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Chapter V – Mishnah 10 
  

מִדּוֹת בַּדֵּ  לִכְעיאַרְבַּע  נוֹחַ  בְהֶפְסֵדוֹוֹעוֹת.  יָצָא שְׂכָרוֹ  לִרְצוֹת,  וְנוֹחַ  אַחֵר(  ס  הֶפְסֵדוֹ    :נסָֻּח  לִכְע)בִּשְׂכָרוֹיָצָא  קָשֶׁה  וְקָשֶׁה  וֹ.  ס 
ס וְקָשֶׁה לִרְצוֹת, וֹס וְנוֹחַ לִרְצוֹת, חָסִיד. נוֹחַ לִכְעוֹ. קָשֶׁה לִכְע)יָצָא שְׂכָרוֹ בְהֶפְסֵדוֹ  :נסָֻּח אַחֵר(  בִּשְׂכָרוֹלִרְצוֹת, יָצָא הֶפְסֵדוֹ  

  .רָשָׁע
  

There are four kinds of temperaments [דֵּעוֹת] [de’ot]1:  
(1) Easy to become angry, and easy to be appeased: his gain exits in his loss. [An 

alternate version: “his loss exits in his gain.”]  
(2) Hard to become angry, and hard to be appeased: his loss exits in his gain. [An 

alternate version:“his gain exits in his loss.”]  
(3) Hard to become angry and easy to be appeased: a pious person.  
(4) Easy to become angry and hard to be appeased: a wicked person.  

- - - - - - - - - - 

כִּי כַעַס בְּחֵיק כְּסִילִים יָנוּחַ", וְאִם כֵּן, מִי  אוֹמֵר " נוּ לְפִי שֶׁהַכָּתוּבים בְּעִנְיָן כַּעַס, הַיְ ישֶׁמַּתְחִיל בְּדַעַת, וְאַחַר כָּ מְסַיֵּ  הַטַּעַם

וְעִם כָּל זֶה, בְּלאֹ כָּעַס כְּלָל אִי אֶפְשָׁר לוֹ לְאָדָם, כִּי הַטֶּבַע הֵנִיחַ הַכָּבֵד בָּאָדָם    ת שֶׁאֵינוֹ כְּסִיל, אֵין לוֹ מִדָּת הַכַּעַס.שֶׁיֵּשׁ לוֹ דַּעַ 
. וְגַם חֲזַ"ל הַקְּדוֹשִׁים  וְעוֹד, חַכְמֵי הַמּ  ., כָּבֵד כּוֹעֵס וְכוּ'ס, כְּמוֹ שֶׁאָמְרוּ זַ"לוֹכְּדֵי שֶׁיִּכְע וּסָר אָמְרוּ, אַל תְּהִי מָתוֹק, פֶּן יִבְלָעוּ

רִים פְּנֵי , וְאַאִנְשֵׁי דָּרַיְהוּ. דְּאִי לָאו הָכִי, יִהְיֶה הַדּוֹר פָּרוּץ, כִּי נְעָ הָיוּ כּוֹעֲסִים לְקַנֵּא קִנְאַת ה', לְמִרְמָא אֵימְתָא אַאִינְשֵׁי בֵּיתַיְיהוּ
עוֹת. וְאַחַר כָּ  ייַנִּיחַ אֵיזֶה סֵדֶר רָאוּי לְכַעֲסוֹ. וְלָכֵן אָמַר, אַרְבַּע מִדּוֹת בְּדֵ   וְצָרִי שֶׁהַחֲכָמָה וְהַדַּעַת שֶׁל אָדָם  .זְקֵנִים יַלְבִּינוּ

 . מַתְחִיל לְפָרֵשׁ פְּרָטֵי הַסְּדָרִים
 
The reason that [this Mishnah] begins with knowledge [דַעַת] [da’at]2, and afterward 

concludes with matters of anger, is because of what Scripture says, “Don’t be quick in your 
spirit to become angry, for anger lodges in the heart of fools.”3 If so, one who has knowledge, 
who is not a fool, should not have the character trait of anger. Nevertheless, it is impossible 
for a person to be without anger at all, because nature placed the liver in a person so that he 
would be angry, as the [rabbis] of blessed memory said, “the liver becomes angry.”4 Also, 

