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mishna Cases concerning monetary law are adjudicated 
by three judges.h Cases concerning robbery and 

personal injury are adjudicated by three judges. Cases concerning 
damage that one is responsible for because he or his property caused 
the damage are adjudicated by three judges as well. Likewise, cases 
concerning payment for half the damage, which is paid in the event 
that an ox whose owner has not been warned that it gored more than 
two times gores another animal (see Exodus 21:35); cases concerning 
payment of double the principal by a thief who was caught stealing (see 
Exodus 22:3); and cases concerning payment of four or five times the 
principal by a thief who slaughtered or sold a stolen ox or a lamb (see 
Exodus 21:37) are all adjudicated by three judges.

Cases concerning one who rapes or one who seduces a virgin girl,  
and must therefore pay the girl’s father fifty silver shekels (see Deuter-
onomy 22:29, Exodus 22:15); and cases concerning a defamerh who 
falsely asserts that his wife was not a virgin when she married him,  
and brings false witnesses who testify that she committed adultery  
while betrothed to him and who must therefore pay the girl’s father  
one hundred silver shekels as well as receive lashes (see Deuteronomy 
22:13–19): All of these are adjudicated by three judges; this is the  
statement of Rabbi Meir.

And the Rabbis say: Cases concerning a defamer are adjudicated by a 
court of twenty-three judges, which is the type of court authorized to 
judge cases of capital law, because this case includes the possibility of 
becoming a case of capital law. The husband brings witnesses that his 
wife committed adultery. If she is found guilty, she is liable to receive 
the death penalty. This punishment applies to the witnesses if they are 
exposed as conspiring witnesses.

Cases concerning the violation of prohibitions that render one liable to 
receive lashes are adjudicated by three judges. The Sages stated in the 
name of Rabbi Yishmael: Cases concerning lashes are adjudicated by 
twenty-three judges.

The intercalation of the monthhb is performed by a panel of three 
judges. The intercalation of the year,hb meaning the decision to add an 
extra month to the year when necessary, is also decided by a panel of 
three judges; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says: The deliberations begin with three judges, and they 
debate the matter with five judges, and they conclude the matter with 
seven judges, due to the significance of the decision. And Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel concedes that if they concluded the matter with 
only three judges, the intercalation is valid and it is a leap year.

בד

Perek I
Daf 2 Amud a

הד  לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ּבִ ָממֹונֹות  יֵני  ּדִ מתניפ 
ַוֲחִצי  ֶנֶזק  הד  לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ּבִ לֹות  ְוַחּבָ ֵזילֹות  ּגְ

ָעה  לּוֵמי ַאְרּבָ לּוֵמי ֶכֶ׳ל ְוַתׁשְ ְשׁ ֶנֶזק, ּתַ

הד לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ה ּבִ ָ ַוֲחִמּשׁ

ם ַרע  ה, ְוַהּמֹוִציא ׁשֵ ָהאֹוֵנס, ְוַהְמַ׳ּתֶ

י ֵמִאירד ְבֵרי ַרּבִ ה; ּדִ לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ּבִ

ַרע  ם  ׁשֵ מֹוִציא  אֹוְמִרים:  ַוֲחָכִמים 

ּבֹו  ֵּיׁש  ׁשֶ ֵני  ִמּ׳ְ ה,  לֹׁשָ ּוׁשְ ִרים  ֶעׂשְ ּבְ

יֵני ְנָ׳ׁשֹותד ּדִ

ָמֵעאל  י ִיׁשְ ּום ַרּבִ הד ִמּשׁ לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ַמּכֹות ּבִ

הד לֹׁשָ ִרים ּוׁשְ ֶעׂשְ ָאְמרּו: ּבְ

ָנה  ָ הד ִעיּבּור ַהּשׁ לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ִעיּבּור ַהחֶֹדׁש ּבִ

ן  ַרּבָ ֵמִאירד  י  ַרּבִ ְבֵרי  ּדִ ה;  לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ּבִ

ה  לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ּבִ ְמִליֵאל אֹוֵמר:  ּגַ ן  ּבֶ ְמעֹון  ׁשִ

ִאין ְונֹוְתִנין,  ה נֹוׂשְ ָ ַמְתִחיִלין, ּוַבֲחִמּשׁ

ה,  לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ְמרּו ּבִ ְבָעהד ְוִאם ּגָ ׁשִ ְוגֹוְמִרין ּבְ

ֶרתד ְמעּוּבֶ

Cases of monetary law are adjudicated by three 
judges – ה לֹׁשָ ׁשְ יֵני ָממֹונֹות ּבִ  Cases of monetary law are :ּדִ
generally adjudicated by three judges, although there 
are some cases that can be handled by one expert judge, 
and some can be adjudicated by three non-ordained lay 
judges, as explained later in this tractate.

The following cases are adjudicated by three judges: 
Theft and personal injury; damages and half the dam-
age; payments of double and of four and five times the 
principal where there is theft; and rape and seduction. 
Furthermore, cases concerning transgressions for which 
one is liable to receive lashes are also adjudicated by 
three judges, in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:4, 8; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 13:1).

Defamer – ם ַרע -A defamer is judged by twenty :מֹוִציא ׁשֵ
three judges, in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:3).

Intercalation of the month – ִעיּבּור ַהחֹוֶדׁש: The inter-
calation of the month is decided on by a court of three 
judges (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:6).

Intercalation of the year – ָנה ָ  The deliberations :ִעּבּור ַהּשׁ
about the intercalation of the year are begun with three 
judges, discussed by five, and settled by seven (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Kiddush HaĤodesh 4:9–10 
and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:7).

halakha

Intercalation of the month – ִעיּבּור ַהחֶֹדׁש: The duration of the 
moon’s monthly cycle is slightly more than twenty-nine and a 
half days. In the Talmud, a standard month has twenty-nine days. 
Consequently, it was frequently necessary to add an additional 
day to the month. During the long period in antiquity when the 
Hebrew calendar was established by the court based on the tes-
timony of witnesses who had seen the new moon, the addition of 
an extra day to a month was determined by their testimony. If the 
moon was sighted on the night after the twenty-ninth day of the 
month, that night and the following day constitute the first day 
of the following month. If the moon was not sighted that night, 
or the moon was sighted but the witnesses to the new moon did 
not arrive at the Great Sanhedrin to testify the following day, an 
extra day was added to the month. From the fourth century CE, 
the Jewish calendar has operated on a fixed, astronomically based 
system in which, generally speaking, months of twenty-nine days 
alternate with those of thirty days.

Intercalation of the year – ָנה ָ -The annual Jewish calen :ִעיּבּור ַהּשׁ
dar, which follows a lunar cycle of twelve months of twenty-nine 
or thirty days, is also tied to the solar year, because the Festivals 
must be held in their appropriate seasons. In particular, Passover 
must be observed in the spring, at the time of the barley harvest, 
and Sukkot near the time of the autumnal equinox.

The solar year is slightly more than eleven days longer than 
the lunar year. To compensate for this difference, a thirteenth 
lunar month is occasionally added after the month of Adar, and is 
referred to as Second Adar. Additional factors besides the require-
ment for the Festivals to fall in their appropriate seasons were 
taken into account.

From the fourth century CE, the Jewish calendar has operated 
on a fixed nineteen-year cycle that correlates the lunar and solar 
calendars. Second Adar is added in the 3rd, 6th, 8th, 11th, 14th, 17th, 
and 19th years of each cycle.

background
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Both the laying of hands by the Sagesbh and the breaking of  
the heifer’s necknh in a case where a person was found murdered 
and it is not known who killed him (see Deuteronomy 21:1–9) are 
performed in front of a panel of three judges; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Yehuda says: These rituals are performed 
in front of five judges. Both ĥalitza,h the ritual through which the 
yavam, a surviving brother of a married man who died without  
sons, frees the yevama, the widow, of her levirate bond in a case 
where the yavam does not wish to marry the yevama (see Deuter-
onomy 25:5–10), and the refusal of a girl before reaching majority 
to remain married to the man to whom her mother or brother 
married her off, are performed before a court of three judges.n

The halakha concerning fruit of a fourth-year sapling and second-
tithe produce is that they are to be brought to Jerusalem and eaten 
there. If this is impractical, the produce can be redeemed and  
the redemption money brought to Jerusalem, where it is used  
to purchase food and drink. Valuation of fruit of a fourth-year 
saplingh or second-titheh produce in cases where their value is 
not known is performed by three judges. The valuation of conse-
crated propertyb for purposes of redemption is performed by three 
judges, and the valuations that are movable property (see Leviti-
cus 27:1–8)h are performed by three judges. Rabbi Yehuda says: 
One of the three judges must be a priest.

And the valuation of consecrated landh is performed by nine  
judges and, in addition, one priest. And the valuation of a personb 
for the purpose of a vow is performed in a similar manner to that 
of land.

§ Cases of capital lawh are judged by twenty-three judges. An 
animal that copulated with a person and an animal that was  
the object of bestiality are judged by twenty-three judges, as it  
is stated: “And if a woman approaches any animal to lie with it,  
you shall kill the woman and the animal” (Leviticus 20:16), and 
it states: “And if a man lies with an animal, he shall be put to  
death and you shall kill the animal” (Leviticus 20:15). In cases of  
bestiality, the verse juxtaposes the execution of the animal to the 
execution of the person, and therefore the case of the animal is 
adjudicated in the same way as cases of capital law.

