
1 
 

Toldot Shimshon  

by Rabbi Shimshon Chaim Nachmani zt”l 

Published Livorno 1776* 

 

Chapter I – Mishnah 15 
  

  .מְקַבֵּל אֶת כָּל הָאָדָם בְּסֵבֶר פָּנִים יָפוֹת  ר מְעַט וַעֲשֵׂה הַרְבֵּה, וֶהֱוֵיוֹשַׁמַּאי אוֹמֵר, עֲשֵׂה תוֹרָתְ קֶבַע. אֱמ

  

Shammai used to say: Make your [study of the] Torah a fixed [practice]; speak little, 

but do much; and receive all men with the expression of a pleasant countenance. 

- - - - - - - - - - 

", הָיָה לוֹ לוֹמַר,    יֵשׁ ? הָיָה לוֹ לוֹמַר,  ". וְעוֹד, מַהוּ "בְּסֵבֶר"? וּמַהוּ "אֶת כָּל"עֲשֵׂה הַתּוֹרָה קֶבַע"לְדַקְדֵּק, לָמָּה אָמַר "תּוֹרָתְ

    נַת הַשָּׁלֵם הַזֶּה בְּמוּסָרִים אֵלּוּ.ו"וְהֱוֵי מְקַבֵּל הָאָדָם בְּפָנִים יָפוֹת". וּמֶה הָיְתָה כַּוָּ 

 

Question 1: We need to check: Why does it say, “your [study of the] Torah”? He should 

have said, “Make [the study of] Torah a fixed [practice].  

Question 2: Why did he say, “speak little, but do much”? 

Question 3: Also, what is this “expression”? He should have said, “Receive all men with 

a pleasant countenance.”  

Question 4: Also, what is this “all [men]”? He should have said, “Receive men with a 

pleasant countenance.”  

What was the complete intention of these ethical teachings? 

 

לוֹשָׁה דְּבָרִים בִּלְבַד, כִּדְאָמְרִינַן וְהָאֱמֶת יוֹרֶה דַּרְכּוֹ, כִּי כְּבָר כָּתַבְנוּ בַּמִּשְׁנָה הַקּוֹדֶמֶת, שֶׁהִלֵּל וְשַׁמַּאי לאֹ נֶחֶלְקוּ אֶלָּא עַל שְׁ 

    בְּאֵלּוּ הַשְּׁלוֹשָׁה דְּבָרִים דַּוְקָא.בְּפֶרֶק קַמָּא דְּשַׁבָּת דַּף ט"ו, וְשַׁמַּאי קָבַע מוּסָרִים אֵלּוּ, לְפִי סְבָרָתוֹ

 

“The truth instructs its [own] path,”1 as we already wrote in the previous Mishnah, 

that Hillel and Shammai disagreed only on three things, as it is said in the first chapter of 

tractate Shabbat, page 15a, and that Shammai established these ethical teachings according 

to his understanding of these three things.2 

 
   

 
* English translation: Copyright © 2024 by Charles S. Stein. 
1 Chiddushei Ramban on Shabbat 74b; Sefer HaChinukh 456:2; perhaps derived from Micah 4:2 or Ps. 25:12. 
2 Hundreds of disputes developed between the schools of Shammai and Hillel, but the masters themselves only 

differed on three matters during their lifetimes. 
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דַּיָּ וֹוְהַמַּחֲל הַנָּשִׁים  כָּל  נִדָּה, שַׁמַּאי אוֹמֵר,  מַסֶּכֶת  בְּרֵישׁ  אִיתָא  הָאַחַת,  וַאֲפִ יקֶת  לִפְקִידָה,  מִפְּקִידָה  וְהִלֵּל אוֹמֵר,  שַׁעְתָּן.  לּוּ  ין 

אָתֵי,    דְּקָאָמַר לֵיהּ הִלֵּל לְשַׁמַּאי, אִין, טַעֲמָא קָאֲמַרְתְּ, דְּאִם אִיתָא דַּהֲוָה דָּם, מֵעִיקָּרָא הֲוָה  לַיָּמִים הַרְבֵּה. וּבִגְמָרָא שָׁם דַּף ג',