 
* English translation: Copyright © 2023 by Charles S. Stein. Additional essays at http://www.zstorah.com 
1 De’ah is usually translated as “knowledge,” but in this context is translated as “temperament,” the intent in 

someone’s mind. 
2 Da’at is translated as “knowledge,” from the same root as “de’ah.” 
3 Eccl. 7:9. 
4 Berachot 61a–b: “The kidneys advise, the heart understands, the tongue shapes [the sounds that emerges from 

the mouth], [the] mouth completes [the shaping of the voice], [the] esophagus takes in and lets out all kinds of food, 
[the] trachea produces the voice, [and the] lungs draw all kinds of liquids, [the] liver becomes angry, [the] gall [bladder] 
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those wise in ethics said, “don’t be sweet, lest you be swallowed.”5 I.e., at times, a person may 
need to defend himself, and it may be beneficial to display anger, even if he is not that angry and 
is fully in control of himself. Also, the holy sages were angry to be zealous with the zeal of G-d, 
and one might pretend to be angry to “instill fear in the members of his house”6 and the 
members of his abode. If not so, the generation would be unrestrained, because “the youth 
will blanch the faces of the elders.”7 

It’s necessary that the wisdom and temperament of a person will set some 

arrangement appropriate for his characteristic type of anger. Therefore, he said, “There are 

four kinds of temperaments,” and afterward he began to explain the details of the 

arrangements.  

  
וְיֵשׁ לְדַקְדֵּק, מַהוּ זֶה הַלָּשׁוֹן שֶׁל "יָצָא שְׂכָרוֹ" וְכוּ', הָיָה לוֹ לוֹמַר "אֵינוֹ ס וְלִרְצוֹת, יָצָא שְׂכָרוֹ בְּהֶפְסֵדוֹ.  וֹמִי שֶׁהוּא נוֹחַ לִכְע

  ב. י, הִנִּיחָה בַּחַמָּה וְיָצְאָה וְהִזִּיקָה, חַיָּ כּוֹנֵס דַּף נ"ויֵשׁ לוֹמַר, דְּאִיתָא בְּפֶרֶק הַ וְ   ."בֶּה עַל שְׂכָרוֹוּ הֶפְסֵדוֹ מְר"דָּבָר טוֹב", אִי נַמִּי,  
ה  תֶל בָּרִיא. מַהוּ דְּתֵימָא, הֲוָה לֵיהּ תְּחִלָּתוֹ בִּפְשִׁיעָה וְסוֹפוֹ בְּאֹנֶס. קָא מַשְׁמָע לָן, דְּכוּלָּא פְּשִׁיעָ וֹלּוּ חָתְרָה, וּבְכיאָמַר רָבָא, וַאֲפִ 
טַעֲמָ  מַאי  וְ הִיא.  עָבְדָא  לְמֶיעֱבַד,  לָהּ  דְּאִית  טַצְדְּקָא  כָּל  בַּחַמָּה,  דִּשְׁבַקְתָּהּ  דְּכֵיוָן  יָדַעַתְּ  מֵידַע  לֵיהּ,  דְּאָמַר  וְכָתְבוּ   נָפְקָא.א, 

  וּ הָכִי, פּוֹשֵׁעַ הוּא אֵצֶל חֲתִירָה, שֶׁהִנִיחָהּ בַּחַמָּה. לּילּוּ נָעַל כָּל כָּ יָפָה שֶׁאֵינָהּ יְכוֹלָה לָצֵאת אֶלָּא בַּחֲתִירָה, אֲפִ י, וַאֲפִ הַתּוֹסְפוֹת
לָּה, שֶׁהֲרֵי  וּדְּמַה שֶׁכָּתְבוּ הַתּוֹסְפוֹת, כָּל שֶׁכֵּן הוּא, וְאֵין סְבָרָא כְּלָל לְמִפְטְרֵיהּ הֵיכָא דְּעָשָׂה שְׁמִירָה מְע  ,וְכָתַב הַקִּיקָיוֹן דְּיוֹנָה

לָּה, אֶלָּא וַדַּאי  וּוְלָמָּה טָרַח בַּפַּעַם הַזּאֹת לַעֲשׂוֹת לָהּ שְׁמִירָה מְע  ה,יד בְּרוּחַ מְצוּיָ וֹי שֶׁיִּשְׁמְרֶנָּה בְּדֶלֶת שֶׁיְּכוֹלָה לַעֲממִן הַדִּין דַּ 
ר, וְאִם כֵּן, הֲוָה לֵיהּ לַאֲסוּקֵי נַמִּי אַדַּעְתֵּיהּ שֶׁתַּעֲשֶׂה לְפִי שֶׁעָלָה עַל דַּעְתּוֹ שֶׁהוֹאִיל שֶׁהִנִּיחָהּ בַּחַמָּה תַּעֲשֶׂה טַצְדְּקֵי כָּל מַה שֶׁאֶפְשָׁ 

   חֲתִירָה. עכ"ל.
 
