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DIGEST

Society depends for its functioning on the ability of

human beings to communicate verbally with one another. Yet

this same faculty of speech. readily be destructive.can

Human beings find it easy and even fun to engage in malicious

gossip and slander about one another, even when these words

may hurt their object. Jewish tradition recognizes the dan­

gerous nature of the tongue and seeks to control it by set­

ting up an ethical ideal in which peopled speech, is only

constructive.

This thesis examines in detail the rabbinic attitudes

to and attempts to deal with harmful speech, The rabbis of

the Talmud and Midrash received a set of vague Biblical laws

about forbidden speech and a tradition which forbade them

from decreeing punishments for most purely verbal offenses.

Working within these constraints, they attempted to clarify

the boundary between perinissable and forbidden words and to

impress upon their people the necessity of guarding their

They stressed the gravity of breaking the laws oftongues.

outlined Divinely imposedspeech and severeproper

punishments for the offender.

Specifically, this thesis examines the references in

its5H 刀the Tannaitic and Amoraic literature to

subcategories of duj and rx^ix, and

Within eachits side effects of □''nnnn and 口m nDn>n.

rabbinicinvestigate thechapter, thedefine term,we



treatment of the concept, and seek to understand the origins

of the concept and its currency in the rabbinic world. We

also look briefly at the medieval development of the concept,

noticing the later imposition of more concrete and humanly

controlled forms of punishment for verbally harming another.

iii
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

In the first chapter of Genesis, the Bible tells us

thaX human beings made in the Divine image. Thiswere seem­

ingly simple assertion lays the basis for the entire Biblical

and Jewish theory of the nature of the human species and its

potentialities. If human beings are made in God's image and

God represents perfection, then human beings contain in them

the ability t>o become perfect. Although "they may current»ly

have many faults, they should be able to identify and over­

come those aspects of their being which prevent them from

being God-like or perfect. Not only should they be able to

do tliis, but they are commanded to, for God has said Zo the

Israelites, "You shall be holy, for I the Lord your God am

The individual Jew and the Jewish, nation are com­

manded to do the best, they can to imitate God, to achieve a

God-like level of sanctity in all tlie aspects of their lives.

One might term this the ethical goal of Jewish

In striving to fulfill this mission, -the Jews developed

1 Leviticus 19:2.

Abraham Cohen, "The Ethics of the Rabbis,** Essays in

Gaster,

1

2
honour of th& Very Kev. Dr. J. Hertz^ Chief Rabbi of the 
United Hebrew Congregations of the British EnrpCre. on the 
occasion of his seventieth bzr'thday^ jSeptezHber 25, 2942, ed. 
Isadore Epstein, et. al. (London: E. Goldston, 1942), pp. 
72-75; M. Gaster, ''Conscience 
Religion and Ethics, ed. James Hastings (New York: 
Scribner^ Sons, 1912), IV, 41.

E. Goldston, 1942), 
(Jewish)," EncyctovedicL of 

Charles

holy.**1



an elaborate code of laws, establishing the correct mode of

action for practically circumstance life. Theofevery

rabbis of the Mishnah and the Talmud detailed with great

precision the boundaries between proper and improper actions,

actions which properly fulfill Israeli mission of imitatio

de£ and those which do not*. Alongside the resulting enumera­

tion of the positive and negative commandments, they pre­

scribed remedies for the sinner, ranging from simple repen­

tance to personal correction of the error, to human and

Divinely imposed punishments. All arising from the ethical

goal of holiness, this catalogue of and improperproper

actions and the corrective remedies for the latter is the

legal system of Judaism, the haZaohah.

Certain areas, however, found eausier definition than

It was relatively easy for the rabbis to determineothers.

which sort of food required what blessing, which actions were

prohibited as work on the Sabbath and festivals, or even

which, principles guided a court in its requiring payment of

civil damages or decreeing capital punishment,. Although any

issue of law requires a definition of the boundary between

the permitted and prohibited, the actions objectsor on

either side of that boundary are usually concrete. Most

often it is obvious, except perhaps in minute details, when

transgression of that boundary begins to cause harm to the

individual or to society.

When we turn to misdeeds involving the spoken word, the

necessary facet ofSpeech, ismatter is not so clear cut. a

comniunica,t»ion of inf orina*t.ion &nd ideas,society. Without



iiuman beings would be unable to coexist with one eunother, to

to strivecooperate, for that holiness which. is tlieor

greater ethical goal theirof existence. Anthropologists

point to the development of oral communication as one of the

prime factors which allowed human civilization to develop.

The functioning of the family unit, the market place, the

the larger political community dependssynagogue, or on

people being able to share ideas and information. Social

groups are often defined by who is privy to or excluded from

certain levels of information sharing?

Yet, humans easily abuse faculty of speech.we our

readily using our gift of communication to harm others, even

when we know that to do is wrong. As Moritz Lazarus says:so

theover
of time.

Information, the dissemination which, serves no construe-of

tive purpose, often fascinates Most, of us find it diffi­

cult. to control our tongues. Gossip, slander, and related

misuses of the spoken word can cause enormous pain to others.

Moritz Lazarus, Die Ethik des Juelenthums (Frankfurt,
am

3

4
Main: J. Kauffmann, 1901), I, 308.

occur
course 
neither its frequency

3
Symbolic Interaction (Chicago: 
Press, 19*73), p. 151 ff.

neitner Its frequency nor 
,civilized form of cruelty.4^

Samuel C. Heilman, Synagogue Ltfo: A Study in
The University of Chicago

The shaming and insulting of another is & sign of a 
barbarian disposit.ion; one would assume ■tiiat. they would 

less frequently among human beings
But tiie poison of slander has lost 

its sharpness; slander is the



Therefore, the rabbis perceived real need to developa

legal system which would limit the tendency to harm others

verbally without destroying the positive benefits of the

human ability to communicate. Recognizing that speech could

not be fully free or fully circumscribed, they sought to find

the nebulous boundary between necessary/ permitted and harm-

ful/forbidden words. They envisaged ideal society inan

which, humans having achieved the ethical ideal of zmitatio

det, communication will be used for solely constructive ends.

The spoken word presents an additional difficulty. The

halachic system establishes a strict, regimen for "the life of

the Jew, and this regiinen exists in. order to elevate that

life to a level of holiness. It regulates the Jew's actions

throughout practically every moment., but the major prescrip-

tions can be fulfilled rather mechanically. A ritually ob­

servant. Jew can easily act in ways which are unethical. Such.

people may strictly observe the dietary laws but, be heedless

of the repercussions of the words they speak. The morality

of one's tongue does not affect one's ability to fulfill the

Along with the difficultyrest, of the Divine commandments.

of defining the point at which the words speaks becomeone

unethical, the commandments against improper speech are par­

ticularly difficult to fulfill because they do not involve

concrete action which can easily be habitually performedany

or avoided.

The rabbis strove to meet these difficulties on

number of levels. They counted the few Biblical injunctions

4



against improper speech among the "negative command­

ments," thus establishing these precepts firm legalon

ground.^ Through outrigiit definition and tlirougii examples,

they attempted to describe the boundaries between permitted

and prohibited communication. Finally, they indicated the

severity of these verbal sins, hoping to instill the fear of

God in their followers by describing the grave light in which.

God considers these trespasses and the horrible Divinely

imposed punishments which await» the trespasser.

In these attempts, the rabbis both guided andwere

limited by several principles. One would expect that because

abuse of the human powers of speech, involves infractions of

specific negative commandments, the course of punishment and

retribution would be clear specific sin had beenonce

Rabbinic law establishes clearly that,, unlessidentified.

the Bible specifies otherwise, the punishment for the trans­

gression of a ix? is nip>o, flogging. This flogging takes

place in. & predefined manner with a maximum of thirty nine

lashes.6 However, the rabbis also established ■that this

punishment could only be inflicted for a transgression invol-

Meir HaCohen in hisAs was shown by Rabbi Israel

See his
nrrma

6

5

The theoretical maximum was forty lashes, but in 
practice, only thirty-nine were ever sentenced.

Chafets Chaim, transgression of these also ultimately
involves transgression of positive commandments.



ving an actual act or deed.7 Since words involve no physical

action, under classical rabbinic law, verbal misdeeds could

almost be prosecuted by human courts. Therefore, therenever

was no realistic enforcement on the human level of the in­

junctions against improper speech.

However, several of the categories of improper speech.

either could be considered under another rabbinicor

category of comma.ndmen'ts. Many of the commandments of Levi­

ticus, especially in the Holiness Code of Leviticus 19, are

given with the words nxT】，"You shall fear your God."

On each, of these verses, we find the Midrash comment.ing that

this phrase indicates that the commandnien't is a □.» FDD

"matter entmisted to the heart,'* meaning that the fulfill-a

ment of the commandment, was left up to the conscience of the

individual. For instance, should honor the elderly andone

should avoid taking advantage of others' handicaps, whether

God® and knows that,physical or otherwise, because one fears

if no human being can enforce these particular command­even

ments, God certainly knows and takes note of whether one has

Only God and the individual can eventransgressed or not.

judge whether the motivations of one's actions words areor

8 Sifi*cl KecLosMm 88d, 91% Behai* 107d, 109d.

6

7 
HzZchot Sanhedrin 18:2.

Tevumah 3a-b; Makot 16a; Shaz^uot 21a; Mzshneh Torah, 
These texts also establish, that, the 

only exceptions to this principle are that flogging is pre­
scribed for the one who fails to fulfill an oath., the one who 
exchanges one gift promised to the Sanctuary with another, 
and the one who curses another invoking God's name.



such that they are unethical.
While, as will see, only one of the categories ofwe

verbal misconduct considered here is specifically considered

a FDD this principle pervades them all. While the

rabbis considered the laws of proper verbal conduct humanly

unenforceable, they balanced their sense of human limitation

with a very strong certainty that God takes personal concern

with the fulfillment of these commandments. In many cases,

the rabbis considered & breach of these laws of communication

to be more serious than, the corresponding punishable acts.

The Divine punishments with which the rabbis threatened the

sinners were dire, ranging from leprosy in this life to

eternal punishment after death.

As we shall see, this reliance on Divine punishment of

the person who harms others through the spoken, word was not

found in every instance completely satisfactory. In Geonic

and later medieval periods, the rabbis began to institute

sort of punishment for verbal misdeeds.^ IX is highlysome

unlikely that the rabbis were ever able to punish every

verbal misdeed, for as Maimonides points out in his Guide for

the Perplexed, **If one were to be sentenced to flogging for

transgression of speech, most people would be whippedevery

sources.

7

However, this period is not the focus of this work. 
Information on 

secondary

9
We will not look at these changes in detail, 
them has been collected only from 
particularly from the FPFDJm



Therefore, for the most, part dealing with.we are a

legal system based on the ethical mandate of imzta-tzo dex.

The Jews are commanded t»o be God—like in everything, includ­

ing their speech.. However, it extremely difficult forwas

the rabbis to determine the exact boundaries of God-like

speech. At what point does information sharing, witnessing,

proper rebuking begin to be vicious gossip, slander,or

libel, talebearing, or otherwise harm or embarrassment caus­

ing words? In the social setting, what, sorts of communi-

cation are a necessary part of life, and what becomes abuse

of this God-given gift of the tongue? Most significantly.

how does society regulate such. & prevalent and yet difficult

to define abuse?

In the following chapters, will explore the classi-we

cal rabbinic treatment of several specific ways that one can

harm another through the spoken word, and we will endeavor to

understand where the rabbis drew the line between permissable

and prohibited speech, how they communicated this boundary to

their people, and how they sought to enforce these command-

While parts of this material have been gathered byments.

others, no one has sought critically to explore tills concep-

unit.11of Jewish ethics and halachah. as atual area

1° Moreh Ne^uchim 3:41.

one

8

Rabbi Israel Meir HaCohen in his Chafets Chaim is a 
who explores this field for didactic

11 
prime example of 
purposes.



The primary form of forbidden speech to be considered

will be slander in the broadest, sense of the term, called in

rabbinic Hebrew 5D We will also consider three re­

lated concepts, each of which could be considered subcase—

gories of 5fl namely 5 aid X^lD, mKm and DXD1X

In addition we will look at two categories of one ofErmr.

the side-effects of slander, emb arrassment, bim UJ1P and

Our sources for the rabbinic treatment of these

concepts will be the texts of the Tannaim and Amoraim, both

halachic and aggadic, through the codification of the Tai-

mudim and the major Midrashim. Effort has been made to

locate all references to these concepts in. this literature

through consultation of the various concordances, encyclope­

dias, indices to translations, parallel texts, and notes in

the limited secondary literature. Reference is also made to

the Mishneh Torah for a summary of the laws of these various

No regular effort has been made to establish theconcepts.

development of the concepts within the classical rabbinic

period. Too few of the texts are given attribution, and the

difficulties in dating them goes beyond the scope of this

work. Information about Geonic and medieval changes in the

laws has been gleaned from secondary sources.

9



CHAPTER II:

A. THK MOST DANGEROUS LIMB IN THE BODY

On

so

milk and left.

The legs were saying, •'No other limbs

The eyes said.
The heart.

can
The

Psalms 39:2.

10

son
Immediately, Solomon sent and

tongue said, "Today you 
you.'1 
and went on his way.

There is a story about a Persian king who, about to 
die, became extremely weak.
"There is no remedy for you unless they bring 
lion's milk and you drink it until you are well.** 
sent to King Solomon, the son of David, giving (his 
messengers) much money.
called for Benayahu ben Yehoyada, saying to him, "How 
can we find lion^s milk?" 
ten goats.**

"I said ttiati I would keep wauXch. over my way to avoid 
my

The doctors told him, 
you 

He

sinning with my tongue, (I will keep a muzzle on 
mouth so long as the wicked man is in my presence).**1

The tongue replied, sayingj "I am better than 
for without speech, what would you have done?" 

