Perek I
Daf 10 Amud a
 ו ְּקדו ׁ ּ ַּשת יְ רו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם.יתר
ֵּ יה ֶה
ָ  יֵ ׁש ַא ֲח ֶרafter the Tabernacle was destroyed, there is permission to
.יתר
ֵּ יה ֶה
ָ  ֵאין ַא ֲח ֶרsacrifice oﬀerings on improvised altars. But with regard to the
sanctity of Jerusalem, after the Temple was destroyed, there
is no permission to sacrifice oﬀerings on improvised altars, as
the prohibitionH remains intact.
 ׁ ָש ַמ ְﬠ ִּתי:גמ׳ ָא ַמ ר ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָח ק
.יבין ְ ּב ֵבית חוֹנְיוֹ ַ ּבזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה
ִ ׁ ֶש ַּמ ְק ִר
בוֹדה זָ ָרה
ָ  ֵ ּבית חוֹנְיוֹ ָלאו ֵ ּבית ֲﬠ:ָק ָס ַבר
– אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ  ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ִר: וְ ָקא ָס ַבר,ִהיא
ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה ְל ׁ ַש ְﬠ ָּת ּה וְ ל ֹא ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה ֶל ָﬠ ִתיד
.ָלבוֹא

אתם ַﬠד ָﬠ ָּתה ֶאל
ֶ ״כי ל ֹא ָב
ִּ :דִּ ְכ ִתיב
״מנו ָּחה״ – זוֹ
ְ ,ַה ְּמנו ָּחה וְ ֶאל ַה ַּנ ֲח ָלה״
 ַמ ִּק ׁיש. ״נַ ֲח ָלה״ – זוֹ יְ רו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם,ׁ ִשיל ֹה
נַ ֲח ָלה ִל ְמנו ָּחה; ַמה ְּמנו ָּחה ׁיֵש ַא ֲח ֶר ָיה
.יתר
ֵּ יה ֶה
ָ יתר – ַאף נַ ֲח ָלה יֵ ׁש ַא ֲח ֶר
ֵּ ֶה

gemara

Rabbi Yitzĥak said: I heard that one
sacrifices oﬀerings in the temple of
Onias in Egypt at the present time. The Gemara cites the basis
for the statement of Rabbi Yitzĥak. He maintains that the
temple of Onias is not a house of idol worship but rather a
temple devoted to the service of God, and he maintains that
the initial consecration sanctified Jerusalem for its time and
did not sanctify Jerusalem forever. Therefore, after the destruction of the Temple, the sanctity of Jerusalem lapsed and the
sacrifice of oﬀerings elsewhere was no longer prohibited. For
these reasons it was permitted to sacrifice oﬀerings in the temple
of Onias after the Temple was destroyed.

HALAKHA

The prohibition against improvised altars – איסוּר ָ ּבמוֹת:ִ After
Solomon built the First Temple in Jerusalem, it was prohibited to
sacrifice oﬀerings anywhere else. The only Temple to the Lord is
the one on Mount Moriah in Jerusalem, with regard to which it is
stated: “This is My resting-place forever” (Psalms 132:14; Rambam
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBeĥira 1:3).

The Gemara cites the source of this halakha. It is as it is
written: “For you are not as yet come to the rest and to
the inheritance” (Deuteronomy : ), which is interpreted:
“Rest,” this is Shiloh; “inheritance,” this is Jerusalem. The
verse juxtaposes and likens inheritance to rest: Just as in
the place of rest, Shiloh, after its destruction there is permission to sacrifice oﬀerings on improvised altars, so too in the
place of inheritance, Jerusalem, after its destruction there is
permission to sacrifice oﬀerings on improvised altars.

. ָלא:ּ ָא ְמ ַר ְּת? ֲא ַמר ְלהו:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ּו ֵלThe Gemara reports that the other Sages said to Rabbi Yitzĥak:
 וּגְ ִמ ְירנָ א, ָה ֱאל ִֹהים! ֲא ַמ ָר ּה: ֲא ַמר ָר ָבאDid you say this halakha with regard to the temple of Onias?
N
.ֵיה
ּ  ָל ּה ִמ ּינHe said to them: No, I did not say that. Rava said, reinforcing
his assertion with an oath: By God! Rabbi Yitzĥak did in fact
say this, and I myself learned it from him, but he later retracted
this ruling.
יה? ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
ּ ו ַּמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא ָקא ֲה ַדר ֵ ּב
:מוֹתיב ַרב ָמ ִרי
ִ ְּ ד.ַק ׁ ְשיָ א דְּ ַרב ָמ ִרי
,יתר
ֵּ יה ֶה
ָ ְקד ּו ׁ ּ ַשת ׁ ִשיל ֹה יֵ ׁש ַא ֲח ֶר
.יתר
ֵּ יה ֶה
ָ ְקדו ׁ ּ ַּשת יְ רו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם ֵאין ַא ֲח ֶר
 ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ָ ּבא ּו ִלירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם נֶ ֶא ְסר ּו:וְ עוֹד ְּתנַן
,יתר
ֵּ  וְ ל ֹא ָהיָ ה ָל ֶהם עוֹד ֶה,ַה ָ ּבמוֹת
.וְ ִהיא ָהיְ ָתה ְלנַ ֲח ָלה

The Gemara asks: And what is the reason he retracted his
ruling?N The Gemara explains: It is due to the diﬃculty raised
by Rav Mari, as Rav Mari raised an objection from the mishna:
With regard to the sanctity of Shiloh, after the Tabernacle was
destroyed there is permission to sacrifice oﬀerings on improvised altars. But with regard to the sanctity of Jerusalem, after
the Temple was destroyed there is no permission to sacrifice
oﬀerings on improvised altars. And furthermore, we learned
in a mishna (Zevaĥim b): Once they came to Jerusalem,
improvised altars were prohibited, and they did not again have
permission to do so, and Jerusalem became the everlasting
inheritance.

NOTES

Did you say this? He said to them no –  ָא ְמ ַר ְּת? ֲא ַמר ְלה ּוis a tannaitic dispute, as well as a dispute between Rabbi
לא:ָ The Rashba writes that there is no definitive proof from Yoĥanan and Reish Lakish in tractate Zevaĥim with regard to
here that Rabbi Yitzĥak completely retracted his opinion. In this matter. Therefore, there was no need for him to retract
other places in the Gemara there are cases where one of the his statement. Some explain that he retracted his statement
Sages learned a certain matter from his teachers. When that because two unattributed mishnayot are very authoritative
matter was challenged from various sources, although he proofs, and in the face of those proofs, one cannot rely upon
continued to hold in accordance with that which he received
the opinion of an individual tanna (Rashba). Others write that
from his teacher, rather than enter into a debate over the
initially Rav Yitzĥak maintained that this dispute is parallel
matter, he attempted to evade the challenge by saying that
to the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua.
he never said it.
Once that parallel was rejected and there is no proof that
And what is the reason he retracted his ruling –  ו ַּמאי ַט ְﬠ ָמאthey disagreed on this issue, he retracted his statement (Penei
יה
ּ קא ֲה ַדר ֵ ּב:ָ As is ultimately proven later in the Gemara, there Yehoshua; Turei Even).
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NOTES