Case One: One who is “easy to become angry, and easy to be appeased: his gain exits 

in his loss.” We need to check, what is the reason for this language of “his gain exits”? He 
should have said, “it is not a good thing.” Or alternatively, “his loss is greater than his gain.” 

It can be said, that it’s brought in the 6th chapter of Bava Kamma entitled, “One who 
brought his flock of sheep”:  

[If the owner] left [the animal] in the sun, [causing it to suffer] . . . and [the 
animal] went out and caused damage, [the owner is] liable [because he was 
negligent]. 

. . .  
[The Mishnah teaches:] [If the pen] was breached at night, or bandits 

breached it, [and sheep subsequently went out and caused damage, the owner of the 
sheep is exempt]. Rabba says: And this is where [the animal] tunneled [under 
the wall of the pen and by doing so caused the wall to collapse. In that case, as it is 

 
injects a drop [of gall] into [the liver and] allays [anger], [the] spleen laughs, [the] maw grinds [the food], [and the] 
stomach [brings] sleep, [the] nose awakens.” 

5 Rabbeinu Yonah Gerondi (1200–63), Commentary on Pirkei Avot 5:11; Simeon ben Zemah Duran’s (“Rashbaz”) 
(1361–1444), Magen Avot (5:11); Isaac ben Moses Arama (c. 1420–94), Akeidat Yitzchak 33:1; Samuel de Uçeda (16th 
Century), Midrash Shmuel (5:11) (Venice 1579). 

6 Shabbat 105b. 
7 Sotah 49b. 
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unusual for livestock to tunnel, the owner is completely blameless and therefore 
exempt from liability for any damage that ensues.] [The Gemara continues, asking 
whether it makes a difference] if we say [that the pen had] a stable wall [or not]. 

. . .  
[The Gemara explains that even if the animal escaped through unusual 

behavior such as tunneling, whether the wall was stable or not], the novelty in the 
Mishnah’s ruling is lest you say that this is [a case of damage that is] initially 
through negligence and ultimately by accident, [because animals do not typically 
tunnel their way out of a pen]. [Thus, the Mishnah] teaches us that [it is considered 
as though] the entire [damage resulted from the owner’s] negligence. 

What is the reason [that the owner is liable]? [It is] that [the one who 
suffered the damage] can say to [the owner of the sheep]: You should have known 
that since you left it in the sun, it would utilize any means available for it to 
use and [it would] escape [the discomfort of the sun, so you are ultimately 
responsible for the damage].  

- Bava Kamma 55b–56a 
The Tosafists wrote: “Why didn’t the Gemara say: ‘Lest you say, it was entirely by accident,’ 
such as where he locked the door so well that the animal could not have escaped other than 
by digging underneath it, he is considered a damager as regards digging, since he left it in 
the sun?” 

The Kikayon d’Yona8 writes, regarding what the Tosafists wrote, is it not all the more 
so that it is not his opinion at all to exempt him who was responsible for excessive restraint, 
for according to the letter of the law, it would have been enough to guard [the animal] with 
a door that would stand up to a typical wind, so why did he bother this time to make it 
excessively restrained, if not that it must have occurred to him that since he had placed [the 
animal] in the heat of the sun, it would do all that it could to escape, and if so, let him consider 
that it would dig a tunnel.  