All the limbs answered and replied to the tongue, "How 
you be so presumptuous as to compare yourself to 

us? You dwell in dark place, and unlike all the other 
limbs, you do not even have any bone in you!" 

will admit that I rule over 
When the man woke up, he remembered his dream 

When he came into the king, he 
said, "Here is the bitch's milk which we sought for you

Benayahu answered, "Give me 
He went with the kingJs servants to a 

lion's den where a lioness was nursing her cubs, 
the first day, he stood at a distance and threw her a 
goat which she ate, on the second day he drew a bit 
nearer and threw another, and so he did on each day. 
After ten days, he had drawn so near her that he could 
play with her and touch her teats. He took some of her

They came to Solomon, who sent the 
messengers on their way. When they were half way home, 
the doctor had a dream in which his limbs were arguing 
with each other, 
are like us, for if we had not walked, the body would 
not have been able to bring the milk.M 
"We are the most exalted, for if we had not shown him 
the way, h.e could not have done anything.'' 
answered, "I am more exalted than you all, for if I had 
not given the advice, you could have done nothing to 
help." The tongue replied, sayingj "I am 
you,



to drink.'' or-

command my hanging?',

his way.

The rabbis recognized the impossib ility ofnear con­

trolling one's speech, even when has the best of intentions,

and following the Biblical model, they attributed this diffi­

culty to the fickle and powerfully independent tongue. The

Bible while frequently presenting the tongue as the source of*

deceit and falsehood, also speaks of it as a sharpened arrow4

fire,6 boaster,7a consuming as the improperas

life and death.® As a source of life, theand as & source of

Proverbs 18:21.

3 Midrash Tehilim 39:2.

4 Jeremiah 9:7.

5 Psalms 57:5,64:4.

6 Isaiah 30:27.

7 Psalms 12:4.

8 Proverbs 18:21.

11

Immediately, the king was enraged and 
dered that, he should be hanged. When he was walking to 

The tongue

on 
we 

Thus

He replied, "What dif-
In addi-

They agreed.
to the hangmen, "Return me to the king.*1 
returned him to the king, he said to him, "Why did

The king said to him, "Because 
you brought me bitches milk." 
Terence does it make to you if it heals you?

(The king) took

be hanged, all the limbs began to tremble.
said to them, "Did I not say to you today that you have 
notching sub stant ial? If I save you, admit ttiat I rule 
over you." They agreed. Immediately, the tongue said

When they
you

or sword,®

tongue.**2

tion, one can call a lioness a bitch.** 
the milk from him, drank it, and was healed. Finding 
that it was indeed lion's milk, he sent the servant

All his limbs said (to the tongue), "Now 
admit to you that you rule over all the limbs." 
it is written, "Life and death are in the hands of the 

_ David said, MI said that I would keep watch
over my way to avoid sinning with my tongue.'*3



controlled, tongue also wield great, power. As Proverbscan

says, "He who guards his mouth and tongue guards his soul

from troubles.

Rabbinic tradition continues this view of the tongue,

presenting the tongue as a very dangerous character,

bodily part, with power disproportionate to its size, and as

one which must be carefully guarded because of its disposi-

■tion for evil. Its lack of bone or exposure to the outside,

far from indicating its weakness, evidence itsofare

strength. Just to protect the world from its effects, it is

kept horizontal, locked behind cheeks and jaws with. & ready

source of water to quench the fires it can cause. Were it not

for this elaborate jail, how much more havoo might the tongue

wreak?10

although the tongue's destructiveHowever, ispower

great, it can also lead to good. VayikrcL Kaba 33:1 finds

several ways to interpret the assertion in Proverbs 18:21

that "Life and death are in the hands of the tongue." Rabbi

Chiya bar Aba and Rabbi Yanai claim that this just means that

the tongue can choose life by eating only properly tithed

The two followingproduce and death by doing the opposite.

also preva-agadot indicate that other interpretations were

9 Proverbs 21:23.

Raba 16:4; Midrash Tehiltm1°. Arachin 15b; Vayikra
120:2.

12



lent.

He

comes

tender and tough tongue.

one

one

Thus, the tongue has the ability to be either good or bad,

and the human challenge is to curb the bad and choose only

the good.

The difficulties of guarding one^s speech and avoiding

unethical verbal behavior stem from the very nature of the

God created the human beinghuman ability to communicate.

with a tongue which can, if allowed, control one's entire

body and lead it to destruction and sin. On the other hand,

This dan-it can also lead one to & good and proper life.

Proper use of the facility ofgerous organ can be mastered.

Leviticus 25:14. For an explanation of this proof-

12 Vayikva Raba 33:1.

13

11
text, see Chapter V, crmr PKDIX.

Rabbi made a feast for his students and served them 
They began Xo choose the

tender tongue and leave the tough.

us
He went and

another. 
When you sell 

oppress

went and brought, him tongue, 
told you to buy some of the best meat in the market 
brought us tongue, and when I said to you buy , 
of the worst meat in the market, you brought 
tongue.** 
bad come from it.

Rabban Gamliel said to his servant Tavi, '*Go, buy 
some of the best meat in the marked." 
brought him tongue. After & few days, he said to him, 
"Go and buy some of the worst meat, in the market." 

He said to him, "When I 
you 

some 
• us 

He replied, "Master, both the good and the 
When it is good, only good 

from it, and when it is bad, only bad comes from it.11

He said to them, 
"My children, know what you are doing. Just as you are 
choosing the tender and leaving the tough, so should 
your tongues be tender to one another. Therefore, 
Moses warned Israel and said to them: 
property to your neighbor, ・ ・ .do not
another."1^2



speech is the ethical and moral responsibility of every human

being.

B. DEFINITION OF

1- Generaul Definition

According to Rabbi Chanina, every Biblical mention, of

leshon 及 ara,】3the word 「uj 刀 tongue, refers to W 刀

literally "the evil tongue*' but best translated as "slander."

The specific term 5F1 11UJ? does not occur in the Bible, and

the only phrase even similar is "5D 1^3," "Keep your

The terminology of 5门 \UJ刀 if not the

concept, is purely rabbinic. Because no one prooftext or set

of prooftexts exists to delimit its meaning, 571 along

with its Aramaic equivalents, NUJP y > and >aur>

(the triple tongue), developed into very broad concept

encompassing many different sorts of misuse of the human

Several of its subcategories, 13 UJfacility of language.

5, mkm and bnr T1X21X, will be examined separately in

later chapters.

In medieval and modern times, especially under the

influence of Yiddish, 5H 11UJ> has come to be understood as

13. Arachin 15b. one might

14 Psalms 34:14.

14

While one might argue that Rabbi 
Chanina makes this statement only for the sake of creating a 
series of prooftexts for 5FI 刀 it is a significant asser­
tion in its own right.

tongue from evil.M^4



"gossip," but, shall see, this has virtually no basisas we

in the classical texts. However, in translating 571 Ilin? as

slander, we are admittedly broadening the sense of the Eng­

lish term. Traditionally, slander has been defined Mtheas

utXerance or dissemination of false statements or reports

concerning a person, or malicious misrepresentation of his

auctions, in order to defame or injure him・''15 Under this

rubric, if the words spoken true, they ,•evilare are

speaking'1 rather than slander.^6 5F1 fits this defini­

tion of slander with two exceptions: its contents can be true

as well as false, and the effect of the words, not. rhe intent,

behind them, is what matters. We might rewrite the above

definition to read, "the utterance or dissemination of state­

ments or reports concerning a person or malicious misrepre­

sentation of his actions, which might defame or injure him.'*

The rabbis nowhere give us such a concise definition of

do have sever&lIn the pre-Geonic literature,5FI we

instances where aspects of the concept are clarified, but, for

the most part, those searching for precise delineation of the

limits of proper speech must derive these limits from the

examples found in the literature.numerous

As with the other concepts we will examine in this

Encyolopedia of Reli-J. M. Vaizey Hope, "Slander/*

16 Hope, p. 585.

15

15
gion and Ethics, XI, p. 585.



work, the rabbis es-tablished that speaking 5H *puj> is a sin,

a transgression of the negative commandinent given either in

Leviticus 19:16 X?/* "Do not go about as a

talebearer among your people," preferably in Deuteronomyor

23:10, “5 nnn mgm" "Keep yourself from any evil

word.**17 While 5H is quite definitely a sin against,

18one's fellow human beings, it is also a sin involving only-

words, not actions, a F1UJW 口 1'NUJ 1X>. Therefore, human

courts cannot punish the slanderer; consequences for this

specific transgression of God's law come only from God. Thus,

alt,hough the rabbis define 5F1 11UJ> within their legal sys-

the human level, the concept is ethical in itstem, on

import.

2. Potential Objects of

broad category ofThe rabbis define 5FI TIUJ^ as a

It does not occur only in one narrowlyverbal misdeeds.

circumscribed area of human conduct. The slander can take on

many forms, have many objects, and have various sorts of

Improper comments made about God, other humancontent.

beings, or even inanimate objects all fall into the category

of 5fl

Any questioning or eriticism of God's motives or plans

4b; Sifrei De^arim, Ki1:1, fPeahYerushalmi

18 BamtdbaT Raba 8:5.

16

17 
Tetse, 234.



is considered explicit slander of God. The primeval serpent,

in speaking to Eve, slandered God when it questioned God's

absolute right to . sovereignty and ascribed to God false

motives for forbidding to Adam and Eve the :fruit of the Tree

of Knowledge. According to the midrash, the serpent told

Adam and Eve that even God had to eat from the Tree in order

to create the world. Not wanting any competition, and Jea­

lous of the humeun potential to be fellow creators, God for­

bade the fruit of the Tree to Adam and Eve. If they were to

eat from the Tree, said the serpent, they would gain the

knowledge which God had withheld from them and ensure their

continuing mastery over the world.19

Although the serpent is perhaps the most famous slan-

at times equally b lasphemous.derer of God, humans were

Israel, when questioning God's ability to feed the people in

God.21wilderness,20 spoke The rabbisagainstthe

considered God's providence, goodness, and wisdom to be un-

Therefore, to imply any Divine lack, especial-questionab le .

concept has vastThisscandalous.ly in these areas, was

life becomes, theimplications, for no matter how difficult

benevolent protec-Jews cannot allow themselves to doubt» the

ShofetimRaba 19:4;Bereishit

20 Numbers 11.

21 Pirkei D^Rabbi Elieze^ 53.

17

Raba
Metsora 2; Tanchuma

19 Bereishit Raba 19:4; De^arim 
5:10; Tanchuma Bereishit 8; Tanchuma, 
Buber Metsora 7.



tion of God. This doubt would be considered slander of God.

In addition, because human beings are made in the Divine

image, and they together with the world are God's creation,

slander of anyone or anything is implicit slander of God.

The literature is filled with examples of slander of

Josephus ror,22human beings. his slander of his brothers,

was, according to the midrash, triplefold. He accused his

brothers of eating a limb from a living animal, of denigrat­

ing the servant women's sons and treating them like slaves,

and of paying inappropriate attention to the Canaanite women.

The rabbis derived these specifics from the punishments Jo­

seph himself is known to have suffered: his coat was smeared

with the blood of & goat when he was sold into Egypt; he

himself became & slave; and he was seduced by Potifar^s

wife.23 This slander, because it led Joseph's brothers to

sell him, had the grave consequences of leading to the exile

and enslavement of all Israel,24 and it prevented the descen­

dents of Joseph from becoming the High Priests.25 Other

examples of 571 against human beings include Miriam and

Aaron's mutterings about Moses* separating himself from his

22 A Biblical term for slander.

23 Yerushalmi Peah 1:1, f. 4a.

24 Tanchuma Vayeshev 2.

25 Mid^ash T&htlim 101:2.
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wife in Numbers 12,26 Tsiba^s wrongly accusing Mefiboshet of

being unlearned in Torah in II Samuel 9:4,27 and Hamands

denunciation of the Jews to Ahasliuerus.^S

5FI directed against inanimate objects becan

equally serious in its The rabbis assert thatconsequences.

the verdict not sealed that the generation of the Exoduswas

would die in the wilderness until the spies brought back

their evil report of the nature of the Promised Land. These

words were slanderous. However, the rabbis also comment that

if this was the result of slander of inanimate objects, how

would it have been had they slandered humanmuch worse

beings!29

3. Possible Content of 11UJ?

Just as the rabbis did not delimit the possible extent

of 5FI by defining its object, so they left the scope of

potential content of the slander broad. It is obvious, even

from these few examples, that 5D can involve the dis-

Bamidbar Raba> 16:5; Devartzw

27

28 Megilah 13b.

29 Arachin 15a, Mishnah Araohin 3:5.

Shabbat 56a. When Tsiba tells David that Mefiboshet 
is in nnn x>, the rabbis understand this to be a statement 
about Mefiboshet's learning, not the name of his location.

26 Avot D^Rabbi Natan 9:2;
Raba Kt Tetse 6:8, 11; Pirkei D^Rabbt Eltezer 54; Tanohuma 
Me^sora 5; Tanohuma Buber Metsora 6; Mtshnat Rabbi Eliezez^j 
pp. 174-175.



semination of false information. The serpent and the Is­

raelites in the wilderness spoke untrue words about, God.

Joseph, fabricated stories about his brothers. The spies gave

false report about the nature of the land. However, not, all

slander- involves lies and misrepresentation of the truth.

Most aspects of 5H involve verbal harm of

another. Therefore, if the words spoken are true but still

their subject harm, they considered 5F1 「5,cause are

especially if they are spoken with evil intent. Rabbi consi­

dered it improper that Rabbi Shimon, when questioned about an

improperly written document, named the person responsible for

the error when a mere denial of his own responsibility would

have served the same purpose We find a similar sort of

5FI described in the Palestinean Talmud:

come!"

