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Chapter VI – Mishnah 4 
  

מֵד מֵחֲבֵרוֹ פֶּרֶק אֶחָד אוֹ הֲלָכָה אַחַת אוֹ פָסוּק אֶחָד אוֹ דִ  שֶׁכֵּן מָצִינוּ  לּוּ אוֹת אַחַת, צָרִי לִנְהוֹג בּוֹ כָבוֹד,  יבּוּר אֶחָד אוֹ אֲפִ י הַ
וְאַתָּה אֱנוֹשׁ כְּעֶרְכִּי "דָּעוֹ, שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר  וּקְרָאוֹ רַבּוֹ אַלּוּפוֹ וּמְיוְ פֶל אֶלָּא שְׁנֵי דְבָרִים בִּלְבָד,  וֹבְדָוִד מֶלֶ יִשְׂרָאֵל, שֶׁלּאֹ לָמַד מֵאֲחִית

בִּלְבַד קְרָאוֹ רַבּוֹ  וֹד מֶלֶ יִשְׂרָאֵל, שֶׁלּאֹ לָמַד מֵאֲחִיתמֶר, וּמַה דָּוִ וֹ. וַהֲלאֹ דְבָרִים קַל וָח"אַלּוּפִי וּמְידָֻּעִי פֶל אֶלָּא שְׁנֵי דְבָרִים 
מֵד מֵחֲבֵ וּאַלּוּפוֹ וּמְי לּוּ אוֹת אַחַת, עַל אַחַת כַּמָּה  י בּוּר אֶחָד אוֹ אֲפִ ירוֹ פֶּרֶק אֶחָד אוֹ הֲלָכָה אַחַת אוֹ פָסוּק אֶחָד אוֹ דִ ידָּעוֹ, הַ

, וְאֵין טוֹב אֶלָּא "וּתְמִימִים יִנְחֲלוּ־טוֹב"  ."כָּבוֹד חֲכָמִים יִנְחָלוּ"וְכַמָּה שֶׁצָּרִי לִנְהוֹג בּוֹ כָבוֹד. וְאֵין כָּבוֹד אֶלָּא תוֹרָה, שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר  
    ."רָתִי אַל־תַּעֲזֹבוּ כִּי לֶקַח טוֹב נָתַתִּי לָכֶם תּוֹ"וֹרָה, שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר תּ
  

One who learns from his fellow one chapter, or one halacha, or one verse, or one 
utterance, or even one letter, is obligated to treat him with honor; for so we find with David, 
king of Israel, who learned from Ahitophel no more than two things, yet called him his 
teacher, his guide and his beloved friend, as it is said, “But it was you, a man my equal, my 
guide and my beloved friend.”1 Aren’t these words an a fortiori argument? If David, king of 
Israel who learned from Ahitophel no more than two things, nevertheless called him his 
teacher, his guide and his beloved friend; then in the case of one who learns from his fellow 
one chapter, or one halacha, or one verse, or one utterance, or even one letter, all the more so 
he is under obligation to treat him with honor.  

And “honor” means nothing but Torah, as it is said, “It is honor that sages inherit.”2 
“And the perfect will inherit good,”3 and “good” means nothing but Torah, as it is 

said, “For I give you good instruction; do not forsake my Torah.”4  
- - - - - - - - - - 

שָׁה שֶׁהַשְׁנֵי דְּבָרִים שֶׁלַּמַּד  אֵלֶּה נִפְלְאוּ מִמֶּנּוּ, וְאַרְבָּעָה לאֹ יָדַעְנוּ, שֶׁמִּדִּבְרֵי רַשִׁ"י וּמִדְרָשׁ שְׁמוּאֵל וַאֲבוֹת עוֹלָם, נִרְאֶה    שְׁ
כָּה, נִרְאֶה שֶׁלָּמַד מִמֶּנּוּ דִּשְׁרֵי לְמִכְתַּב  וּוְקָשֶׁה, דְּהָא בְּסוֹף ס  מוּ לוֹ "אֲשֶׁר יַחְדָּו נַמְתִּיק סוֹד" וְכוּ'.מִמֶּנּוּ, הֵם רְמוּזִים בַּפָּסוּק הַסָּ 

אִין אוֹתוֹ דַּוְקָא בַּכָּתֵף, וְשָׁם אִיתָא דְּלָמַד מִמֶּנּוּ שֶׁהָאָרוֹן נוֹשְׂ   שֵׁם אַחַסְפָּא וְכוּ'. וְעוֹד, בַּיַּלְקוּט שְׁמוּאֵל אִיתָא בְּשֵׁם הַיְרוּשַׁלְמִי, 
  כְתַּב שֵׁם אַחַסְפָּא. וְאִם כֵּן, הֵם אַרְבָּעָה דְּבָרִים שֶׁדָּוִד לָמַד מִמֶּנּוּ. ינַמִּי, הָא דְּשָׁרֵי לְמִ 

 
“These three things are beyond me, and four I do not know,”5 that from the words of 

Rashi and Midrash Shmuel6 and Avot Olam,7 it appears that the two things that [David] 

 
* English translation: Copyright © 2023 by Charles S. Stein. Additional essays available at http://zstorah.com 
1 Ps. 55:14. 
2 Prov. 3:35. 
3 Prov. 28:10. 
4 Prov. 4:2. 
5 Cf. Prov. 30:18–19: “Three things are beyond me; four I cannot fathom: How an eagle makes its way over the sky; how a snake makes its 

way over a rock; how a ship makes its way through the high seas; and the way of a man with a young woman.” 
6 Samuel de Uçeda, a 16th century rabbi in Tzfat and Constantinople, Midrash Shmuel (Venice 1579). 
7 Rabbi Binyamin HaKohen (“Rabach”), Avot Olam (Venice, 1719). 
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learned from [Ahitophel] are hinted at in the adjoining verse: “Together we took sweet 
counsel; in the house of G-d we walked with the throng.”8  

The first teaching, on “together we took sweet counsel,” is that one should not learn Torah 
alone. Rashi writes: When Ahitophel found David sitting alone and learning Torah, he said to him, 
“Why are you studying alone? And has it not already been stated (Jer. 50:36), ‘A sword is upon 
the fabricators [badim] and they will become foolish.’?” [Berachot 63b explains that this verse can 
be interpreted homiletically to mean a curse upon Torah scholars who sit alone, bad bevad, and 
study Torah.] 

