נַ ִמי ִמ ְס ַּת ְ ּב ָרא
ָה ִכי – ַק ׁ ְשיָ א יוֹם ַה ִּכ ּפ ּו ִרים ַאיּוֹם
 ל ֹא יְ ַטיֵּ יל ָא ָדם: דְּ ַתנְ יָ א,ַה ִּכ ּפ ּו ִרים
 ֲא ָבל ְמ ַטיֵּ יל,יסין ְ ּבתוֹךְ ֵ ּביתוֹ
ִ קוֹר ָד ִק
ְ ְ ּב
הוּא ְ ּב ַאנְ ּ ִפ ִילין ְ ּבתוֹךְ ֵ ּביתוֹ! ֶא ָּלא ָלאו
, ָּכאן ְ ּב ַאנְ ּ ִפ ְיליָ א ׁ ֶשל עוֹר:ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה
. ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה,ָּכאן ְ ּב ַאנְ ּ ִפ ְיליָ א ׁ ֶשל ֶ ּבגֶ ד

The Gemara adds: And so too, it is reasonable to distinguish in this
manner, as, if you do not say so, it is diﬃcult to reconcile the seeming contradiction between one statement about Yom Kippur and
another statement about Yom Kippur. As it is taught in a baraita:
A person shall not walk while wearing slippers [kordakisin]L
within his house on Yom Kippur, but he may walk while wearing
an anpileya within his house. This would imply that wearing an
anpileya is permitted, but the baraita quoted above taught that it is
prohibited. Rather, must one not conclude from here that here,
where it indicates that an anpileya is forbidden, it is referring to an
anpileya made of leather, as they are considered like a shoe, and
there, where an anpileya is permitted, it is referring to an anpileya
made of cloth? The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from here
that it is so.

נְﬠל
ָ  ָח ְלצָ ה ְ ּב ִמ:יה דְּ ָר ָבא
ֵ ַָּתנְ יָ א ְּכו
ּ ות
 ְ ּב ַסנְ דָּ ל,חוֹפה ֶאת רוֹב ָה ֶרגֶ ל
ֶ ַה ִּנ ְפ ָרם ׁ ֶש
 ְ ּב ַסנְדָּ ל,ַה ִּנ ְפ ָחת ׁ ֶש ְּמ ַק ֵ ּבל ֶאת רוֹב ָה ֶרגֶ ל
,ﬠ יט
ֵּ  ְ ּב ַקב ַה ִּק,ׁ ֶשל ׁ ַש ַﬠם וְ ׁ ֶשל ִסיב
 ְ ּב ַאנְ ּ ִפ ְיליָ א,יכת ָה ַרגְ ַליִ ם
ַ  ִ ּב ְס ִמ,ְ ּבמוּק
,חוֹלצֶ ת ִמן ַה ָ ּגדוֹל
ֶ  וְ ַה,ׁ ֶשל עוֹר

It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rava: If
she performed ĥalitza using a shoe whose seams were opened
up,H which still covered most of the foot; or if she performed
ĥalitza with a sandal whose sole was partially opened that still
held most of the foot; or if she performed ĥalitza with a sandal
made of cork [sha’am],LB or of fibers from a tree; or with a prosthetic foot of an amputee; or with a felt shoe [muk];L or with a leg
blanket that an amputee makes for his feet as a covering in which
to put the stumps of his legs, which is not an actual shoe; or with a
leather anpileya; and likewise, a woman who performs ĥalitza
with her yavam when he is an adult man,

Felt shoe [muk] – מוּק: Apparently based on the Middle
Iranian mōk, meaning shoe. According to the Arukh it is
referring to a leather shoe with a wooden sole. Rashi asserts
that a muk is a felt shoe, which seems to be the simple
explanation of the Gemara here.
HALAKHA

Ĥalitza using a shoe whose seams were opened up –
נְﬠל ַה ִּנ ְפ ָרם
ָ ח ְלצָ ה ְ ּב ִמ:ָ If a woman performed ĥalitza using a
wooden sandal covered in leather, or if the shoe’s sole was
leather and its walls were of hair, or if the sandal was torn
yet covered most of the foot, her ĥalitza is valid (Rambam
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 4:19). This ruling is in accordance with the baraita cited in the Gemara here.

BACKGROUND

Cork – ש ַﬠם:
ַ ׁ This is referring to the bark of the cork oak, Quercus
suber, from which cork is produced even today. Although this
tree naturally grows in the western basin of the Mediterranean
Sea, it was brought to the Middle East as early as the time of the
Gemara. Cork was customarily used on the soles of sandals since
it is both elastic and sturdy, and it is therefore an appropriate
substitute for leather, which was more expensive.

Partially stripped cork oak

Close-up of bark of cork oak
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