, דְּמַאי שְׁנָא מִכָּל הַתּוֹרָה כּיוּמִיהוּ עָשֵׂה סְיָ  אָמַר לֵיהּ, אִם כֵּן, בִּטַּלְתָּ בְּנוֹת יִשְׂרָאֵל מִפִּרְיָהּ וּרְבִיָּה.    .גילָּהּ דְּעָבְדִינַן סְיָ וּג לִדְבָרֶי

  ן, לִבּוֹ נוֹקִפוֹ וּפוֹרֵשׁ. עַד כָּאן. וְהִלֵּל, מִפִּרְיָהּ וּרְבִיָּה מִי קָאַמִינָא, לְטָהֳרוֹת הוּא דְּקָאַמִינָא. וְשַׁמַּאי, לְטָהֳרוֹת נַמִּי לאֹ, דְּאִם כֵּ 

 

One disagreement is brought at the beginning of tractate Niddah: 

[Shammai] says: For all women [who do not have a fixed menstrual cycle], 

their time is sufficient. [I.e., their ritual impurity begins at the moment they noticed 

the flow of blood. They don’t have to worry that perhaps it began earlier.]  

Hillel says: From examination to examination. [I.e., she should assume 

she was ritually impure from the last time she examined herself], and [this is the 

law] even [if the last examination was] several days [earlier]. [Any ritually pure 

item with which she came in contact in the interim becomes ritually impure.]  

- Mishnah Niddah 1:1; Niddah 2a 

In the Gemara there, page 3b: 

Hillel is saying to Shammai: Yes, you state the reason [for your opinion] 

that if it is so that there was [any menstrual] blood [previously], it would have 

come [out] at the outset. Nevertheless, [you should] enact a safeguard for your 

statement [and render her retroactively impure], as in what [way is this case] 

different from the rest of the entire Torah, where [the Sages] enact safeguards? 

[Shammai] said to [Hillel]: If so [i.e., if she is considered impure 

retroactively as a safeguard], you will have caused the Jewish women to be 

derelict in [the mitzvah to] be fruitful and multiply. [If a woman is always 

deemed retroactively impure, she and her husband might abstain from engaging in 

sexual intercourse out of fear that she is already impure even if she has not yet 

experienced bleeding.] 

And [how does] Hillel [respond]? [Although I rule that she is retroactively 

impure] did I say [that she is forbidden to her husband and must therefore abstain] 

from [the mitzvah to] be fruitful and multiply? I said [only] that [she renders 

impure any] ritually pure [items that she touched]. 

And [how would] Shammai respond? Even [a safeguard that renders] 

ritually pure [items impure should] not [be imposed], for if so, [the] heart [of a 

scrupulous husband might] strike him and he [would] separate [from her, out of 

fear that she is impure].  

- Niddah 3b 
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ג  יהָיָה כּוֹלֵל וְקֶבַע, שֶׁהֲרֵי לְבַעֲלָהּ לאֹ הָיָה יָכוֹל לַעֲשׂוֹת סְיָ ג זֶה לאֹ יג, אֲבָל סְיָ יקֶת זֶה הָיָה רוֹצֶה לַעֲשׂוֹת סְיָ וֹוְהִנֵּה הִלֵּל בְּמַחֲל

שֶׁלְּבַעֲלָהּ אִי אֶפְשָׁר לַעֲשׂוֹתוֹ, מִשּׁוּם    ג, דְּהוֹאִילי וְשַׁמַּאי לאֹ רָצָה בְּזֶה הַסְּיָ   זֶה, מִשּׁוּם בִּטּוּל פִּרְיָהּ וּרְבִיָּה, אֶלָּא לְטָהֳרוֹת דַּוְקָא.