Hangings for the Sanctuary – יכל
ָ ק ָל ִﬠים ַל ֵה:ְ Rashi says the
Gemara seeks to prove from here that according to Rabbi
Eliezer, the initial consecration sanctified Jerusalem for its
time only and not forever. Consequently, hangings were
necessary to establish barriers around the Temple in order
to sanctify it. The hangings were later replaced with walls.
Others seek to prove from the statement of Rabbi Eliezer
that he maintained that the initial consecration sanctified
Jerusalem forever, as otherwise, when they established the
hangings they minimized the area of the Sanctuary, and it
is prohibited to change its measurements. Therefore, it must
be that the hangings were established for seclusion (Ye’arot
Devash). The Meiri concurs with the first opinion, citing
proof from tractate Ĥagiga, while Rabbeinu Tam rejects
this proof.
First consecration and second consecration – ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה
אשוֹנָ ה ו ׁ ְּשנִיָּה
ׁ ר:ִ In terms of the Temple, the initial consecration is the establishment of the First Temple, built by Solomon, and the second consecration is the establishment of
the Second Temple. However, with regard to the consecration of Eretz Yisrael, the initial consecration is the conquest
of the land by Joshua and the second is the return of the
exiles, led by Ezra, from Babylonia to Zion.
The initial consecration sanctified Jerusalem for its time
and sanctified it forever – אשוֹנָ ה ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה ְל ׁ ַש ְﬠ ָּת ּה
ׁ ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ִר
וְ ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה ֶל ָﬠ ִתיד ָלבוֹא: With regard to this matter there is a
fundamental dispute cited by Tosafot and the other early
authorities here, and it apparently also relates to the dispute
between the Rambam and the Ra’avad with regard to the
sanctity of the Temple. Based on the Gemara here, there
appears to be one question: Was the sanctity of the land
abrogated by the destruction of the Second Temple? If it
was, then the sanctity of Jerusalem was similarly abrogated.
However, in the opinion of the Rambam and many others, the sanctity of Jerusalem in terms of the prohibition
against sacrificing oﬀerings elsewhere and the sanctity of
Eretz Yisrael are not interdependent. The sanctity of Jerusalem and the Temple was never abrogated, although the
sanctity of Eretz Yisrael was. See the Rashba, who discusses
this at length. Others write that Rabbi Yitzĥak retracted
his opinion due to those same considerations. Initially, he
maintained that there is only one dispute here, basing his
opinion on those who said the sanctity of the land was
abrogated. However, once he realized that the sanctity of
Jerusalem and the sanctity of Eretz Yisrael are not interdependent, and that there is no one who holds that the sanctity of Jerusalem was abrogated, he retracted his opinion
(Zikkaron BaSefer; Sefat Emet).
HALAKHA

One sacrifices oﬀerings even when there is no Temple –
מ ְק ִר ִיבין ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַ ּביִ ת:ַ It is permitted to sacrifice all of
the oﬀerings even although the Temple is not standing.
The oﬀerings of the most sacred order may be eaten in
the entire courtyard even though its walls are destroyed.
Second tithe and oﬀerings of lesser sanctity may be eaten
throughout Jerusalem even if its walls are not standing,
because the initial consecration sanctified Jerusalem for its
time and forever, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBeĥira 6:15).

:יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  )דְּ ַתנְ יָ א( ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל:ַּת ָּנ ֵאי ִהיא
עוֹשין ְק ָל ִﬠים
ׂ ִ ׁ ָש ַמ ְﬠ ִּתי ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָהי ּו ּבוֹנִין ַ ּב ֵה ָיכל
יכל
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ֵה.יכל ו ְּק ָל ִﬠים ַל ֲﬠזָ ָרה
ָ ַל ֵה
. ו ָּב ֲﬠזָ ָרה ּבוֹנִין ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים,ּבוֹנִין ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ

The Gemara comments: This matter is subject to a dispute
between tanna’im, as it is taught in a mishna (Eduyyot : ):
Rabbi Eliezer said: I heard that when they were building the
Sanctuary in the Second Temple, they fashioned temporary
hangings for the SanctuaryN and temporary hangings for the
courtyard to serve as partitions until construction of the stone
walls was completed. The diﬀerence was only that in building
the Sanctuary, the workers built the walls outside the hangings,
without entering, and in the courtyard, the workers built the
walls inside the hangings.

 ׁ ָש ַמ ְﬠ ִּתי ׁ ֶש ַּמ ְק ִר ִיבין ַאף:ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְוְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי י
אוֹכ ִלין ָק ְד ׁ ֵשי ֳק ָד ׁ ִשים
ְ ,ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַ ּביִ ת
 ֳק ָד ׁ ִשים ַק ִּלים,ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְק ָל ִﬠים
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי.חוֹמה
ָ ו ַּמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ׁ ֵשנִי ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין
,אשוֹנָ ה – ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה ְל ׁ ַש ְﬠ ָּת ּה
ׁ ׁ ֶש ְּקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ִר
 ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ַר ִ ּבי.וְ ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה ֶל ָﬠ ִתיד ָלבוֹא
. ל ֹא ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה ֶל ָﬠ ִתיד ָלבוֹא:יﬠזֶ ר ָס ַבר
ֶ ֱא ִל

And Rabbi Yehoshua said: I heard that one sacrifices oﬀerings
on the altar even though there is no Temple,H one eats oﬀerings of the most sacred order in the Temple courtyard even if
there are no hangings, and one eats oﬀerings of lesser sanctity
and second tithe produce in Jerusalem even if there is no
wall surrounding the city, due to the fact that the initial consecrationN sanctified Jerusalem for its time and also sanctified
Jerusalem forever.N Even if the walls do not exist, the sanctity
remains intact. The Gemara concludes: From the fact that Rabbi
Yehoshua based his opinion on the principle that the initial
sanctification sanctified Jerusalem forever, by inference one
can conclude that Rabbi Eliezer holds: It did not sanctify
Jerusalem forever. Apparently, this issue is subject to a dispute
between tanna’im.

 ִמ ַּמאי? דִּ ְל ָמא:יה ָר ִבינָ א ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
אשוֹנָ ה – ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה
ׁ דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ִר
 ו ָּמר ַמאי. וְ ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה ֶל ָﬠ ִתיד ָלבוֹא,ְל ׁ ַש ְﬠ ָּת ּה
יה
ּ יﬠ ֵל  ו ָּמר ַמאי דִּ ׁ ְש ִמ,יה ָק ָא ַמר
ּ יﬠ ֵל דִּ ׁ ְש ִמ
יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ימא ְק ָל ִﬠים ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ָ  וְ ִכי ֵּת.ָק ָא ַמר
.ָל ָּמה ִלי – ִלצְ נִיעו ָּתא ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא

Ravina said to Rav Ashi: From where do you draw this inference? Perhaps everyone maintains that the initial consecration sanctified Jerusalem for its time and also sanctified Jerusalem forever. And one Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, stated that
tradition, which he heard from his teachers, and one Sage,
Rabbi Yehoshua, stated that tradition, which he heard from
his teachers, and there is no dispute between them. And if
you would say: Why then do I need hangings at all according
to Rabbi Eliezer? The original sanctity remained when Jerusalem was not surrounded by walls, and the presence or absence
of hangings is irrelevant as well. The Gemara answers: The
hangings were established merely for seclusion, as it would
have been unbecoming for the activity in this most sacred venue
to be visible to all.

 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי, דְּ ַתנְ יָ א. ִּכי ָהנֵי ַּת ָּנ ֵאי,ֶא ָּלא
 ָל ָּמה ָמנ ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים:יוֹסי
ֵ יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי
ֶאת ֵאלּ וּ? ׁ ֶש ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָﬠל ּו ְ ּבנֵי ַה ּג ָוֹלה ָמצְ א ּו ֶאת
אשוֹנוֹת – ָ ּב ְטל ּו
ׁ  ֲא ָבל ָה ִר,ֵאלּ ּו וְ ִקידְּ ׁשוּם
 ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה: ַא ְל ָמא ָק ָס ַבר.ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ָ ּב ְט ָלה ָה ָא ֶרץ
אשוֹנָ ה ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה ְל ׁ ַש ְﬠ ָּת ּה וְ ל ֹא ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה
ׁ ִר
.ֶל ָﬠ ִתיד ָלבוֹא

Rather, this matter is subject to the dispute between these
tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yishmael, son
of Rabbi Yosei, said: Why did the Sages enumerate these nine
cities in tractate Arakhin as cities walled since the days of Joshua,
son of Nun? Weren’t there many more? As, when the exiles
ascended to Eretz Yisrael from Babylonia, they discovered
these cities and consecrated them as walled cities; but the
sanctity of the first walled cities enumerated in the book of
Joshua was negated when settlement in the land was negated
and the Jewish people were exiled. Apparently, Rabbi Yishmael,
son of Rabbi Yosei, maintains: The initial consecration sanctified Jerusalem for its time only and did not sanctify Jerusalem
forever.