ה;  לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ְסִמיַכת ְזֵקִנים ַוֲעִריַ׳ת ֶעְגָלה ּבִ

אֹוֵמר:  ְיהּוָדה  י  ַרּבִ ְמעֹוןד  ׁשִ י  ַרּבִ ְבֵרי  ּדִ

הד לֹׁשָ ׁשְ יאּוִנין ּבִ הד ַהֲחִליָצה ְוַהּמֵ ָ ֲחִמּשׁ ּבַ

ָמיו  ּדָ ֵאין  ׁשֶ ִני  ׁשֵ ר  ּוַמֲעׂשֵ ְרָבִעי,  ֶנַטע 

הד  לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ׁשֹות ּבִ הד ַהֶהְקּדֵ לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ְידּוִעין, ּבִ

י  ַרּבִ הד  לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ּבִ ְלְטִלים  ּטַ ַהּמִ ָהֲעָרִכין 

ְיהּוָדה אֹוֵמר: ֶאָחד ֵמֶהן ּכֵֹהןד

ּיֹוֵצא  ָעה ְוכֵֹהןד ְוָאָדם ּכַ ׁשְ ְרָקעֹות – ּתִ ְוַהּקַ

ֶהןד ּבָ

הד ָהרֹוֵבַע  לֹׁשָ ּוׁשְ ִרים  ֶעׂשְ ּבְ ְנָ׳ׁשֹות  יֵני  ּדִ

ֱאַמר:  ּנֶ ׁשֶ ה,  לֹׁשָ ּוׁשְ ִרים  ֶעׂשְ ּבְ ע  ְרּבָ ְוַהּנִ

ֵהָמה״ד  ַהּבְ ְוֶאת  ה  ָ ָהִאּשׁ ֶאת  ״ְוָהַרְגּתָ 

ֲהרֹגּו״ד ֵהָמה ּתַ ְואֹוֵמר: ״ְוֶאת ַהּבְ

Laying of hands by the Sages – ְסִמיַכת ְזֵקִנים: The laying of the 
Elders’ hands, whether it is on communal offerings, e.g., the 
bull for an unwitting communal sin and the scapegoat, or it is 
for the appointing of Sages, are done by three members of the 
Sanhedrin (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 
3:10 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 4:3).

The breaking of the heifer’s neck – ֲעִריַ׳ת ֶעְגָלה: The breaking 
of the heifer’s neck is performed in front of a panel of five judges 
(Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShmirat HaNefesh 9:1 
and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:5).

Ĥalitza – ַהֲחִליָצה: The ĥalitza procedure for a woman whose 
husband died without offspring is performed in front of a court 
of three judges (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaĤalitza 
4:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 169:1).

Fruit of a fourth-year sapling – ֶנַטע ְרָבִעי: Redemption of the 
fruit of a fourth-year sapling is done according to the assess-
ment of three judges (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser 
Sheni 9:6).

Second tithe – ִני ר ׁשֵ  ,The redemption of the second tithe :ַמֲעׂשֵ
in a situation where its value is undetermined, is done on the 
basis of the assessment of three merchants, one of whom may 
even be a gentile, or the owner himself, or his wife (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser Sheni 4:20).

Valuation of consecrated property…movable property – 
ְלְטִלים ּטַ ׁשֹות…ָהֲעָרִכין ַהּמִ  The redemption of consecrated :ַהֶהְקּדֵ
property and the valuation of movable property or animals that 
need valuation are done on the basis of an assessment of three 
experts (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaĤaramim 8:2).

Land – ַקְרָקעֹות: When calculating the valuation of land, or when 
the value of a person must be collected from land, the valuation 
is done by ten judges, one of whom is a priest (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaĤaramim 8:2).

Cases of capital law – יֵני ְנָ׳ׁשֹות  Cases of capital law, whether :ּדִ
relating to a person or relating to an animal, are adjudicated by 
twenty-three judges. Included in this halakha is the case of an ox 
that is to be stoned for killing a person, as well as an ox that was 
involved in bestiality with a man or a woman, and any animal, 
even a domesticated one, that killed a person (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:2).

halakha

Laying of hands by the Sages – ְסִמיַכת ְזֵקִנים: A commu-
nal sin-offering is brought when an unwitting transgres-
sion is committed by the Jewish people as a result of an 
erroneous halakhic decision handed down by the Great 
Sanhedrin (Leviticus 4:12). This offering is brought when the 
infraction is one that would incur karet, the penalty of exci-
sion from the World-to-Come, if performed intentionally, 
or demand a sin-offering from an individual if committed 
unintentionally.

Before the animal is slaughtered, a procedure known 
as placing hands [semikha] must be performed. This 
procedure requires one to press down on the bull’s head 
with all of his strength and confess the sin. Members of 
the Sanhedrin perform this ritual, and Rabbi Shimon and 
Rabbi Yehuda dispute how many people are needed for 
the ceremony.

It is possible that the mishna here refers to an entirely 
different procedure: The ordination of Sages [semikha], 
which also requires laying of hands. According to this 
understanding, suggested on 13b, this procedure must 
also be performed by three ordained Sages.

Consecrated property – ׁשֹות  It is possible to dedicate :ֶהְקּדֵ
an item for Temple use, although most possessions are of 
no direct use to the daily functions of the Temple. Items 
presented as gifts have their value assessed and are then 
redeemed from sanctity by being sold. The funds raised 
in such sales are used for maintenance of the Temple.

Valuations…and of a person – ֲעָרִכין…ְוָאָדם: The halakhot 
of valuations appear in Leviticus 27:1–8, and are clarified 
in tractate Arakhin. A valuation [erekh] is a special type 
of consecration by which a fixed sum is given for each 
person in accordance with his age and sex, regardless of 
his importance or his actual monetary worth as a slave. 
One who says: I am obligated to pay the valuation of my 
hand, has not said anything of consequence, as valuation 
applies only to a whole person. By contrast, one can vow 
to give the monetary value of a hand or foot.

background

The breaking of the heifer’s neck – ֲעִריַ׳ת ֶעְגָלה: To be 
precise, the breaking of the heifer’s neck is not done in 
the presence of a court of three. The mishna was actually 
referring to the measurement of the distance to the site 
where the body was found in order to locate the nearest 
city (Tosafot).

And the refusal before a court of three – יאּוִנין  ְוַהּמֵ
ה לֹׁשָ ׁשְ  A number of commentaries ask why divorce is :ּבִ
not mentioned among the procedures requiring a court 
of three judges. Some suggest that it can be derived from 
a form of an a fortiori inference: If refusal, which ends a 
marriage that was effected by rabbinic law, is performed 
before three judges, this is certainly the halakha with 
regard to divorce, which ends a marriage effected by Torah 
law. Other authorities arrive at the opposite conclusion: 
Refusal is performed before a court of three judges, but in 
the case of divorce the court merely assists in the writing 
of the bill of divorce and does not have a halakhic role in 
the procedure itself (see Ĥamra VeĤayyei; Maharam Schiff; 
Ĥiddushei Ri Ĥaver; Rashash).

notes
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Similarly, an ox that is to be stoned because it killed a person is 
judged by twenty-three judges, as it is stated: “But if the ox was 
wont to gore in time past, and warning has been given to its owner, 
but he did not guard it and it kills a man or a woman the ox shall 
be stoned and also its owner shall be put to death” (Exodus 
21:29). From this verse it is derived that just as the manner of the 
death of the owner, so is the manner of the death of the ox. The 
same halakha applies in the case of a wolf or a lion, a bear or a 
leopard, or a cheetah,lb or a snake that killed a person: Their 
death is decreed by twenty-three judges. Rabbi Eliezer says these 
dangerous animals do not need to be brought to court; rather, 
anyone who kills them first merits the performance of a mitzva. 
Rabbi Akiva says: Their death is decreed by twenty-three judges.

§ The court judges cases involving an entire tribe that sinned,  
or a false prophet (see Deuteronomy 18:20–22), or a High Priesth 
who transgressed a prohibition that carries a possible death  
sentence, only on the basis of a court of seventy-one judges,  
i.e., the Great Sanhedrin. And the king may bring the nation  
out to an optional war,h i.e., a war that was not mandated by the 
Torah and is not a war of defense, only on the basis of a court of 
seventy-one judges. They may extend the city of Jerusalem or  
the courtyards of the Templeh only on the basis of a court of 
seventy-one judges. And they may appoint a lesser Sanhedrinl 
of twenty-three judges for the tribesh only on the basis of a court 
of seventy-one judges.

A city may be designated as an idolatrous city, i.e., a city whose 
residents all practice idolatry, and therefore according to Torah law 
all the residents must be killed and the city must be destroyed (see 
Deuteronomy 13:13–19), only in accordance with the ruling of a 
courth of seventy-one judges. Additionally, the court may not 
designate a city as an idolatrous city if it is on the frontier,h close 
to the borders of Eretz Yisrael, and three adjoining cities may not 
be designated as idolatrous cities. But the court may designate 
one city, or two adjoining cities, as idolatrous cities.