וּמִשּׁוּם   הֲכִי נָמֵי אָתֵי לְמִבְטַל מִפִּרְיָהּ וּרְבִיָּה, דְּלִבּוֹ נוֹקְפוֹ וּפוֹרֵשׁ.בְּ   בִּטּוּל פִּרְיָהּ וּרְבִיָּה, גַּם לְטָהֳרוֹת לאֹ עָבְדִינַן לֵיהּ, דִּילְמָא

ר, יֵשׁ  וֹרוֹת וּסְיָיגִים שֶׁאַתָּה רוֹצֶה לִגְזינוּ גְּדֵ יהָכִי, הִזְהִיר שַׁמַּאי הַזָּקֵן, "עֲשֵׂה תוֹרָתְ קֶבַע", הַסְּיָיגִים שֶׁהֵם תּוֹרָתְ מַמָּשׁ, דְּהַיְ 

ע בּוֹ, אֵין אַתָּה יָכוֹל לְחַדֵּשׁ תּוֹרָה זוֹ  זָּהֵר שֶׁיִּהְיוּ קְבוּעִים וְכוֹלְלִים בְּכָל הַצְּדָדִים. וְאִם יֵשׁ צַד אֶחָד שֶׁאֵינָם יְכוֹלִים לְהִקָּבַ ילְ לִ 

    ג זֶה.י וְּסְיָ 

 

Here, Hillel in this dispute wanted to enact a safeguard. But this safeguard was not 

included and made permanent, for [a woman’s] husband could not enact this safeguard, 

because of the dereliction of [the mitzvah to] be fruitful and multiply. Rather, only specifically 

ritually pure [items are rendered impure].  

Shammai didn’t want this safeguard, as since it was forbidden for [a woman’s] 

husband to enact it, because of the dereliction of [the mitzvah to] be fruitful and multiply, 

then also in terms of rendering impure the ritually pure, one shouldn’t enact it. For if it were 

enacted, perhaps in this way he’ll come to the cancellation of [the mitzvah to] be fruitful and 

multiply, for if so, [the] heart [of a scrupulous husband might] strike him and he [would] 

separate [from her, out of fear that she is impure].  

Because of this, Shammai the elder warned, “Make your [study of the] Torah a fixed 

[practice],” the safeguards that are literally your Torah, which are the fences and safeguards 

that you want to enact. You should be careful that they are fixed and perfected from all sides, 

if there is one side which is not able to enact the safeguard, you are not able to create this 

teaching and safeguard. 

This answers Question 1, why Shammai said “Make your [study of the] Torah a fixed 

[practice].” If a rabbi wants to create a safeguard to prevent violation of a Torah law, it is critical 

to consider all implications of that safeguard, and to ensure that the safeguard won’t lead to harmful 

unintended consequences. 

 

מִקַּבַּיִ וֹוְהַמַּחֲל אוֹמֵר,  וְהִלֵּל  לִחַלָּה.  מִקַּב  אוֹמֵר,  שַׁמַּאי  הַשְּׁנִיָּה,  בְּשֵׁם  יקֶת  עֵדֻיּוֹת  מַסֶּכֶת  רֵישׁ  טוֹב  יוֹם  הַתּוֹסְפוֹת  וְכָתַב  ם. 

סַּתְכֶם,  יעַל מַה שֶׁאָמַר הַכָּתוּב "רֵאשִׁית עֲרִסֹתֵכֶם חַלָּה תָּרִימוּ" וְכוּ', וְכַמָּה עִ   טַעַם דִּבְרֵיהֶם,וֹהָרַאֲבַ"ד, וְזֶה לְשׁוֹנוֹ, יֵשׁ לִסְמ

נוּ שֵׁנִי יוְהִלֵּל סָבַר, מִשּׁוּם דְּאֵיפָה שְׁמוֹנָה עָשָׂר קַבִּין, וַעֲשִׂירִית מִלְּבַר, הַיְ   סַּת מִדְבָּר, "וְהָעֹמֶר עֲשִׂרִית הָאֵיפָה" וְכוּ'.יכְּדֵי עִ 

  , מֶר, שֶׁהָיוּ עוֹשִׂין מִמֶּנּוּ שְׁתֵּי אֲכִילוֹתוֹוְשַׁמַּאי סָבַר, דְּצָרִי שְׁתֵּי חַלּוֹת לָע  לְהַפְרִישׁ חַלָּה.עוּר צָרִי  יוֹתוֹ שִׁ קַבִּין, מִשּׁוּם הָכִי, בְּא