The second teaching is that one should enter the study hall in a modest manner. Rashi 
writes: When Ahitophel found David entering his House of Study with an upright posture. He said 
to him, “And has it not already been stated (Lev. 19:30), ‘and fear My holy place,’ that a man 
should enter there with fear, so that the fear of Heaven be upon him. And so [too], it states, ‘in the 
house of G-d we walked with the throng [ׁבְּרָגֶש] [be’ragesh]’ [read not ragesh, a throng, but regesh, 
emotion], an expression of awe and fear.” 

Question 1: Were there really only two things that David learned from Ahitophel? 
A difficulty is that at the end of tractate Sukkah, it appears that we learn that David 

learned a third thing from Ahitophel: 

David dug the drainpipes [in the foundation of the Temple, and the waters 
of] the depths rose and sought to inundate the world. . . . David said, “Is there 
anyone who knows if it is permitted to write the [sacred] Name on an 
earthenware shard? [If it is permitted,] we will [write it and] throw it into the 
depths, and they will subside. There was no one who said anything to him. David 
said: Anyone who knows [what] to say and does not say [anything] may he be 
strangled in his throat. Ahithophel raised an a fortiori argument on his own: And 
just as [in order] to make peace between a man and his wife [in the case of sotah, 
when the husband suspects his wife of having committed adultery], the Torah said: 
My Name that was written in sanctity will be erased on the water to establish peace 
for the whole world in its entirety,9 all the more so [it is permitted]. He said to 
David: It is permitted. 

- Sukkah 53a–b 
Furthermore, in Yalkut Shimoni on Samuel,10 it is brought in the name of the Yerushalmi 
(Sanhedrin 10:2), that [David] learned from [Ahitophel] a fourth thing, that they carry the ark 
specifically with the shoulder11 and not on a cart.12 It is also brought there that it is permitted 
to write the sacred Name on an earthenware shard. If so, those are four things that David 
learned from [Ahitophel].  

 
8 Ps. 55:15. 
9 It is typically forbidden to erase the Name of G-d, but Num. 5:11–31 describes the sotah procedure, that if a man suspects his wife of having 

secluded herself with a particular man after being warned not to do so, a priest would write curses including the Name of G-d, then dissolve the 
writing in water, and make her drink the water.  

10 The translator has not found the text in Yalkut Shimoni on Samuel.  
11 Num. 7:9. 
12 II Sam. 6:3–8. 
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"וְאַתָּה אֱנוֹשׁ כְּעֶרְכִּי"   רוֹ, רַבּוֹ דִּכְתִיביפֶל רַבּוֹ, וּלְבַסּוֹף חֲבֵ וֹוְעוֹד קָשֶׁה, דִּבְפֶרֶק חֵלֶק אָמַר רַבִּי יוֹחָנָן, בִּתְחִלָּה קְרָאוֹ דָּוִד לַאֲחִית

הַפָּסוּק   , דִּכְתִיב "אֲשֶׁר יַחְדָּו נַמְתִּיק סוֹד". וְזֶה הֵפֶ הַמְּפָרְשִׁים הַנַּ"ל, שֶׁהֵם אַדְרַבָּה, הֵבִיאוּ רְאָיָה מִזֶּהוּלְבַסּוֹף חֲבֵירוֹוְכוּ'.  
  נָּא."אֲשֶׁר יַחְדָּו" וְכוּ', לִשְׁנֵי דְּבָרִים שֶׁאוֹמֵר הַתַּ 

 
Another difficulty, is that in the 11th chapter of tractate Sanhedrin, entitled “All Israel 

have a part in the World-to-Come”: 

Rabbi Yochanan said: Initially, David called Ahithophel his teacher, 
and eventually, he called him his colleague, and ultimately, he called him his 
friend. Initially, “his teacher,” as it is written: “But it was you, a man my equal, 
my guide and my beloved friend” [and a teacher is called “a guide”]. And 
eventually, he called him his colleague, as it is stated: “Together we took sweet 
counsel; in the house of G-d we walked with the throng” [i.e., “together” 
indicates that they were equals]. And ultimately, he called him his friend, as it is 
stated: “Even my ally, in whom I trusted, who did eat of my bread, has lifted his 
heel against me.”13 

- Sanhedrin 106b–107a 

This is the opposite of the commentators above, for they to the contrary brought evidence 
from this verse, “together we took sweet counsel; in the house of G-d we walked with the throng” 
of two things of which the Tanna spoke, viz, not learning Torah alone, and in humbling oneself 
upon entering a House of Study.  

  
וְאִין הָכִי נָמֵי, דִּלְכוּלֵּי עָלְמָא    י"ש.יחֲלוּקִים הֵם וְכוּ', וְע  וְצָרִי לוֹמַר, כְּמוֹ שֶׁכְּתָב מַהַרְשָׁ"א בְּחִדּוּשֵׁי אַגָּדוֹת שֶׁלּוֹ, דְּמִדְרָשִׁים

וְהַמִּדְרָשׁ    חְדָּו" דְּסָמִי לֵיהּ.הֵם שְׁנֵי דְּבָרִים, וְתוּ לָא, אֶלָּא דְּמִדְרָשׁ אֶחָד סוֹבֵר, שֶׁהֵם הַשְּׁנֵי דְּבָרִים הָרְמוּזִים בַּפָּסוּק "אֲשֶׁר יַ 
  רוֹ, וְהַשְּׁנֵי דְּבָרִים הֵם, הָא דִּשְׁרֵי לְמִכְתַּב שֵׁם, וּבַכָּתֵף יִשְׂאוּ. יז, שֶׁלְּבַסּוֹף קְרָאוֹ חֲבֵ וֹסוּק "אֲשֶׁר יַחְדָּו" בָּא לִרְמאַחֵר סָבַר, דְּפָּ 

 
It needs to be said, as an answer to Question 1, and as the Maharsha wrote in his 

Chiddushei Agadot,14 that these are different Midrashim. It is indeed so, that for everyone 
there are two things that David learned from Ahitophel, and nothing else. Rather, that one 
Midrash is of the opinion, that there are two things hinted at by the verse, “together we took 
sweet counsel,” that is adjacent to [the verse], “But it was you, a man my equal, my guide and 
my beloved friend,” with those two things being not learning Torah alone, and in humbling oneself 
upon entering a House of Study.  

The other Midrash was of the opinion that the verse, “together we took sweet counsel” 
came to hint that at the end [David] called him his friend, and the two things are, that it is 
permitted to write the [sacred] Name on an earthenware shard, and on the shoulder they will 
carry [the ark]. 