§ With regard to the number of judges in the different courts  
the mishna presents a halakhic midrash: The Great Sanhedrin  
was composed of seventy-one judges, and a lesser Sanhedrin  
was composed of twenty-three.h From where is it derived that 
the Great Sanhedrin was composed of seventy-one judges? As it 
is stated: “Gather Me seventy men of the Elders of Israel, whom 
you know to be the Elders of the people and officers over them, 
and bring them into the Tent of Meeting, and they shall stand there 
with you” (Numbers 11:16), and together with Moses at the head 
of this body, there are a total of seventy-one. Rabbi Yehuda says: 
Moses was indeed at the head of the body, but he is not counted 
as part of the group. Consequently, a future Great Sanhedrin  
modeled after these Elders is to be composed of seventy judges.

ֱאַמר:  ּנֶ ה, ׁשֶ לֹׁשָ ִרים ּוׁשְ ֶעׂשְ ְסָקל ּבְ ׁשֹור ַהּנִ

ִמיַתת  ָעָליו יּוָמת״ד ּכְ ֵקל ְוַגם ּבְ ֹור ִיּסָ ״ַהּשׁ

ֹורד ַהְּזֵאב ְוָהֲאִרי  ְך ִמיַתת ַהּשׁ ָעִלים ּכָ ּבְ

ָחׁש – ִמיָתָתן  ָלס ְוַהּנָ ְרּדְ ֵמר ְוַהּבַ ַהּדֹוב ְוַהּנָ

ֱאִליֶעֶזר אֹוֵמר:  י  ַרּבִ הד  לֹׁשָ ּוׁשְ ִרים  ְבֶעׂשְ

ֲעִקיָבא  י  ַרּבִ ָזָכהד  ְלהֹוְרָגן  ַהּקֹוֵדם  ל  ּכָ

הד לֹׁשָ ִרים ּוׁשְ ֶעׂשְ אֹוֵמר: ִמיָתָתן ּבְ

ֶבט, ְולֹא ֶאת ְנִביא  ֵ ִנין לֹא ֶאת ַהּשׁ ֵאין ּדָ

ַעל  א  ֶאּלָ דֹול,  ּגָ ּכֵֹהן  ֶאת  ְולֹא  ֶקר,  ֶ ַהּשׁ

ְוֵאין  ְוֶאָחדד  ְבִעים  ׁשִ ל  ׁשֶ ין  ּדִ ית  ּבֵ י  ּ׳ִ

ַעל  א  ֶאּלָ ָהְרׁשּות  ְלִמְלֶחֶמת  מֹוִציִאין 

ֵאין  ְוֶאָחדד  ְבִעים  ׁשִ ל  ׁשֶ ין  ּדִ ית  ּבֵ י  ּ׳ִ

א  ֶאּלָ ָהֲעָזרֹות  ְוַעל  ָהִעיר  ַעל  מֹוִסיִ׳ין 

ְבִעים ְוֶאָחדד ֵאין  ל ׁשִ ין ׁשֶ ּדִ ית  י ּבֵ ּ׳ִ ַעל 

י  א ַעל ּ׳ִ ָבִטים ֶאּלָ ְ ין ַסְנֶהְדִרּיֹות ַלּשׁ עֹוׂשִ

ְבִעים ְוֶאָחדד ל ׁשִ ין ׁשֶ ית ּדִ ּבֵ

ית  י ּבֵ א ַעל ּ׳ִ ַחת ֶאּלָ ּדַ ין ִעיר ַהּנִ ֵאין עֹוׂשִ

ִעיר  ין  ֵאין עֹוׂשִ ְוֶאָחדד  ְבִעים  ׁשִ ל  ׁשֶ ין  ּדִ

ין  לֹׁשד ֲאָבל עֹוׂשִ ָ׳ר, ְולֹא ׁשָ ּסְ ַחת ּבַ ּדַ ַהּנִ

ִיםד ּתַ ַאַחת אֹו ׁשְ

ְבִעים  ׁשִ ל  ׁשֶ ָהְיָתה  דֹוָלה  ּגְ ַסְנֶהְדִרין 

הד  לֹׁשָ ּוׁשְ ִרים  ֶעׂשְ ל  ׁשֶ ה  ּוְקַטּנָ ְוֶאָחד, 

ְבִעים ְוֶאָחד?  ל ׁשִ ִהיא ׁשֶ דֹוָלה ׁשֶ ִין ַלּגְ ִמּנַ

ְבִעים ִאיׁש ִמִּזְקֵני  י ׁשִ ֱאַמר: ״ֶאְסָ׳ה ּלִ ּנֶ ׁשֶ

ְיהּוָדה  י  ַרּבִ יֶהןד  ּבֵ ּגַ ַעל  ה  ּומֹׁשֶ ָרֵאל״,  ִיׂשְ

ְבִעיםד אֹוֵמר: ׁשִ

Cheetah [bardelas] – ָלס ְרּדְ  This word derives from the :ּבַ
Greek πάρδαλις, pardalis, meaning a panther, and was then 
expanded to refer to any creature or item that is spotted 
like a leopard.

Sanhedrin – ַסְנֶהְדִרין: From the Greek συνέδριον, suned
rion, meaning council, in particular an important council 
of judges or rulers.

Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura and others homiletically inter-
pret the term Sanhedrin as an acronym for the words sonei 
hadrat panim, which means: Hates impressive appearances, 
considering the term a way of praising the Sanhedrin as a 
judicial body that shows no favoritism in judgment.

language

Cheetah [bardelas] – ָלס ְרּדְ  In the Talmud, the word :ּבַ
bardelas is used to refer to at least three distinct species 
of animals.

There is a small bardelas that is likely a polecat (see Rashi 
and Tosafot on 15b). In other instances bardelas refers to the 
hyena, and some identify it in this way here. Others identify 
it here with the cheetah, Acinonyx jubatus, a spotted animal 
from the cat family found in Asia and Africa.

The cheetah can reach a length of up to 180 cm including 
the tail, and is colored yellowish-brown with dark spots. As 
the cheetah is regarded as the fastest land animal and is 
also easy to train, it has been used in many places to help 
hunt various animals, usually by army units. Although the 
cheetah is usually reluctant to attack humans, it is still large 
and dangerous enough to cause serious injury to people 
or even to kill them.

Polecat

Hyena

Two cheetahs hunting

background

An entire tribe or a false prophet or a High Priest – …ֶבט ֵ ַהּשׁ
דֹול ֶקר…ּכֵֹהן ּגָ ֶ  An entire tribe that sinned by idolatry, or :ְנִביא ַהׁשּ
a false prophet, or the High Priest who transgressed a prohibi-
tion that carries a possible death sentence are judged only by 
a court of seventy-one judges (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Sanhedrin 5:1).

An optional war – ָהְרׁשּות  The king may bring the :ִמְלֶחֶמת 
nation out to an optional war only in accordance with the rul-
ing of a court of seventy-one judges (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:1).

Extending the city of Jerusalem or the courtyards of the 
Temple – הֹוָסָ׳ה ָלִעיר ְוָלֲעָזרֹות: Extensions to the city of Jerusalem 
or the courtyards of the Temple can be accomplished only by 
a court of seventy-one judges (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Sanhedrin 5:1).

A lesser Sanhedrin for the tribes – ָבִטים ְ  A lesser :ַסְנֶהְדִרּיֹות ַלּשׁ
Sanhedrin may be appointed for each tribe and each city only 

on the basis of the ruling of the Great Sanhedrin of seventy-one 
judges (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:1).

A city may be designated as an idolatrous city only in accor-
dance with the ruling of a court, etc. – ַחת ּדַ ַהּנִ ין ִעיר   ֵאין עֹוׂשִ
ין וכופ ית ּדִ י ּבֵ א ַעל ּ׳ִ  A city can be designated as an idolatrous :ֶאּלָ
city only in accordance with the ruling of the Great Sanhedrin, 
composed of seventy-one judges (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:1).

An idolatrous city on the frontier, etc. – ָ׳ר וכופ ּסְ ַחת ּבַ ּדַ  :ִעיר ַהּנִ
A city on the frontier cannot be deemed an idolatrous city, nor 
can two adjoining cities be deemed idolatrous cities (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 4:4).

Number of judges in the Sanhedrin – ְנֶהְדִרין  The :ִמְנַין ַחְבֵרי ַהּסַ
Great Sanhedrin is composed of seventy-one judges and a 
lesser Sanhedrin is composed of twenty-three, as explained in 
the mishna (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 1:3, 5:3).

halakha
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And from where is it derived that a lesser Sanhedrin is composed of 
twenty-three judges? As it is stated: “And the congregation shall 
judge between the assailant and the avenger…and the congregation 
shall save the manslayer from the hands of the avenger” (Numbers 
35:24–25). Therefore, there must be a congregation, which consists 
of at least ten judges, that judges the accused and attempts to convict 
him, and there must be a congregation, also consisting of at least ten 
judges, which attempts to save the accused by finding him innocent. 
Together, there are twenty judges here.

Before proceeding to derive the requirement for the final three judges, 
the mishna clarifies: And from where is it derived that a congregation 
consists of at least ten men? As it is stated concerning the spies: “How 
long shall I bear with this evil congregation that keep complaining 
about me?” (Numbers 14:27) There were twelve spies; excluding 
Joshua and Caleb, who did not complain, there would be ten men 
who are called: A congregation. Accordingly, the verses describing a 
congregation that attempts to convict the accused and a congregation 
that attempts to acquit him together add up to twenty judges.