   סַּת מִדְבָּר, עכ"ל.יעוּר אֲכִילָה אַחַת חָשִׁיב שַׁמַּאי עִ יאַחַת בַּבֹּקֵר וְאַחַת בָּעֶרֶב, וְשִׁ 

 

As for the second disagreement, Shammai says, “[Dough] of a kav [or more is subject 

to the law of] challah.” And Hillel says: “Of two kavim or more.”3 The Tosfot Yom Tov writes 

at the beginning of tractate Eduyot (1:2) in the name of the Ra’avad, and this is his language: 

 
3 Mishnah Eduyot 1:2. 
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We can rely upon the reason for their words, on what Scripture says, 

“When you enter the Land to which I am taking you, and you eat of the bread of 

the Land, you shall set some aside as a gift to the L-rd, the first of your dough you 

shall set aside as a gift.”4  

How much is “your dough”? As the amount of the dough of the 

wilderness. “The omer is a tenth of an ephah” (Ex. 16:36).5  

Hillel explains, because an ephah is 18 kavim, and a tenth of this amount 

is two kavim. This is the amount from which one must take challah.  

Shammai explains, that two challahs were required for the omer, as 

they ate twice from it, once in the morning and once at night. As for the amount 

used for one meal, Shammai looks at the amount of dough used in the 

wilderness.6 [I.e., Shammai agrees that “your dough” is a tenth of an ephah, or two 

kavim, but he holds that is enough for two challahs, so that each challah is one kav. 

“The first of your dough,” then according to Shammai, is the amount for the 

morning challah, which is one kav.] 

- Tosafot Yom Tov, Eduyot 1:2 

 

בֵּר מְעַט, "רֵאשִׁית עֲרִסֹתֵכֶם" דְּמַשְׁמַע  י ר מְעַט וַעֲשֵׂה הַרְבֵּה, שֶׁהֲרֵי בְּכָאן הַכָּתוּב דִּ וֹקֶת זֶה, אָמַר, אֱמוֹז עַל סְבָרָתוֹ בְּמַחֲלוֹוְלִרְמ

נוּ לְחַלְּקוֹ בִּשְׁתֵּי אֲכִילוֹת, כְּדֵי שֶׁיִּתְרַבֶּה  ידְּהַיְ   סַּת מִדְבָּר. וְאַף עַל פִּי כֵן, אָנוּ צְרִיכִים לַעֲשׂוֹת הַרְבֵּה,ימֶר, שֶׁכֻּלּוֹ נִקְרָא עִ וֹכָּל הָע

ר  וֹוְזֶהוּ אֱמ  סּוֹת.יחֶצְיוֹ בַּבֹּקֶר וְחֶצְיוֹ בָּעֶרֶב, וְהָיוּ עוֹשִׂים מִמֶּנּוּ שְׁתֵּי עִ   ,מֶרוֹהַחִיּוּב שֶׁל הַחַלָּה. דְּמִסְּתָמָא גַּם הֵם הָיוּ מְחַלְּקִים הָע

לּוּ מֵעִסָּה שֶׁל  יעוּר מוּעָט, תָּבאֹ לַעֲשׂוֹת הַרְבֵּה שֶׁתַּפְרִישׁ הַחַלָּה אֲפִ יעַט וַעֲשֵׂה הַרְבֵּה, שֶׁאִם אַתָּה אוֹמֵר מִקַּב לְחַלָּה שֶׁהוּא שִׁ מְ 

  קַב אֶחָד לְבַד. 

 

To hint at his opinion in this dispute, he said, “speak little, but do much,” for here the 

Scripture speaks a little, “the first of your dough you shall set aside as a gift,” which means 

the entire omer, for all of it is called “the dough of the wilderness.” Nevertheless, we need to 

do much, which is to divide it into two portions, in order to expand the obligation of the 

challah, that obviously they would also divide the omer, half for the morning and half for the 

evening, and they made from it two loaves. This is the meaning of “speak little, but do much,” 

that if you say “[Dough] of a kav or more is subject to the law of challah,” as Shammai says, 

which is a small quantity, you will come to do much, which is to take challah even from dough 

of only one kav. 