Here, Rabbi Yochanan indicates that true but unostentatious

5H can also take the form of an implied or oblique

criticism of another by hinting at that personas name and

causing others to think of him when he is failing to fulfill

a communal responsibility.

30 Bava Batra 164b.

31 YevushaZmi Peah 1:1, f. 4b.

20

The flax shopkeepers had & day of forced government 
service, and one named Bar Chub at s did not go out. 

someone 
replied, "Cheese Cchuvtsah') .** He said> ''Let Chub at s

Rabbi Yochanan said, "This Is unostentatious 
slander.''31

one 
They asked, MWhat» did we eat that day?" and 

He said^



True words about another, even with the best of inten­

tions also forbidden. In questioning how naming theare

scribe who did a particularly notable job, words spoken in

his praise, can be 5F1 刀 the Gemara quotes Rav Dimi who

said, "One is forbidden ever to speak favorably about another

because through speaking favorably, one comes to speak de-

What one person considers praise, another may

understand as criticism or use as information against the

trying to benefit. If one praises an Inn-person, one was

keeper publically for his good service, this tells others

that, he is prospering and is a worthy target of a burglary.33

Similarly, telling another that they can find fire in FlonPs

house is 5F1 because it implies that the person is rich

34enough to be cooking meat and fish regularly:

4. 5n pnx

It is difficult to comprehend how these last two

In-exaumples could actaially be considered slanderous words.

also Arachin 16a; Tos^ftaBava Batra 164b; see

Rash!

fall

34 ArcLohtn 16a.

32 
Avodah Zara 1:10-14.

33 Arachzn 16a. R&shi adds an alternative explana­
tion, saying that the praise encourages others to patronize 
him and if he is not prepared for that volume of business, he 
will not be able to maintain his standards and may even 
under.

rogatively."52



deed, Rashi, looking to the Tosefta,^^ uses the second as an

example of 5H "5 pnx,36 literally "dust of slander/1 words

which almost, slander might lead to it. We findare or

limited instance of this term in the classical rabbinic

literature, but its incidence is useful in our identifying

the nebulous boundary between prohibited and permissible

speech. Words which are pax are permissable, but

should be avoided because of their potential capacity either

to lead to slander or to cause their object some sort of

harm. In their discussion of 571 P3X, we find evidence

of the rabbis^ recognition of the difficulty of avoiding

misuse of the tongue. Everyone is guilty of slander, or at

"dust of slander.*least. the The Talmud lists 5F1

P3X along with sinful thought and the calculation of the

results of prayer as three things which are unavoidable every

d&y.38

5FI pnx can also be white lies which, by repeating

pretending to repeat the words of another, fulfillor

making or preserving peace betweenhigher purpose, such as

human beings. This too is explicitly permitted, for even God

In­engaged in this practice to preserve domestic harmony.

35 that one should

36 BavaBatra 165a.

37 Bava Batra 165a.

38 Bava BaZra 164b—165a.

22

Tosefta Avodah Zarah 1:10, 14 says 
auvoid even speaking well of another because of kinn TiUJ? pnx.



stead of repeating Sarah's disbelief that her aged husband

could beget child, God told Abraham that Sarah questioneda

her own ability to conceive.®®

5. Pormll/tod Forms of ynn

There are a few instances in which 5FI 11UJ? itself is

explicitly permitted or declared not to be 5FI Because

nothing should be allowed to interfere with the functioning

of the courts and the court's functionaries must be allowed

to protect themselves from abuse, a messenger of the court is

allowed to report back if he has received disrespectful

The rabbis are less comfortable about following God's

example and specifically permitting 5F1 for the sake of

Rabbi Shmuel bar Nachman quotes Rabbi Yonatan aspeace.

saying that it is permissable to speak slander about people

who are fighting one another, if the puirpose is to make peace

and end the struggle.41 However, in spite of the Biblical

precedents the commentators are extremely uncomfor*ta»ble with

this statement because they consider the protdbition against

They must have been unwilling to5FI to be absolute.

39 ybtusKclZ mi Peah 1:1, f • 4b.

4° Moed Katan 16a.

41 Yerushalmi Peah 1:1, f. 4b.
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extend God's arn pnx in the case of Sarah42 43 to the

straight 5FI 11UJ? which might be spoken in their day and age

by human beings. The commentators resolve their difficulty

with this permission to slander by understanding the Gemara

here to refer exclusively to court testimony. When a fight is

involved, a witness may testify without its being considered

slander .44

Later Jewish law expanded on this concept, detailing

the requirements which must be met before one can legitimate­

ly speak 5H 5FI 115 is permitted only for the pur­

pose of saving a harmed person and bringing out the truth.

One can report seeing a theft or another similar crime only

if： one has personally been a witness and is certain th&t

ones testimony is time; if one is certain that a purposeful

crime has been committed; if has first reproved theone

sinner and he has failed to make amends; if one does not.

exaggerate the crime; if the testimony is to the benefit of

the person harmed; if there is no other way to accomplish the

same benefit; and if what one says does not lead to &» stric­

ter judgment than there would otherwise have been. At the

42 Yerushalmi Peak 1:1, f. 4b, see above, p. 23.

43
as

44

24

Gtlyon Hashas to Yerushalmz Peah 1:1, f. 4b; Mishneh
Torah, Hilohot Sanhedrin 25:6. For further treatment of
perinissable court testimony, see the chapter on yr 口id

When Joseph's brothers report their father's request 
that Joseph formally forgive them, the Torah, regarded 
God's word, similarly attributes words to Jacob which he 
never said.



other end of the process, vrn Is permitted Xo prevent

potential harm, even if it is based only on suspicion and not

on solid evidence, as long as the suspicion is well grounded

and the does not lead the person into greater

trouble. We are even commanded to speak 5F1 to warn

others against people who are bad companions, who do not

study Torah, who are flagrant transgressors of well-known

commandments, or who do not fear God. This is especially

true if we do not speak out of hatred of the person, if we

speak out of a desire to help others, and if we have already

rebuked the objects of our slander and tried to make them

mend their ways. Thus, in certain defined instances,

became a legal, moral, and communal obligation.45

6. The Boundary Be-tween Permitited &nd Prohibited Speecli

Establishing whether TlUJ? is occasionally permiss-

able or not In specific settings, does not really help in. the

difficult problem, the definition of the boundary be-more

tween 5F1 [10〉 and generally permitted communication. At

wha>t point does something cease being slander S/nd become

simply public information?

45 CPSUJD3 rr〉、 niuran ^jnn iiuj> 7项'enro 
.331-337 ,(1962) XD FP "mW

Rabah said: 
person 
(Abayei) answered him:

Anything said in the presence of the 
(spoken about) has no element of slander in it. 

Even worse, it is insolence,



Rabah. here is of the opinion that words spoken in the pre­

sence of their object are not because one would

say things about people in their presence which mightnever

later be regretted. However, Abayei, in doubting human

beings^ capacity habitually to think before speaking, is

perhaps the better judge of human nature. His view ultimate­

ly prevails, for Maimonides states, .MIt is the same whether

-•47speaks 5F1 11UJ? in its subject's presenceone not.or

Rabaii^s attempt to limit the scope of forbidden speech is not

accepted. An important assumption is made here about

5H 「5 always involves words about a third party,5FI.

never comments one makes about oneself or the person to whom

one is talking.

Words then retain their element of ^nn when they

in their object's presence and when they are truth-are said

boundary with public information must then beful. The

the context in which the words are spoken.dependent on

further tightening of the regulations againstUntil the

48 the consensus was that as soon as5Fl by the Musar schools,

46 Arachtn 15b.

47 Mtshneh Torahs Hilchot Deot 7:5.
48

Ort

and he has spoken slander. (R&b&h) replied: 
the view of Rabbi Yosei who said that he 
something and then retracted it (literally, 
around, i.e., to see who might, be listening).46

.r^nnijn n'nDiz>p^Dxn .i^nnxi
.1048 'u . XD

I follow 
never said 

turned



a matter was spoken of in the presence of three people, it.

w&s simply a matter of fact. The rabbis asserted that if one

spoke in the presence of three or more people, one had to
that the word would spread from one friend to anotherassume

and become generally known.4^

According to this particular definition, then, IIS

must have an element of secrecy and surreptitiousness; any­

thing said publically which would harm another must fall

under a different category, perhaps the commandments against

embarrassing another (bmm UJm) or causing another^ face

to blanche (D'DD n33?n).50 However, texts do not support,our

this delineation, for we have numerous examples of slanderous

words called 5H which are spoken for an entire com­

munity to hear. Most noteworthy is the slander of the spies

of the Promised Land which was spoken to the entire community

of Israel.

The Chafets Chaim and his predecessors must have sensed

this inconsistency, and they filled a major loophole in the

law, severely limiting the legitimization of public slander.

They claimed that if the words were spoken within & circle of

friends or relatives, if they were spoken in a large city, if

if the first tellerrepeated in another city,they orwere

warned others not to repeat the story, 5门 TlUJ? was involved

49 Arachin 16a; Mtshneh Torah, Hilchot Deot 7:5.

50 See Chapter VI.



even if the words were spoken in the presence of three.51

If slander spoken as public information is not [IS

5D, slander spoken privately certainly is. The midrash

commerrts on Ecclesiastes 5:5, "(Do not allow your mouth to

cause your flesh to sin,) and do not say in the presence of

the angel that it was an (Why should God be angerederror.

by your voice and ruin the work of your hands?)'* saying:

know.*'

One is accountable for the words which issue from one^s

mouth., no matter whether another human being is listening or

We are morally accountable fornot, for God is listening.

actions whether or not they cause harm.our

51 UDUjnn

52 Ecclesiastes 10:20.

53 Isaiah 6:2.

6:10;

on the verse.
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nurian iJin tiuj> nmpn aim
.327 .(1962) XD \3P

Do not say, *'Behold, I will go and speak slander, and 
no living creature will know." The Holy One, blessed 
be He, will say to him, "Know that I am sending

54 Raba, Ki Tetse 6:10; see also Tanchuma
Me~tsoT<t 1 aund TcLfichumcb Bzcb^z* Metsora 2 for simll&r commen— 
taries on the verse. Midvcbsh TshiHm 52:2 makes the same 
point in a different context.

an 
angel who will stand next to you and write down every­
thing that you say about your fellows." From whence do 
we know this? It is written, "Do not curse a king even 
in your thoughts (or & rich man in your bedroom, for 
tiie bird of heaven will carry away the utterance, and 
the winged creature will tell of the matter).1,52 What
does it mean that "the winged creature will tell of the 

These are the angelsJ_ for it is written aboutmatter?" These are the angels^ 
them,・ each with six wings."®3



The person receiving the 5门 11UJ> also has some moral

responsibility. One tradition goes so far to call theas

person a slanderer who understands when slander is merely

by another .55implied or hinted at In taking the cue from

anoxher^s hint, one is helping to make the slander explicit

and public. However:

The master said to them, "What, shall we

•56

There is always some possibility that the 5n one hears

There are cases where, if it is true, the listeneris true.

will be required by law to follow & certain course of action.

In such instances, the one hearing the slander must pay heed

Here, if the men were really murderers, Rabbito the rumors.

Therefore, heTarfon could not legally give them refuge.

paid heed to the 5F1 and told them to find their own

hiding place. While he did not help the fugitives, neither

did he report them to the authorities.

55 YerushaZmi Peah 1:1, f・ 4b.

56 Nidah 61a.

29

Rava said: In the case of slander, even though one is 
not required to accept it, one is required to take note 

For instance, there were some Galileans about 
rumor had circulated that they had murdered 
They came before Rabbi Tarfon and asked him 

t»o hide them.
do? If we do not hide you, they will find you. If we 
do hide you, (it will conflict, with) that which the 
sages said: In the case of slander, even though one is 
not required to accept it, one is required to take note 
of it. Go and hide yourselves."56

of it. 
whom a 
someone.



7. Summary

We can now spell out the classical rabbinic definition

of 5H 1辿7 in greater detail. Win can be an either

true or false statement, spoken with either good or bad

intentions, which harm to its object'scauses person or

reputation. It is this causing of harm to another which

distinguishes 5n from other forms of communication.

The objects of kinn 11UJ> can be Divine, human, or even inani-

Slander is occasionally quest ionab ly perniissable butmate.

is still recognized as slander, if its purpose is to bring

peace, and it is always permissable to ensure the functioning

of the judicial system. 5F1 does not require lis-

■tener, but it ceases being slander and becomes public infor-

maution when the words are spoken to three or more people.

5FI involves an element of secrecy; the slanderer does

not want the slaunderer person to know of the slander. The

listeners also have an obligation not to act on the infornia-

legal interests.tion received except to guard their own

proceed to examine theWith this definition, we can now

serious light* in which the rabbis viewed 11UJ? and the

effect of this slander on its objects and speakers.

C. THB SERIOUSNESS OF

The rabbis, recognizing the destructive character of

However,serious offense.■刀 considered it to be &

ofunlike most other types of misbehavior, the seriousness

be communicated to the communitythe could not

30



through demonstrations of humanly imposed punishments. With­

out the tool of court imposed sanctions on the slanderer, the

rabbis had to turn to other methods to impress on the Jews

the necessity to avoid this easily occurring sin. The rabbis

resorted to extreme threats, both in their characterization

of slander and, as we shall see, in the predicted Divine

punishments.