And from where is it derived to bring three more judges to the court? 
From the implication of that which is stated: “You shall not follow 
a multitude to convict” (Exodus 23:2), I would derive that I may  
not convict a person on the basis of a majority but I should follow  
the majority to exonerate. If so, why is it stated in the same verse: 

“To incline after a multitude,” from which it can be understood  
that the majority is followed in all cases? In order to resolve the  
apparent contradiction it must be explained: Your inclination after 
the majority to exonerate is not like your inclination after the  
majority to convict.h Your inclination after the majority to exonerate 
can result in a verdict by a majority of one judge. But your inclination 
after the majority to convict a transgressor must be by a more decisive 
majority of at least two. Therefore, the court must have at least  
twenty-two judges. 

And since there is a principle that a court may not be composed of 
an even number of judges, as such a court may be unable to reach a 
decision, therefore they add another one to them, and there are 
twenty-three judges here.

And how many men must be in the city for it to be eligible for a lesser 
Sanhedrin?h One hundred and twenty. Rabbi Neĥemya says: Two 
hundred and thirty, corresponding to the ministers of tens, as 
outlined by Moses and Yitro in the wilderness (Exodus, chapter 18). 
That is to say, each member of the Sanhedrin can be viewed as a judge 
with responsibility for ten residents. If there are not enough men  
in the city to enable this calculation, it would not be honorable to 
appoint a Sanhedrin, as their members will each preside over less than 
the minimum of ten residents.

gemara The mishna states that cases of monetary law 
are adjudicated by three judges, and that cases 

of robbery and personal injury must also be adjudicated by three 
judges. The Gemara asks: Is that to say that cases of robbery and 
personal injury are not cases of monetary law? Obviously they are; 
why did the mishna delineate them separately? Rabbi Abbahu says: 
The mishna teaches this clause employing the style: What are these, 
meaning that the expression: Cases of monetary law, is a description 
of a category, followed by the specification. Accordingly, the mishna 
should be read as follows: What are these cases of monetary law that 
are adjudicated by three judges? Cases of robbery and personal injury. 
But cases of admissions, where one party admits that he owes another 
money, and cases of loans that were not repaid are not included in 
this halakha.

ה?  לֹׁשָ ִרים ּוׁשְ ל ֶעׂשְ ִהיא ׁשֶ ה ׁשֶ ִין ִלְקַטּנָ ּוִמּנַ

ילּו ָהֵעָדה״ד  ְ׳טּו ָהֵעָדה…ְוִהּצִ ֱאַמר: ״ְוָשׁ ּנֶ ׁשֶ

אן  ּכָ ֲהֵרי  ֶלת,  ַמּצֶ ְוֵעָדה  ׁשֹוֶ׳ֶטת  ֵעָדה 

ִריםד ֶעׂשְ

ֱאַמר: ״ַעד  ּנֶ ָרה? ׁשֶ ִהיא ֲעׂשָ ִין ָלֵעָדה ׁשֶ ּוִמּנַ

ַע  ָמַתי ָלֵעָדה ָהָרָעה ַהּזֹאת״? ָיְצאּו ְיהֹוׁשֻ

ְוָכֵלבד

ַמע  ׁשְ ִמּמַ ה?  לֹׁשָ ׁשְ עֹוד  ְלָהִביא  ִין  ּוִמּנַ

ים ְלָרעֹת״,  ֱאַמר: ״לֹא ִתְהֶיה ַאֲחֵרי ַרּבִ ּנֶ ׁשֶ

ִאם  ְלטֹוָבהד  ֶהם  ִעּמָ ֶאְהֶיה  ׁשֶ ֲאִני  ׁשֹוֵמַע 

ְלַהּטֹת״?  ים  ַרּבִ ״ַאֲחֵרי  ֶנֱאַמר:  ה  ָלּמָ ן,  ּכֵ

ְלָרָעהד  ָייְתָך  ַהּטָ ְלטֹוָבה  ָייְתָך  ַהּטָ ּכְ לֹא 

ָייְתָך  ַהּטָ ֶאָחד,  י  ּ׳ִ ַעל  ְלטֹוָבה  ָייְתָך  ַהּטָ

ַנִיםד י ׁשְ ְלָרָעה ַעל ּ׳ִ

NOTES
The breaking of the heifer’s neck – ֲעִריַ׳ת ֶעְגָלה: To be precise, the 
breaking of the heifer’s neck is not done in the presence of a court of 
three. The mishna was actually referring to the measurement of the 
distance to the site where the body was found in order to locate the 
nearest city (Tosafot).

And the refusal…of three – ה לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ּבִ יאּוִנין  -A number of com :ְוַהּמֵ
mentaries ask why divorce is not mentioned among the procedures 
requiring a court of three judges. Some suggest that it can be derived 
from a form of an a fortiori inference: If refusal, which ends a marriage 
that was effected by rabbinic law, is performed before three judges, this 
is certainly the halakha with regard to divorce, which ends a marriage 
effected by Torah law. Other authorities arrive at the opposite conclu-
sion: Refusal is performed before a court of three judges, but in the case 
of divorce the court merely assists in the writing of the bill of divorce 
and does not have a halakhic role in the procedure itself (see Ĥamra 
VeĤayyei; Maharam Schiff; Ĥiddushei Ri Ĥaver; Rashash).

HALAKHA
Cases of monetary law are adjudicated by three judges – יֵני ָממֹונֹות  ּדִ
ה לֹׁשָ ׁשְ  Cases of monetary law are generally adjudicated by three :ּבִ
judges, although there are some cases that can be handled by one 
expert judge, and some can be adjudicated by three non-ordained 
lay judges, as explained later in this tractate.

The following cases are adjudicated by three judges: Theft and 
personal injury; damages and half the damage; payments of double 
and of four and five times the principal where there is theft; and rape 
and seduction. Furthermore, cases concerning transgressions for which 
one is liable to receive lashes are also adjudicated by three judges, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:4, 8; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 13:1).

Defamer – ם ַרע  ,A defamer is judged by twenty-three judges :מֹוִציא ׁשֵ
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:3).

The intercalation of the month – ִעיּבּור ַהחֹוֶדׁש: The intercalation of 
the month is decided on by a court of three judges (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:6).

The intercalation of the year – ָנה ָ  The deliberations about :ִעּבּור ַהּשׁ
the intercalation of the year are begun with three judges, discussed 
by five, and settled by seven (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Kiddush 
HaĤodesh 4:9–10 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:7).

The laying of the hands by the Sages – ְסִמיַכת ְזֵקִנים: The laying of the 
Elders’ hands, whether it is on communal offerings, e.g., the bull for an 
unwitting communal sin and the scapegoat, or it is for the appointing 
of Sages, are done by three members of the Sanhedrin (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 3:10 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Sanhedrin 4:3).

The breaking of the heifer’s neck – ֲעִריַ׳ת ֶעְגָלה: The breaking of the 
heifer’s neck is performed in front of a panel of five judges (Rambam 
Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShmirat HaNefesh 9:1 and Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:5).

Ĥalitza – ַהֲחִליָצה: The ĥalitza procedure for a woman whose husband 
died without offspring is performed in front of a court of three judges 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaĤalitza 4:5; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 169:1).

Fruit of a fourth-year sapling – ֶנַטע ְרָבִעי: Redemption of the fruit of 

a fourth-year sapling is done according to the assessment of three 
judges (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser Sheni 9:6).

Second tithe – ִני ר ׁשֵ  The redemption of the second tithe, in a :ַמֲעׂשֵ
situation where its value is undetermined, is done on the basis of the 
assessment of three merchants, one of whom may even be a gentile, 
or the owner himself, or his wife (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma’aser 
Sheni 4:20).

Valuation of consecrated property…of movable property – 
ְלְטִלים ּטַ ׁשֹות…ָהֲעָרִכין ַהּמִ  The redemption of consecrated property :ַהֶהְקּדֵ
and the valuation of movable property or animals that need valuation 
are done on the basis of an assessment of three experts (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaĤaramim 8:2).

Land – ַקְרָקעֹות: When calculating the valuation of land, or when the 
value of a person must be collected from land, the valuation is done 
by ten judges, one of whom is a priest (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot 
Arakhin VaĤaramim 8:2).

Cases of capital law – יֵני ְנָ׳ׁשֹות  Cases of capital law, whether relating :ּדִ
to a person or relating to an animal, are adjudicated by twenty-three 
judges. Included in this halakha is the case of an ox that is to be stoned 
for killing a person, as well as an ox that was involved in bestiality with a 
man or a woman, and any animal, even a domesticated one, that killed 
a person (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:2).

An entire tribe or a false prophet or a High Priest – ֶבט…ְנִביא ֵ  ַהּשׁ
דֹול ּגָ ֶקר…ּכֵֹהן  ֶ  An entire tribe that sinned by idolatry, or a false :ַהׁשּ
prophet, or the High Priest who transgressed a prohibition that carries 
a possible death sentence are judged only by a court of seventy-one 
judges (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:1).

An optional war – ִמְלֶחֶמת ָהְרׁשּות: The king may bring the nation out 
to an optional war only in accordance with the ruling of a court of 
seventy-one judges (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:1).