 

 
4 Num. 15:18–20. 
5 Eruvin 83b. 
6 In addition to Tosafot Yom Tov for Eduyot 1:2, this appears in Tosafot for Shabbat 15a. 
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רוּשֵׁי הָרַב הַקָּדוֹשׁ זִכְרוֹנוֹ לְחַיֵּי  יהַר הָרָקִיעַ בְּסוֹד הַמִּשְׁנָה הַזּוֹ, הַלּאֹ הִיא כְּתוּבָה עַל סֵפֶר הַיָּשָׁר בִּדֵ וֹוְהַמַּשְׂכִּילִים יַזְהִירוּ כְּז
נוּ קַב חֲרוּבִין שֶׁל זְמַן הַקָּדוּם, וְקַב טָהוֹר  י"ן, וְנוֹטֶלֶת שְׁנֵי קַבִּין, דְּהַיְ נוּ הַכַּלָּה הָעֶלְיוֹנָה, שֶׁהִיא שֵׁם בַּ יהָעוֹלָם הַבָּא, שֶׁהַחַלָּה הַיְ 

ב בְּחַלָּה, כְּיוָן שֶׁכְּבָר יֵשׁ הַקַּב הָאֶחָד יוּכְנֶגֶד שְׁתֵּי בְּחִינוֹת אֵלּוּ שֶׁהֵם שֵׁנִי קַבִּין, פָּסַק הִלֵּל שֶׁאָז חַיָּ   לּוּאֵי ע"ב ס"ג מ"ה.ישֶׁל מִ 
אֲבָל שַׁמַּאי סוֹבֵר, שֶׁכֵּיוָן שֶׁיֵּשׁ קַב אֶחָד, כְּבָר יֵשׁ בּוֹ רֶמֶז אֶל   ב בְּחַלָּה.יחֲרוּבִין, וְנוֹסָף עָלָיו קַב הַשֵּׁנִי הַטָּהוֹר, הֲרֵי נִתְחַיֵּ שֶׁל  

אֱמ מַמָּשׁ  וְזֶהוּ  בְּזֶה, עכ"ל.  וְדַי  הַטָּהוֹר,  שֶׁכַּוָּ וֹהַקַּב  הַרְבֵּה,  וַעֲשֵׂה  מְעַט  לִ ינָתֵ ור  שֶׁאָנוּ  ינוּ  פִּי  עַל  אַף  הַשֵּׁנִי,  הַקַּב  גַּם  לָהּ  תֵּן 
    אוֹמְרִים, "מִקַּב" לְחַלָּה לְבַד.

 
The Toldot Shimshon now considers a Kabbalistic view of Hillel and Shammai’s dispute 

of one kav vs two kavim. The Kabbalists7 will warn according to the Heavenly Zohar about 
the esoteric secret of this Mishnah. For isn’t it written about the midrashic work Sefer 
HaYashar8 in the explanations of the holy rabbi, the Arizal,9 may he be remembered for life 
in the World to Come, that the challah [חַלָּה] is representative of the supernal bride [כַּלָּה] 
[kallah], which is the Name of [52] בַּ"ן, one of the four full spellings of the letters of the 
Tetragrammaton. This is the spelling ה"ה ו"ו ה"ה יו"ד , having a Gematria of 52. 

She takes two kavs. One is a kav charuvim [a kav of carobs] of the earliest time, 
referencing the teaching that the world was fed because of the holiness of Chanina ben Dosa, for 
whom a kav of carobs was sufficient to sustain him for an entire week.10 The root of the word 
charuvim, carobs, can also be interpreted as “destruction,” and in Kabbalistic terms, kav charuvim 
refers to the kings of the early worlds. G-d created these worlds only with the attribute of strict 
justice, and they were destroyed before He created this world, to which was joined the attribute of 
mercy.11   

The second is a pure kav of the other three full spellings of the Tetragrammaton, namely, 
the Name of  ַבע"  [72], having a spelling of ה"י וי"ו ה"י יו"ד , with a Gematria of 72, the Name of  סַ"ג 
[63], having a spelling of ה"י וא"ו ה"י יו"ד , with a Gematria of 63, and the Name of [45] מַ"ה, 

ה"א וא"ו ה"א יו"ד , with a Gematria of 45. When only the added letters are considered, i.e., 
subtracting the pashut, the four letters of the Tetragrammaton, then the Names of סַ"ג ,עַ"ב, and 
 ,will have remaining Gematrias of 72-26=46, 63-26=37, and 45-26=19. The sum of these מַ"ה
46+37+19=102, which is the Gematria of קַב, kav. 