:יוֹסי
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי,ּו ְּר ִמינְ הו
:וְ ִכי ֵא ּל ּו ִ ּב ְל ַבד ָהיוּ? וַ ֲהל ֹא ְּכ ָבר נֶ ֱא ַמר
ִׁ
״כל
ָּ : ו ְּכ ִתיב,״ש ׁ ּ ִשים ִﬠיר ָּכל ֶח ֶבל ַא ְר ּגוֹב״
בוֹהה״ ֶא ָּלא
ָ חוֹמה ְ ּג
ָ ֵא ֶּלה ָﬠ ִרים ְ ּבצוּרוֹת
ָל ָּמה ָמנ ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים ֶאת ֵאלּ וּ? ׁ ֶש ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָﬠל ּו ְ ּבנֵי
.ַהגּ ָוֹלה ָמצְ א ּו ֵאלּ ּו וְ ִקידְּ ׁשוּם

The Gemara raises a contradiction from a diﬀerent baraita.
Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, said: Were these cities
that were enumerated in tractate Arakhin the only walled
cities? Wasn’t it already stated: “Sixty cities, all the region
of Argov” (Deuteronomy : ), and concerning these cities
it is written: “All these cities were fortified with high walls,
gates and bars” (Deuteronomy : ), indicating that there were
a great number of walled cities? Rather, why then did the Sages
enumerate these specific cities? It is due to the fact that when
the exiles ascended from Babylonia they discovered these and
consecrated them as walled cities.

!? ִקידְּ ׁשוּםThe Gemara asks: Consecrated them? If their sanctity remained,
why was it necessary to consecrate them?
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!יכא ְל ִקדּ ו ׁ ֵּשי
ָ ]הא[ ָא ְמ ִרי ָלא צְ ִר
ָ  ָה ׁ ְש ָּתאNow, didn’t they say later in the same baraita that it is not neces. ָמצְ א ּו ֶאת ֵאלּ ּו ו ְּמנָ אוּם: ֶא ָּלאsary to consecrate them? Rather, this is what the baraita means
to say: It is due to the fact that when the exiles ascended from
Babylonia they discovered these and enumerated them.
ָ ֶא ָּלא ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ַּת ֲﬠ ֶלה ְלך,וְ ל ֹא ֵא ּל ּו ִ ּב ְל ַבד
חוֹמה
ָ בוֹתיךָ ׁ ֶש ּמו ֶ ּּק ֶפת
ֶ ַמ ּס ֶוֹרת ְ ּביָ ְדךָ ֵמ ֲא
ﬠ ִ ּבן נוּן – ָּכל ַה ִּמצְ וֹת ַה ָּלל ּו הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְִמימוֹת י
אשוֹנָ ה ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה
ׁ  ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ְּקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ִר,נוֹהגִ ין ָ ּב ּה
ֲ
 ַק ׁ ְשיָ א דָּ ַר ִ ּבי.ְל ׁ ַש ְﬠ ָּת ּה וְ ִקידְּ ׁ ָש ּה ֶל ָﬠ ִתיד ָלבֹא
!יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל ַאדְּ ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל

The baraita continues. And not only these, but in any city with
regard to which you receive a tradition from your ancestors
that it was surrounded by a wall from the days of Joshua, son
of Nun, all these mitzvot are observed in it, due to the fact that
the initial consecration sanctified Jerusalem for its time and
sanctified Jerusalem forever. This is diﬃcult, as there is a contradiction between one statement of Rabbi Yishmael and another
statement of Rabbi Yishmael.

.יוֹסי
ֵ יִש ָמ ֵﬠאל ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי
ְ ׁ יבא דָּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ָ ְּת ֵרי ַּת ָּנ ֵאי ַא ִּל
יוֹסי
ֵ  ָהא – ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ַ ּבר:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ וְ ִא
:יוֹסי ָא ַמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי, דְּ ַתנְיָא.ֲא ַמ ָר ּה
חוֹמה״ – ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין לוֹ
ָ ״א ׁ ֶשר לוֹא
ֲ
.קוֹדם ָל ֵכן
ֶ ַﬠ ְכ ׁ ָשיו וְ ָהיָ ה לוֹ

The Gemara answers: This is a dispute between two later tanna’im,
who hold according to the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, son of
Rabbi Yosei. Each transmitted Rabbi Yishmael’s opinion in a
diﬀerent manner. And if you wish, say instead that one of the
traditions is mistaken, as with regard to this statement, Rabbi
Elazar bar Yosei said it, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Elazar,
son of Rabbi Yosei,P saidN that the verse states: “Which has
[lo] a wall” (Leviticus : ). The word lo is written with an alef,
meaning no, that it does not have a wall, but its vocalization is in
the sense of its homonym, lo with a vav, meaning that it has a
wall. This indicates that even though it does not presently have
a wall, as it was destroyed, but it had a wall previously, it retains
its status as a walled city. It is Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei,
who maintains that the first consecration sanctified Jerusalem
forever.

PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei – ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי
יוֹסי:
ֵ He was a fifth generation tanna, son of the tanna
Rabbi Yosei ben Ĥalafta. Rabbi Yosei had five sons, all
ordained Sages. The most famous among them was
Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, a disciple-colleague
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Apparently, Rabbi Elazar was
significantly older than his brother Rabbi Yishmael, as he
participated in a delegation of Sages to Rome together
with Rabbi Shimon bar Yoĥai, who was a contemporary
of his father’s. In several places in the Gemara, there are
exchanges between Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon
with regard to both halakhic and aggadic matters. During the visit to Rome, Rabbi Elazar was privileged to
see the Temple vessels among the emperor’s treasures,
and he shared the details of what he saw there with the
Sages. He traveled often, was an accomplished conversationalist and debater, and was a man of the world.
Several of his halakhic and aggadic statements appear
throughout the Talmud.
NOTES

As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi
Yosei, said – יוֹסי ָא ַמר
ֵ דְּ ַתנְיָא ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי: The Ramban writes that this baraita is not actually dealing with
the sanctity of Jerusalem or of Eretz Yisrael. The very
existence of a specific verse dealing with the status of
walled cities indicates that this is a separate discussion.
This statement is cited here only to indicate that Rabbi
Elazar, son of Yosei, dealt with a related issue, and it is
conceivable that he was the tanna of one of the baraitot
cited earlier.

 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֵלוִ י.רוֹש״
ׁ ֵימי ֲא ַח ׁ ְשו
ֵ  § ״וַ יְ ִהי ִ ּבThe Gemara returns to the primary topic of this chapter, the
סוֹרת ְ ּביָ ֵדינ ּו
ֶ  דָּ ָבר זֶ ה ַמ:ימא ַר ִ ּבי יוֹנָ ָתן
ָ ית
ֵ  וְ ִאbook of Esther. The Gemara cites various aggadic interpretations
 ָּכל ָמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר:דוֹלה
ָ נֶסת ַה ְ ּג
ֶ נְשי ְכ
ֵ ׁ  ֵמ ַאof the verses of the Megilla. The opening verse of the Megilla
states: “And it came to pass [vayhi] in the days of Ahasuerus”
.״וַ יְ ִהי״ ֵאינוֹ ֶא ָּלא ְל ׁשוֹן צַ ַﬠר
(Esther : ). Rabbi Levi said, and some say that it was Rabbi
Yonatan who said: This matter is a tradition that we received
from the members of the Great Assembly. Anywhere that the
word vayhi is stated, it is an ominous term indicating nothing
other than impending grief, as if the word were a contraction of
the words vai and hi, meaning woe and mourning.
 ״וַ יְ ִהי,רוֹש״ – ֲהוָ ה ָה ָמן
ׁ ֵימי ֲא ַח ׁ ְשו
ֵ ״וַ יְ ִהי ִ ּב
 ״וַ יְ ִהי,ימי ׁ ְשפוֹט ַה ׁ ּש ְוֹפ ִטים״ – ֲהוָ ה ָר ָﬠב
ֵ ִ ּב
ִּכי ֵה ֵחל ָה ָא ָדם ָלרוֹב״ – ״וַ יַּ ְרא ה׳ ִּכי ַר ָ ּבה
.ָר ַﬠת ָה ָא ָדם״

The Gemara cites several proofs corroborating this interpretation.
“And it came to pass [vayhi] in the days of Ahasuerus” led to grief,
as there was Haman. “And it came to pass [vayhi] in the days
when the judges ruled” (Ruth : ) introduces a period when
there was famine. “And it came to pass [vayhi], when men began
to multiply” (Genesis : ) is immediately followed by the verse:
“And the Lord saw that the wickedness of man was great in the
earth” (Genesis : ).