 
13 Ps. 41:10. 
14 Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels (“the Maharsha”) (1555–1631), Chiddushei Agadot on Sanhedrin 106b. 
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לּוּ אוֹת אַחַת צָרִי  ירוֹ אֲפִ יצּוּר, הַלָּמֵד מֵחֲבֵ יקוֹת, שֶׁהָיָה לוֹ לוֹמַר בְּקִ וּרַץ מַה שֶׁמַּקְשִׁים, לָמָּה עָשָׂה הַתַּנָּא כֹּל אֵלּוּ הַחֲלוֹבְזֶה יְתוּ

ג בּוֹ כָּבוֹד, אֲבָל אֵינוֹ כְּרַבּוֹ. וְאִם יְלַמְּדֵהוּ יוֹתֵר מִפֶּרֶק אֶחָד,  וֹג וְכוּ'. שֶׁמִּתְּחִלָּה רָצָה לְהַשְׁמִיעֵנוּ דְּעַד פֶּרֶק אֶחָד צָרִי לִנְה יֹ לִנְה
   ן בַּאֲבוֹת עוֹלָם וּבְמִדְרָשׁ שְׁמוּאֵל.ייִהְיֶה נֶחְשַׁב רַבּוֹ מַמָּשׁ. וְעַיִ 

 
By this understanding that David learned two things from Ahitophel, we will explain what 

they question, why the Tanna made all these distinctions, viz, one halacha, one verse, one 
utterance, one letter. [The fifth distinction, “one chapter,” would contain many teachings, so it isn’t 
relevant to the example of David learning two things.] That is, he could have said simply, “One 
who learns from his fellow even one letter needs to treat him with honor. For initially, he wants 
to inform us that up to one verse, he needs to treat him with honor, but he is not his teacher. 
But if he will teach him more than one verse, he will be considered literally his teacher. See 
in Avot Olam and in Midrash Shmuel. 

 
הֲלָכָה  "קוֹת. וּמִתְּחִלָּה אָמַר  וּוּכְנֶגְדָם עָשָׂה אַרְבַּע חֲל פֶל,  וֹפָּק, מַה הֵם הַשְּׁנֵי דְּבָרִים שֶׁלָּמַד דָּוִד מֵאֲחִיתוּוְאַחַר כָּ בָּא הַתַּנָּא כִּמְס

   נוּ הֲלָכָה.ינוּ הָא דִּשְׁרֵי לְמִכְתַּב שֵׁם אַחַסְפָּא, שֶׁלָּמְדוּ מִכֹּחַ קַל וָחֹמֶר, וְהַיְ י, דָּהִי"אַחַת
 
Afterward, the Tanna came with uncertainty as to what are the two things that David 

learned from Ahitophel, and corresponding to them he made four distinctions. Initially he 
said “one halacha,” thinking of the teaching from Sukkah 53a-b that it is permitted to write the 
[sacred] Name on an earthenware shard, which they learned from the strength of an a fortiori 
argument, and this is a halacha. 

  
פֶל לְדָוִד שֶׁהָיָה לוֹמֵד, וְאָמַר לוֹ, וַהֲלאֹ כְּבַר נֶאֱמַר וֹ. כְּמוֹ שֶׁכָּתְבוּ רַשִׁ"י וְהַמְּפָרְשִׁים, שֶׁפַּעַם אַחַת מָצָא אֲחִית"אוֹ פָּסוּק אֶחָד"

    מְּדוֹ אֶלָּא פָּסוּק אֶחָד.יאֶל־הַבַּדִּים וְנֹאָלוּ". שֶׁבְּזֶה לאֹ לִ  "חֶרֶב
 
“Or one verse.” As Rashi and the commentators wrote, that one time, Ahitophel found 

David learning Torah, and said to him, “Has it not already been stated, ‘A sword is upon the 
fabricators and they will become foolish.’ ” By this, he only taught him one verse. 

 
אֶחָדי אוֹ דִּ " שֶׁצָּרִי לִ "בּוּר  זְקוּפָה, אָמַר לוֹ,  בְּקוֹמָה  הַמִּדְרָשׁ  לְבֵית  שֶׁנִּכְנַס  אַחַת מְצָאוֹ  כְּדִכְתִיב  י. שֶׁפַּעַם  כָּנֵס שָׁם בְּמוֹרָא, 

  בּוּר אֶחָד.יקַּר קְרָא דְּ"וּמִקְדָּשִׁי תִּירָאוּ" לָאו לְהָכִי אָתָא, וּמִשּׁוּם הָכִי קְרָאוֹ דִּ יי תִּירָאוּ". וְעִ "וּמִקְדָּשִׁ 
 
“Or one utterance.” That one time, [Ahitophel] found [David] entering a study hall 

standing upright, and he said to him, that he needs to enter in fear, as it is written, “and fear 
My holy place.” The principal of the reading, “and fear My holy place,” didn’t come for this 
purpose, as respecting the Temple is obvious, and because of this, he said to him one 
utterance.15  

 
15 The term in the Mishnah, דִּ יבּוּר [dibur], is often translated as “word,” but can also mean “utterance.” Here the Toldot Shimshon appears to 

be focusing on two words,  ִׁי תִּירָאוּוּמִקְדָּש , “and fear My holy place,” and therefore the translator translates dibur as “utterance” instead of “word.” 
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' עַל פָּסוּק "וַיַּרְכִּבוּ וב  -רֵשׁ הַכְּלִי יָקָר בִּשְׁמוּאֵלידְּאִיתָא יַלְקוּט, דְּאָמַר לוֹ "בַּכָּתֵף יִשָׂאוּ", וּפֵ נוּ מַאי  י, דְּהַיְ "לּוּ אוֹת אַחַתיאוֹ אֲפִ "

לָּא מִפְּנֵי שֶׁבְּנֵי־קְהָת  סּוּר לְהָבִיא הָאָרוֹן עַל הָעֲגָלָה, אֶ ידְּמִפְּשָׁטֵיהּ דִּקְרָא הֲוָה מַשְׁמָע לֵיהּ לְדָוִד, שֶׁאֵין שׁוּם אִ   אֶת־אֲרוֹן" כו',
פֶל רָמַז לוֹ הַדִּיּוּק שֶׁהָיָה לוֹ לוֹמַר בַּכָּתֵף "נוֹשְׂאִין".  וֹוַאֲחִית  .הֶחְמִּירוּ עַל עַצְמָם לְהֲבִיאוֹ בַּכָּתֵף, לְפִיכָ לאֹ נָתַן לָהֶם עֲגָלוֹת

בִים שֶׁיִּשְׂאוּ בַּכָּתֵף, וְלאֹ בְּזוּלָתוֹ. עכ"ל. וְהוּא דִּיּוּק שֶׁל אוֹת  ייָּ וּיד, שֶׁהֵם מְחוּמִדְּקָאָמַר "יִשָׂאוּ", מַשְׁמָע שֶׁהוּא לְשׁוֹן צִוּוּי לְעָתִ 
  אַחַת לְבַדָּהּ.