To illustrate the seriousness of 5H the rabbis

created several quite colorful metaphors. The midrash., indi­

cating the destructive nature of slander, says, "Just as &

snail soils (the area over which it has passed) and its track

is recognizab le, 5FI soils (the place it has been)so

••57and Its damage is recognizable. In other words, 571

is as damaging to society as snails to a garden and as un­

pleasant for the community as the slime the snail leaves in

it*8 path. Elsewhere, we learn that unn is as difficult

to quench, as coals from & fire of broom wood which, ebltrhough.

they may seem "to have cooled, retain their heat inside for &

long time, maybe even as long as eighteen months. Even if one

has tried to make amends for one's slander, the person hurt

58will still feel its effects inside for a long time. The

rabbis also compare WF1 to an arrow because it does not

it cannot berequire proximity to do harm, and once cast..

57 Mtdpash Tehilim 58:3.

Bereishit Raba 98:19; Midrash Tehilim 120:4; Yeru-

31

58 
shalmi Peak 1:1, f. 5a.



retracted.®®

Rabbinic literature commonly connects serpent images

with the concept of 571 11UJ> because, according to the rab­

binic understanding of the Bible, the first 571 ever

spoken was the words of the serpent enticing Eve to eax of

the forbidden fruit in the Garden of Eden. Just as the

poison of a serpent bite spreads throughout the body, so the

localized effects of the bite of 5T1 can spread through­

out the world. We know this because slander spoken in Rome,

one end of the earth, can kill someone in Syria, at the other

end.®0 Similarly, the speaker of 5n is like & serpent,

for just as the serpent derives no benefit from its biting,

While these statements all Indicate the seriousness of

5FI iioj? in a metaphoric manner, the rabbis also spoke much

directly, comparing 5F1 11UJ? with the most heinousmore

crimes human beings can commit. The sins of the speaker of
62 Unlike other transgres-5FI grow as high as heaven：

sions in which the sinner sins just on earth, or just agains't

God, t>he slanderer sins in both, realms for the person who

59 ibid, and Tanchuma Metsora 2， Tanchuma Buber Metsora
4.

Bamidbar
None of the texts making this or

61 Devapini Kaba Shoftim 5:10.

62 Avachin 15b.
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60 Bamidbar Raba 19:2, Devarim Raba Shoftim 5:10, Yeru- 
shcblmi Peah 1:1, f. 5&. None of the texXs making tJiis or & 
similar assertion give a specific example as proof.

the slanderer slanders without reason or hope for gain.®1



speaks 5fl MS is ibid, one who denies the fundamental

principle of the existence and authority of God.63、 The

Divine prohibition against slander is so strong, that anyone

purposefully slandering another obviously does not believe

th&t God is concerned with human actions. A God-fearing

person would be too afraid of the consequences of Blander to

engage in 5n inuj?.64 This disregard for Divine providence

will lead th。slanderer to all sorts of other serious crimes.

5n the sin of the mouth, can cause one's entire body

to sin and ruin whatever good one may otherwise do.65

5F1 is more serious than the cardinal sins of idolatry,

murder, and sexual immorality for which one is held account-

66able both in this world and in the world to come.

The rabbis considered PUJ? itself more deadly than

murder. In Palestine, 5n was apparently known as

xduj->, "the triple tongue." Several explanations are

also:Raba 9:12;Kohelet

64

65 Vayikra Raba 16:5.

15b; Avot

33

66. Arachin 15b; Avot DJRabbi Natan 40; Tosefta Peah 
1:2; Yerushalmi Peah 1:1, f. 4a; Tanchuma Metsora 2; Tanchuma 
Bubei» Metsora 4; Midrash Tehilim 12:2, 52:2.

63 KoheZet Raba 9:12; see also: Devarim Raba, Ki 
Tetse 6:14; Tanchuma Bereishit 8; Tanchuma Metsora 2; Tan- 
chuma Buber Metsora 5; Midrash Tehilim 12:2, 52:2; Arachin 
15b; Yerushalmi Peah 1:1, f. 4b.

Abraham Cohen, "The Ethics of * 褫榻 o? the
tn honour of the Very Rev. Dr. J.的吁节。辫*；凡票: 
United Hebrew Congregations of the British 
occasion of his seventieth birthday. Ed. Isidore Epstein, et. 
al. (London: E. Goldston, 1942) PP- 72-73.



given for this term, the most common being that it '* kills

three, the one who says it, the one who accepts it, and the

one it. is said about."^ Murder, on the other hand, kills
68only Interestingly, the example given in almost allone.

the texts comes from the time of Saul, when, according to

most of the sources, 5FI killed four.69 In I Samuel 22,

Doeg, the slanderer, reports to Saul, who accepts the slan­

der, that Achimelech, the priest of Nob, the object of the

slander, has helped David. For this, Doeg, Saul, Achimelech,

and Abner die. The rabbis have no trouble documenting the

connection of Doeg, Saul, and Achimelech's deaths to this

incident.70 The inclusion of the fourth name, Abner, engen­

ders expensive discussion, with the semi - satisfactory conclu­

sion reached that Abner had the power to prevent Saul from

Yerushalmt Peak 1:1, f. 4b; Tanchuma

Kahana 4:2;

This makes less sense.

Devarim Raba

Sanhedrin 93b documents

2; Tanchuma Buber Metsora 4; Mid-Tanchuma Metsora
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70 
vash TeKilim 52:2, 120:4.

This passage 
presupposition that Doeg 
only three people were

Arachin
Palestinean tradi-

68 «Raba SKofUtn 5:10; Midvctsh ToKilitn 52:2;
TcLnchumcL Me'tsora 2; Ta^nchumcb Buber Metspra 4・

69 sanhedrin 93b documents the content of Doeg's slan­
der of David to Saul without mentioning Achimelech^s aid to 
David at all. This passage is obviously working on the 

did slander David to Saul, and that 
involved, Doeg the slanderer, David 

the slandered, and S&ul who accepted the slander.

67 Ye^ushalmi Peak 1:1, f. 4b; Tanchuma Metsora 2, 
Chukat 4; Tanchuma, Buber Metsora 4, Chukat 8; Pesikta D'Ra” 

Midrash Tehitim 12:2, 52:2, 120:4; Devarim Raba 
Shoftim 5:10; Vaytkra Paba 26:2; Bamidbar Faba 19:2;
15b, the text which specifies this as a 
t»ion, says "*the one who "tells it, the one who auccepts it», and 
the one who says it.M



vengefully killing the priests of Nob and did not.71 The net

result of this discussion, is that somehow or other, 5F1 「uj?

has been known to kill four, not three. Yet, "the triple

tongue" is well established as a Western Aramaic translation

of 5门 This term is found, among other places, in the

Targum YerushaZmi to Leviticus 19:16, Psalms 101:5 and

140:12, and Kohelet 10:11. This would seem to indicate that

the term and its associated idea were part of the vocabulary

of the Palestinean world and were thus unavoidable. It was

in everyday use but its original reference had been lost.

Modern attempts to understand this term onlyare

slightly that this termItsuccessful. arosemore seems

because of the association of 571 with the serpent of

the Garden of Eden. Most of the references to 5fl

killing three preserved in & series of parallel descrip-are

tive passages about the nature of the sin, and immediately

adjacent to the discussion of 5F1 [3 killing three is a

discussion of the nature of the serpents punishment for

slandering God. 72 However, a snake has a forked, double

Saul Lieberman points out,tongue, not triple tongue.&

though, that in the classical world, the snaked tongue was

Vaytkra Raba 26:2; Sanhedrin 20a; Tanchuma Chukat 4;

example, Bamidbar Raba 19:2; Devarim RabaSee, for

35

72 
Shoftim 5:10.

Raba 19:2; Midrash Tehilim 
5a.

71 vayikra Raba 28:2; Sanhedrin 20a; Tanchuma Chukat 4; 
Tanchuma Buber Chukat 8; Pesikta DJRav Kahana 4:2; Bamidbar 

12:2; Yerushatmi Peak 1:1, f. 4b-



orten referred to triple-forked, possibly because, withas

its quick movements, the two forks appear often to be

three.73 He suggests that the term may have originally been

"double tongued," and a trace of this is preserved in Mishnat

74Rabbi EZiezei9 where is said to kill only two, the

one who says it and the one who receives it, and only occa-

it is said about.75sionally also the While this theoryone

is attractive, it is difficult to rely on this one reference

of very questionable antiquity.1^6

were equally bothered by theTraditional commentators

differently. Rashiterm, but solved the dilemma says that

talebearer, who is the third"refers to the

•77party between two people to reveal a secret.' This term

would thus describe & specific form of wn 刀

*'talebearing/* which, as we shall demonstrate In Chapter IV,

73
York:

74 p. 176.

75 Lieberman, p. 193.

H. G. Enelow, ed., The Mishnah of Rabbi Eliezer76
the Midrash of Thirty-Two Hermeneutic Rules (New York:

in his introduction (p.Publishing Company, 1933). Enelow,
that he is publishing anclaims

"Minor Midrashim/1 Encyclopedia Judaica,
basedclaims, onP. See note, p. SI,

Teht lim Ham eohunehMidrashShlomo

36

or 
Bloch

linguistic evidence, that the 
mldr&sh is only from the eighth century, 
for flirt tier support for the laXer dating.

midrash.
1515,

Saul Lieberman, Hellenism in Jewish Palestine (New 
The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1962), p.

192; quoting Bochart, Hierozoioon, part I, I, ch. 4, p 25ff.

77 Shlomo Buber, ed., 
Shochdi^ Tov (Jerus&lem, 1966), p. 106, n. 22.

early Tannaitic 
Vol. 16,
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only developed as & unique concept in a later period. In the

classical rabbinic period, the designation of 571 as the

"triple tongue" only indicated its deadly nature.

One tradition does record incident where 5Han

killed three:

sons.

sons.

possessions, he placed the lazy in charge of all

son.

father in law) comes and seeks me out."

as

law.

37

Therefore, you 
learn that slander kills three, the one who says it, 
the one who accepts it, and the one it is said about.

daughters, one was & thief, one was lazy, and one 
slanderer.

''Why?" he replied. "Because one 
lazy, and one is a slanderer."

in law).
She went to weep for her father in the women's 

house, and they went and killed her.
one

After a while,
The one who had been

he was wont to do 
before her, bowed to her, and kissed 

She said to him, **Stop, 
Her father thought, "Per­

haps he has come to demand (sexual favors) from her." 
He rose up from beneath the bed and killed (her father 

His sons heard and killed their father-iii-

We have 
was a 

slanderer said, "May all the curses rest on your head, 
for a man should give his daughter to only one man, and 
you have given me to two men, to the father and to the 

If you do not believe me, sit under the bed, and 
see thaX when his son goes out» to work, behold, he (*the 

Her father sat 
under the bed, and her father-in-law came to her early 
to enquire of her well-being, 
daily. He came 
her head in his usual manner, 
because n)y father is here."

The rabbis taught: Once there was a man who had three 
was & 

A man with three sons came and asked to 
marry them to his sons. The (girls') father said to 
him, "My daughters are not suitable for your sons." 

"Because one is a thief, one is 
He said, ''Even so, I 

would like to marry them to my sons." He took them and . 
brought them to his sons. What did he do with them? 
He put the one who was & thief in charge of all his 

one 
his servants, and he came early each, morning to ask the 
welfare of the one who was a slanderer, 
the girls* father came to visit.
& thief and the one who had been lazy praised their 
father and said to him, "Father, may all blessings rest 
upon your head for giving us to this house, 
found here much satisfaction." But the one who



who accepts it is the most guilty.78And the one

Slander, then, is not only unpleasant, buts its conse­

quences are extremely serous. Although it might thatseem

the above scenario is less than realistic, the rabbis do make

their point. The damage caused by jjnn liuj? goes beyond

destruction of reputation; slander can be & direct cause of

murder, an unforgiveable crime.

D. THB PUNISHMENTS FOR Min

If ynn is such a serious crime, its punishments

ought to be Biblical law does not decree any sped-severe.

fic penalty; the only indication that there should be any

consequences for slanderous speech are two verses in Psalms79

80 Under rabbinic law,asking that God cut off the offenders;

human courts cannot punish the slanderer because no deed is

The only two exceptions to this principle, theinvolved.

witness giving improper testimony and a man defaming his

78

College, 1896), paragraph CXLII,
Raba

79 12：4 and 101:5.

George Foot Moore, Judaism in

38

The Sefer Hamaasiyot, M. Gaster, 
Montefiore College, Ramsgate:

the First Centuries of
The Age of the Tannaim, Vol. II

ed. In Judith 
Report for the Year 1894- 

1895 and Report for the Year 1895-1896 (Ramsgate: The Judith 
,,MontefioreM College, 1896), paragraph CXLII, p. 103; a 
similar story is found in the folio version of Vayikra
26:2, but Mordechai Margoliot in his scientific edition of 
Vaytkrcz Rabct notes that the story is found in 
manuscript or parallel texts.
is the story quoted above.

none of the
The only source he can locate

80
"the Ch^xsi^icLTi Era： ThB Ags of the TannaCm, 
(Cambridge:5 Harvard University Press, 1955), p. 149.



wife, will be discussed in the chapter on wi ouj How-

ever, the slanderer is not to go free, for various horrible

punishments will come from God, both in this world and the

These punishments can be divided into three cate-next.

gories: ■those occuring in this world which are reversible,

those occuring in "this world which, are irreversible, and

those occuring after the slanderer^s death.

The primary form of the reversible Divinely imposed

punishment for 5D is illness, usually some form of

leprosy. The rabbis, not knowing the cause of this malady^

God^s punishment for human sins.81saw it as

Our masters taught
this:

name,

trespassing,

81
There are

was

resonance in

there are those who add, for jealousy ・・ 
we
Miriam, for it is written, "Aaron turned to Miriam and

While 
a matter of

Talmudic use 
of skin diseases. 