  
מִשּׁוּם הָכִי מִשְׁתַּדֵּל לְהִנָּצֵל וְאַף זֶה שֶׁהוּא נוֹחַ לִרְצוֹת, לָמָּה הוּא נוֹחַ, בִּשְׁבִיל שֶׁיּוֹדֵעַ כִּי תּוֹלְדוֹת הַכַּעַס הֵם רָעִים וְקָשִׁים, וּ

ס, וֹס כְּלָל, וְלאֹ לְהָנִיחַ דַּעְתּוֹ בַּחֲמַת הַכַּעַס, לִהְיוֹת נוֹחַ לִכְעוֹיִצְרוֹ שֶׁלּאֹ לִכְעשׁ אֶת  וֹמֵהֶם. וְלָמָּה מִטַּעַם זֶה אֵינוֹ מִשְׁתַּדֵּל נַמִּי לִכְבּ
  ס.וֹלִכְע לָכֵן יָצָא שְׂכָרוֹ בְּהֶפְסֵדוֹ, כִּי בִּסְבָרָתוֹ שֶׁהוּא נוֹחַ לִרְצוֹת, נִקְרָא פּוֹשֵׁעַ לְגַבֵּי נוֹחַ  ס וְיִקְשֶׁה.וֹשֶׁעַל כָּל דָּבָר מוּעָט יִכְע

 
Even though that he is “easy to be appeased,” why is he easy? It’s because he knows 

that the generations of anger are evil and harsh, and because of this, he strives to be rescued 
from them. Why, for this reason, does he not also try to conquer his inclination so that he will 
not be angry at all, and will not place his mind in the heat of anger, to be easy to become 
angry, such that for every little thing he will be angry and harsh? That is why, “his gain exits 

 
8 Jonah Frankel Teomim (1596–1669), Kikayon D’Yona (Amsterdam 1690). 
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in his loss,” because in his opinion, that he is easy to be appeased, he is called “a damager” 
concerning being easy to become angry.  

 
לּוּ הָיְתָה קְשׁוּרָה  י, אֲפִ , שֶׁכֵּיוָן שֶׁהֵנִיחָהּ בַּחַמָּהוְכָל זֶה הוּא לְפִי הָאֱמֶת וְהַפְּסַק דִּין שֶׁל הַשֻּׁלְחָן עָרוּ חֹשֶׁן מִשְׁפָּט סִימָן שצ"ו

לּוּ שֶׁהִנִיחָהּ  יבְּקֶשֶׁר חָזָק, אֲפִ   וֹאֲבָל הַטּוּר שָׁם כָּתַב כְּשֵׁם הָרַאֲבַ"ד, דְּהֵיכָא שֶׁקְּשָׁר  ב, דִּמִקְרֵי פְּשִׁיעָה.י בְּקֶשֶׁר חָזָק וְחָתְרָה, חַיָּ 
אֲבָל נסְֻחָא זוֹ אֵינָהּ לְפִי הֶפְסֵק דִּין, וּמִשּׁוּם הָכִי, כָּל   מַתְנִיתִין, יָצָא הֶפְסֵדוֹ בִּשְׂכָרוֹ.בַּחַמָּה, פְּטוֹר. וְזֶהוּ דְּאִיכָּא נסְֻחָא אַחֲרִינָא בְּ 

    ס וְנוֹחַ לִרְצוֹת, יָצָא שְׂכָרוֹ בְּהֶפְסֵדוֹ".וֹהַמְּפָרְשִׁים לָקְחוּ הַנּסְֻחָא "נוֹחַ לִכְע
 
All of this is according to the truth and the ruling of the Shulchan Aruch, Choshen 

Mishpat, siman 396, se’if 5, that since [the owner] left [the animal] in the sun, even if it was 
bound by a strong bond and it tunneled, [the owner] is liable, for this is considered damaging. 
But the Tur there writes in the name of the Ra’avad,9 that where [the owner] tied [the animal] 
with a strong knot, even though he left it in the sun, he is exempt from liability.  

This is why there is a different version of our Mishnah, reversing the conclusions for 
the first two cases, so that for the first case, this different version reads, “his loss exits in his gain.” 
But this alternate version is not in accordance with the law, and because of this, all the 
commentators took as correct the version, “Easy to become angry, and easy to be appeased: 
his gain exits in his loss.” 