 
“Or even one letter,” that this is what the Yalkut Shimoni brought, that he said to 

[David], “on the shoulder they were to carry [the ark].” The Kli Yakar16 explained on II 
Samuel 6:3, on the verse, “They loaded the Ark of G-d onto a new cart and conveyed it from 
the house of Abinadab,” that from the plain meaning of Scripture, it connoted to David that 
there was no prohibition against bringing the Ark on a cart. Rather, because the Kohathites 
were strict upon themselves to bring it on the shoulder, therefore [Moses] did not give them 
carts. Thus, as it is written: “Moses took the carts and the oxen and gave them to the Levites. Two 
carts and four oxen he gave to the Gershonites, as required for their service, and four carts and 
eight oxen he gave to the Merarites, as required for their service—under the direction of Ithamar 
son of Aaron the priest. But to the Kohathites he did not give any; since theirs was the service of 
the [most] sacred objects, they were to carry it by shoulder.”17 

However, Ahitophel hinted to [David] the precision, for [Scripture] should have said 
“they are carrying,” in the present tense. But from the fact that it said “they were to carry,” 
in the future tense, the meaning is that this is a command for the future, that they are obligated 
that they will carry the Ark on the shoulder, and not in some other way. In other words, it was 
not just that the Kohathites were being strict upon themselves, but it is actually the halacha that 
the Ark should be carried by shoulder, and that is why David erred in using a cart. This ends the 
Kli Yakar’s explanation. This is the precision of one letter alone, i.e., of Scripture using the future 
tense rather than the present tense.18 

 
לְבֵ   וּמֵעַתָּה לַחֲבֵ יאוּר הַמִּשְׁנָה. הַלָּמֵד מֵחֲבֵ ינָבאֹ  בְּשֻׁלְחָן   רוֹ.ירוֹ, מַקְשִׁים לָמָּה לאֹ אָמַר, הַמְּלַמֵּד  וְיוּבַן, בְּמַה שֶׁכָּתַב הַהַגָּהָה 

דָתוֹ קוֹדֶמֶת  יק, שֶׁאֲבֵ הָ בְ וּבָּעִנְיָן רַבּוֹ הַמּ  עָרוּ יוֹרֶה דֵּעָה סִימָן רמ"ב סְעִיף ל"ד, וְשָׁם בַּשַׁ" ס"ק ס"ו, בְּשֵׁם סֵפֶר הַחֲסִידִים,
קוֹדֶמֶת. וְאִם    -דַת הַנּוֹתֵן הַמָּעוֹת  יד בְּחִנָּם, וִיהוּדִי אֶחָד נוֹתֵן שְׂכַר הַמְּלַמֵּד, אָז אֲבֵ לְשֶׁל אָבִיו, שֶׁאִם הַמְּלַמֵּד אֵינוֹ רוֹצֶה לְלַמֵּ 

    י"ש.ידַת רַבּוֹ, וְעידַת אָבִיו קוֹדֶמֶת לַאֲבֵ יאָבִיו נוֹתֵן הַשְּׂכַר, אֲבֵ 
 
Now we come to an understanding of the Mishnah.  
Question 2: Why didn’t the Mishnah say “one who teaches his fellow”? 
Regarding the term, “one who learned from his fellow,” people ask why [the Tanna] 

didn’t say, “one who teaches his fellow.” This will be understood, in what the Rema’s gloss 

 
16 This does not refer to the Kli Yakar authored by Shlomo Ephraim ben Aaron Luntschitz of Prague, but to the work on the early prophets 

authored by the Syrian rabbi, Shmuel Laniado (d. 1605). 
17 Num. 7:6–9. 
18 For the particular words being discussed נוֹשְׂאִין [no’seen] [“carrying”] vs ּיִשָׂאו [yi’sa’u] [“will carry”], the difference is more than one letter. 

But the point is that one letter can sometimes mean the difference between past, present, or future tense. 



6 
 

writes in the Shulchan Aruch, Yoreh De’ah, siman 242, se’if 34, and there in the Shach,19 
siman katan, se’if 6, in the name of the Sefer haChasidim. It says there, regarding his primary 
teacher, that tending to his lost object takes priority to that of his father. However, if the 
teacher does not want to teach for free, and one Jew pays the wages of the teacher, tending to 
the lost object of the one who gave the funds has priority. If his father gives the wages, the 
requirement to tend to the lost object of his father takes priority to the requirement to tend to 
the lost object of his teacher, and see there.20 

  
רוֹ", שֶׁלִּפְעָמִים  יאֶלָּא "הַלָּמֵד מֵחֲבֵ   ד",בְהָק, מִכָּל מְקוֹם, לאֹ קָתָנֵי "הַמְּלַמֵּ וּ וַהָכִי נַמִּי, אַף עַל גַּב דְּהַתַּנָּא מַיְירֵי בְּרַב שֶׁאֵינוֹ מּ

  לְמִי שֶׁנּוֹתֵן הַמָּעוֹת.יב כָּל כָּ בִּכְבוֹדוֹ, שֶׁהוֹאִיל שֶׁאֵינוֹ מְלַמֵּד לוֹ אֶלָּא בְּשָׂכָר, כָּל הַכָּבוֹד שַׁיָּ יאַף עַל פִּי שֶׁהוּא מְלַמְּדוֹ, אֵינוֹ חַיָּ 
רוֹ שֶׁלִּמְּדוֹ בְּחִנָּם, וּבְזֶה נִכְלָל מִי שֶׁנָּתַן יכְּמוֹ "מֵחֲמַס אָחִי יַעֲקֹב", כְּלוֹמַר, מִי שֶׁלָּמֵד "מֵחֲמַת" חֲבֵ   בָּה,י וְהַמֵּ"ם הִיא מֵ"ם הַסִ 

     כָּבוֹד.ג בּוֹ וֹמָעוֹת לַמְּלַמֵּד, הוֹאִיל שֶׁהוּא לָמַד מֵחֲמָתוֹ אֶחָד מֵאֵלָה הַחֲמִשָּׁה דְּבָרִים, צָרִי לִנְה
 
Thus too, even though the Tanna is speaking about one who is not a primary teacher, 

in any case, he doesn’t say “the one who teaches,” rather “one who learns from his fellow.” 
This is because sometimes even though he teaches him, [the student] is not that obligated to 
honor him, as perhaps he is only teaching him for a salary, and all the honor instead belongs 
to the one who has given the funds.  