 Against these two aspects, which are two kavs, Hillel held that then one is obligated 
to take challah, since there was already one kav charuvim from the earliest times, and the 
second pure kav was added to it, and thus with two kavim, one was obligated in challah.  

But Shammai holds, that since there was one kav from the earliest times, there was 
already within it a hint of the pure kav, and this was sufficient to require the taking of challah. 
This is precisely the meaning of “speak little, but do much,” answering Question 2. Our intent 

 
7 Literally, “the enlightened ones,” the maskilim, but this does not refer to the later maskilim who turned away 

from Torah, but refers to Kabbalists. 
8 The Sefer haYashar was published in Venice in 1625. While its introduction claims an earlier printing in Naples 

in 1552, no evidence has been found of the earlier printing. 
9 As taught by his principal student, Chaim Vital, Sefer Etz Chaim, Gate 19, chapter 3. 
10 Berachot 17b. 
11 Per the Sefer Etz Chaim, this is taught in the Idra and in the Sifra d’Tzniuta, both of which are appended to the 

Zohar. 
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is to give her also the second kav, even though we say, [dough] of a kav alone is [subject] to 
[the law of] challah. 

  
. וַחֲכָמִים אוֹמְרִים,  קֶת הַשְּׁלִישִׁית, הִלֵּל אוֹמֵר, מְלאֹ הִין מַיִם שְׁאוּבִים פּוֹסְלִים אֶת הַמִּקְוֶה. שַׁמַּאי אוֹמֵר, תִּשְׁעָה קַבִּיןוֹוְהַמַּחֲל

וְהֵעִידוּ מִשּׁוּם שְׁמַעְיָה וְאַבְטַלְיוֹן, שֶׁשְּׁלוֹשָׁה    וּשָׁלַיִם,לאֹ כְּדִבְרֵי זֶה וְלאֹ כְּדִבְרֵי זֶה, עַד שֶׁבָּאוּ שְׁנֵי גַּרְדִּיִּים מִשַּׁעַר הָאַשְׁפּוֹת שֶׁבִּיר
 מוּ חֲכָמִים אֶת דִּבְרֵיהֶם.יוְקִיְּ גִּין מַיִם שְׁאוּבִים, פּוֹסְלִים אֶת הַמִּקְוֶה, וּל

 
The third dispute: 

Hillel says: “A hin full of drawn water renders the mikvah unfit.” And 
Shammai says: “Nine kavs.” But the Sages say: “Neither according to the 
opinion of this one nor according to the opinion of this one.” But when two 
weavers from the Dung Gate, which is in Jerusalem, came and testified in the 
name of Shemaiah and Avtalion, “Three logs of drawn water render the 
mikvah unfit,” the Sages confirmed their statement.  

- Eduyot 1:3 
 

לּוּ  ילְלַמֶּדְ שֶׁאַל יִמְנַע אָדָם עַצְמוֹ מִבֵּית הַמִּדְרָשׁ אֲפִ   מָּנוּתָם וְשֵׁם מְקוֹמָם,וּזְכַּר שֵׁם אוּוּפֵרֵשׁ רַשִׁ"י הַתָם בְּשַׁבָּת, שֶׁהַטַּעַם שֶׁה
וְהִכְרִיעוּ בְּעֵדוּתָן כָּל חַכְמֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל,    מִשַּׁעַר הָאַשְׁפּוֹת,  פָּחוּתמָּנוּת פְּחוּתָה מִגַּרְדִּי, וְאֵין שַׁעַר בִּירוּשָׁלַיִם  וּשָׁעָה אַחַת, שֶׁאֵין א