״ה ָבה נִ ְבנֶ ה ָּלנ ּו
ָ – ״וַ יְ ִהי ְ ּבנָ ְס ָﬠם ִמ ֶ ּק ֶדם״
.״ﬠשׂ ּו ִמ ְל ָח ָמה״
ָ – ימי ַא ְמ ָר ֶפל״
ֵ  ״וַ יְ ִהי ִ ּב.ִﬠיר״
ﬠ ִ ּב ִיריחוֹ״ – ״וְ ַח ְר ּבוֹ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ״וַ יְ ִהי ִ ּב ְהיוֹת י
– ﬠ״ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ ״וַ יְ ִהי ה׳ ֶאת י.ׁ ְשלו ָּפה ְ ּביָ דוֹ״
 ״וַ יְ ִהי ִא ׁיש ֶא ָחד ִמן.״וַ יִּ ְמ ֲﬠל ּו ְבנֵי יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל״
״כי ֶאת ַח ָּנה ָא ֵהב וַ ה׳ ָסגַ ר
ִּ – ָה ָר ָמ ַתיִ ם״
.ַר ְח ָמ ּה״

“And it came to pass [vayhi] as they journeyed from the
east” (Genesis : ) is followed by: “Come, let us build us a city”
(Genesis : ), which led to the sin of the Tower of Babel. The
Gemara cites further examples: “And it came to pass in the days
of Amraphel” (Genesis : ), about whom it is stated: “These
made war” (Genesis : ). Another verse states: “And it came to
pass, when Joshua was by Jericho” ( Joshua : ), it was there that
he saw an angel “with his sword drawn in his hand” as a warning.
It is written: “And the Lord was [vayhi] with Joshua” ( Joshua
: ), and immediately afterward: “But the children of Israel
committed a trespass” ( Joshua : ). It states: “And it came to
pass that there was a certain man of Ramathaim” Samuel : ),
and it mentions shortly afterward Hannah’s inability to conceive:
“For he loved Hannah, but the Lord had closed up her womb”
Samuel : ).
: פרק א׳ דף י. Megilla . Perek I . 10b
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)כי( זָ ֵקן ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל״ – ״וְ ל ֹא ָה ְלכ ּו ָבנָיו
ִּ ״וַ יְ ִהי
 ״וַ יְ ִהי ָדוִ ד ְל ָכל דְּ ָר ָכיו ַמ ְ ׂש ִּכיל ]וַ ה׳.ִב ְד ָר ָכיו״
 ״וַ יְ ִהי.ִﬠ ּמוֹ[״ – ״וַ יְ ִהי ׁ ָשאוּל עוֹיֵ ן ֶאת דָּ וִ ד״
ִּכי יָ ׁ ַשב ַה ֶּמ ֶל ְך ְ ּב ֵביתוֹ״ – ַ״רק ַא ָּתה ל ֹא
.ִת ְבנֶ ה ַה ָ ּביִ ת״

Similarly, the verse states: “And it came to pass, when Samuel
was old” Samuel : ), and then it is written: “And his sons
did not walk in his ways” Samuel : ). Also, it states: “And
it came to pass that David was successful in all his ways, and
the Lord was with him” Samuel : ), and only a few verses
prior it is written: “And Saul viewed David with suspicion”
Samuel : ). In another instance, the verse states: “And it
came to pass, when the king dwelt in his house” ( Samuel
: ). Here King David mentioned his desire to build a temple
for God, but it is written elsewhere that he was told: “Yet you
shall not build the house” ( Chronicles : ).

 אוֹתוֹ: וְ ַתנְיָא, ״וַ יְ ִהי ַ ּביּוֹם ַה ׁ ּ ְש ִמינִי״:וְ ָה ְכ ִתיב
דוֹש ָ ּברוּךְ הוּא
ׁ ַהיּוֹם ָהיְ ָתה ִ ׂש ְמ ָחה ִל ְפנֵי ַה ָ ּק
: ְּכ ִתיב ָה ָכא,ְּכיוֹם ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְב ְרא ּו ּבוֹ ׁ ָש ַמיִ ם וָ ָא ֶרץ
 ״וַ יְ ִהי:״וַ יְ ִהי ַ ּביּוֹם ַה ׁ ּ ְש ִמינִי״ ו ְּכ ִתיב ָה ָתם
!)ב ֶֹקר( יוֹם ֶא ָחד״

After citing several verses where vayhi portends grief, the
Gemara mentions a number of verses that seem to indicate
otherwise. But isn’t it written: “And it came to pass [vayhi]
on the eighth day” (Leviticus : ), which was the day of the
dedication of the Tabernacle? And it is taught in a baraita with
regard to that day: On that day there was joy before the Holy
One, Blessed be He, similar to the joy that existed on the day
on which the heavens and earth were created. The Gemara
cites a verbal analogy in support of this statement. It is written
here, with regard to the dedication of the Tabernacle: “And
it came to pass [vayhi] on the eighth day,” and it is written
there, in the Creation story: “And it was [vayhi] evening, and
it was morning, one day” (Genesis : ). This indicates that
there was joy on the eighth day, when the Tabernacle was dedicated, similar to the joy that existed on the day the world was
created. Apparently, the term vayhi is not necessarily a portent
of grief.

. ָהא ׁ ְש ִכיב נָ ָדב וַ ֲא ִביהוּאThe Gemara answers: This verse does not contradict the principle. On the day of the dedication of the Tabernacle, a calamity
also befell the people, as Nadav and Avihu died.
 ״וַ יְ ִהי ִב ׁ ְשמוֹנִים ׁ ָשנָ ה וְ ַא ְר ַ ּבע:וְ ָה ְכ ִתיב
 ״וַ יְ ִהי ַּכ ֲא ׁ ֶשר ָר ָאה:ֵמאוֹת ׁ ָשנָ ה״! וְ ָה ְכ ִתיב
 ״וַ יְ ִהי ֶﬠ ֶרב וַ יְ ִהי:יַ ֲﬠקֹב ֶאת ָר ֵחל״! וְ ָה ְכ ִתיב
יכא
ָּ  וְ ָה ִא,יכא ׁ ֵשנִי
ָּ ב ֶֹקר יוֹם ֶא ָחד״! וְ ָה ִא
!יכא טו ָּבא
ִ ׁ ׁ ְש ִל
ָּ  וְ ָה ִא,ישי

NOTES

And it came to pass…And it came to pass in the days of –
ימי
ֵ וַ ִיְהי…וַ ִיְהי ִ ּב: The Gemara explains the basis for associating
the term vayhi, and it came to pass, with grief by viewing
the word as vai and hi, meaning woe and mourning (see
11a). This explanation is also found in the midrash, which
elucidates the term vayhi as used to express extremes. In
instances of joy and happiness it expresses extreme happiness, while in cases of trouble and grief it refers to overwhelming calamity. There are those who understand Rav
Ashi’s statement in the Gemara in this manner.
Others explain that when it is written: “And it came to
pass,” it is possible that the phrase is not indicative of constant misfortune. However, when it is written: “And it came
to pass in the days,” the verse is referring to an extended
period of time, and the expression is always indicative of
grief (Gal Naul; see Or Ĥadash).
And it came to pass in the days of Ahaz, And it came
to pass in the days of Jehoiakim – ימי
ֵ יְהי ִ ּב
ִ ַ ו,ימי ָא ָחז
ֵ וַ יְ ִהי ִ ּב
יְ הוֹיָ ִקים: The Gemara does not state explicitly what form
of suﬀering befell the people during these periods. The
Maharsha explains that it is unnecessary to do so, as the
passages in the Bible following these verses detail the suffering that occurred to the Jews, including being besieged
and defeated in battle.
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The Gemara cites additional verses where vayhi is not indicative
of impending grief: But isn’t it written: “And it came to pass
[vayhi] in the four hundred and eightieth year” Kings : ),
which discusses the joyous occasion of the building of the
Temple? And furthermore, isn’t it written: “And it came to pass
[vayhi] when Jacob saw Rachel” (Genesis : ), which was a
momentous occasion? And isn’t it written: “And it was [vayhi]
evening, and it was [vayhi] morning, one day” (Genesis : )?
And isn’t there the second day of Creation, and isn’t there the
third day, where the term vayhi is used? And aren’t there many
verses in the Bible in which the term vayhi appears and no grief
ensues? Apparently, the proposed principle is incorrect.