"Leprosy," 
would explain the 
dre&d dise&sq. They needed an underst>a>nding of the ext>ensive 
Biblical laws of the leper which would have some 
their world.

Louis Isaac Rabinowitz, 
Vol. 11, pp. 33-39. This 

rabbis' readiness to Mspiritualize* * this 
an

By the time of the Talmud, the medical facts of the 
Biblical disease of leprosy had been forgotten. 一 
very few Ta*nn8bi*tic references *to a»ct»uaul cases of the disease, 
aultihough it was wide spread in Second Temple times. 
t»iie leprosy of the Bible was contagious and thus 
deep concern, the leprosy of the Mishn&h seems not> t»o have 
been. Talmudic use of the terms seems to refer only to a 
class of skin diseases. See: Louis Isaac 

Encyclopedic^ Jtzdatoa， Vol. 11, PP«

Let our masters teach us how many things cause leprous 
plagues to come into the world.

Leprous plagues afflict humankind (as punish­
ment) for eleven things, for idolatry, for profanation 
of God's name> for sexual immorality, for robbery, for 
slander, for false testimony, for false judgment, for 
vain oaths, for trespassing, for thinking false 
thoughts, for causing arguments between brothers, and 

Whence do 
know that slander (brings leprous plagues)? From



It is written,

（5 DUJ □门）.84

Even Maimonides, the physicieun, shared this thatsense

something more than simple disease Is involved. He says

specifically that the manifestations of leprosy Mare not the

normal way of the world, but rather a sign and wonder to

Israel to warn them away from 5fl 「07. "85 The exegetical

connection of leprosy and slander exists because of the

similarity in sounds between the word leprosy, and the

name of one of the subcategories of 5 DUJ

This will be examined in greater detail in the following

chapter. The story of Miriam and Aaron, however, provides

sufficient grounds to connect leprosy and

（We know that） leprous plaguesRabbi Shimon said:

whom he had married,woman

GodHas He not also spoken

82 Numbers 12:10.

83 Leviticus 14:2.

Faba 17:3 lists
some

seven causes

verse

85 Mtshneh Torah, Hitchot Tumaat Tsaraat 16:10.
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causes 
lists

behold she was leprous. "82 「
be the law of the leper （5l、Dn）,''83 ±

ten 
16a 
"He

"This shall 
e., the defainer

afflict the speaker of arn 刀 for we learn that 
Aaron and Miriam spoke 5F1 against Moses and
afflictions came upon them; for it is said, "Miriam and 
Aa»ron spoke etgainst* Moses （about the matter of the

the de-
has been proven to be

Cushite
Cushite woman, and they said, 'Has 
Moses?

for he had married & 
God spoken just with 
with us?*; and

84 Tanchuma Metsora 4; Vayikra 
for leprous plagues with some variations; Arachin 

and gives as & prooftext Psalm 101:5, 
who slanders his fellow in secret, I will destroy." Through 
a, ra»t»lier convoluted exegesis earlier in the sugya, 
struction spoken of in the 
leprosy.



heard.，')86

Then

one

However, Miriam, who

Aaron said:

on

Behold, there is a minori ad

88

Other discussions of this incident contain some inter-

The HDim argument with which the pas-esting variants.

sage ends here brings the lesson of Miriam^s leprosy into the

Other texts make & differentrealm of the common person.

inference with the same purpose in mind. Wanting at least to

grants Miriam proper motives, they say that if Miriam spoke

against her beloved brother, not in his presence, and with

86 Numbers 12:1-2.

87 Numbers 12:9.

DJ Rabbi Natan 9:2; Schechter, version A, pp.Avot
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I received revelation,
I received revelation,

said, "God became angry with them and left."87 
"and left"?

(Miriam and Aaron) did not judge 
(Moses) in his presence but behind his back, and not 
a matter about which they were certain but rather on & 
matter about which there was doubt, doubt about whether 
or not he was arrogant.
majus (nmm >p) inference to be derived from this. If 
Miriam was punished, who only spoke against her brother 
and only spoke against him behind his back, how much 
more severely would an ordinary person (not a prophet 
like Miriam) be punished for speaking against people 
in their presence and embarassing them.88

88 
20&-b・

Why does the text place Miriam before Aaron? 
To teach, that Tsiporah went and spoke to Miriam. 
Miriam went and spoke with Aaron and the two of them 
stood and spoke against the righteous one (Moses). 
While they were standing and speaking against the righ­
teous one, the afflictions came upon them, for it is 

Why does 
Scripture say "and left"? Because (the affliction) 
left Aaron and clung to Miriam, for Aaron was not an 
active party to the (slander), 
had busied herself with the slander was punished more. 
Miriam said: I received revelation, and I did not 
leave my husband, 
and I did not, separate from my wife, and even our first 
ancestors received revel&tion and did not separate from 
their wives; but Moses, because he is arrogant, sepa­
rated from his wife.



the sole purpose of returning him to his wife, how much more

serious is the sin of the person who purposelessly slanders

anotiier?89

However, the Pivkei D^Rabbi Eltezer 54 makes the oppo­

site point. "The Holy One, blessed be He, said to Aaron and

Miriam: If there is no healing remedy for any slanderer, how

much less is there one for the person who slanders his or her

full brother?" This tradition is only reinforced by the

statement found in Devarim Raba Ki Tetse 6:9 that we are told

to "remember what God did to Miriam"90 and not accustom our­

selves to speak ill of those who are not close to us, for by

doing so, we will only come to speak against those who are

close to us and incur even greater sin and punishment. If we

combine these traditions of argument, we find that the rabbis

warning against slanderingused Miriain^s punishment aas

anyone, whether a near relative or bare aquaintance, whether

with, good intentions or not, for one will in any case be a

likely candidate for leprosy.

One obviously unresolved problem in the t>ext» is why

The tradition quoted above triesAaron is not stricken too.

not reallyrat»iier unsuccessfully to state that Aaron was

Unfortunate-the slander.actively involved in perpotr&tlng

actually puts the bulk of thely, the text quoted above

Tanchuma Metsora 2; Tanchuma Buber Metsora 6.89

90 Deuteronomy 24:9.
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slander in Aaron^s mouth! That the Biblical text mentions

Miriam's first provides only very tenuous proof of hername

greater guilt. Other traditions point out that if Aaron had

become leprous, he would no longer have been able to fulfill

his functions as the High Priest. Therefore, God just had

him turn to see Mirian)Js leprosy, warning him of the possible

his slander.91consequences of

However, the Tanchuma records that Aaron, the high

priest,, actually turned leprous, because "God became angry at

them** (Numbers 12:9), meaning Aaron and Miriam. Aaron,

though., unlike his sister, healed immediately. A commen-was

tary on this text, Eits Yosef, claims that since status plays

role in punishment for such sins, the mention that it wasno

Aaron, the High Priest, who was stricken indicates that Aaron

92 This priestlywearing the priestly robe at that time.was

robe was considered one of the few routes *Lo atonement for

bells.93 It is evident\nn through the sound of its

that the rabbis felt that Aaron, by all rights, ought to have

been punished for his knn since he was not, some reason

mus*t have existed which was simply not explicitly st&ted in

The rest of humanity was not to be ad-the Biblical text.

paradigm of an unpunished slanderer.lowed to view Aaron as a

91 Pirkei D^Pabbi Eliezer 54.

92 Tanchuma Metsora 2; Tanchuma BubeT Metsora 6.

Yoma 44a, Zevachim 88b, Araohin 16a-b.93 See p. 55.
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While this is the best known example of leprosy coining

a punishment for slander, others do exist.as When, at the

Burning Bush, Moses slandered the Israelites by questioning

whether they would believe him without miracles, he was

punished and his hand turned leprous. This incident recalls

a*lso the slander of the serpent in Eden, for Moses' staff

turns into a serpent, and the midrash reports God's saying to

Moses, "Just I afflicted the serpent with leprosy,as so

'shall you put your hand into your bosom. He put his hand

into his bosom and when he brought it out, it was leprous

—94 95like snow.

Israel itself only became subject to leprosy and all

sorts of other unpleasant illnesses and physical deformations

after Sinai.

Because they casti aspersions

sentenced to Issues andIsrael was5fl.

that only after Sinai could theThis text to suggestseems

94 Exodus 4:6.

also Shmot Raba 3:12.95 Tanchuma Shmot 23; see

96 Vayikra Raba 18:4.
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and leprosy? R&v Chuniau said in the name of 
Hoshaiah:
leaders eund said, "What is the status 
family? Are they not lepers?"

For whaX were the Israelites sentenced *to bodily issues 
Rabbi 
their 

PloniJs

Therefore, 
leprosy.96

"the a»rk and said, "This a»rk kills its bearers.'* 
leprous plagues only come (&s & pu.nisiunent>) for

on 
of

This is to teach you 
"that, leprous pl&gues come only because o£ am 九 
Therefore, Israel was sentenced t»o issues and leprosy. 
Rabbi TaunctiuiTiab s&id: Because they c&st aspersions on 

And



Israelites speak 5F1 of sufficient severity that it

would cause leprosy. The critical statements called 2in

here comments that the people could only have madeare once

they knew the laws of the leper and once they had an ark

invested with such Either these examplesawesome power. are

not, carefully chosen, likely, these rabbisor, more are

implying that before can be punished for slander,one one

must be specifically subject to the law of Torah which prohi­

bits it. This would not absolve any Jews of responsibility

for their words, but it would specifically exclude non-Jews

from any expectation of proper speech.

Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi specifically develops this

connection between leprosy and Torah, noting that the word

Torah is used in connection with a term for leprosy five

This, he says, using the midraBhictimes in Leviticus.

connect»ion between and 5 (QUJ) xmd indicates that

the person who speaks 5FI liw? transgresses against all five

Torah.97 Another source points out thatbooks of the

one's tongue causing one's entire body5H is an instance of

one's body to be stricken withto sin in that it causes

97 Vayikra Raba 16:6.
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had to begin with.98leprosy and lose what little Torah one

Leprosy is not the only illness brought on by yin 「囚丸

The rabbis spoke of diphtheria and croup, diseases which.

afflic-t those parts of the body which produce speech, as just

retribution for the sin of slander. Just diphtheriaas

begins with an upset stomach and proceeds to block the throat

and strangle a person, slander begins with the advice of the

kidneys, proceeds past the understanding of the heart, is

formed by the tongue, and is completed by the mouth." One

of the traditions about the nature of the death of the spies

who slandered the land when they brought back their report is

that their death through this illness. Other traditionswas

prefer to seek out more bizarre punishments for the spies

like the sluffing off of their bodily parts or the prolonga-

tiion of t»h.eir tongues until they reached their navels so thaX

could go from t»he tongue into the navel and backworms

again.100

Illness is not the only punishment during a person's

The rabbis find in the Biblical narrativeslife for slander.

an

99

100 sotah 35a, Kohelet Raba 9:12.
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are
ofShabat 

the seat of the the 
the mind.

ter, version A, p. 21% specifically connects 
case of 
Gehazi became leprous for 
misrepresented Elisha to

33a-b. In rabbinic tradition, the kidneys 
emotions and the heart is the locus

98 Midrash Tehilim 52:1. Avot D^Rabbi Natan 9, Schech- 
additional 

Biblical ' leprosy with yin 11LU>, pointing out that 
the rest of his life after he 

misrepresented Elishcu t»o Na&man and asked in Ellsha/s name 
for the reward Elisha tiad already declined. (II Kings 5).



precedents for many different unpleasant consequences. The

primeval serpent was cursed and made go on its stomach and

dust J01 Its legs were cut off and its tongue was spliteat

so that it could not speak. Joseph not only was sold to

Egypt and caused all Israel to be enslaved, but in speaking

the 5F1 which caused all this he also proved himself to

be * non, lacking understanding A03 On hearing that news of

his killing the Egyptian had spread, Moses realized that

571 existed among the Israelites, and that it was this habit

of speaking 5fl which had caused them to be and remain

enslaved.104 The 5FI llUJ? of the land by the spies not only

caused the death of their generation in the wilderness, but

It also turned the spies themselves into fools. These men,

of course, did not begin as fools, for Moses would only have

Slanderfor this important mission.chosen righteous men
105 Finally,could be the only cause of their transformation.

Davidas accepting 5F1 11UJ? from Meflboshet led to the divi­

sion. of t»he kingdom a»fXer Solomon's de&th, the idola»t»ry of

53; Devarim jRaba Shoftim

102 Devarizn Raba> 5:10.

103 TanchtijncL Vayeshev 2; Raba 87:1.

1°4 Shmot Raba 1:30.

105 BcLm-idbcLT Raba 16:4.

47

1°1 Pirkei DJRabbi Eliezer 
5:10; Beretshtt Raba 20:1.



Jereboam, and ultimately exileJ06

The unpleasant consequences of slander in this life are

not confined to the events of Biblical days. God has said,

"(The slanderer) and I dwell together in thecannot

world. T°7 When Miriam and Aaron slandered Moses, they

became unclean, and, unable to dwell with this uncleanness.

the Shechinah, God's presence, withdrew from the Tent of

Meeting This awesome effect, the withdrawal of God, is

still one of the punishments for our slander today.】°9 Slan­

der is also one of the many causes of drought.】】。 The Meno-

rat HaMaor comments in. connection with this, "It is not

sufficient that the slanderer himself be stricken, but the

-111whole world is stricken because of him. Not only should

avoid slander out of fear of the punishment one mightone

oneself receive, but one must be aware of the possibility of

absolutely disastrous consequences for all Israel or all the

world when one fails to guard one's tongue.