Extending the city of Jerusalem or the courtyards of the Temple – 
ְוָלֲעָזרֹות -Extensions to the city of Jerusalem or the court :הֹוָסָ׳ה ָלִעיר 
yards of the Temple can be accomplished only by a court of seventy-
one judges (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:1).

A lesser Sanhedrin for the tribes – ָבִטים ְ -A lesser Sanhed :ַסְנֶהְדִרּיֹות ַלּשׁ
rin may be appointed for each tribe and each city only on the basis 
of the ruling of the Great Sanhedrin of seventy-one judges (Rambam 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:1).

A city may be designated as an idolatrous city only in accordance 
with the ruling of a court, etc. – ין ית ּדִ י ּבֵ א ַעל ּ׳ִ ַחת ֶאּלָ ּדַ ין ִעיר ַהּנִ  ֵאין עֹוׂשִ
 A city can be designated as an idolatrous city only in accordance :וכופ
with the ruling of the Great Sanhedrin, composed of seventy-one 
judges (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:1).

An idolatrous city on the frontier, etc. – ָ׳ר וכופ ּסְ ַחת ּבַ ּדַ  A city :ִעיר ַהּנִ
on the frontier cannot be deemed an idolatrous city, nor can two 
adjoining cities be deemed idolatrous cities (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Avoda Zara 4:4).

Number of judges in the Sanhedrin – ְנֶהְדִרין  The Great :ִמְנַין ַחְבֵרי ַהּסַ
Sanhedrin is composed of seventy-one judges and a lesser Sanhedrin 
is composed of twenty-three, as explained in the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 1:3, 5:3).

Inclination after the majority to exonerate or to convict – ָיה  ַהּטָ
 When a court judges a case of capital law it may vote to :ְלטֹוָבה ּוְלָרָעה
acquit the accused on the basis of a majority of one judge. A decision 
to convict the accused may be taken only when there is a majority of 
two or more judges (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 8:1).

LANGUAGE
Cheetah [bardelas] – ָלס ְרּדְ  This word derives from the Greek :ּבַ
πάρδαλις, pardalis, meaning a panther, and was then expanded to 
refer to any creature or item that is spotted like a leopard.

Sanhedrin – ַסְנֶהְדִרין: From the Greek συνέδριον, sunedrion, meaning 
council, in particular an important council of judges or rulers.

Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura and others homiletically interpret the term 
Sanhedrin as an acronym for the words sonei hadrat panim, which 
means: Hates impressive appearances, considering the term a way 
of praising the Sanhedrin as a judicial body that shows no favoritism 
in judgment.

BACKGROUND
The intercalation of the month – ִעיּבּור ַהחֶֹדׁש: The duration of the 
moon’s monthly cycle is slightly more than twenty-nine and a half days. 
In the Talmud, a standard month has twenty-nine days. Consequently, 
it was frequently necessary to add an additional day to the month. 
During the long period in antiquity when the Hebrew calendar was 
established by the court based on the testimony of witnesses who 
had seen the new moon, the addition of an extra day to a month was 
determined by their testimony. If the moon was sighted on the night 
after the twenty-ninth day of the month, that night and the following 
day constitute the first day of the following month. If the moon was 
not sighted that night, or the moon was sighted but the witnesses 
to the new moon did not arrive at the Great Sanhedrin to testify the 
following day, an extra day was added to the month. From the fourth 
century CE, the Jewish calendar has operated on a fixed, astronomically 
based system in which, generally speaking, months of twenty-nine 
days alternate with those of thirty days.

The intercalation of the year – ָנה ָ -The annual Jewish cal :ִעיּבּור ַהּשׁ
endar, which follows a lunar cycle of twelve months of twenty-nine 
or thirty days, is also tied to the solar year, because the Festivals must 
be held in their appropriate seasons. In particular, Passover must be 
observed in the spring, at the time of the barley harvest, and Sukkot 
near the time of the autumnal equinox.

The solar year is slightly more than eleven days longer than the 
lunar year. To compensate for this difference, a thirteenth lunar month 
is occasionally added after the month of Adar, and is referred to as Sec-
ond Adar. Additional factors besides the requirement for the Festivals 
to fall in their appropriate seasons were taken into account.

From the fourth century CE, the Jewish calendar has operated on a 
fixed nineteen-year cycle that correlates the lunar and solar calendars. 
Second Adar is added in the 3rd, 6th, 8th, 11th, 14th, 17th, and 19th 
years of each cycle.

Laying of hands by the Sages – ְסִמיַכת ְזֵקִנים: A communal sin-offering 
is brought when an unwitting transgression is committed by the Jew-
ish people as a result of an erroneous halakhic decision handed down 
by the Great Sanhedrin (Leviticus 4:12). This offering is brought when 
the infraction is one that would incur karet, the penalty of excision 
from the World-to-Come, if performed intentionally, or demand a sin-
offering from an individual if committed unintentionally.

Before the animal is slaughtered, a procedure known as placing 
hands [semikha] must be performed. This procedure requires one 
to press down on the bull’s head with all of his strength and con-
fess the sin. Members of the Sanhedrin perform this ritual, and Rabbi 
Shimon and Rabbi Yehuda dispute how many people are needed for 
the ceremony.

It is possible that the mishna here refers to an entirely different 
procedure: The ordination of Sages [semikha], which also requires 

ב:

Perek I
Daf 2 Amud b

קּול, מֹוִסיִ׳ין ֲעֵליֶהם עֹוד  ין ׁשָ ית ּדִ ְוֵאין ּבֵ

הד לֹׁשָ ִרים ּוׁשְ אן ֶעׂשְ ֶאָחד, ֲהֵרי ּכָ

ִעיר ּוְתֵהא ְראּוָיה ְלַסְנֶהְדִרין?  ה ְיֵהא ּבָ ְוַכּמָ

י ְנֶחְמָיה אֹוֵמר: ָמאַתִים  ִריםד ַרּבִ ֵמָאה ְוֶעׂשְ

רֹותד ֵרי ֲעׂשָ ֶנֶגד ׂשָ ים, ּכְ לֹׁשִ ּוׁשְ

יֵני  ּדִ ָלאו  לֹות  ְוַחּבָ ֵזילֹות  ּגְ ַאּטּו  גמפ 
״ָמה  הּו:  ַאּבָ י  ַרּבִ ָאַמר  ִניְנהּו?  ָממֹונֹות 

ֵזילֹות  ּגְ ָממֹונֹות?  יֵני  ּדִ ֵהן  ָמה  ָקָתֵניד  ֵהן״ 

לֹותד ֲאָבל הֹוָדאֹות ְוַהְלָואֹות לֹאד ְוַחּבָ

Inclination after the majority to exonerate or to 
convict – ָיה ְלטֹוָבה ּוְלָרָעה  When a court judges a :ַהּטָ
case of capital law it may vote to acquit the accused 
on the basis of a majority of one judge. A decision to 
convict the accused may be taken only when there 
is a majority of two or more judges (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 8:1).

halakha

A city that is eligible for the Sanhedrin – ִעיר ָהְראּוָיה 
 A city that has 120 residents within it is :ְלַסְנֶהְדִרין
eligible to have a lesser Sanhedrin (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 1:3).

halakha
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And this specification is necessary, as had the tanna taught only that 
cases of monetary law are adjudicated by three judges, I would say that 
this applies even to cases of admissions and loans. Therefore, to avoid 
this misunderstanding, he taught: Cases of robbery and personal 
injury, in order to clarify that only they are included in the halakha. 
And had he taught only cases of robbery and personal injury and had 
not taught cases of monetary law, I would say that the same is true 
even with regard to admissions and loans, that they are adjudicated in 
the same manner. And I would understand this fact, that the mishna 
teaches specifically cases of robbery and personal injury, by saying 
that these are mere examples and that the mishna mentions them 
because in the primary cases in which the requirement for three judges 
is written in the Torah, it is written with regard to cases of robbery 
and personal injury.

The Gemara explains this assertion. With regard to cases of robbery,  
as it is written with regard to a bailee who accepted a deposit from 
another and then claims that it was stolen: “The owner of the house 
shall come near the court [ha’elohim],n to see whether he has not  
put his hand upon his neighbor’s property” (Exodus 22:7). And with 
regard to cases of personal injury, they are adjudicated in the same 
manner as cases of robbery, because what difference is there to me  
if another injured one’s body and what difference is there to me if 
another injured one’s property? Therefore, in order to clarify that  
the halakha applies only to cases of robbery and injury, the tanna 
taught: What are these cases of monetary law? Cases of robbery  
and personal injury. But this halakha does not apply with regard to 
cases of admissions and loans.

The Gemara asks: And with regard to which halakha are cases of admis-
sions and loans unlike cases of robbery and injury? If we say that we 
do not need a court of three judges to adjudicate such cases, but 
doesn’t Rabbi Abbahu say: With regard to a court of two judges that 
adjudicated cases of monetary lawh of any type, which would include 
cases of admissions and loans, everyone agrees that their judgment  
is not a valid judgment, as a court with fewer than three judges is 
invalid?

The Gemara answers: This is not the difference between the categories; 
rather, the difference is that for cases of admissions and loans we do 
not require expert, ordained judges who have studied extensively and 
received permission to judge; any three laymen can serve as a court for 
these types of cases.h The mishna singled out cases of robbery and 
personal injury in order to indicate that for those cases expert judges 
are necessary.