,יכא ָה ִכי
ָּ  ָּכל ״וַ יְ ִהי״ – ִא: ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשיRather, Rav Ashi said: With regard to every instance of vayhi
ימי״ ֵאינוֹ ֶא ָּלא ְל ׁשוֹן
ֵ  ״וַ יְ ִהי ִ ּב.יכא ָה ִכי
ָּ  וְ ִאalone, there are some that mean this, grief, and there are some
the phrase “and it came
. צַ ַﬠרthat mean that, joy. However, wherever
to pass in the days of [vayhi bimei]”N is used in the Bible, it is
nothing other than a term of impending grief.
ימי
ֵ  ״וַ יְ ִהי ִ ּב:ימי״ ָהו ּו
ֵ ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה ״וַ יְ ִהי ִ ּב
,ימי ׁ ְשפוֹט ַה ׁ ּש ְוֹפ ִטים״
ֵ  ״וַ יְ ִהי ִ ּב,רוֹש״
ׁ ֲֵא ַח ׁ ְשו
,ימי ָא ָחז״
ֵ  ״וַ יְ ִהי ִ ּב,ימי ַא ְמ ָר ֶפל״
ֵ ״וַ יְ ִהי ִ ּב
.ימי יְ הוֹיָ ִקים״
ֵ ״וַ יְ ִהי ִ ּב

The Gemara states that there are five instances of vayhi bimei
in the Bible. “And it came to pass in the days of [vayhi bimei]
Ahasuerus”; “And it came to pass in the days [vayhi bimei]
when the judges ruled”; “And it came to pass in the days of
[vayhi bimei] Amraphel”; “And it came to pass in the days
of [vayhi bimei] Ahaz” (Isaiah : ); “And it came to pass in the
days of [vayhi bimei] Jehoiakim” ( Jeremiah : ).N In all those
incidents, grief ensued.

סוֹרת ְ ּביָ ֵדינ ּו
ֶ  דָּ ָבר זֶ ה ָמ:)א ַמר ַר ִ ּבי( ֵלוִ י
ָ § Apropos the tradition cited by Rabbi Levi above, the Gemara
 ַמאי.ּ ָאמוֹץ וַ ֲא ַמצְ יָ ה ַא ִחים ָהוו:ּבוֹתינו
ֵ  ֵמ ֲאcites additional traditions that he transmitted. Rabbi Levi
? ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלןsaid: This matter is a tradition that we received from our
ancestors: Amoz, father of Isaiah, and Amaziah, king of Judea,
were brothers. The Gemara questions: What novel element
is this statement teaching us?

ִּכי ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר נַ ְח ָמנִי
 ָּכל ַּכ ָּלה ׁ ֶש ִהיא צְ נו ָּﬠה:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יוֹנָ ָתן
זוֹכה וְ יוֹצְ ִאין ִמ ֶּמ ָּנה ְמ ָל ִכים
ָ ,ְ ּב ֵבית ָח ִמ ָיה
 ״וַ יִּ ְר ֶא ָה: דִּ ְכ ִתיב. ְמ ַנָלן – ִמ ָּת ָמר.יאים
ִ וּנְ ִב
.נֶיה״
ָ יְ הו ָּדה וַ יַּ ְח ׁ ְש ֶב ָה ְלזוֹנָ ה ִּכי ִכ ְּס ָתה ּ ָפ
!?נֶיה וַ יַּ ְח ׁ ְש ֶב ָה ְלזוֹנָ ה
ָ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ִכ ְּס ָתה ּ ָפ

The Gemara responds: It is in accordance with that which Rabbi
Shmuel bar Naĥmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: Any bride who
is modestN in the house of her father-in-law merits that kings and
prophets will emerge from her. From where do we derive this?
From Tamar, as it is written: “When Judah saw her, he thought
her to be a prostitute; for she had covered her face” (Genesis : ).
Can it be that because Tamar covered her face he thought her to
be a prostitute? On the contrary, a harlot tends to uncover her face.

יה ְ ּב ֵבית
ָ ֶ ִמ ׁ ּש ּו ם דְּ ִכ ְּס ָתה ּ ָפ נ:ֶא ָּלא
ָ ָח ִמ
 זָ ְכ ָתה וְ יָ צְ א ּו,יה וְ ָלא ֲהוָ ה יָ ַדע ָל ּה
, ְמ ָל ִכים – ִמדָּ וִ ד.יאים
ִ ִמ ֶּמ ָּנה ְמ ָל ִכים וּנְ ִב
 ַמ ּס ֶוֹרת ְ ּביָ ֵדינ ּו:יאים – דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֵלוִ י
ִ נְ ִב
.ּ ָאמוֹץ וַ ֲא ַמצְ יָ ה ַא ִחים ָהיו.ּבוֹתינו
ֵ ֵמ ֲא
.״חזוֹן יְ ׁ ַש ְﬠיָ ה ּו ֶבן ָאמוֹץ״
ֲ :ו ְּכ ִתיב

Rather, because she covered her face in the house of her fatherin-law and he was not familiar with her appearance, Judah didn’t
recognize Tamar, thought she was a harlot, and sought to have sexual
relations with her. Ultimately, she merited that kings and prophets
emerged from her. Kings emerged from her through David, who
was a descendant of Tamar’s son, Peretz. However, there is no explicit
mention that she was the forebear of prophets. This is derived from
that which Rabbi Levi said: This matter is a tradition that we
received from our ancestors. Amoz, father of Isaiah, and Amaziah,
king of Judea, were brothers,N and it is written: “The vision
of Isaiah the son of Amoz” (Isaiah : ). Amoz was a member of
the Davidic dynasty, and his son, the prophet Isaiah, was also a
descendant of Tamar.

 דָּ ָבר זֶ ה ַמ ּס ֶוֹרת ְ ּביָ ֵדינ ּו: וְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֵלוִ יAnd Rabbi Levi said: This matter is a tradition that we received
. ְמקוֹם ָארוֹן ֵאינוֹ ִמן ַה ִּמדָּ ה:ּבוֹתינו
ֵ  ֵמ ֲאfrom our ancestors: The place of the Ark of the Covenant is not
included in the measurement of the Holy of Holies in which it
rested.