Actually, in understanding the term  ֵרוֹימֵחֲב  [me’chavero], we should consider that the letter 
“mem” is a “reclining mem,” not the usual prefix meaning “from,” but “on account of,” as in the 
verse, “On account of the violence to your brother, Jacob.”21 That is as if to say, instead of 
translating as “one who learns from his fellow,” we should translate as “one who learns on 
account of his fellow,” who taught him for free.  

Furthermore, if he learns from a teacher who is being paid, then by this interpretation of 
me’chavero as “on account of his fellow,” we include one who gave funds to teach him, since 
because of him, he learned one of the five things, i.e., one chapter, or one halacha, or one verse, 
or one utterance, or even one letter. Thus, he needs to treat him with honor.  

  
ב לְכַבְּדוֹ  יב לְכַבְּדוֹ. הָא בִּמְקוֹם אָבִיו, אֵינוֹ חַיָּ יוְלאֹ תַּנָא בְּלָשׁוֹן קְצָרָה "צָרִי לְכַבְּדוֹ", מִשּׁוּם דְּדַוְקָא כְּשֶׁאֵינוֹ בִּמְקוֹם אָבִיו, חַיָּ 

, "בּוֹ" דַּוְקָא כְּשֶׁהוּא יְחִידִי, וְלאֹ כְּשֶׁהוּא "ג בּוֹ כָּבוֹדוֹצָרִי לִנְה". וְזֶהוּ  בְהָקוּ מ קוֹדֶמֶת בְּרַבּוֹ  דָתוֹיבְהָק, וְכֵן אֲבֵ וּ אֶלָּא בְּרַבּוֹ מ
פֶל אֶלָּא שְׁנֵי דְּבָרִים בִּלְבַד, וְּקְרָאוֹ רַבּוֹ, דִּשְׁמַע וֹוּמֵבִיא רְאָיָה מִדָּוִד, שֶׁלּאֹ לָמַד מֵאֲחִית  עִם אָבִיו. "בּוֹ" דַּוְקָא, וְלאֹ בְּמָמוֹנוֹ.

  בְהָק, נִקְרָא רַבּוֹ. וּ מִינַּהּ, שֶׁאַף מִי שֶׁאֵינוֹ רַבּוֹ מ
 
Question 3: Why didn’t the Mishnah say “he needs to honor him”? 
The Tanna wrote, “he needs to treat him with honor,” and he didn’t teach in a shorter 

language “he needs to honor him,” because specifically when he is away from home,22 such 
as at a yeshiva, he is required to honor [his teacher]. If he is living with his father, he is only 

 
19 Shabbtai ben Meir haCohen (1621–62) (“the Shach”), noted for his Siftei Cohen commentary on the Shulchan Aruch, Yoreh De’ah. 
20 See also Mishnah Bava Metzia 2:11; Bava Metzia 33a. 
21 Obad. 1:10. 
22 Literally, “not in his father’s place.” 
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obligated to honor his primary teacher, and similarly, when living at home, i.e., with his father 
paying for the primary teacher, the requirement to tend to the lost object of [his father] takes 
priority to that of his primary teacher. 

But it’s a different matter is the student is away from home, even if his studies are being 
funded by his father or someone else. This is the meaning of “he needs to treat him with honor,” 
the student must treat “him,” his teacher, with honor specifically when [the student] is alone, 
i.e., away from home. He does not need to do so when he is with his father, except for a primary 
teacher. When away at yeshiva, the student must honor “him,” his teacher, specifically, and not 
“his [father’s] money.” 

[The Tanna] brings evidence from David, who only learned two things from 
Ahitophel, and yet he called him his teacher, that we learn from this, that even one who is not 
a primary teacher, is called his teacher.   

  
שְׁיָא כְּלָל, שֶׁהֲרֵי מָצִינוּ בַּגְּמָרָא פֶּרֶק ב'  וּד אֶלָּא דַּוְקָא אִם לָמַד מִמֶּנּוּ שְׁנֵי דְּבָרִים. אֵינָהּ קוֹוּמַה שֶׁהִקְשׁוּ זַ"ל, דְּמִדָּוִד אֵין לִלְמ

וְאִם בָּאתָ לְחַלֵּק בֵּין דָּבָר אֶחָד לִשְׁנֵי דְּבָרִים, הָיָה לָנוּ   בְהָק.וּ מ  נוֹיבְהָק, לְרַבּוֹ שֶׁאֵ וּלְּקוּ כְּלָל אֶלָּא בֵּין רַבּוֹ מיצִיעָא, שֶׁלּאֹ חִ דִּמְ 
בֵּין שְׁנַיִם לִשְׁלוֹשָׁה לְאַרְבָּעָה לַחֲמִשָּׁה, וְכַדוֹמֶה. וּכְשֵׁ  לּוּק בֵּין אִם הוּא תַּלְמִיד שֶׁלָּמַד  יאֵין חִ   מוּבְהָקם שֶׁבְּרַבּוֹ  גַּם כֵּן לְחַלֵּק 

'. ם מִשְׁנָה, מִשְׁנָה וְכוּב חָכְמָתוֹ מִמֶּנּוּ, אִם מִקְרָא, מִקְרָא, אִ וֹאוֹ אִם הוּא תַּלְמִיד שֶׁלָּמַד מִמֶּנּוּ מְעַט, אֶלָּא כָּל שֶׁר   מִמֶּנּוּ הַרְבֵּה, 
  , בֵּין אִם לַמַּד הַרְבֵּה דְּבָרִים, בֵּין אִם לָמַד אֶחָד אוֹ שְׁנַים. מוּבְהָקכָּ אֵין לַחֵלֶק בְּרַבּוֹ שֶׁאֵינוֹ 

 
Question 4: How does David learning two things teach us about learning one thing? 
What the commentators of blessed memory questioned,23 is that from David we only 

learn specifically how a person should act if he learned from [a person] two things. This is not 
difficult at all, for we learned in the Gemara, chapter 2 of Bava Metzia 33a, that we only 
make a distinction between a primary teacher and a teacher who is not primary. If you come 
to distinguish between one thing and two things, then we should similarly distinguish 
between two and three and four and five, and the like. Just as with a primary teacher, we 
don’t distinguish between whether he is a student who learned much from him, or if he is a 
student who only learned a little from him, as long as the majority of his wisdom comes from 
him. I.e., if we are talking about Scripture, if he learned a majority of his knowledge of Scripture 
from this teacher. If we are talking about Mishnah, if he learned a majority of his knowledge of 
Mishnah from this teacher. Etc. Thus, we shouldn’t distinguish between a teacher who is not 
primary, whether [the student] learned many things, or whether he only learned one or two 
things. 