The Gemara clarifies: What does the tanna hold? If he holds that a 
merging of Torah portions is written here, then he should also 
require expert judges for cases of admissions and loans. The passage 
from which the halakha requiring three judges is derived (Exodus 
22:6–8) discusses several different halakhot. According to the under-
standing that these portions should be considered as merged, they are 
interpreted to indicate equivalence between those halakhot. And if he 
holds that there is no merging of Torah portions written here, mean-
ing that the halakhot are to be derived only from verses that discuss 
them directly, then why do I need three judges for admissions and 
loans? The requirement for three judges is derived from the repetition 
of the word elohim three times in the context of cases of robbery and 
personal injury.

The Gemara answers: Actually, the tanna holds that a merging of  
Torah portions is written here, and by right he should have required 
expert judges to judge cases of admissions and loans as well. And this 
fact, i.e., that we do not require expert judges for these cases, is due to 
the reasoning of Rabbi Ĥanina, as Rabbi Ĥanina says: By Torah law, 
both cases of monetary law and cases of capital law require inquiry 
and interrogation of witnessesh in order to conclusively determine  
the time, place, and circumstance of the incident, with the purpose of 
finding any possible contradiction in the witnesses’ testimony. 

ֲהָוה  ָממֹונֹות,  יֵני  ּדִ ָנא  ּתָ ִאי  ּדְ ּוְצִריָכא, 

ְוַהְלָואֹותד  הֹוָדאֹות  ֲאִ׳יּלּו  ּדַ ָאִמיָנא 

ֵזילֹות  ָנא ּגְ לֹותד ְוִאי ּתָ ֵזילֹות ְוַחּבָ ָנא ּגְ ּתְ

יֵני ָממֹונֹות, ֲהָוה  לֹות, ְוָלא ָקָתֵני ּדִ ְוַחּבָ

הֹוָדאֹות  ֲאִ׳יּלּו  ּדַ ין  ַהּדִ הּוא  ָאִמיָנא: 

לֹות  ֵזילֹות ְוַחּבָ ָקָתֵני ּגְ ְוַהְלָואֹותד ְוַהאי ּדְ

ְגֵזילֹות  ְכִתיִבי, ּבִ ה ּדִ לֹׁשָ ר ׁשְ ִעיּקַ ּום ּדְ ִמּשׁ

ִתיִביד לֹות ּכְ ְוַחּבָ

ִית  ַהּבַ ַעל  ּבַ ״ְוִנְקַרב  ְכִתיב:  ּדִ ֵזילֹות,  ּגְ

ָחַבל  י  ּלִ ַמה  לֹות,  ַחּבָ ָהֱאלִֹהים״,  ֶאל 

ָנא: ָמה  ָממֹונֹוד ּתָ י ָחַבל ּבְ גּו׳ֹו, ַמה ּלִ ּבְ

לֹותד ֲאָבל  ֵזילֹות ְוַחּבָ יֵני ָממֹונֹות? ּגְ ֵהן ּדִ

הֹוָדאֹות ְוַהְלָואֹות לֹאד

ה –  לֹׁשָ ֵעיַנן ׁשְ ָלא ּבָ ּוְלַמאי? ִאיֵליָמא ּדְ

יֵני  ּדִ נּו  ּדָ ׁשֶ ַנִים  ׁשְ הּו:  ַאּבָ י  ַרּבִ ְוָהָאַמר 

ין! יֵניֶהם ּדִ ָממֹונֹות, ְלִדְבֵרי ַהּכֹל ֵאין ּדִ

ֵעיַנן מּוְמִחיןד ָלא ּבָ א ּדְ ֶאּלָ

ּיֹות  ָרׁשִ ַמאי ָקָסַבר? ִאי ָקָסַבר ֵעירּוב ּ׳ָ

ְוִאי  מּוְמִחיןד  ַנִמי  ֵעי  ִליּבָ אן,  ּכָ תּוב  ּכָ

אן,  תּוב ּכָ ּיֹות ּכָ ָרׁשִ ּ׳ָ ָקָסַבר ֵאין ֵעירּוב 

ה ִלי? ה ָלּמָ לֹׁשָ ׁשְ

תּוב  ּכָ ּיֹות  ָרׁשִ ּ׳ָ ֵעירּוב  ָקָסַבר  ְלעֹוָלם 

מּוְמִחיןד  ַנִמי  ִליְבֵעי  ּדְ הּוא  ּוְבִדין  אןד  ּכָ

י  ַרּבִ ּום ּדְ ֵעיַנן מּוְמִחין ִמּשׁ ָלא ּבָ ְוַהאי ּדְ

ּתֹוָרה,  ַבר  ּדְ ֲחִניָנא:  י  ַרּבִ ָאַמר  ּדְ ֲחִניָנאד 

ְנָ׳ׁשֹות  יֵני  ּדִ ְוֶאָחד  ָממֹונֹות  יֵני  ּדִ ֶאָחד 

ה ּוַבֲחִקיָרה, ְדִריׁשָ ּבִ

NOTES
The court [ha’elohim] – ָהֱאלִֹהים: The Hebrew word elohim is used in 
the Torah with several different meanings. In some cases it is used in 
a sacred context as a name of God, and at other times it has a secular 
meaning, referring to great men or rulers, and particularly to judges. 
Sometimes both meanings are used in the same verse, such as: “God 
[Elohim] stands among the congregation of God; among the judges 
[elohim] does He judge” (Psalms 82:1). In the verses addressing civil law 
it is clear that it refers to judges in the courtroom.

HALAKHA
A city that is eligible for the Sanhedrin – ִעיר ָהְראּוָיה ְלַסְנֶהְדִרין: A city 
that has 120 residents within it is eligible to have a lesser Sanhedrin 
(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 1:3).

Two that adjudicated monetary law – יֵני ָממֹונֹות נּו ּדִ ּדָ ַנִים ׁשֶ  If two :ׁשְ
judges adjudicated a case of monetary law, their judgment is not a 
valid judgment unless the litigants explicitly accepted them as judges, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 2:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 3:2).

A case adjudicated by three non-ordained lay judges – ה לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ין ּבִ  ּדִ

 A panel of three non-ordained laymen constitutes a valid :ֶהְדיֹוטֹות
court, provided that one of them is learned. If none of them is learned, 
the court is not qualified to judge, and its ruling is not binding (Ram-
bam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 5:8; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen 
Mishpat 3:1).

Inquiry and interrogation of witnesses – ה ּוַבֲחִקיָרה ְדִריׁשָ  Although :ּבִ
by Torah law all cases of monetary law require inquiry and interrogation 
of witnesses, the Sages instituted that this be done in cases of mon-
etary law only with regard to robbery and personal injury (Rambam 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Edut 3:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 30:1).

The court [ha’elohim] – ָהֱאלִֹהים: The Hebrew word 
elohim is used in the Torah with several different 
meanings. In some cases it is used in a sacred context 
as a name of God, and at other times it has a secular 
meaning, referring to great men or rulers, and par-
ticularly to judges. Sometimes both meanings are 
used in the same verse, such as: “God [Elohim] stands 
among the congregation of God; among the judges 
[elohim] does He judge” (Psalms 82:1). In the verses 
addressing civil law it is clear that it refers to judges 
in the courtroom.

notes

Two that adjudicated monetary law – יֵני נּו ּדִ ּדָ ַנִים ׁשֶ  ׁשְ
 If two judges adjudicated a case of monetary :ָממֹונֹות
law, their judgment is not a valid judgment unless the 
litigants explicitly accepted them as judges, in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu (Rambam 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 2:10; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Ĥoshen Mishpat 3:2).

A case adjudicated by three non-ordained lay 
judges – ה ֶהְדיֹוטֹות לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ּבִ ין  -A panel of three non :ּדִ
ordained laymen constitutes a valid court, provided 
that one of them is learned. If none of them is learned, 
the court is not qualified to judge, and its ruling is not 
binding (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 
5:8; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 3:1).

Inquiry and interrogation of witnesses – ה ְדִריׁשָ  ּבִ
 Although by Torah law all cases of monetary :ּוַבֲחִקיָרה
law require inquiry and interrogation of witnesses, the 
Sages instituted that this be done in cases of monetary 
law only with regard to robbery and personal injury 
(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Edut 3:1; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 30:1).

halakha
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The source for this is as it is stated: “You shall have one manner of 
law” (Leviticus 24:22),n from which it is derived that all judges  
must judge in the same manner. And since with regard to cases of 
capital law it is stated: “And you shall inquire and investigate, and 
ask diligently” (Deuteronomy 13:15), the same should apply to cases 
of monetary law. And what is the reason that the Sages said that  
in cases of monetary law we do not require inquiry and interro-
gation of witnesses? The Gemara answers: The Sages established 
this exemption so as not to lock the doorn in the face of potential 
borrowers. If inquiry and interrogation of the witnesses would be 
required in order to have the court rule that the lender can collect 
payment of a loan, lenders would be deterred by the difficulty of 
proving the matter and might cease to lend money to the poor. For 
the same reason, the Sages also waived the need for expert judges 
in these cases.

The Gemara asks: If that is so, then if these laymen err they should 
not be liable to pay compensationn to the party unfairly wronged by 
their judgment, just as expert judges are not liable. The Gemara 
responds: If this is the halakha, you are all the more so locking the 
door in the face of potential borrowers; wealthy people will not 
want to lend money, as they will fear that a court of laymen will judge 
the case incorrectly.