רַשִׁ"י לוֹמַר,    קישֶׁדִּיֵּ עַל כָּרְחָ צָרִי לוֹמַר, שֶׁמֵּחֲמַת עֵדוּת זֶה חָזְרוּ בָּהֶם אַף שַׁמַּאי וְהִלֵּל מִסְּבָרָתָם הָרִאשׁוֹנָה, וְזֶהוּ  וְ עכ"ל.  
עְיָה וְכֵן בְּדִין, שֶׁהֲרֵי שַׁמַּאי וְהִלֵּל קַבְּלוּ מִשְּׁמַעְיָה וְאַבְטַלְיוֹן, וּכְשֶׁבָּאוּ אֵלּוּ וְהֵעִידוּ מִשֵּׁם שְׁמַ   וְהִכְרִיעוּ בְּעֵדוּתָן כָּל חַכְמֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל.

 שֶׁלּאֹ חָלְקוּ עַל רַבּוֹתָם.  וְאַבְטַלְיוֹן, בְּוַדַּאי
 
Rashi explained there in tractate Shabbat (15a), that the reason that the title of the 

occupation and the name of the place was mentioned, is to teach you that a person should 
not prevent himself from attending the study house even one hour.12 The reason is that there 
is no occupation lower than a weaver, and there is no gate in Jerusalem lower than the Dung 
Gate, and yet these men knew the halacha, because of the time they spent in the study house, and 
all the wise men of Israel decided according to their testimony. 

You necessarily need to say, that because of this testimony, even Shammai and Hillel 
backtracked from their initial opinions. This is why Rashi was precise to say, “and all the 
wise men of Israel decided according to their testimony.” This is the law, for Shammai and 
Hillel received the Torah from Shemaiah and Avtalion,13 and when these weavers came and 
testified in the name of Shemaiah and Avtalion, it’s certain that [Shammai and Hillel] 
wouldn’t dispute their teachers as to the halacha. 

  

 
12 As Rabbi Yonatan is quoted as saying in Shabbat 83b. 
13 Pirkei Avot 1:10–12. 
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לּוּ שֶׁיִּהְיֶה אָדָם גָּרוּעַ שֶׁיָּעִיד אֵיזֶה דִּין אוֹ סְבָרָא מִפִּי  יוּכְנֶגֶד זֶה אָמַר שַׁמַּאי, וֶהֱוֵי מְקַבֵּל אֶת כָּל הָאָדָם בְּסֵבֶר פָּנִים יָפוֹת, וַאֲפִ 
"בְּפָנִים יָפוֹת" בְּשִׂמְחָה רַבָּה. וּמִשּׁוּם שֶׁאֵלּוּ שֶׁהֵעִידוּ, הָיוּ    "בְּסֵבֶר" לָשׁוֹן סְבָרָא, ר מִסְּבָרָתְ בַּשִּׂמְחָה.וֹ חָכָם גָּדוֹל, יֵשׁ לְ לַחְז

    בָּהֶם שְׁנֵי דְּבָרִים לִגְרִיעוּתָא כְּנֶאֱמָר לְעֵיל, מִשּׁוּם הָכִי קָאָמַר "אֶת כָּל", שֶׁהֵם שְׁנֵי רִבּוּיִים.
 
Corresponding to this, Shammai said, “receive all men with the expression of a 

pleasant countenance.” In Question 3, asked why our Mishnah didn’t simply say “Receive all 
men with a pleasant countenance.” The answers is that even if an inferior man testifies about 
some law or opinion according to a great Torah scholar, one should happily turn from his own 
opinion and follow the correct ruling. That is, the word בְּסֵבֶר [be’sever] [“with the expression”] is 
hinting at the language of סְבָרָא [s’vara] [“opinion”]. Similarly, “with a pleasant countenance” 
[means] with great happiness.  

We also asked, in Question 4, why our Mishnah said “receive all men,” instead of simply 
saying, “receive men.” The answer is because these who testified had two inferior things about 
them, viz, having the lowly occupation of being weavers, and having lived in the vicinity at the 
Dung Gate, as mentioned above. Because of this, it says “all men,” for there are two plurals. 
I.e., “men” alone is plural, but saying “all men” stresses that there is a plurality. This is parallel to 
the fact that the weavers at the Dung Gate had not just one inferior thing about them, but two 
inferior things. 

 
* * * 

 