  
לִכְע הַתַּנָּא, "קָשֶׁה  אָמַר  זֶה  דִּבְפֶרֶק הַ וֹאַחַר  בִּשְׂכָרוֹ".  הֶפְסֵדוֹ  יָצָא  לִרְצוֹת,  וְקָשֶׁה  דַּף ל"וס  מְצִיעָא  בְּבָבָא  אָמְרִינַן,   מַּפְקִיד 

וּפָסַק הַשֻּׁלְחָן  נֶס. אִיבָּעֵי לֵיהּ לְמִתְקְפָהּ. לאֹ צְרִיכָא, שֶׁתְּקָפַתּוֹ וְעָלְתָה, תְּקָפַתּוֹ וְיָרְדָה. וֹעָלְתָה לְרָאשֵׁי צוּקִין וְנָפְלָה, הֲרֵי זֶה א
לְשׁוֹנוֹ, עָלְתָה מֵאֵלֶיהָ לְרָאשֵׁי צוּקִין, וְהוּא יָכוֹל לְמָנְעָהּ וְלאֹ מְנָעָהּ, אַף עַל פִּי שֶׁתְּקָפֵתּוֹ  , וְזֶה  ש"ג  עָרוּ בְּחֹשֶׁן מִשְׁפָּט סִימָן

תְּקָפַתּוֹ וְעָלְתָה לְרָאשֵׁי צוּקִין, תְּקָפַתּוֹ וְנָפְלָה,    ב.י נֶס, חַיָּ וֹ בִּפְשִׁיעָה וְסוֹפוֹ בְּאלָּתוֹיב, שֶׁכָּל שֶׁתְּחִ יוְנָפְלָה וּמֵתָה אוֹ נִשְׁבְּרָה, חַיָּ 
 נֶס. עכ"ל.וֹהֲרֵי זֶה א

 
Case Two: After this, the Tanna said, “Hard to become angry, and hard to be 

appeased: his loss exits in his gain.” For in the 3rd chapter of Bava Metzia, entitled “One who 
deposits an animal or vessels with another,” page 36b, it is said: 

[If the animal] climbed to the top of a cliff and fell, it is a circumstance 
beyond [the watchman’s] control [and he is exempt]. [Shouldn’t he be liable, 
since] he was required to subdue it [and prevent it from falling]? No, it is 
necessary [to say that he is exempt only] where [the animal] overpowered him 
and ascended [and the animal] overpowered him and descended.  

- Bava Metzia 36b 
The Shulchan Aruch rules in Choshen Mishpat, siman 303, and this is its language:  

If he brought the animal up to the top of the cliff, or the animal went on 
its own, and he could have prevented it but did not do so, even if the animal 
overpowered him [once it was on the top of the cliff], and it fell and died or 

 
9 Abraham ben David (c. 1125–98) (“the Ra’avad”) Provençal rabbi. 
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broke something, the watchman would be liable. That is because whenever a 
person is negligent at the outset, and damage subsequently occurs because of 
forces beyond his control, he is liable. 

If the animal overpowered him, [then] went up to the top of the cliff and 
fell, that would be beyond his control. 

- Shulchan Aruch, Choshen Mishpat, siman 303, se’if 14 and 13 
 

שׁ אֶת יִצְרוֹ, אֲבָל  וֹ כְּדֵי לְהַשְׁקִיט כָּעֲסוֹ וְלִכְבּוּמֵעַתָּה, זֶה שֶׁהוּא קָשֶׁה לִרְצוֹת, אֵין אָנוּ יוֹדְעִים אִם הוּא עָשָׂה כָּל מַאֲמַצֵּי כֹּחוֹ
 נֶס גָּמוּר.וֹס, וְהוּא אוֹנוּ קָשֶׁה לִכְעייְ הַיֵּצֶר וְהַכַּעַס חֲזָקִים הֵם מִמֶּנּוּ, וְזֶה נִקְרָא כְּמוֹ תְּקָפַתּוֹ וְיָרְדָה לְאַחַר שֶׁתְּקָפַתּוֹ וְעָלְתָה, דְּהַ 

בְּכַעֲסוֹ,   ףוֹ לִתְקנָתוֹ הִיא  וס, הוּא אוֹת וּמוֹפֵת שֶׁכַּוָּ וֹרַח שֶׁעָשָׂה מִתְּחִלָּה שֶׁהָיָה "קָשֶׁה" לִכְעוֹ, שֶׁהַטּ"דוֹ בִּשְׂכָרוֹיוֹצֵא הֶפְסֵ "וְשַׁפִּיר  
   וּבְוַדַּאי שֶׁגַּם לְאַחַר הַכַּעַס, עָשָׂה כָּל מַאֲמַצֵּי כֹּחוֹ כְּדֵי שֶׁתָּנוּחַ כָּעֲסוֹ, וְלאֹ יָכוֹל.