With regard to Rabbi Abbahu’s method of explaining the mishna, 
the Gemara asks: If that is so, then instead of explaining the mishna 
employing the style: What are these, Rabbi Abbahu could more 
easily say that two matters are taught in the mishna, and explain it 
as follows: Cases of monetary law, meaning cases of admissions and 
loans, are adjudicated by three judges who could be non-ordained 
laymen [hedyotot],l and cases of robbery and personal injury are 
adjudicated by three ordained, expert judges.

And furthermore, according to Rabbi Abbahu’s explanation that 
the term: Cases of robbery and personal injury, simply clarifies  
the meaning of the term: Cases of monetary law, why do I need  
the repetitive statement that cases of monetary law are adjudicated 
by three judges and cases of robbery and injury are adjudicated by 
three judges? The repetition seems to indicate that these are two 
separate matters.

Rather, Rava said: Two matters are in fact taught in the mishna, 
because of the statement of Rabbi Ĥanina that the Sages instituted 
leniencies with regard to cases of monetary law so as not to lock  
the door in the face of potential borrowers. Rav Aĥa, son of Rav  
Ika, said: By Torah law, the adjudication of one judge is also validn 
in cases of admissions and loans, as it is stated: “In righteousness 
shall you judge your neighbor” (Leviticus 19:15), in the singular. 
But by rabbinic law, three judges are required, due to the concern 
that a single judge may be one of those who sit idly on street 
corners,b i.e., unlearned people who are not involved in business 
and are unlikely to judge the case correctly.

The Gemara asks: Is that to say that with three judges they will  
not be among those who sit idly on street corners? How is this 
concern addressed by increasing the number of judges? The Gemara 
answers: When there are three judges it is impossible, i.e., highly 
unlikely, that there is not among them one who is learned. The 
Gemara asks: If that is so, then if they err they should not be  
liable to pay compensation, since rabbinic law authorizes laymen  
to judge cases of this nature. The Gemara answers: If the judges will 
be exempt from paying compensation in the event that they err in 
their judgment, this lack of accountability will lead all the more  
so to having many of those who sit idly on street corners assume 
the role of judges.

גד

Perek I
Daf 3 Amud a

ָלֶכם״ד  ִיְהֶיה  ֶאָחד  ט  ּ׳ָ ״ִמׁשְ ֱאַמר:  ּנֶ ׁשֶ

ֵעיַנן  יֵני ָממֹונֹות ָלא ּבָ ַעם ָאְמרּו ּדִ ּוַמה ּטַ

ֶלת  ְנעֹול ּדֶ ּלֹא ּתִ ֵדי ׁשֶ ה ַוֲחִקיָרה? ּכְ ִריׁשָ ּדְ

ְ׳ֵני לֹוִויןד ּבִ

ן  ּכֵ ל ׁשֶ מּו! ּכָ ּלְ ה ָטעּו לֹא ְיׁשַ א ֵמַעּתָ ֶאּלָ

ְ׳ֵני לֹוִויןד ֶלת ּבִ ה נֹוֵעל ּדֶ ַאּתָ

ָממֹונֹות  יֵני  ּדִ ָקָתֵני:  י  ְרּתֵ ּתַ ָהִכי,  ִאי 

לֹות  ְוַחּבָ ֵזילֹות  ּגְ ֶהְדיֹוטֹותד  ה  לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ּבִ

ה מּוְמִחיןד לֹׁשָ ׁשְ ּבִ

ה ִלי? ה״ ָלּמָ לֹׁשָ ה״ ״ׁשְ לֹׁשָ ְועֹוד: ״ׁשְ

ּום  ִמּשׁ ָקָתֵני,  י  ְרּתֵ ּתַ ָרָבא:  ֲאַמר  א,  ֶאּלָ

ַרב  ּדְ ֵריּה  ּבְ ַאָחא  ַרב  ֲחִניָנאד  י  ַרּבִ ּדְ

ר,  ׁשֵ אֹוַרְייָתא ַחד ַנִמי ּכָ ִאיָקא ֲאַמר: ִמּדְ

א  ּ׳ֹט ֲעִמיֶתָך״ד ֶאּלָ ְשׁ ֶצֶדק ּתִ ֱאַמר: ״ּבְ ּנֶ ׁשֶ

ֵבי ְקָרנֹותד ּום יֹוׁשְ ִמּשׁ

ֵבי ְקָרנֹות?  ְתָלָתא, ִמי ָלא ָהוּו יֹוׁשְ ַאּטּו ּבִ

א  ָגֵמירד ֶאּלָ הּו ַחד ּדְ ֵלית ּבְ ר ּדְ ִאי ֶאְ׳ׁשָ

י  ְנִ׳יׁשִ ן ּדִ ּכֵ ל ׁשֶ מּו! ּכָ ּלְ ה ָטעּו לֹא ְיׁשַ ֵמַעּתָ

ֵבי ְקָרנֹותד יֹוׁשְ

As it is stated, you shall have one manner of law – ֱאַמר ּנֶ  ׁשֶ
ט ֶאָחד ִיְהֶיה ָלֶכם ּ׳ָ  Some commentaries suggest that the :ִמׁשְ
proof is not from this verse alone, but in conjunction with 
the previous verse: “And he that kills an animal shall pay 
for it, and he that kills a man shall be put to death. You 
shall have one manner of law” (Leviticus 24:21–22). The first 
verse compares a case of monetary law, killing an animal, 
with a case of capital law, killing a person (Ramah). Taken 
together, the two verses teach that cases of monetary 
and capital law are adjudicated according to the same 
principles.

So as not to lock the door – ֶלת ּדֶ ְנעֹול  ּתִ ּלֹא  ׁשֶ ֵדי   One :ּכְ
may question by what authority the Sages issued these 
ordinances, which uproot matters of Torah law. With 
regard to the requirement of inquiry and interrogation of 
witnesses, it can be explained that the Sages invoked their 
authority to uproot a matter of Torah law by instructing 
people to be passive, in this case, to not conduct the 
inquiry and interrogation of witnesses. This would not 
explain the authorization granted to laymen to judge, 
which violates Torah law by enabling them to actively 
judge the case. Therefore, it must be explained that this 
ordinance is based on the authority granted to a court to 
institute decrees relating to monetary law and to expropri-
ate property from its legal owner when the judges deem 
it necessary to do so (Sanhedri Ketanna).

If they err they should not be liable to pay compensa-
tion – מּו ּלְ  According to Rashi and Tosafot, this :ָטעּו לֹא ְיׁשַ
assumption is based on the halakha that expert judges 
are exempt from paying compensation in a case where 
they err in judgment. Since the Sages granted these lay-
men permission to judge as if they were expert judges, 
the Gemara assumes that the same exemption should 
apply to them. Rashi also suggests a second explanation, 
that since the Sages prevented the judges in this case 
from conducting a complete inquiry and interrogation of 
witnesses, they could claim that this is why they erred in 
judgment; had they been allowed to conduct a thorough 
investigation, they would have discovered the error and 
corrected it.

One judge is also valid – ר ׁשֵ ּכָ ַנִמי   This single judge :ַחד 
must be a Torah scholar. This halakha is derived from the 
same verse, which specifies: “In righteousness shall you 
judge your neighbor” (Leviticus 19:15), which is under-
stood to mean that the judge must be someone who can 
be relied upon to render righteous judgment (Ramah).

notes

Non-ordained laymen [hedyotot] – ֶהְדיֹוטֹות: The root 
of this word is the Greek ἰδιώτης, idiotēs, whose basic 
meaning is an ordinary person who does not hold any 
office. The word generally appears in the Talmud as part 
of a compound noun, such as kohen hedyot, a common 
priest, in contrast to the High Priest, and as a general 
definition of one who holds no office or particular status.

language

Those who sit idly on street corners – ֵבי ְקָרנֹות  Most :יֹוׁשְ
commentaries explain that this term refers to people who 
are completely idle; they neither go to the study hall nor 
work, but instead spend their time sitting and chatting on 
street corners (Arukh). Some understand the expression 
to be referring to storekeepers, whose shops are often 
located at street corners.

background
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The Gemara asks: What are the implications of the difference 
between the opinion of Rava, who says that cases of monetary 
law may be adjudicated by three laymen due to the statement of 
Rabbi Ĥanina, and the opinion of Rav Aĥa, son of Rav Ika, who 
holds that according to the Torah one judge is sufficient? The 
Gemara answers: The difference between them is with regard to 
that which Shmuel says: If two people adjudicated a case, their 
judgment is a valid judgment, but they are called an impudent 
court. Rava is of the opinion that the halakha is not in accor-
dance with the opinion of Shmuel, as he holds that three judges 
are required by Torah law. Rav Aĥa, son of Rav Ika, is of the 
opinion that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Shmuel, as he holds that fundamentally, even one judge may 
judge a case of monetary law.

§ The mishna teaches that cases involving payment for damage 
and payment for half the damageb are adjudicated by three 
judges. The Gemara challenges: Damage is the same as injury, 
since the term: Injury, includes various damages one causes 
another directly or by his property. The Gemara explains: Since 
he needed to teach the halakha with regard to payment of half 
the cost of the damage, he also taught the halakha with regard 
to payment of the full cost of the damage.