BACKGROUND

The wing of one of the cherubs was ten cubits – ְּכנַ ף
ה ְּכרוּב ָה ֶא ָחד ֶﬠ ֶ ׂשר ַא ּמוֹת:ַ

Cherubs in the First Temple
Writing, language, and kingdom –  ו ַּמ ְלכוּת, ָל ׁשוֹן,כ ָתב:ְּ
After the Babylonian Empire fell to the Persians, many
cultural changes occurred. Babylonian cuneiform writing and Akkadian, the Babylonian language, stopped
being used and were replaced with the Aramaic alphabet and the Aramaic language. Babylonia as an independent kingdom also ceased to exist, and it remained as a
mere district of the great Persian Empire.
LANGUAGE

 ָארוֹן ׁ ֶש ָﬠ ָ ׂשה מ ׁ ֶֹשה יֵ ׁש:ַּתנְיָא נַ ִמי ָה ִכי
 ״וְ ִל ְפנֵי: ו ְּכ ִתיב,ּח לוֹ ֶﬠ ֶ ׂשר ַא ּמוֹת ְל ָכל רו
: ו ְּכ ִתיב,אוֹר ְך״
ֶ ַהדְּ ִביר ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים ַא ָּמה
״כנַ ף ַה ְּכרוּב ָה ֶא ָחד ֶﬠ ֶ ׂשר ַא ּמוֹת ו ְּכנַ ף
ְּ
יה
ּ  ָארוֹן ּגו ֵּפ.ַה ְּכרוּב ָה ֶא ָחד ֶﬠ ֶ ׂשר ַא ּמוֹת״
:יכא ֲהוָ ה ָק ֵאי? ֶא ָּלא ָלאו ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה
ָ ֵה
.עוֹמד
ֵ ְ ּבנֵס ָהיָ ה

The Gemara comments: This is also taught in a baraita: The Ark
crafted by Moses had ten cubits of empty space on each side. And
it is written in the description of Solomon’s Temple: “And before
the Sanctuary, which was twenty cubits in length, and twenty
cubits in breadth” Kings : ). The place “before the Sanctuary”
is referring to the Holy of Holies. It was twenty by twenty cubits. If
there were ten cubits of empty space on either side of the Ark, apparently the Ark itself occupied no space. And it is written: And the
wing of one of the cherubs was ten cubitsB and the wing of the
other cherub was ten cubits; the wings of the cherubs occupied the
entire area. If so, where was the Ark itself standing? Rather, must
one not conclude from it that the Ark stood by means of a miracle
and occupied no space?

ית ָחא ְל ַהאי
ְ ַר ִ ּבי יוֹנָ ָתן ּ ְפ ַתח ָל ּה ּ ִפ
יהם״ וגו׳
ֶ  ״וְ ַק ְמ ִּתי ֲﬠ ֵל:ּ ָפ ָר ׁ ָש ָתא ֵמ ָה ָכא
״וְ ִה ְכ ַר ִּתי ְל ָב ֶבל ׁ ֵשם ו ׁ ְּש ָאר וְ נִין וָ נֶ ֶכד נְ ֻאם
״ש ָאר״ – זֶ ה
ְ ׁ ,״שם״ – זֶ ה ַה ְּכ ָתב
ֵ ׁ .ה׳״
 ״וְ נֶ ֶכד״ – זוֹ, ״נִין״ – זֶ ה ַמ ְלכוּת,ָל ׁשוֹן
.וַ ׁ ְש ִּתי

§ The Gemara cites prologues utilized by various Sages to introduce

Oﬀspring [nin] – נִין: The exact definition of this word is
unclear, and the commentaries oﬀer several opinions
as to its meaning. In a number of contexts, it appears to
refer to progeny, either a son or a more distant descendant. However, the textual similarity to the verb yinon in
the verse “May His name endure forever; may His name
be continued [yinon] as long as the sun” (Psalms 72:17)
would seem to indicate that the word nin means enduring existence. In that context, nin would seem to refer
to any form of continued existence or remembrance.

study of the Megilla: Rabbi Yonatan introduced this passage,N the
book of Esther, with an introduction from here: “For I will rise up
against them, says the Lord of hosts, and cut oﬀ from Babylonia
name, and remnant, and oﬀspring [nin],L and posterity, says the
Lord” (Isaiah : ). This verse may be interpreted homiletically:
“Name,” this is the writing of ancient Babylonia that will disappear
from the world. “Remnant,” this is the language of ancient Babylonia. “Oﬀspring,” this is their kingdom.B And “posterity,” this is
Vashti, who according to tradition was Nebuchadnezzar’s granddaughter, and the book of Esther relates how she too was removed
from the throne.
NOTES

Any bride who is modest – כל ַּכ ָּלה ׁ ֶש ִהיא צְ נו ָּﬠה:ָּ Some write
that this statement concerning the rewards of a woman who
is modest is mentioned in this tractate to connect Rabbi Levi’s
tradition with the subject of the Megilla. The Gemara relates
Esther’s modesty and states that various miracles were performed in her merit as a result of it (Re’aĥ Duda’im).
Amoz and Amaziah were brothers – אמוֹץ וַ ֲא ַמצְ יָ ה ַא ִחים ָהי ּו:ָ
The Ein Ya’akov explains that, according to tradition, whenever a prophet’s name is stated while mentioning his father’s
name as well, the text is indicating that his father was also
a prophet (see 15a). The Maharsha adds that although King
David and his son, King Solomon, were prophets, the Gemara
did not mention them as proof that one who is modest will

merit descendants who are prophets. This is because they
were distinguished primarily as monarchs, not prophets. The
Gemara is seeking proof of this principle from individuals who
were only prophets, and therefore it mentions Isaiah and Amoz,
his father.
Introduced this passage – פ ַתח ָל ּה ּ ִפ ְית ָחא:ְ ּ It was a common
practice of the Sages of that time to begin teaching a book of
the Bible with the aggadic exposition of a verse from another
book. These expositions impart a lesson pertinent to the book
of the Bible that the Sage is ultimately teaching. These types of
introductions are an integral part of aggadic midrash.
The Penei Yehoshua explains that although the Talmud rarely
includes these forms of aggadic teachings, the numerous

introductions here are mentioned in order to support the decision to include the Scroll of Esther in the Bible, by presenting
various examples of other books of the Bible alluding to the
Scroll of Esther. Others explain that these introductions are
intended to prove that the entire Megilla is significant, not only
the central part recounting the actual miracle.
The Gemara cites a dispute concerning which sections of the
Megilla must be read. These introductions are intended to prove
that not only the story of the miracle should be read, but even
the first part should be read as well. It appears to be an introduction, but it also has independent importance, as it reveals other
miracles that the Holy One, Blessed be He, performed, i.e., how
He fulfilled the prophecy to destroy Babylonia and all associated
with it (Ginzei HaMelekh).
: פרק א׳ דף י. Megilla . Perek I . 10b
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NOTES

And upon all thorns – ו ְּבכֹל ַה ּנ ֲַﬠצוּצִ ים: The Maharsha
questions the nature of the Gemara’s proof, as there
seems to be no indication in the verse that it is discussing
idolatry, but he leaves his query unanswered. Perhaps
the Gemara’s understanding relies on the understanding
of Targum Yonatan. He explains “thorns and brambles”
to mean houses that are designated for idolatry.

ית ָחא
ְ  ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר נַ ְח ָמנִי ּ ְפ ַתח ָל ּה ּ ִפRabbi Shmuel bar Naĥmani introduced this passage with an
״ת ַחת ַה ּנ ֲַﬠצוּץ
ַּ : ְל ַהאי ּ ָפ ָר ׁ ָש ָתא ֵמ ָה ָכאintroduction from here: “Instead of the thorn shall the cypress
.רוֹש וְ ַת ַחת ַה ִּס ְר ּ ָפד יַ ֲﬠ ֶלה ֲה ַדס״
ׁ  יַ ֲﬠ ֶלה ְבcome up, and instead of the nettle shall the myrtle come up; and
it shall be to the Lord for a name, for an everlasting sign that
shall not be cut oﬀ ” (Isaiah : ). Rabbi Shmuel bar Naĥmani
interpreted the verse homiletically as referring to the righteous
individuals who superseded the wicked ones in the book of Esther.
“Instead of the thorn”; this means instead of the wicked
״ת ַחת ַה ּנ ֲַﬠצ ּוץ״ – ַּת ַחת ָה ָמן ָה ָר ׁ ָשע
ַּ
Haman.
He is referred to as a thorn because he turned himself
 ״ו ְּבכֹל: דִּ ְכ ִתיב,בוֹדה זָ ָרה
ָ ׁ ּ ֶש ָﬠ ָ ׂשה ַﬠצְ מוֹ ֲﬠ
into
an
object
of idol worship, as he decreed that all must prostrate
,לוֹלים״
ִ ַה ּנ ֲַﬠצוּצִ ים ו ְּבכֹל ַה ַּנ ֲה
themselves before him. The Gemara cites proof that the term thorn
is used in connection with idol worship, as it is written: “And
upon all thorns,N and upon all brambles” (Isaiah : ), which is
understood to be a reference to idol worship.
ֹאש
ׁ רוֹש״ – זֶ ה ָמ ְרדֳּ ַכי ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְק ָרא ר
ׁ ״יַ ֲﬠ ֶלה ְב
ָ ״וְ ַא ָּתה ַקח ְלך: ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ְל ָכל ַה ְ ּב ָ ׂש ִמים
 ָמ ִרי:ֹאש ָמר דְּ רוֹר״ ו ְּמ ַת ְר ְ ּג ִמינַן
ׁ ְ ּב ָ ׂש ִמים ר
.ָד ֵכי