Of course, the most severe punishment for 5H in

106 Shabat 56&-b.

107 Arachin 15b.

108 Mishncbt Rabbi EliezeT, p. 174.

Faba Shoftim 5:10, Ki Tetse 6:14; Midrash

110 Taanit 7b.

48

111 Rabbi
ed. H. G. Enelow (New York: Bloch, 1932)，vol. 4, p.

1°9 Devarim
Tehitim 101:3; Sotah 42b; Sanhedrin 103a.

Yisrael ben Yosef Alnaqava, Menorat Hamaor, 
354.



the world by deaXh・】】2this world is removal from This

punishment, is & logical consequence of slander, for it was

the 5FI [107 of the primeval serpent which first brought

dearth to the world.113 Because in the rabbinic period, 11UJ?

was not punishable by human courts, the form of death

threatened was generally FIHD, premature or sudden death by

Divine action, based the Psalmists requests of God inon

Psalms 12:4 and 101:5.114 However, we also find statements

of what the rabbis would have liked to do to punish the

slanderer:

riah:

-115

117••116

112 Midrash Tehilim 52:2.

113 Tanchuma Bereishit 8.

114 See above, p. 38. Midrctsh Tehtlitn 12:2.

115 Exodus 22:30.

116 Exodus 23:1.

117 Pesachim 118a.

118 Psalms 101:5.
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MI will 
and it is written there, "They

Rav Sheshet said in the name of Rabbi Elazar ben Aza- 
Anyone who speaks anyone who accepts

5F1 刀 and anyone who gives false testimony against 
another is worthy of being thrown to the dogs, for it» 
is written, "You shall throw him to the dogs,"“5 and 
it is written after that, "Do not bear (XUJn) false 
rumors."116 Read this, "Do not mislead

Rav Chisda quoted Mar Uqba: Anyone who speaks ijnn 
is worthy of being stoned. It is writ»*ten here, 
destroy (rrax) him,"118 
ended (】ru) my life in the pit and threw stones at



••119 120me.

In. additiion, Masechet Dereoh Erets Raba 2 consigns the slan­

derer to a future fiery death.

In saying that the slanderers are worthy of （一7 VNL）

stoning, burning, or of being thrown to the dogs, the rabbis

are only saying that, if it were in their power, these are

the punishments they would decree. In later periods, punish­

ments were imposed, but not death sentences. The slanderers

were subject to [AFD rmiD mg a flogging ordained by

the rabbis on their own authority. Slanderers also had the

possibility of redeeming themselves with a monetary fine to

be paid to the person slandered or to a charitable cause. In

theaddition, had publicallythey to appease person

harmed.121 In the Middle Ages, the slanderer was subject to

banning or excommunication.^2

The rabbis could also point to specific Biblical inci­

dents to support their threatB of Divine punishment. In the

wilderness,^23 the people spoke against God and Moses for

bringing them out of Egypt to

119 Lamentations 3:53.

120 Arachin 15b.

121 from1'DBnnxi, p.

122

123 Numbers 21:4-9.

50

p. 1048, quoting from nF nuJD 「】囚
X、p; and nmpn, PP- 199, 209, 339・

1048, quoting from .'DHID mnin

a place without food or water.



In response, God sent fiery serpents which bit the people and

many died.

snake.Ml24 125

In Numbers 11 the people also complain against God, question­

ing, according to the Midrash, God's ability to feed them in

the wilderness. As & result, God sends a devouring fire

which is restrained only by the supplications of Moses. This

fire, instead of returning to God, enters the Tent of Meeting

and burns there the altar for Israelis sacrifices. It ison

this fire which later destroys Korach and his followers

The rabbis also turn to Doeg for an example of Divine punish­

ment for slander. His 5。caused the death in battle of

otherwise righteous and learned people in the time of David.

In contrast, the idolaters of Achav's generation were victor­

ious and lived because there was no 5H 11UJ? or informing

among them, as is proven by the fact that no one told where

124 Ecclesiastes 10:8.

125 see
120:3.

126 picket DJRabbi Eliezer 53.
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For it is 
a

was
The Holy

Bamidbar Raba 19:22; see also Midrash Tehilim 
Rash! understands the fence of the prooftext to refer 

t»o the fence formed by the teeth &nd lips to guard the 
tongue.

Why did God see fit to punish them with serpents? 
Because the serpent, the first to speak slander, 
cursed, and they did not learn from this.
One, blessed be He, said, "Let the serpent who began 
slander come and punish the slanderers." 
said, "He who breaches & fence will be bitten by



OvadiaJti hiding the true prophets of God when Izabelwas

t»hem.127 以8persecuted
The divinely imposed punishments for 5n continued

after a personas death. Again, because the rabbis had no way

discipliningof slanderer themselves, they had to make

■tiieir ttirea/tg dire possible. If all the possibleas as

punisiunents were obvious to the living community, questions

of God's justice would arise when & slanderer, or any sinner,

failed be punished. Therefore, the slanderersto were

129threatened with having part in the world to come.no

Other mtdrashim threaten that for their deeds, the slanderers

Gehinom.13°would be sentenced to eternity in Even worse.

slanderers promised torture afXer death., for neither Godwere

nor Gehinom would h&ve any part of them and would conspire to

torture them forever

In the absence of possible humanly imposed punishments

127 I Kings 18.

128 see

129 TcLTtchumcL Me'tsoTd 1; Pivket DJRcbbbi 53.

Bereishit Raba 20:1; Mtdrash3:9;

TanchumaTehilim 12:2, 52:2;131
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Arachin 15b; Mtdrash
Metsora 2; Tanchuma Buber Metsora 5.

13° Kohelet Raba 
Tehilim 58:3.

B. REMEDIES FOR THE SLANDERER AND REWARDS FOR GUARDING 
ONE'S TONGUB.

Devarim Raba Shoftim 5:10; see also Pesikta DJRav 
Kahana 4:2; Tcbnchuma Chukat 4; Tanchuma Buber Chukat 7; 
•Bamtdbar Raba 19:2; YeTUShalmi Peah 1:1, 4b; Mtshnat Rabbi.
Eliezer, p. 173.



for「UJ 刀 the rabbis threatened slanderers with Divine

retribution, either punishment during their lives in theas

forms of illness and agonizing deaths, or as punishment after

their deaths in. the forms of eternal torture and denial of

any form of positive afterlife. Many Divinely imposed pun­

ishments can theoretically be circimvented and removed by the

sinnerJs repentence. However, in the case of 5H the

rabbis question whether, once one has uttered slander, these

punishments can be avoided. Of course, because human beings

had no control over the punishments themselves, any discus­

sion of the punishments is theoretical. The discussion of

means to avoid the punishments has only slightly more reality

in that, if repentence is possible, it is in the power of

human beings to affect their own fate.

We read two contrasting statements of Rabbi Chanina in

Xrachtn 15b:

written,

•134

132 Proverbs 15:4.

133 Jeremiah 9:7.

134 Proverbs 3:18.
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•132 
(slander),

Rabbi Chama quoted Rabbi Chanina: What is the remedy 
of the slanderer? If he is learned, he should engage 
in Torah, for it is said, "The healing of the tongue is 
a tree of and "tongue" refers only to "the
evil tongue" (slander), for it is written, "Their
tongue is a sharpened arrow.And there is no tree 
except Torah, for it is said, 
those who hold it fast.*'154 
person, he

• it
133
"It is a tree of life to 
But if he is & simple 

should humble his mind, for it is said, "But



& devious one makes for a broken spirit.*136

arro-
•137

•138a devious one makes for a broken

The Gemara here questions whether Torah study or humil­

ity can actually be & remedy for 571 or whether they are

merely safeguards against the headstrong tongue. More like-

ly> Torah study and humility create the kind of people who

would easily guard their tongues and avoid JJinmore

Once h&s a.c*tuablly slandered, these remedies cannot makeone

amends for the sin.

In spit»e of this claim that the fate of the slanderer

is irredeemable, the rabbis recall several contrary tradi-

"tions from Temple times when atonement for most sins was

specifically procured with the offering of the proper sacri-

specific sacrificial expiationfices. Although there was no

for liw 刀 certain of the ritual objects of the Temple

explains this prooftextProverbs 15:4.

136 See also Mid^ash TehiZim 12:2.

137 Psalms 12:4.

138 Proverbs 15:4.
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to
has been devious should come

It is told 
was

135 Proverbs 15:4. Rashi 
mean that the one whose tongue 
to have a broken spirit.

Rabbi Acha quoted Rabbi Chanina> saying: 
that (the slanderer) has no remedy, for David 
inspired by the Holy Spirit to say that (the slanderer) 
would be cut off, for it is said, "May the Lord cut off 
all flattering lips, every tongue which speaks 
gance."132 (Therefore the issue is) what is the remedy 
so that one will not come to speak If he is
a scholar, he should engage in Torah, and if he is 
simple, he should humble his mind, for it is said, "But 

spirit.1,138



served the Because the bells on the robe ofsame purpose.

the High Priest made a sound, they were believed to atone for

committed through sound.139this sin which. One traditionwas

finds proof for this in Numbers 12. Here, Aaron was spared

of the punishment of leprosy -when he and Miriam slandered

Moses because he must have been wearing his priestly robe

adorned with these bells.140which Similarly, the ritualwas

incense provided atonement for slander, because both were

secret.】。】 These two of atonement did not duplicatemeans

e&ch other; the robe atoned for public slander and the In­

for private.142cense

However, the midrash a tradition that thepreserves

sacrificial offerings brought by the leper on the day of his

cleansing were really brought to atone for 5F1 「5. On that

day he brought two birds: the rabbis, assuming that leprosy

is necessarily a punishment for 5H comment that birds

were the ordained sacrifice because their voices sound simi­

lar and act like 5fl The Tosefta also records a

traditiion thaX when a leper came to the priest, he was told

139

140 Mishnat Rabbi Eliezer, p. 175.

Yomct 44a; this source explains how the incense

142 Zeuachtm 88b; Avachin 16a~b.

Buber Metsora 8;

141 
secret.

ZevcLchim 88b; Arachtn 16a-b; Yoma 44a; Vdytkra Raba 
10:6; Shir Hashirtm Raba 4:4:5.

143 Tanchuma Metsora 3; Tanchuma 
Vayikra Raba 16:7.



to examine his deeds and The onlyrepent. of hiscause

leprous plague could be but God would jud^e him

mercifully if he repented. 144

The destruction of the Temple foreclosed all of these

potential means of atonement for 5F1 except repentance,

Torah study and humility. However, since even the means of

atonement available during Temple times were not sacrifices

specifically designated to demonstrate repentence and procure

expiation for it is not surprising that many

teachers felt slander to be irrevocable sin. By the

medieval musar literature, we find rabbis asserting that the

only solution is preventative silence, because if one is

talkative, 5H is unavoid&ble.^^^

While the punishments for speaking are vast

and difficult to avert, there are and have been some signifi­

cant rewards for avoiding this sin, the most significant and

widely mentioned of which is life.

person

an elixir of life, come and take!"

144 Tosefta NegaCm 6:7.

145 Menorat Hamaor, vol. 4, p・ 367.

146 Psalms 34:13.
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"Who is the person who is eager for life, etc.?"l46 
Once there was a peddler who circulated among the towns 
near Tsiporis, calling out, "Whoever would like to buy 

He came into the 
city of Achbara near the home of Rabbi Yanai, who was



reception room.147

Rabbi Chagai

i.e from leprosy

避'i.e., the law of the defamer (5

This story is quite interesting, for it is the peddler, the

>6、 the paradigm of the talebearer,^52 who advertises that

longer life be achieved through the avoidance of slandercan

anything related to It. Here we see combined & number ofor

themes: first, the study of Torah is the key to avoidance of

attic.translates

148 Psalms 34:13-15.

149 Proverbs 21:23.

150 Leviticus 14:2.

151 see

152 See Chapter IV.
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(rnrs)/149 
(n5S).

seek peace and pursue it .”148 
my life I

Vayik^a Raba 16:2; see also Tanchuma Buber Metsora 
5； Mtdrash Tehilim 39:4, 52:2; Avodah Zara 19b.

sit-ting and studying in the reception room.1"，' He 
heard the peddler calling out, "Who would like to buy 
an elixir of life?" Rabbi Yannai looked down and said 

"Come up here and sell some to me." (The 
nor 

(Rabbi Yanai) pressed him, so he

to him, "Come up here and sell some to me." 
peddler) replied, "You do not need any, neither you 
anyone like you.
went up, brought out & book of Psalms and showed him 
■th.e verse, "Who is the person who is eager for life, 
who desires days in which to see goodness?" What is 
written next? "Guard your tongue from evil and your 
lips from speaking deceit. Turn from evil and do good, 

 1 Rabbi. Yanai said, MA11
read this text and did not know how to 

explain it until this peddler came and told (me)." "Who 
is the person who is eager for life." 
said, "Even Solomon called out and said, 'He who guards 
his mouthy and his tongue, guards his soul from trouble 

he guards his soul
Therefore, Moses warned Israel and said to 

them, "This sh&ll be the law of the leper (VF、Dn),'15°

147 Soncino translates m*1"% as attic. Jastrow's 
translation of this word makes no sense here, but he trans­
lates as dining or reception room. Since the dif­
ference is only vowels, and the word Is obviously of Greek 
origin, I follow Jastrow.



for Rabbi Yanai, who is studying, has no need of

the peddler^s remedies and Scripture itself, Davids book of

Psalms, provides the remedy; second, Proverbs, Solomon's book

wisdom, advises that guarding one's mouth will allowof one

to guard oneself against the plague of leprosy; and third,

implicit in the entire passage, is the message that a reward

for avoiding 5H or any of the related sins, is long

life.

There can be rewards for avoiding yin because

ultimately, whether one slanders or not, is a decision of the

individual. Not slandering, therefore, while not fulfilling

a specific positive law, does carry positive ethical weight.