The Gemara challenges: Payment of half the damage is also the 
same as personal injury, so it did not need to be stated separately. 
The Gemara explains: There is a difference. The tanna taught  
the halakha with regard to a case of monetary matters, and  
he also taught the halakha with regard to a case of a fine, such as 
payment of half the damage in a case where an innocuous ox 
gored another animal. Consequently, payment of half the cost  
of the damage needed to be stated separately from payment for 
injury, and once he needed to teach the halakha with regard  
to payment for half the cost of the damage, he first mentioned  
general payments for damages.

The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who 
says that the payment for half the cost of the damageh is consid-
ered a fine, meaning that according to the standard halakhot of 
damages the owner of the goring ox should be exempt, and the 
Torah instituted a payment of half the cost of the damage as a 
penalty for not being exceedingly careful. But according to the 
one who says that the payment for half the cost of the damage 
is an actual monetary payment, meaning that according to the 
standard halakhot of damages the owner of the goring ox should 
be fully liable but the Torah exempted him from part of his liabil-
ity due to the unusual nature of the damage, what can be said? 
Therefore, this explanation must be rejected.

Rather, since the tanna needed to teach the halakha with regard 
to cases involving payment of double the principal and payment 
of four or five times the principal, which are cases of money

that is not paid according to its value, meaning that the payment 
is not equal to the cost of the damage but is actually more than 
that amount, he also taught the halakha with regard to payment 
of half the cost of the damage, which is also money that is not 
paid according to its value, as he pays less than the full cost of 
the damage. And since he needs to teach the halakha with regard 
to payment of half the cost of the damage, he also taught the 
halakha with regard to payment of the full cost of the damage.

ַרב  ֵריּה ּדְ ין ָרָבא ְלַרב ַאָחא ּבְ א ּבֵ ַמאי ִאיּכָ

מּוֵאל:  ׁשְ ָאַמר  ּדְ יַנְייהּו  ּבֵ א  ִאיּכָ ִאיָקא? 

ְקְראּו  ּנִ א ׁשֶ ין, ֶאּלָ יֵניֶהן ּדִ נּו – ּדִ ּדָ ַנִים ׁשֶ ׁשְ

מּוֵאלד  ׁשְ ין ָחצּובד ְלָרָבא ֵלית ֵליּה ּדִ ית ּדִ ּבֵ

ֵליּה  ִאית  ִאיָקא  ַרב  ּדְ ֵריּה  ּבְ ַאָחא  ְלַרב 

מּוֵאלד ׁשְ ּדִ

לֹות!  ַחּבָ ַהְיינּו  ֶנֶזק  וכופד  ֶנֶזק״  ַוֲחִצי  ״ֶנֶזק 

ֵני  ּתָ ֶנֶזק,  ֲחִצי  ְלִמיְתָנא  ֵעי  ּבָ ָקא  ּדְ ּום  ִמּשׁ

ֵלםד ַנִמי ֶנֶזק ׁשָ

ָנא ָממֹוָנא,  לֹות! ּתָ ֲחִצי ֶנֶזק ַנִמי ַהְיינּו ַחּבָ

ְוָקָתֵני ְקָנָסאד

א ִניְזָקא ְקָנָסאד  ְלּגָ ָאַמר: ּ׳ַ ָהִניָחא ְלַמאן ּדְ

א ִניְזָקא ָממֹוָנא,  ְלּגָ ָאַמר ּ׳ַ א ְלַמאן ּדְ ֶאּלָ

א ְלֵמיַמר? ַמאי ִאיּכָ

לּוֵמי  ׁשְ ֵעי ְלִמיְתָנא ּתַ ָקא ּבָ א: ַאְּייֵדי ּדְ ֶאּלָ

ָממֹון ה, ּדְ ָ ָעה ַוֲחִמּשׁ לּוֵמי ַאְרּבָ ֶכֶ׳ל ְוַתׁשְ

NOTES
As it is stated, You shall have one manner of law – ט ֶאָחד ּ׳ָ ֱאַמר ִמׁשְ ּנֶ  ׁשֶ
 Some commentaries suggest that the proof is not from this :ִיְהֶיה ָלֶכם
verse alone, but in conjunction with the previous verse: “And he that 
kills an animal shall pay for it, and he that kills a man shall be put to 
death. You shall have one manner of law” (Leviticus 24:21–22). The first 
verse compares a case of monetary law, killing an animal, with a case 
of capital law, killing a person (Ramah). Taken together, the two verses 
teach that cases of monetary and capital law are adjudicated according 
to the same principles.

So as not to lock the door – ֶלת ְנעֹול ּדֶ ּלֹא ּתִ ֵדי ׁשֶ  One may question :ּכְ
by what authority the Sages issued these ordinances, which uproot 
matters of Torah law. With regard to the requirement of inquiry and 
interrogation of witnesses, it can be explained that the Sages invoked 
their authority to uproot a matter of Torah law by instructing people to 
be passive, in this case, to not conduct the inquiry and interrogation of 
witnesses. This would not explain the authorization granted to laymen 
to judge, which violates Torah law by enabling them to actively judge 
the case. Therefore, it must be explained that this ordinance is based 
on the authority granted to a court to institute decrees relating to 
monetary law and to expropriate property from its legal owner when 
the judges deem it necessary to do so (Sanhedri Ketanna).

If they err they should not be liable to pay compensation – ָטעּו לֹא 
מּו ּלְ  According to Rashi and Tosafot, this assumption is based on the :ְיׁשַ

halakha that expert judges are exempt from paying compensation 
in a case where they err in judgment. Since the Sages granted these 
laymen permission to judge as if they were expert judges, the Gemara 
assumes that the same exemption should apply to them. Rashi also 
suggests a second explanation, that since the Sages prevented the 
judges in this case from conducting a complete inquiry and inter-
rogation of witnesses, they could claim that this is why they erred in 
judgment; had they been allowed to conduct a thorough investigation, 
they would have discovered the error and corrected it.

One judge is also valid – ר ׁשֵ  This single judge must be a Torah :ַחד ַנִמי ּכָ
scholar. This halakha is derived from the same verse, which specifies: 

“In righteousness shall you judge your neighbor” (Leviticus 19:15), which 
is understood to mean that the judge must be someone who can be 
relied upon to render righteous judgment (Ramah).

HALAKHA
Half of the damage – א ִניְזָקא ְלּגָ  Payment of half cost of the damage :ּ׳ַ
by the owner of an innocuous ox that gored is considered a fine, as 
is ruled in tractate Bava Kamma. Therefore, such a case is adjudicated 
only by expert judges (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Nizkei Mamon 
2:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 1:1).

BACKGROUND

Those who sit idly on street corners – ֵבי ְקָרנֹות -Most commentar :יֹוׁשְ
ies explain that this term refers to people who are completely idle; 
they neither go to the study hall nor work, but instead spend their 
time sitting and chatting on street corners (Arukh). Some understand 
the expression to be referring to storekeepers, whose shops are often 
located at street corners.

Half of the damage – ֲחִצי ֵנֶזק: The owner of an ox or any other animal 
that had no history of causing malicious damage is required to pay 
one-half of the cost of the damage maliciously caused by his animal 
to other animals (see Exodus 21:35). The Sages disagreed whether the 
reason for the payment of half the cost of the damage was that the 
owner should have been liable to pay the entire sum and the Torah 
reduced his liability, or whether by right no payment should have been 
required at all and the Torah rendered him liable to pay half the cost 
of the damage as a fine.

LANGUAGE
Non-ordained laymen [hedyotot] – ֶהְדיֹוטֹות: The root of this word is 
the Greek ἰδιώτης, idiotēs, whose basic meaning is a simple person 
who does not hold any office. The word generally appears in the 
Talmud as part of a compound noun, such as kohen hedyot, a common 
priest, in contrast to the High Priest, and as a general definition of one 
who holds no office or particular status.

ג:

Perek I
Daf 3 Amud b

ַנִמי  ָנא  ּתְ הּוא,  רֹאׁש  ּבְ ם  ּלֵ ּתַ ִמׁשְ ֵאינֹו  ׁשֶ

רֹאׁש  ם ּבְ ּלֵ ּתַ ֵאינֹו ִמׁשְ ָממֹון ׁשֶ ֲחִצי ֶנֶזק, ּדְ

ֵעי ְלִמיְתָנא ֲחִצי ֶנֶזק,  ָקא ּבָ הּואד ְוַאְּייֵדי ּדְ

ָנא ַנִמי ֶנֶזקד ּתְ

Half the damage – ֲחִצי ֵנֶזק: The owner of an ox or any other 
animal that had no history of causing malicious damage is 
required to pay one-half of the cost of the damage mali-
ciously caused by his animal to other animals (see Exodus 
21:35). The Sages disagreed whether the reason for the pay-
ment of half the cost of the damage was that the owner 
should have been liable to pay the entire sum and the Torah 
reduced his liability, or whether by right no payment should 
have been required at all and the Torah rendered him liable 
to pay half the cost of the damage as a fine.

background

Half the damage – ִניְזָקא א  ְלּגָ  Payment of half cost of :ּ׳ַ
the damage by the owner of an innocuous ox that gored 
is considered a fine, as is ruled in tractate Bava Kamma. 
Therefore, such a case is adjudicated only by expert judges 
(Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Nizkei Mamon 2:7; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 1:1).

halakha
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