The next section of the verse discusses what will replace the
thorns, i.e., Haman: “Shall the cypress [berosh] come up”; this
is Mordecai. Why is he called a cypress [berosh]? Because he was
called the chief [rosh] of all the spices, as it is stated: “Take
you also to yourself the chief spices, of pure myrrh [mar deror]”
(Exodus : ), and we translate “pure myrrh,” into Aramaic as
mari dakhei. Mordecai was like mari dakhi, the chief [rosh] of spices,
and therefore he is called berosh.

״ת ַחת ַה ִּס ְר ּ ָפד״ – ַּת ַחת וַ ׁ ְש ִּתי ָה ְר ׁ ָש ָﬠה
ַּ The verse continues: “And instead of the nettle [sirpad],” this
 ׁ ֶש ּ ָ ׂש ַרף,נֶצר ָה ָר ׁ ָשע
ּ ַ  ַ ּבת ְ ּבנוֹ ׁ ֶשל נְ בו ַּכ ְדmeans instead of the wicked Vashti. Why is she called a nettle
, ְ״ר ִפ ָידתוֹ זָ ָהב״: דִּ ְכ ִתיב,[ ְר ִפ ַידת ֵ ּבית ה׳sirpad]? Because she was the daughter of the son of the wicked
Nebuchadnezzar, who burned the ceiling [saraf refidat] of the
House of God, as it is written: “Its top [refidato] of gold” (Song
of Songs : ).

254

Megilla . perek I . 10b . :פרק א׳ דף י

,״יַ ֲﬠ ֶלה ֲה ַדס״ – זוֹ ֶא ְס ֵּתר ַה ַ ּצדֶּ ֶקת
אוֹמן
ֵ  ״וַ יְ ִהי: ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר,ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְק ֵראת ֲה ַד ָּסה
 ״וְ ָהיָה ַלה׳ ְל ׁ ֵשם״ – זוֹ ִמ ְק ָרא.ֶאת ֲה ַד ָּסה״
עוֹלם ל ֹא יִ ָּכ ֵרת״ – ֵאלּ ּו
ָ ״לאוֹת
ְ ,ְמגִ ָּילה
.יְ ֵמי ּפו ִּרים

The next section of the verse states: “Shall the myrtle [hadas] come
up”; this is the righteous Esther, who was called Hadassah in the
Megilla, as it is stated: “And he had brought up Hadassah; that is,
Esther” (Esther : ). The concluding section of the verse states:
“And it shall be to the Lord for a name”; this is the reading of the
Megilla. “For an everlasting sign that shall not be cut oﬀ ”; these
are the days of Purim.

ﬠ ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י ּ ְפ ַתח ָל ּה ּ ִפ ְית ָחא ְל ַהאי יְהוֹש
ֻ ׁ ַר ִ ּבי
’ ״וְ ָהיָ ה ַּכ ֲא ׁ ֶשר ָ ׂש ׂש ה:ּ ָפ ָר ׁ ָש ָתא ֵמ ָה ָכא
ִ יכם ְל ֵה
ֶ ֲﬠ ֵל
יש ְל ָה ַרע
ׂ  ֵּכן יָ ִ ׂש,יטיב ֶא ְת ֶכם״
.ֶא ְת ֶכם

Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi introduced this passage with an introduction from here: “And it shall come to pass, that as the Lord
rejoiced over you to do you good, and to multiply you; so the
Lord will rejoice over you to cause you to perish, and to destroy you”
(Deuteronomy : ). The verse indicates that just as the Lord
rejoiced in the good he did on behalf of Israel, so too, the Lord will
rejoice to cause you harm.

דוֹש ָ ּברוּךְ הוּא ְ ּב ַמ ּ ַפ ְל ָּתן ׁ ֶשל
ׁ ו ִּמי ָח ֵדי ַה ָ ּק
״בצֵ את ִל ְפנֵי ֶה ָחלוּץ
ּ ְ :ְר ׁ ָש ִﬠים? וְ ָהא ְּכ ִתיב
,עוֹלם ַח ְסדּ וֹ״
ָ אוֹמ ִרים הוֹד ּו ַלה׳ ִּכי ְל
ְ ְו
״כי
ָ וְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ִּ  ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה ל ֹא נֶ ֱא ַמר:יוֹחנָן
דוֹש
ׁ הוֹד ָאה זוֹ – ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַה ָ ּק
ָ טוֹב״ ְ ּב
.ח ְ ּב ַמ ּ ָפ ָל ָתן ׁ ֶשל ְר ׁ ָש ִﬠים ָ ּברוּךְ הוּא ָ ׂש ֵמ

Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi asked: Does the Holy One, Blessed
be He, in fact rejoice over the downfall of the wicked? But it is
written: “As they went out before the army, and say: Give thanks
to the Lord, for His kindness endures forever” ( Chronicles
: ), and Rabbi Yoĥanan said: For what reason were the words:
“for He is good” not stated in this statement of thanksgiving, as
the classic formulation is: “Give thanks to the Lord; for He is good;
for His kindness endures forever” ( Chronicles : )? Because
the Holy One, Blessed be He, does not rejoice over the downfall
of the wicked. Since this song was sung in the aftermath of a military
victory, which involved the downfall of the wicked, the name of God
was not mentioned for the good.

 ״וְ ל ֹא ָק ַרב: ַמאי דִּ ְכ ִתיב,יוֹחנָן
ָ וְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
זֶ ה ֶאל זֶ ה ָּכל ַה ָּליְ ָלה״ – ִ ּב ְּק ׁש ּו ַמ ְל ֲא ֵכי
ְדוֹש ָ ּברוּך
ׁ  ָא ַמר ַה ָ ּק,לוֹמר ׁ ִש ָירה
ַ ַה ׁ ּ ָש ֵרת
טוֹב ִﬠין ַ ּביָּ ם וְ ַא ֶּתם
ְ  ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ַדי:הוּא
!?אוֹמ ִרים ׁ ִש ָירה
ְ

And similarly, Rabbi Yoĥanan said: What is the meaning of that
which is written: “And the one came not near the other all the
night” (Exodus : )? The ministering angels wanted to sing
their song, for the angels would sing songs to each other, as it
states: “And they called out to each other and said” (Isaiah : ), but
the Holy One, Blessed be He, said: The work of My hands, the
Egyptians, are drowning at sea, and you wish to say songs? This
indicates that God does not rejoice over the downfall of the wicked.