 
Now, the fact that he is hard to be appeased, we don’t know if he exerted all his 

strength in order to calm his anger and to conquer his inclination, but the inclination and the 
anger are stronger than him, and this is considered as if it overpowered him and descended 
after it overpowered him and ascended, which is “that he is hard to become angry,” which is 
completely beyond his control. It’s fine that in this case we say that “his loss exits in his gain,” 
that the trouble he took from the beginning, that he was “hard to become angry,” is “a sign 
and a portent”10 that his intention is to conquer his anger, and certainly after he becomes 
angry, he asserts all of his power in order to calm his anger, but he cannot.  

  
וְעָלָה בְּאאוֹ דִּילְמָא, אִיכָּא לְמֵימַר נַמִּי   ס, וֹנֶס, שֶׁהָרֵי בִּשְׁאַר הַפְּעָמִים הָיָה קָשֶׁה לִכְעוֹלְאִידָ גִּיסָא, שֶׁמִּתְּחִלָּה תְּקָפוֹ הַכַּעַס 

לָה בְּלאֹ תָּקְפָה, וְאֵינוֹ שׁ אֶת יִצְרוֹ וְאֶת הַכַּעַס שֶׁלּוֹ, עַד שֶׁדּוֹמֶה לְהַהִיא שֶׁנָּפְ וֹאֲבָל לְאַחַר שֶׁעָלָה הַכַּעַס, הוּא לאֹ שָׁת לִבּוֹ לִכְבּ
וְזוֹ הִיא הַסְּבָרָא שֶׁל נסְֻחָא אַחֲרִינָא דְּגָרֵיס "יָצָא שְׂכָרוֹ בְּהֶפְסֵדוֹ", שֶׁהוֹאִיל שֶׁיָּדַע מִתְּחִלָּה    נֶס, וְלָכֵן יָצָא שְׂכָרוֹ בְּהֶפְסֵדוֹ.וֹא

ף בְּכַעֲסוֹ, שֶׁלּאֹ תִּתְקַשֶּׁה  וֹס, אִם כֵּן, גַּם לְאַחַר שֶׁכָּעַס, הָיָה לוֹ לִתְקוֹשֶׁה לִכְעשֶׁצָּרִי לִתְקֹף וְלִשְׁמֹר הַכַּעַס כַּאֲשֶׁר הוּא הָיָה קָ 
  לִרְצוֹת.

 
Or perhaps, one can say on the other hand, that initially at first the anger got the best 

of him and it was beyond his control, that in the other times he was hard to become angry. 
But after he did become angry, he did not set his heart to conquer his inclination and his 
anger, until [the situation] became similar to [the animal] that fell without overpowering [the 
watchman]. There, in such a situation, it is not beyond his control, and therefore we could say 
the opposite, “his gain exits in his loss.” This is the opinion of the different version, that reads, 
“his gain exits in his loss,” that since he knew initially that he needed to conquer and to guard 
his anger when he was hard to become angry, if so, also after he became angry, he needed to 
conquer his anger, that he wouldn’t be hard to be appeased.  

 

 
10 Isaiah 20:3. 
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יָצָא הֶפְסֵדוֹ  "רְסָא הָרִאשׁוֹנָה שֶׁל  יתֵּי סְבָרוֹת הֲפוּכוֹת לְפָנֵינוּ, וּכְנֶגְדָּן שְׁתֵּי גִּרְסָאוֹת הֲפוּכוֹת. וְהַמְּפָרְשִׁים תָּפְסוּ הַגִּ וְנִמְצְאוּ שְׁ 
".   הָאָדָם בִּשְׁעַת כַּעֲסוֹ, שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר, מִנַּיִן שֶׁאֵין מְרַצִּין אֶת  , מִשּׁוּם דְּאָמְרִינַן בְּפֶרֶק קַמָּא דִּבְרָכוֹת"בִּשְׂכָרוֹ  "פָּנַי יֵלֵכוּ וַהֲנִחֹתִי לָ

י כֹּחוֹ  רְ בִּשְׁעַת כָּעֲסוּ. אִם כֵּן, אִם אֵינוֹ נוֹחַ לִרְצוֹת, יֵשׁ לְדוּנוֹ לְכַף זְכוּת, שֶׁעָשָׂה כָּל מַאֲמַצֵּ י, אַל תִּרְצֶה אֶת חֲבֵ וְהָכִי נָמֵי תְּנַן
 .לַי אִינְשֵׁיידָּנָא דְּעַיְ ינֶס גָּמוּר, וּמִקְרֵי שֶׁשָּׁמַר כְּדֶרֶ הַשּׁוֹמְרִים, כְּהַהִיא דְּרוֹעֶה דְּעָל בְּעִ וֹוְלאֹ עָלָה בְּיָדוֹ, וַהֲרֵי זֶה א