 

 
23 See, for example: Avot Olam; Rabbi Judah Loew ben Bezalel (c.1512–1609) (“Maharal of Prague”), Derech Chaim (Prague c. 1578–88); 

and Immanuel Hai ben Avraham Ricchi (1688—1743), Hon Ashir (c. 1710–40). 
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בּוֹת, "וְאֶת־יִרְאֵי  וּוְכוּ', קְרָאוֹ וְכוּ'. עִנְיָן הַקַּל וָחֹמֶר זֶה, יוּבַן בְּמַאי דְּאָמְרִינַן בְּפֶרֶק י"ב דִּכְתוּמַה דָּוִד מֶלֶ יִשְׂרָאֵל שֶׁלּאֹ לָמַד  
וֹ, וְקוֹרֵא לוֹ, רַבִּי רַבִּי, מוֹרִי  נַשְּׁקה' יְכַבֵּד", זֶה יְהוֹשָׁפָט מֶלֶ יְהוּדָה, כְּשֶׁהָיָה רוֹאֶה תַּלְמִיד חָכָם, הָיָה עוֹמֵד מִכִּסְּאוֹ וּמְחַבְּקוֹ וּמְ 

ד, וּבְפַרְהֶסְיָא מֵטִיל  וּמַקְשָׁה הָתָם וּמְתָרֵץ, הָא בְּצִנְעָא, הָא בְּפַרְהֶסְיָא. וּפָרֵשׁ רַשִׁ"י, בְּצִנְעָא הָיָה מְכַבֵּד כָּל אֶחָד וְאֶחָ   מוֹרִי.
דָּעוֹ בְּפַרְהֶסְיָא,  וּ מֶלֶ יִשְׂרָאֵל, לאֹ נִמְנַע לִקְרוֹתוֹ רַבּוֹ אַלּוּפוֹ וּמְי  -וְאַף שֶׁהָיָה דָּוִד    עֲלֵיהֶם אֵימָה כְּדֵי לְהוֹדִיעַ נְשִׂיאוּתוֹ. עכ"ל.

מַד מִמֶּנּוּ מְעַט, וְלאֹ ג כָּבוֹד אַף בְּמִי שֶׁלָּ וֹשֶׁהֲרֵי דָּוִד כָּתַב סִפְרוֹ עַל יְדֵי עֲשָׂרָה זְקֵנִים, דִּשְׁמַע מִינַּהּ, שֶׁהוּא חִיּוּב מִצַּד הַדִּין לִנְה
ק  וֹק בֵּין דָּבָר אֶחָד לִשְׁנֵי דְּבָרִים, צָרִי נַמִּי לַחֲלוֹמִכָּל שֶׁכֵּן, הֶדְיוֹט הַלָּמֵד מִן הַהֶדְיוֹט. וּמִי שֶׁרָצָה לַחֲל נִקְרָא מוֹחֵל עַל כְּבוֹדוֹ.

  בֵּין מֶלֶ לַהֶדְיוֹט. 
 
But what about David, king of Israel, who learned no more than two things from 

Ahitophel, yet called him his teacher, his guide and his beloved friend. The matter of this a 
fortiori argument will be understood by what is said in the 12th chapter of tractate Ketubot 
103b: “ ‘He will honor those who fear the L-rd’24—This is Jehoshaphat, king of Judea. When 
he would see a Torah scholar he would rise from his throne and hug him and kiss him and 
call to him: My teacher, my teacher, my master, my master.” 

They question there and solve: [Shouldn’t] this [display of affection be only] in private, 
and that [aloofness be] in public? Rashi explains: In private he would honor each and every 
one, but in public he casts fear upon them to inform of his sovereignty.  

Even though he was David, king of Israel, he didn’t abstain to call him his teacher, his 
guide and his beloved friend, for David had written his book of Psalms by means of ten elders 
of previous generations, assembling a collection that included compositions of others along with 
his own.25 We hear from this that it is an obligation by the force of law to act with honor even 
toward one from whom one learned a little, and a person should not be considered forgiven 
for failing to honor a teacher because of [the student’s] own honor. This is all the more so true 
in the case of a layman learned from the layman. Whoever wanted to distinguish between one 
thing and two things, also needed to distinguish between a king and a layman. In other words, 
David honored Ahitophel, but David learned two things from him. How do we learn from David 
that we should honor someone who taught us even one thing? The difference is that David was 
king and learned from a layman, whereas in our case, it would be a layman learning from a layman. 
Maybe if David had only learned one thing from Ahitophel, his status as king would have allowed 
him to ignore Ahitophel, but even that isn’t certain, and in any case, we are not kings. 

 
ים יִנְחֲלוּ־טוֹב". וְעוֹד יֵשׁ ימִ עוֹד הִרְגִּישׁוּ הַמְּפָרְשִׁים, שֶׁהַתַּנָּא הִרְכִּיב שֵׁנִי פְּסוּקִים זֶה עִם זֶה, "כָּבוֹד חֲכָמִים יִנְחָלוּ", "וּתְמִ 
ת נסְֻחָאוֹת "אֵין כָּבוֹד אֶלָּא  לְדַקְדֵּק, מַהוּ אֵין כָּבוֹד אֶלָּא תּוֹרָה, אֵין טוֹב אֶלָּא תּוֹרָה, תַּרְתֵּי לָמָּה לִי. אִיבְרָא, שֶׁרָאִינוּ בְּמִקְצָ 

   חַק.וֹזוֹ. וְהוּא דּשְׁיָא  וּנּוּ לְשׁוֹן מִשְׁנָתָם מֵחֲמַת קילַחֲכָמִים", שֶׁשִּׁ 
  

Question 5: How do we understand the structure of the final section of the Mishnah? 
The commentators26 were upset that the Tanna combined the two verses “It is honor 

that sages inherit”27 and “The perfect will inherit good”28 with each other.  