 ֲא ָבל, הוּא ֵאינוֹ ָ ׂש ׂש: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ רRabbi Elazar said that this is how the matter is to be understood:
״כן
ׂ  ֲא ֵח ִרים ֵמ ִ ׂשIndeed, God Himself does not rejoice over the downfall of the
ֵּ : דִּ ְכ ִתיב, וְ ַדיְ ָקא נַ ִמי.יש
. ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה,ּש״
ׂ יש״ וְ ָלא ְּכ ִתיב ״יָ ׂשו
ׂ  יָ ִ ׂשwicked, but He causes others to rejoice. The Gemara comments:
One can learn from the language of the verse as well, as it is written:
“So the Lord will rejoice [ken yasis]” (Deuteronomy : ). And it
is not written yasus,N the grammatical form of the verb meaning: He
will rejoice. Rather, it is written yasis. The grammatical form of this
verb indicates that one causes another to rejoice. Consequently, these
words are understood to mean that God will cause others to rejoice.
The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from it that this is the case.
ית ָחא
ְ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא ַ ּבר ָּכ ֲהנָ א ּ ְפ ַתח ָל ּה ּ ִפ
״ל ָא ָדם ׁ ֶש ּטוֹב
ְ :ְל ַהאי ּ ָפ ָר ׁ ָש ָתא ֵמ ָה ָכא
ְל ָפנָיו נָ ַתן ָח ְכ ָמה וְ ַד ַﬠת וְ ִ ׂש ְמ ָחה״ – זֶ ה
חוֹטא נָ ַתן ִﬠנְיָ ן ֶל ֱאסוֹף
ֵ  ״וְ ַל,ָמ ְרדֳּ ַכי ַה ַ ּצדִּ יק
״ל ֵתת ְלטוֹב ִל ְפנֵי
ָ ,וְ ִל ְכנוֹס״ – זֶ ה ָה ָמן
: דִּ ְכ ִתיב,ָה ֱאל ִֹהים״ – זֶ ה ָמ ְרדֳּ ַכי וְ ֶא ְס ֵּתר
.״וַ ָּת ֶ ׂשם ֶא ְס ֵּתר ֶאת ָמ ְרדֳּ ַכי ַﬠל ֵ ּבית ָה ָמן״

Rabbi Abba bar Kahana introduced this passage with an introduction from here. The verse states with regard to God’s reward to the
righteous: “He gives to a man that is good in His sight wisdom, and
knowledge, and joy” (Ecclesiastes : ). The Gemara explains that
this verse is referring to the righteous Mordecai. With regard to
the next part of the verse: “But to the sinner He gives the task of
gathering and heaping up,” this is referring to Haman. The conclusion of the verse states: “That he may give it to one who is good
before God” (Ecclesiastes : ). This is Mordecai and Esther, as it
is written: “And Esther set Mordecai over the house of Haman”
(Esther : ).

ְ ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר
ית ָחא ְל ַהאי
ְ עוֹפ ָרן ּ ְפ ַתח ָל ּה ּ ִפ
 ״וְ ַ ׂש ְמ ִּתי ִּכ ְס ִאי ְ ּב ֵﬠ ָילם:ּ ָפ ָר ׁ ָש ָתא ֵמ ָה ָכא
״מ ֶלךְ ״ – זוֹ
ֶ .וְ ַה ֲא ַב ְד ִּתי ִמ ׁ ּ ָשם ֶמ ֶלךְ וְ ָ ׂש ִרים״
. ״וְ ָ ׂש ִרים״ – זֶ ה ָה ָמן וַ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂש ֶרת ָ ּבנָיו,וַ ׁ ְש ִּתי

Rabba bar Oferan introduced this passage with an introduction
from here: “And I will set my throne in Elam, and destroy from
there the king and the princes, says the Lord” ( Jeremiah : ).
“The king” who was destroyed; this is referring to Vashti. “And the
princes”; this is referring to Haman and his ten sons.

NOTES

So the Lord will rejoice [ken yasis], and it is not written yasus – ּש
ׂ יש וְ ָלא ְּכ ִתיב יָ ׂשו
ׂ יָש
ׂ ִ כן:ֵּ The verb yasis can
be intransitive or causative, meaning that it can be
translated either as: He will rejoice, or: He will cause
another to rejoice. However, yasus is always causative,
and therefore it always implies the latter. For this reason, the Gemara uses the word yasus to indicate how
yasis should be understood (Ĥida; Maĥzik Berakha).

ימי ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק ּ ְפ ַתח ָל ּה ּ ִפ ְית ָחא ְל ַהאי
ִ ִּ ַרב דRav Dimi bar Yitzĥak introduced this passage with an introduction
: ּ ָפ ָר ׁ ָש ָתא ֵמ ָה ָכאfrom here:
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“For we are bondmen; yet our God has not forsaken us in our
״כי ֲﬠ ָב ִדים ֲאנַ ְחנ ּו ו ְּב ַﬠ ְבדו ֵּתנ ּו ל ֹא ֲﬠזָ ָבנ ּו
ִּ
, ֱאל ֵֹהינ ּו וַ יַּ ט ָﬠ ֵלינ ּו ֶח ֶסד ִל ְפנֵי ַמ ְל ֵכי ָפ ַרס״bondage, but has extended mercy unto us in the sight of the
.ימ ַתי – ִ ּבזְ ַמן ָה ָמן
ָ  ֵאkings of Persia” (Ezra : ). When did this occur? In the time of
Haman.
ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א ַ ּבר ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ּ ְפ ַתח ָל ּה ּ ִפ ְת ָחא ְל ָהא
ֹאשנ ּו
ֵ ׁ נוֹש ְלר
ׁ ״ה ְר ַּכ ְב ָּת ֱא
ִ :ּ ָפ ָר ׁ ָש ָתא ֵמ ָה ָכא
ימי
ֵ ״ב ֵא ׁש״ – ִ ּב
ּ ָ ,ָ ּבאנ ּו ָב ֵא ׁש ו ַּב ַּמיִ ם״
.ימי ַפ ְרעֹה
ֵ  ״ו ַּב ַּמיִ ם״ ִ ּב,נֶצר ָה ָר ׁ ָשע
ּ ַ נְ בו ַּכ ְד
.ימי ָה ָמן
ֵ יאנ ּו ָל ְרוָ יָ ה״ – ִ ּב
ֵ ִ״וַ ּתוֹצ

Rabbi Ĥanina bar Pappa introduced this passage with an introduction from here: The verse states: “You have caused men to ride
over our heads; we went through fireN and through water; but
You brought us out into abundance” (Psalms : ). “Through fire”;
this was in the days of the wicked Nebuchadnezzar, who cast the
righteous into the furnace. “And through water”; this was in the days
of Pharaoh, who decreed that all newborn males be cast into the
water. “But You brought us out into abundance”; this was in the
days of Haman, where abundant feasts played a pivotal role in their
peril and salvation.

ָ ַר ִ ּבי
יוֹחנָן ּ ְפ ַתח ָל ּה ּ ִפ ְת ָחא ְל ָהא ּ ָפ ָר ׁ ָש ָתא
יִש ָר ֵאל
ׂ ְ  ״זָ ַכר ַח ְסדּ וֹ וֶ ֱאמוּנָ תוֹ ְל ֵבית:ֵמ ָה ָכא
,ָרא ּו ָכל ַא ְפ ֵסי ָא ֶרץ ֵאת יְ ׁשו ַּﬠת ֱאל ֵֹהינוּ״
ימ ַתי ָרא ּו ָכל ַא ְפ ֵסי ָא ֶרץ ֵאת יְ ׁשו ַּﬠת
ָ ֵא
.ימי ָמ ְרדֳּ ַכי וְ ֶא ְס ֵּתר
ֵ ֱאל ֵֹהינ ּו – ִ ּב

Rabbi Yoĥanan introduced this passage with an introduction from
here: The verse states: “He has remembered His mercy and His
faithfulness toward the house of Israel: All the ends of the earth
have seen the salvation of our God” (Psalms : ). When did all
the ends of the earth see the salvation of our God? In the days of
Mordecai and Esther, for their peril and salvation became known
through the letters sent throughout the empire.

NOTES

We went through fire – באנ ּו ָב ֵא ׁש:
ּ ָ The Maharsha
explains that “through fire” is referring to the burning of the Temple by Nebuchadnezzar. “And you
brought us out into abundance” is referring to Purim,
primarily because the miracle of Purim relates back
to a banquet with an abundance of wine, and Purim
is celebrated through the drinking of wine (Rabbi
Yoshiya Pinto; Maharsha).
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