Thus, decide between occupying one's tongue withone can

Torah, and thereby meriting life and fewer troubles, and

busying oneself with 5F1 and deserving death or

leprosy .153 The difficulty of avoiding 〜"in does not

prevent the person who makes an honest effort from receiving

this reward, for if one slips and speaks ynn whileeven

asleep, ■then certainly has the remedy of occupying one-one

self with Torah.154 In addition, the rabbis point out that

danger because the tongue is one of the body571 is a

Therefore, if we merit, Godparts under direct control.our

control, and everythingwill take our tongue out of weour

154 A^odah Zara 19b.
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153
Buber Metsora 4.

Midrash Tehilim 52:2; Tanchuma Metsora 2; Tanchuma



say will be in blessing. 155 Once make the first step, Godwe

will aid us on the road to this moral perfection. The slip-

pery nature of the tongue makes the total avoidance of “心

5F1 a*n impossible task to achieve alone. Distancing oneself

from arn IN? will not only allow one to have life in this

worId, but after death, one will escape Gehinom, and one will

merit life in the world to come.156

These not totally theoretical.statements Theare

rabbis are able to point to several instances in Biblical

narratives where people he^ve been rewarded either for not

speaking or for not accepting The Israelites did

not speak 5n when, for an entire year, they kept secret

Mos。。' command to prepare themselves for the Exodus by bor­

rowing valuables from their Egyptian neighbors. As a reward,

they were redeemed from the land of their enslavement.157

Many generations later, Jereboam, the builder of the temples

in Dan and Beth El with their golden calves, still merited to

be counted among the kings of Israel because he did not

158 As we have seen, Achav'saccept 571 about Amos.

idolaters, were mill­generation, even though they too were

155 Bereishit Raba 67:3.

156 52:2; Tanchuma Metsora 4; Tanchuma

157 Vayzkva Raba 32:5.

158 pescbchim 87b commenting on Amos 7.
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Midrash TehtZim 
Buber Metsora 5.



tarily victorious and lived because there was no informing or

slander, Is proven by the fact that no one told whereas

was persecu-
160 In addition, the prophets themselves were

saved. 161

However we look at it, though, avoiding vw and

actiieving these rewards is difficult task. The rabbinica

definition of is so vast that practically anything

one might say except in Torah study has the potential of

harming another or leading to words which might cause another

harm. Practically any human communication includes in it

either 5F1 This system, then Is notor 571 pnx.

set up to be realistic; rather the rabbis present us with an

ideal of human conduct towards which may strive. Therewe

are concrete rewards and punishments to spur us on the quest

for ethical life, and specific instructions to follow toan

avoid the pitfalls associated with this most dangerous limb,

Serious pursuit, of knowledge, the study ofthe tongue.

take to avoid idle thoughtsTorah, is the only route one may

scho-and their attendant dangerous expression. Since even

l&rs must do more with their lives than study Torah, our only

have made seriousreassurance is the knowledge that once we

159 I Kings 18.

Shoftim 5:1。； Pesikta DJRav Kahana

161 Mzshnat Rabbi EZieze^j p. 173.
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16° Det^arim Raba ,___
4:2; Tanchuma Ghukat 4; Tanchuma Buber Chukat 7; Yerushalmi 
•Pea及 1:1, f. 4b; Bamidbar Raba 19:2.

Ovadiah. had hidden the prophets whom Izabel 
ting.159



efforts to guard our own tongues, God will provide the neces-

fulfill this otherwise impossiblesary help to allow us to

task.

61



CHAPTER III： 5 DUJ X'^ID

that she was not a virgin; **

5) an Israelite virgin.

So shall you utterly

This Deut.eronomic scenario provides the Biblical basis

of the major sub categories of 5 Fl 刀 the concept.for one

of ar 口uj motst shem ra, best translated as defamation

The rabbinic treatment of this concept followsof character.

track deals directly withtwo distinct tracks. The primary

significa>nt» h.a*la«ciiic problems presented by the Bib—the many

Rashi,Literally, discipline

Deuteronomy 22: 13-21.
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based on
understood to mean

virgin/ Yet 
The 

(parents) will spread out the garment before the elders 
Then the elders of the city will take the 

and punish him with & fine of one

him, but 
is

1
Ketubot 46a indicates that "this 
flogging.

Should a man take a wife, cohabit with her, and come to 
haXe her; should he then make baseless charges against 
her, defaming her QUJ rr?\l N'in), saying, "I married 

woman and when I came near to her, I discovered 
then the girl's father and 

mother shall bring forth the evidence of the girl's 
virginity to the elders of the town at the gates. The 
girl's father will say to the elders, **I gave my daugh­
ter to this man to be his wife and he despised her. 
Moreover, he has brought against her baseless charges, 
claiming, ‘I did not find your daughter a 
here is the evidence of my daughter's virginity!*1

of tiie city, 
man, flog him,1 
hundred pieces of silver to be given to the girl^s 
father, for he (the husband) has defamed (CUJ Join

She shall be his wife, and he 
may never divorce her. But if the claim was true, and 
tiiere was no evidence of the girl's virginity, they 
siia.ll take the girl to the door of her fatherJs house; 
t»h.e people of her city shall stone her until she dies, 
for she did a abominable thing in Israel, fornicating 
while in her fathers house.
remove the evil from your midst.2



lical text, quoted above. The defamation of one's wife's

character is serious matter, and the rabbis carefullya

define both the situation and its solutions. The secondary

track expends the concept of 5 Did om to include other

forms of defamation of character. However, although the

rabbis can legitimately extend the idea of defamation beyond

the Biblical case^ they cannot extend its accompanying legal

.consequences. On the human level, only the ethical elements

tiie prohibition of 5 DUJ remain operative; the

punishment, for this transgression is no longer in human

hands. Because only God can punish the \n Did the

human courts do not need strict definition of the misbeha­

vior. The rabbis mention the consequences of defamation as a

warning against the transgression. The punishments they

describe, like those often extreme andof 5fl 1】囚刀 are

fantr€tstac. The similarities between this extension of the

concept of the 〜r ouj and ""in are great, for

2*1 duj comes t,o be understood to be a not entirely distinct.

subcategory of

In order to understand fully the development of the

must first look briefly atextended concept of defamation, we

text. The rabbisthe rabbinic development of the Deuteronomy

They closelydeal with this issue in quite typical fashion.

ex&niine each word, of the Biblicail t»ext» for it»s exact, meaning.

the Tannaim did not defineIt is interesting to note that

make it impossible to apply. When.this law closely as toso

find example after examplewe look at the Sifrei Devarim, we
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of places where the rabbis reject the narrowest possible

interpretaXion of the If the girl does not have bothtext. a

mother and a father, she is still chargeable because "father
and mother" in verse 15 refers to those who raised the
child. 3 Similarly, if the girl has misbehaved, her lacking a

f attier her father lacking & house does not prohibit heror

from being ■taken out and stoned.4

However, the Ainoraic discussion of this issue in

Ketubot 44b-45a5 decides that this law does not apply to

every newly married The Gemara questions whetherwoman.

Deuteronomy^s use of the term m3, understood by the rabbis

& technical term for a woman between the ages of twelveas

&nd twelve and a half, refers here to any woman or only to a

woman of this a.ge. They conclude that because a child under

twelve years is not legally responsible for her own actions,

she caunnot. be punislied for her premarital f ornication. An

older woman, a full adult, who is found to have inisrepre-

husband, is assumed to besented her virginity to her new

adulterous and is strangled, not stoned. Therefore, the laws

of the 5 duj O1D refer only to the defamation of a woman

niaurried. during this six month period of her life. Although

this greatly limits tiie application of the law, it is impor-

Sifrei Devartzw 235.

4 Sifrei Devarim 239.

of the dis-
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Mishnah Ketubot 4:3 presents a summary 
fully in the Sifrei Devarim.

5 
cussions recorded more



tarrt t»o note tha/t "this six month period was considered the

proper age for a young woman to marry.

The treatment of this issue in the Talmud and halachic

literature is quite extensive, largely because Deuteronomy 22

presents an anomalous case which contradicts many of the neat

principles of* Jewish, law. Significant for our study is that

5 Did a husband's false accusation that his wife was

not eu virgin art marriage, is technically a transgression of a

口 a negative commandment which does not

involve & deed, in which human courts cannot decreecase

punishment. Because Deuteronomy 22 does • prescribe specific

humanly imposed punishments for this verbal misdeed, the

rabbis declare the entire issue of defamation of ones wife a

meaning that no analogies may be drawn from it.

one

That the laws of the 5 OLU X^lQ have been ruled anoma-

the framework of the entirebecomes highly important in

haZ(zchah. This system frequently draws parallels from one

set of circumst»a.nces t»o anot.lier to help elucidate unclear

analogies help the rabbis extend thelegal issues. These

also Ketubot 45a andYerushalmi Ketubot 3:1, see
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for something
guilty for something spoken, 
from it.6

6
Maimonides, Mzshneh Torah, Hilchot Isurei Biah, ch. 3.

We do not learn (legal precedents) from it (the
5 DUJ) because in no other case can one be held guilty 

has said, and here one is judged 
Therefore, do not learn



precedents of Biblical law to fit arising in theircases

later world. Since Deuteronomy 22 gives the only Biblical example of a

person being punished for defamation,^ this specific occur-

a»nce becomes *th.e only exception to the courts inability to

punish someone for causing verbal harm.®

Although the specific legal formulations of the

kn DUJ could not be extended beyond their Biblical boundaries,

the ethical concept itself was not confined. If humanso

courts only have power to punish for the specific offense of

defamation of one's wife's character, God would obviously

take care of the rest. 5 CJUJ as an ethical concept

comes to refer to any sort of defamation.

The rabbis specifically discussed the ethical implica­

tions of the laws of Deuteronomy 22, and in this discussion

we begin to the emergance of the more general concept ofsee

def amation. The laws presented in Deuteronomy are laws of

punishment, and, according to rabbinic understanding of the

Bible, God does not» call for the punishment of & sin without

commis-first warning the Israelites elsewhere against its

a debate over whether the source®ion. Ketubot 46a preserves

22of *the wa.rn.ing for t.he punistunent.s outlined in Deuteronomy
"Do not go about as aunderstood to mean

7 ，':i? qnD DUJ,*
.145-146

8 R'usujon

66
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talebearer,' '9 nnn rmoujDi," "Keep yourself fromor

any evil word.''】。 Both are, as we have seen, under­verses

stood to be the general warning of the Torah against all

forms of

The second in its original context describesverse

proper conduct in war and obviously means there "Keep your­

self from any thing evil." Understood according to this

translation, it. could be a warning against the act of def am-

ing one's wife, but given that the sin of 5 DUJ X^ID is

verbal and that the discussion of the prooftexts makes no

attempt to differentiate between the import of the two ver-

ses, we are justified in positing that nm is here understood

Mword.M The rabbis fail to agree on their warning text,as

not because of import, but* because each requires the other's

text, for an unrelated purpose. The overall intent is clear.

The warning against 5 DUJ NXD, whether the act has legal

implica,t.ions not, st*ems from the general warnings againstor

verbally harming another, not from warning against this spe—

Qific accusation of a husband against his wife.

This blurring of the distinction between the two under­

standings of the term 5 becomes most glaring in

Mishnah A^aohin 3:5:

at other timessometimes be strict andHow can one

Leviticus 19:16.

10 Deuteronomy 23:10.
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"ten times and did not listen to My voice. 13

This Mistmaii is the last of a series, all beginning with the

question: in the case of a specific type of misconduct, at

what times is the punishment strict or lenient? In the case

of claims of non-virginity against one's wife, the claim

would appear to be much more serious if the woman is of a

socially prominent background; it receives wider notice and

brings much more public shame to the woman,s family. There­

fore, might think it appropriate to raise or lower theone

fine according to the status of the defamed woman, but this

is not "the No matter who the woman is, the fine re-case.

Th.e punishment is thus lenient, for themains the same.

defa»ma*t»ion of a, proininen't woman and strict, for the defamation

So far then, the Tannaim ofof someone less significant.

merely explicating a straightforward prin-this Mishnaii are

cipl。of equality before the law.

begin to cross theHowever, with the next phrase, we

Variant: and.

13 Numbers 14:22.
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man who defames the 
one 

woman must

lenient, in (judging) the case of the man who defames 
his wife (5 * Both the
most, important woman of priestly descent and the 
who defames the most insignificant Israelite 
pay one hundred sela. Thus we find that a verbal crime 
is more serious^-^ than an actual physical deed! For】2 
tiius we have found that the verdict was sealed on our 
ancestors in the wilderness only because of their slan­
der (5FI for it is said: They^ _ tested Me these

Variants: fined more.



boundary to the extended, broader, non-juridical interpreta­

tion of defamation. In the previous Mishnah, the rabbis have

established that, matter what the status of the woman, theno

fine for rape or seduction is only fifty sela. Here we have

& fine double that size, implying that the crime of defama­

tion, of accusing one's wife of sexual misconduct before

marriage, is much more serious than actually committing that

Biblicallymisconduct. Although these finesoneself. are

mandated, it. is still fair to ask whether this makes any

that an actual rape is a. moreLogic would tellsense. us

serious crime than an accusation of non-virginity. The mes­

sage of "traiditiion must., then, go beyond the obvious realm of

statement about values andcourtroom procedure to make a

ethics.

the Tannaim make just thisIn explaining this problem,

jump. All of a sudden, ""I DUJ is 刀 and as we

ethicalin the rabbinic system, 7W is anhave seen,

exclusively outside of the humanconcept which functions

toof the fines comesjudicial system. The relative size

of theslander, the useindicate to that defamation orus

is, in the eyes of God, aspoken word to harm another person,
violentsociety than &heinous sin., destructive tomore

clearly inis explicated morephysical crime. This concept

the Tosefta:

See where, in punishing

Torah is more stringent
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of violence or 
is more strin- 

and the perpetrator, of
:二了 selaim and are not flog-
□id is whipped and pays

hundred sela.