 
24 Ps. 15:4. 
25 Bava Batra 14b. 
26 Avot Olam; also Moses Almosnino (c. 1515-c. 1580), Salonikan preacher, Pirkei Moshe (Salonika 1563). 
27 Prov. 3:35. 
28 Prov. 28:10. 



9 
 

I.e., the structure of the last part of this Mishnah is:  
a) A first teaching, “And ‘honor’ means nothing but Torah”;  
b) A first quotation from Scripture, “It is honor that sages inherit”;  
c) A second quotation from Scripture, “And the perfect will inherit good”; 
d) A second teaching, “And ‘good’ means nothing but Torah”; and 
e) A third quotation from Scripture, “For I give you good instruction; do not forsake my 

Torah.” 
Some commentators were critical because they believed that the first and second quotations 

from Scripture were both intended as support for the first teaching. However, the Toldot Shimshon 
understands the second quotation as introducing the second teaching. 

We also can check, what is the meaning of “ ‘honor’ means nothing but Torah,” and 
“ ‘good’ means nothing but Torah”—why do I need both statements?  

In truth, we see a few versions of Pirkei Avot with the language, “there is no honor 
except to the wise,” that they changed the language of their versions of the Mishnah because 
of this question. For example, in Derech Chaim by Judah Loew ben Bezalel, the Maharal of 
Prague, he keeps the language of the Pirkei Avot that we have, but in his commentary he says that 
the statement “ ‘honor’ means nothing but Torah” is irrelevant to this Mishnah of Pirkei Avot, and 
it should instead say “there is no honor except to the wise.” There are other commentaries that 
actually change the text of the Mishnah of Pirkei Avot in this way. 

The Pirkei Moshe changes the text of the Mishnah of the Pirkei Avot in a different way. He 
omits the Scriptural verses “It is honor that sages inherit,” “And the perfect will inherit good,”29 
and he omits the teaching “ and ‘good’ means nothing but Torah.” Instead, he shows this Mishnah 
as ending: “And “honor” means nothing but Torah, as it is said, ‘For I give you good instruction; 
do not forsake my Torah.’ ”  

This is a forced interpretation. I.e., the Toldot Shimshon considers such changes to be 
inappropriate, as he will make sense of the text that we have. 

 
בְּשִׁ  שֶׁיֵּשׁ   , בְּהַעֲלוֹתְ בְּפָרָשַׁת  חֵלֶק א'  בֵּרֵ  הַזֶּרַע  שֶׁכָּתַב  בְּמַה  חֲכָמִים שְׁתֵּי תּוֹעֲלִיּוֹתיוְיוּבַן,  תַּלְמִידֵי  הָאַחַת, שֶׁמִּתּוֹ מּוּשׁ   .

מְכַבְּדוֹ, זוֹכֶה לְרוּחַ הַקֹּדֶשׁ. וְעַל זֶה שֶׁהוּא רָגִיל אֵצֶל רַבּוֹ, לוֹמֵד מִמֶּנּוּ כֹּל תּוֹרָתוֹ. וְהַשְּׁנִיָּה, שֶׁבִּשְׂכַר שֶׁעוֹמֵד וּמְשָׁרֵת אֶת רַבּוֹ וּ
נוּ רוּחַ  ילַחֲכָמִים, יִהְיֶה לוֹ נַחֲלָה, דְּהַיְ רוּת יוְאִם כֵּן, מִי שֶׁעוֹשֶׂה כָּבוֹד וְשֵׁ  "ש.י ', וְעימּוּדָהּ וְכוּימּוּשָׁהּ יוֹתֵר מִלִּ י אָמְרוּ, גְּדוֹלָה שִׁ 

נְחָל נַחֲלִיאֵל",  "וּמִמַּתָּנָה  פָּסוּק  עַל  זַ"ל  שֶׁאָמְרוּ  כְּמוֹ  וְחָכְמָה,  בִּינָה  שַׁעֲרֵי  שֶׁיִּפְתְּחוּ לוֹ  אֵל.הַקֹּדֶשׁ  אֶלָּא    וֹ  כָּבוֹד  "וְאֵין  וְזֶהוּ 
נוּ פְּנִימִיּוּת הַתּוֹרָה שֶׁהוּא חֵלֶק הַסּוֹד, דִּכְתִיב "וּבְהֵיכָלוֹ כֻּלּוֹ אֹמֵר כָּבוֹד",  יירוּ לוֹ מִן הַשָּׁמַיִם, דְּהַיְ תּוֹרָה", שֶׁיַּרְוִיחַ הַתּוֹרָה שֶׁיָּאִ 

    ."תַּן לָהֶם כְּלִי חֶמְדָּהיחַבִיבִין יִשְׂרָאֵל שֶׁנִּ "וּכְמוֹ שֶׁהֶאֱרַכְנוּ לְעֵיל בְּפֶרֶק ג' עַל 
 
It will be understood, that the Zera Berech30 wrote in part I, on parashat 

Beha’alotecha, that there are two advantages to the service of a Torah scholar. The first, is 
that by being regularly around his teacher, he learns all of his Torah from him. The second, 

 
29 Prov. 28:10. 
30 Rabbi Berachia Berech ben R’ Yitzchak Izaak Shapiro, Zera Berech (Krakow 1646), commentary on the Torah. 
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is that in the merit of standing and serving his teacher and honoring him, he merits Divine 
inspiration. On this, they said: Service of Torah is greater than its study.31 

If so, whoever honors and serves the sages, he will have an inheritance, which is Divine 
inspiration that will open for him the gates of understanding and wisdom, as [the rabbis] of 
blessed memory said on the verse, “and from Matana to Nachaliel, and from Nachaliel to 
Bamoth”32: 

[Rava] said: If a person makes himself [humble] like this wilderness, [which is open 
to all and] upon which everyone treads, the Torah will be given to him as a gift 
[matana]. And once it is given to him as a gift, it his inheritance from G-d 
[nechalo El], as it is stated: “And from Matana to Nachaliel.” And once G-d has 
made it His inheritance, he rises to greatness, as it is stated: “And from Nachaliel 
to Bamoth” [which means heights].  