 
There are two opposite opinions found before us, and against them two opposite 

versions of the text. The commentators took the first version, of “his loss exits in his gain,” 
because it is said in the first chapter of tractate Berachot: 

And Rabbi Yochanan said in the name of Rabbi Yosei: From where [is it 
derived] that one must not placate a person at the time of his anger [but should 
wait until he has calmed down]? For it is said, “My presence shall go with you, 
and I will give you rest.”11 [Rabbi Yochanan explained:] The Holy One, Blessed 
be He, said to [Moses]: Wait until My face of wrath will pass and I will grant your 
[request]. 

- Berachot 7a 
 

Also, we learned, don’t placate a person at the time of his anger. If so, if he is not easy to be 
appeased, one should judge him favorably, that he exerted all his efforts but did not succeed, 
and this is completely beyond his control. This is considered as though he safeguarded in the 
manner that bailees safeguard items, like a shepherd who put the animals in the field, and 
entered the city while the [other] shepherds were entering, and if a theft of an animal occurred 
at that hour, he is exempt.12 

  
,  , "אֶרֶץ אֲשֶׁר אֲבָנֶיהָ בַרְזֶל"תַעֲנִית וּמִכָּל שֶׁכֵּן אִם הוּא תַּלְמִיד חָכָם, שֶׁהוּא יוֹתֵר קָשֶׁה לְהִתְרַצוֹת, כִּדְאָמְרִינַן בְּפֶרֶק בַּתְרָא דְּ 

. וְהַאי צוֹרְבָא מֵרַבָּנָן דְּרָתַח, אוֹרַיְתָא  כְּמוֹ שֶׁפֵּרֵשׁ רַשִׁ"י שָׁם  ,אַל תִּקְרֵי "אֲבָנֶיהָ", אֶלָּא "בּוֹנֶיהָ", שֶׁקָּשִׁים לְהִתְרַצוֹת כְּבַרְזֶל
 . " בִּשְׂכָרוֹיָצָא הֶפְסֵדוֹ"ס מֵאֲחֵרִים. וְלָכֵן הַגִּרְסָא הַנְּכוֹנָה הִיא, יס מֵעַצְמוֹ, לַמִּתְפַּיֵּ י. וְלאֹ שָׁאנֵי לָן בֵּין הַמִּתְפַּיֵּ מְרַתְּחָא לֵיהּ

 
This is true all the more so if he is a Torah scholar, who is more difficult to be appeased, 

as it is said in the final chapter of tractate Ta’anit, page 4a, regarding the verse, “a land whose 
rocks are iron,”13 the Gemara teaches, “don’t read ‘whose rocks’ [ ָאֲבָנֶיה] [avaneha], but rather 
‘whose sons’ [ ָבּוֹנֶיה] [boneha], for appeasing them is as hard as iron is hard,” as Rashi 
explained there. “This Torah scholar who grows angry, it can be presumed that it is his Torah 
study that angers him,”14 because it gives him a broad heart and excessive intelligence. There is 
no difference whether he perceives himself, or is perceived by others. Therefore, the correct 
version is, “his loss exits in his gain.”  

  

 
11 Ex. 33:14. 
12 Bava Metzia 93b. 
13 Deut. 8:9. 
14 Ta’anit 4a. 
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לוֹמַר דְּאִיתָא בִּשְׁאֵלוֹת וּתְשׁוּבוֹת דִּבְרֵי רִיבוֹת סִימָן    בְּכָאן. וְיֵשׁוס וְנוֹחַ לִרְצוֹת, חָסִיד." קָשֶׁה, דְּמַה חֲסִידוּת שַׁיָּ וֹ"קָשֶׁה לִכְע
א, פָּטוּר. שֶׁאֵין לוֹ לְהִשְׁתַּדֵּל אֶלָּא  ירוֹ שְׁמִירָה מְעַלְּיָ יק"ה, אִם הַשּׁוֹמֵר שָׁמַר כָּרָאוּי, אַף עַל פִּי שֶׁלּאֹ שָׁמְרוֹ כְּמוֹ שֶׁשָּׁמַר חֲבֵ 