- Eruvin 54a 
 
This is the meaning of the Tanna’s statement “and ‘honor’ means nothing but Torah, as 

it is said, ‘It is honor that sages inherit.” I.e., [the student who honors and serves a Torah 
scholar] will earn Torah, that will be enlightened to him from Heaven, which is the internality 
of the Torah, which is part of the esoteric secret, as it is written, “While in His temple, all say 
‘Honor!’ ”33 As we detailed at length above in chapter 3, Mishnah 16, about “beloved are 
Israel in that a precious vessel was given to them.” 

 
נוּ  יד מִמֶּנּוּ דָּבָר חָדָשׁ, וְיִהְיֶה תָּמִים בַּתּוֹרָה, וְאָז יִנְחַל הַטּוֹב דְּהַיְ וֹוְעוֹד, שֶׁאִם יְכַבֵּד אוֹתוֹ וְיִהְיֶה שָׁרוּי אֶצְלוֹ לְעוֹלָם, יִקְנֶה וְיִלְמ

רָה, בַּהֲלָכוֹת וְדִינִים הַצְּרִיכִים לְמַעֲשֶׂה, כְּמוֹ שֶׁכָּתַבְנוּ לְעֵיל בְּפֶרֶק  הַתּוֹרָה, שֶׁיִּהְיֶה יוֹדֵעַ לְהָשִׁיב דָּבָר אֱמֶת לַאֲמִתּוֹ בִּפְשַׁט הַתּוֹ
  "ש.ימִשְׁנָה הַנַּ"ל, עַל פָּסוּק "כִּי לֶקַח טוֹב נָתַתִּי לָכֶם" וְכוּ', וְעי ג'

 
Furthermore, if he respects him and stays with him forever, he will obtain and learn 

from him something new, and he will be perfect in the Torah, and then he will inherit the 
good, that is, the Torah. That is why the Tanna said “And the perfect will inherit good,” as it is 
said, “ ‘good’ means nothing but Torah.” I.e., [the student who attaches himself to a Torah 
scholar] will know to answer actual true words in the plain meaning of the Torah, in laws 
necessary in practice, as we wrote above in chapter 3, the Mishnah mentioned above, i.e., 
Mishnah 16, on the verse, “For I give you good instruction; do not forsake my teaching,”34 and 
see there. 

  

 
31 Berachot 7a. 
32 Num. 21:19. 
33 Ps. 29:9. 
34 Prov. 4:2. 
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נוּ ים "וּכְסִילִים מֵרִים קָלוֹן", דְּהַיְ יבוֹד חֲכָמִים יִנְחָלוּ", מְסַיֵּ וְהַשֵּׁנִי פְּסוּקִים שֶׁהִרְכִּיב, מוֹרִים עַל שְׁנֵי עִנְיָנִים אֵלּוּ. שֶׁהַפָּסוּק "כָּ 
אֲבָל הַכְּסִילִים הֵם הֵפֶ    שָּׁה.וּדַבְּקִים בַּקְּדוּהַחֲכָמִים יֵשׁ לָהֶם הַשָּׂגָה גְּדוֹלָה וְהֶאָרָה עֶלְיוֹנָה בִּפְנִימִיּוּת הַתּוֹרָה, שֶׁה' עִמָּם, וְהֵם מ

מֵהַקְּד רָחוֹק  שֶׁהוּא  לְפִי  עָלָיו,  לְרַחֵם  אָסוּר  דַּעַת,  לוֹ  שֶׁאֵין  וּמִי  יִשְׂנְאוּ־דָעַת",  "וּכְסִילִים  דִּכְתִיב  שֶׁכָּתְבוּ  וּזֶה,  כְּמוֹ  שָּׁה, 
שָׁרִים" וְכוּ',  ד הוֹסִיף לְהוֹכִיחַ עַל עִנְיָן הַשֵּׁנִי, מֵהַפָּסוּק שֶׁל "וּתְמִימִים יִנְחֲלוּ־טוֹב", דְּרֵישֵׁיהּ דִּקְרָא "מַשְׁגֶּה יְ וְעוֹ  בָּלִים.וּהַמְק

אֲבָל מִי שֶׁיּוֹשֵׁב תַּדִּיר   מַכְשִׁיל אֶת הָרַבִּים.שֶׁמִּי שֶׁלּאֹ שִׁמֵּשׁ תַּלְמִידֵי חֲכָמִים וְלאֹ לָמַד כֹּל צָרְכּוֹ, הוּא מוֹרֶה הוֹרָאוֹת שֶׁלּאֹ כְּדִין וּ
", "וְאֵין 'טוֹב' אֶלָּא  מוּת, וְהוּא תָּמִים וְשָׁלֵם בְּתַלְמוּדוֹ. וְזֶהוּ "וּתְמִימִים יִנְחֲלוּ־טוֹביאֵצֶל תַּלְמִידֵי חֲכָמִים, קוֹנֶה לְנַפְשׁוֹ הַשְּׁלֵ 

  ן בַּמִּשְׁנָה הַבָּאָה.יוְעַיִ  תּוֹרָה", שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר "כִּי לֶקַח טוֹב" וְכוּ', וּכְמוֹ שֶׁהֶאֱרַכְנוּ לְעֵיל, כְּנִזְכָּר לְעֵיל. 
  

The two verses he combined teach about these two matters.  
That is, regarding the first verse, “It is honor that sages inherit,” the verse concludes 

“but fools get disgrace as their portion.” 
That is: the wise have a great achievement and a supreme illumination of the 

innermost parts of the Torah, for G-d is with them, and they adhere to its holiness. They 
honor and serve a Torah scholar, even attaching themselves to the scholar. 

But the fools are the opposite of this, as it is written, “You fools hate knowledge,”35 
and regarding one who has no knowledge, it is forbidden to have mercy upon him,36 because 
he is distant from the holiness, as the Kabbalists wrote. 

Also, [the Tanna] went on to prove the second issue, regarding fools, from the second 
verse of “the innocent will inherit good,” for the beginning of that verse is “He who misleads 
the upright into an evil course will fall into his own pit.”  

That is, one who does not serve Torah scholars and who doesn’t learn all of his needs 
to learn regarding the plain meaning of the Torah, in laws necessary in practice, he teaches 
instruction that is not in accordance with the law, and misleads many people.  

But one who sits frequently with Torah scholars, acquires perfection for his soul, and 
this is perfection in his learning. This is the meaning of “the innocent will inherit good,” “and 
‘good’ means nothing but Torah,” that it is said, “For I give you good instruction; do not 
forsake my teaching,” and as we explained at length above, as has been mentioned above. See 
in the coming Mishnah. 

 
* * * 

 
35 Prov. 1:22. 
36 Berachot 33a. 