וּכְשֵׁם שֶׁהַשּׁוֹמֵר שֶׁעוֹשֶׂה שְׁמִירָה יוֹתֵר מִמַּה שֶׁחִיַּיבְתוֹ תּוֹרָה, בְּוַדַּאי    רוֹ. עכ"ל.י, לאֹ בְּמַה שֶׁעוֹשֶׂה חֲבֵ בְּמַה שֶׁחִיַּיבְתוֹ תּוֹרָה
לִכְע קָשֶׁה  שֶׁהָיָה  שֶׁלְּאַחֵר  זֶה  אַף  הַדִּין.  מִשּׁוּרַת  לִפְנִים  שֶׁעוֹשֶׂה  "חָסִיד"  יוֹתֵר    ,סוֹנִקְרָא  עוֹשֶׂה  הוּא  לִרְצוֹת,  נוֹחַ  אַף  הָיָה 

  , וּלְפִיכָ נִקְרָא "הַסִּיד". הֲרֵי אֵין מְרַצִּין לוֹ לְאָדָם בִּשְׁעַת כָּעֲסוֹמֵחוֹבָתוֹ, שֶׁ 
 
Case Three: “Hard to become angry and easy to be appeased: a pious person.” A 

difficulty is what relevance is piety here? It can be said that it’s brought in the responsa Divrei 
Rivot, siman 105, “If a guard guards [property] as is appropriate, even if he doesn’t guard it 
like his friend, with a superior guarding, he is exempt [from being liable for any damage]. For 
he need only strive to do what he is obligated to do by the Torah, and not what his friend 
does.”15 Just as the guard who guards more than he is obligated to do by the Torah, surely 
he is called a “a pious person,” for he goes beyond the letter of the law. So too the one who, 
after it is hard for him to become angry, it was easy for him to be appeased: He has done 
more than his obligation, for we have learned that generally, one should not try to appease a 
person at the time of his anger, and therefore he is called “a pious person.”  

  
, וְזֶה לְשׁוֹנוֹ, הַשּׂוֹנֵא שֶׁהָרַג בִּשְׁגָגָה, אֵינוֹ נִקְלָט, ס וְקָשֶׁה לִרְצוֹת, רָשָׁע." כָּתַב הָרַמְבַּ"ם בְּפֶרֶק ו' מֵהִלְכוֹת רוֹצֵחַ וֹ"נוּחַ לִכְע

וְאֵיזֶהוּ שׂוֹנֵא, זֶה שֶׁלּאֹ דִּבֵּר עִמּוֹ שְׁלוֹשָׁה יָמִים מִפְּנֵי הָאֵיבָה. עכ"ל.   וֹ שֶׁהוּא קָרוֹב לְמֵזִיד."וְהוּא לאֹ־אוֹיֵב לוֹ", חֶזְקָת  שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר
 ע. נוּ רָשָׁ ידּוּן כְּמֵזִיד, דְּהַיְ ]נִ [לּוּ אִם יֶאֱרַע לוֹ אֵיזֶה קִלְקוּל בְּשׁוֹגֵג, יִהְיֶה  יוְאִם הוּא קָשֶׁה לְרַצּוֹתוֹ תָּמִיד בְּכַעֲסוֹ וּבְשִׂנְאָתוֹ, וַאֲפִ 

 
Case Four: “Easy to become angry and hard to be appeased: a wicked person.” The 

Rambam writes in the 6th chapter of the Laws of the Murderer, and this is his language: 

When a person who hates [the victim] kills unintentionally, he is not 
received [in a city of refuge], as it is said, [that a city of refuge is for one who 
kills someone though] “though not being an enemy and not seeking to harm.”16 
The presumption is that [a killer whose victim was someone he hated] is close 
to having acted intentionally. Who is considered to be an enemy? A person 
who did not speak to the victim for at least three days because of animosity. 

- Mishneh Torah, Laws of the Murderer 6:10 
If he is always difficult to appease in his anger and in his hatred, and even if some accidental 
damage occurs to [the victim], he will be adjudged as if it was intentional, which is that he is 
a wicked person. 

 
* * * 

 

 
15 Rabbi Yitzchak Adarbi (c. 1510–c. 1584), rosh yeshiva in Salonica, Divrei Rivot (Salonica 1581). 
16 Num. 35:23. 