Torah
 rapist, the seducer,

violence pay a fine of fifty t 
ged; but the defamer (5 I- 
a fine of one

the perpetrators
the slanderers (ijnn 11UJ? 
gent. The



die.1*16 留
gent about words than deedsA^

With this in mind, we can understand better the homily impli­

cit in the ending of the Mishnah. We may tend to think of

our stat.einent,s as ephemeral words, but in universal or divine

terms, their impact is much more serious than any deed we

might do. We know this to be true, because our ancestors

rebelled against and disobeyed God ten times in the wilder-

However, only when the spies brought back their evilness.

report, when they slandered the land which God had promised

to t»he Israelites, did God determine that the generation who

h&d escaped from Egypt would not live to enter the land.

As we Have seen in both the Mishnah and the Tosefta

enter the realm of the extended concept ofpassages, once we

Did the distinction between口id and

blurs. The used interchangeably, but this is notterms are

Maimonides rightfullyto say tiiat they become synonymous.

How-subc&tegory of ^nnidentifies 5 du as a

over, he defines quj x^^lD to be that ynn In which one

14 Exodus 21:15.

Exodus 21:17.

16 painful and drawn out death.The more

also Mishnat Rabbi Elie-Tosefta Arachin 2:10; see
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17 
no, p. 172.

about words than deeds.
his fa-Lher and mother shall surely die/'^

The first is (punished I 
tion and the second by stoning.

It is said: "He who strikes 
and it is 

saddle "He who curses his father and mother shall 
death) by strangula- 
Tor&h is more strin-



person, speeuks a falsehood about another .】8 This distinction

is not totally supported by the use of the term in the rab­

binic texts. We have many examples of falsehood spoken about

ancther person which are referred to only as The

common -thread instead in all examples of the specific use of

the term 5 DUJ including those of the purely legal

discussions based on Deuteronomy 22, is that they involve
destruction of another person or thing's reputation, & defa­

mation of character. The content of the 5 Old may be

true or false; Maimonides^ defini 一at issue is its effect.

tion m&y reflect more the interpretation given to the term in

post.—Ta,lmudic times. The scope of 5 Old O1D may easily

h&vo changed, because the textual sources for the extension

of the concept of ouj are almost all agg&dic. The

text,© define the concept by example rather than by direct

discussion.

of these examples of the extendedAs we have seen, one

concept, of ijn ouj is the midrashic interpretation of the

their return from scout­words of ten of the twelve spies on

ing out. the land of Canaan. The rabbis interpret the verse

"The men died who'F5 rnxn nnn 'N'xid □'•ujdxh inim"

uttered evil speech a»bou*t tiie land,"^ to mean that t»iie spies

spoke did about the land. Here, the defamation is of

18 Mishneh Torah, Hitchot Deot, ch. 7.

19 Numbers 14:37.
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land, the Promised. Land, not of people. The rabbis comment

that if, for defamation of sticks and stones, the punishment

death, how much more horrendous would it be for defaina-was

t»ion of people The midrash here extends the concept of

21 口kJ to defamation of the land because of the simi­

larities between. the phrases 5 Old and r"ixn nm

F15 .

Possibly but not necessarily based on the precedent of

this midrash, the Geniara speaks elsewhere against a general-

ized defamation of land. One who rents land has an obliga­

tion to if one pays the agreedweed it properly, for even

upon rent, if the soil becomes full of weeds, the reputation

of the property will be ruined and its value lessened. The

owner has every right to say to the tenant, "DUJ J13ODD xp

’X5" 5,''

The object of 5 口UJ may be totally inanimate, whether

tho defamation is false in the case of the spies or trueas

It is interesting to noteas with the weed infested land.

that in the second this is not a verbal defamation8S6

although the effect, is the same. The tenant, is not.

who has created the groundsthe actual defamer, just the one

for the defamation.

God's wisdom inofJust. the spies' questioningas

20 Arachtn 15% Tosefta Arachin 2:11.

21 Bava Metsia 105a.
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"You have ruined the reputation of my land."^



directing the Israelites to Canaan was 5 Did so was

Korach^s questioning of Moses' authority. Bamidbar Rabah

compares Koracti^s claims against Moses to an untrue claim of

non-virgini"ty leveled against the daughter of a king.

22

Then

really receive his revelation andA claim thaX Moses did not

authority from God is here equated .with & cla»im to & f&ther

lie misrepresen.t.ed. his daugiiter^s state of virginitythat

defamed isher marriage. According to our parable, the woman

Torah, and her virginity, guarded by Moses, is the true

The point of this midrash isDivine nature of revelation.

22 Numbers 16:28-29.

23 Bamidbar Rabah 18:10.
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Moses said, "By this you shall know that the Lord sent 
me (to do all these things, that I did not make them 
up.) If these men die the death of all men, (if their
fate is the fate of all men, it is not th© Lord who
sent mo.)"22 To what can this be compared? To the
case of the a^ent of the kind's daughter who was re-

One of the

men, 
To what can this be compared? 

of the agent of the king's daughter who 
sponsible for the tokens of her virginity.
guests stiood up and cursed the a^ent, claiming that the 
king's daughter had not been a. virgin. The agent stood 
before thie king and said to him, "If you do not claim 
redress for this insult, and if you do not take this 
man out and kill him publically, I too will say that 
tiie king's daughter was certainly not found & virgin." 
Immediately the king said, "It is better for me to kill 
this one ma>n than that the agent defame my daughter." 
Similarly, Kor&cli opposed Moses and claimed that Moses 
had fabricated All of his words (of revelation).
Moses beg&n to speak before the Holy One, blessed be He 
saying, **If these men die on their beds in the way 
human, beings die and the doctors visit them like all 
tile sick are visited, then I too will deny (Your Torah) 
&nd claim thaX the Lord did not send me and it was all 
my creation!25



that &ny quest,ioning of the legitimacy of Israelis revealed

teachings is a» serious defamation of Torah and thus of God.

Israel too is not to be defamed, even by Moses. Accord-

in 莒 to a tradition recorded in Shmot Rabah 3:12,24 Moses

cla.ims in Exodus 4:1 that, in spite of God's promise to the

contrary, the Israelites will not believe him to be & Divine

emissary. This is a defamation of his people and he deserves

to be punished, for why else would God immediately draw

Moses' attention to the staff in his hand? Moses should be

beaten with the staff, according to one of the punishments of

the 5 Did NblD! And why does the staff turn into a serpent

if not t»o recall t»he serpent of the G&rden of Eden which

defamed. it*s Crea/tor? Moses, in questioning the faithfulness

°f the Israelites, defames them and at least is threatened

with punishment.

less midrashic andOther examples of 5 DUJ are

directly to the injunction against destroy-relate even more

specifically onIng the reputation of others. They deal more

食 reailist.ic human level with the defam&tion of other human

strongly against claiming eitherbeings. The Talmud warns

"that, the other merits of a suspected abdul*teress can qualify

24 See also Tanchuma Shmot 23.

74



the 25accuracy of the sotah or that, in spite of the fact

that tiie woman was proven innocent by the sotah, there are

witnesses to her a.dult»ery who are too far away to come to

testify. Either way, one calls into question the character

5 DUJ NXD) of all truly innocent women who have endured

this trial.26 The rabbis would rather that a few guilty

women go unpunished than that the character of many innocent

women be suspect.

Guarding the reputation of others is the motivating

force behind a quite famous rebuke for 5 DLU

one

[to 
11 • •Yes,"was

youperson,

26 Mzshnah Sotah 3:5 and Sotah 6a.

towitnesses for testimony

28 Deuteronomy 19:15.

29 Pesachim 113b.
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witness shall not testify 
testified against him 

his character (and did not

sexual misconduct.^ 
came

25 
alleged adulteress^claims of innocence, 
the defamed woman of Deuteronomy 22 

two accusations are very

27. Jewish law requires two 
be considered valid.

was
adultery, the two accusations are very :瞿藉concept of 
surprising to find illustrations of the exxena
571 MS which involve issues of adultery.

against 
alone. ___
help to prove him guilty).29

Sotah refers to the bitter waters given to verify an 
Note that although 

not charged with

The Holy One, blessed be He, detests three kinds of 
people: the hypocrite, one who withholds testimony, and 
one who is a sole witness testifying about & matter of 

It happened that Tovia sinned, 
and Zigod came alone and testified before Rav Papa. 
THey whipped Zigod. They said to (R&v Papa), "Tovia 
sinned and Zigod was whipped?!" "Yes," he said, "for 
it is written: A single 

& person,23 and 
You only defamed



The ethical system of Judaism seeks to prevent people from

spreading informaXion which would be harmful to the reputa­

tion of another. However, if this were an absolute, no one

would, be eible t»o testify in court and the system of justice

would breauk down. To prevent false testimony, the Torah

established a system by which two or three witnesses with the

■testimony must be found before evidence can be validlysame

heard in In this case, Zigod has come forward tocourt.

testify without Therefore, hisanyone to verify his words.

testimony cannot be considered in reaching a verdict. How-

ever» by testifying, he has encouraged popular suspicion

about Tovia,s guilt. Even if the court finds Tovia innocent,

the community, thinking that the verdict was based on lack of

evidence, may ostracize him. An innocent man's name will be

defamed, his reputation ruined.

This becomes particularly interesting when wecase

remember that only in the exact scenario of Deuteronomy 22

a&n a* hum&n court, decree punishment for & specifically verbal

Bu*t the precedent set by the story of Zigod combinedcrime.

the ethical and purelywith the fuzzy distinction between

legal allowed the haZachah toconceptions of 5 DUJ

The Talmudically estab-change in the post-Talmudic period.

lished punisHment» for false testimony, breaking oath., and.

30 extended to includecursing invoking the Divine Name1 were

30 Makot 4b.
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the 5 duj

uses

defames his wife) .32

phenomenon,33 resultingHowever, this is later from an

extension of the statement in Kiddushin 28a that one could be

excommunicated for calling a slave or whipped forsomeone

calling someone & bastard. In Tannaitic and Amor&ic texts

referring specifically to the yn Old N'Xld the punishment was

left, solely The Divine punishment took the formto God.

either of death, as in the case of the spies, or of leprosy.

know From what we have read inwe
This

leper.34 but the

sa.w in the preceding chapter, the rabbis saw leprosy asAs we

31 ,，」P M,HD?n3 ETPe UJT*」'.T .门
See page 5. ，(mun)

32 pp. 219-220.

33 nmpn, p. 201.

34 Leviticus 14:2.

35 Tanchuma Metsora 1.
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who
From

wtience do
(Farshat Metsora ):

One cannot say with certainty that this was the inten­
sion, since it, is not explained, but in any case, it is 

power to

Rabbi Fedat said, "A covenant was made between the Holy 
One, blessed be He, and the world that any one 
speaks slander will be stricken with leprosy.

shall be the law of the
- Do not read *the leper*

defamer (5 DUJ X^^IDn).35

whipping for transgressions between human 
for defamation (nx、in

Because of this, the sages established the 
punishment of whipping also for other slanderous 
of language (Hinx nx、】n) (beyond the one who

hinted at in the Tor&h that the court has the 
sentence 
beings, and, under this rubric, 
5 Did).



something unusueul, as a sign of warning from God.36 Because

of the similarity in sounds between the word for leper

and. the phra.se 5 (DUJ) N'tlD, they drew a parallel,

and, through, the midrastiic process, came to understand lep-

rosy itself to be the Divine punishment for defamation. The

association of leprosy with. 5fl 11UJ? was most likely an

extension of this idea, for CJUJ X^^lD was generally con­

sidered a subcategory of SJnn pw?. Not only did this connec-

tion of leprosy with verbal misconduct provide them with an

excellent threa-t of punishment for the defamer and slanderer

and a good explanation of the for the disease, but itreason

also Slanderers and detainersseemed to be just, retribution.

through their words create divisions and separations among

people. for suchLeprosy is appropriate punishmentan

people, for the lepers themselves must be separated from the

community .3^

This concept, is very neatj but. the rabbis must have

r©cognized. "thaX the midreishic connection on which, it is based

is rather weack. related only by theirand 5 are

find that the rabbissimilar sounds. In Arachin 15b, we

this association, butattempted to find another prooftext for

Since this theory resortsthe end result is very convoluted.

to achieve theirt。several different, verses and the Targum

36 nnipn, p. 197.

37 nmpn, p. 197, referring to Arachin 16b.
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phra.se


However, ifconvincing.end, it, cannot, be judged any more

Biblical basis forseetrcliing so hard for athe rabbis were
defamation, thebetween leprosy and slander orthe connection

of misconduct must■this disease with this areaassociatiion of
wouldtheir world. A prooftexthave been well established in

heldwhat must have been a popularlyto buttressonly serve
world, then, al-of the rabbinicIn the viewconception.

each other for anycould not disciplinethough human beings
described inspecificallydefamation except that which was

from God Instead.Levit>icus, this punishment would come
the rabbinicwhenin*terest»ing to note that evenIt, is

of 5 口七the Biblical concepttradition has extended
the examples given areof

Biblical scenario.still somehow connected to
of thedefamationis compared to aKorach's 5 Did

about animproperlyZigod is testifyingdaughter of a king>
the efficacycannot questionact of sexual misconduct.

of the drink given to women
a continuumof the 5 quj OID thus covers

22 whereof Deuteronomy
from the narrow

inisrepre-wasclaim that hisa. new husband's
destroyingagainstethical injunctionsented, to the broad

entire conti-theThroughoutcharacter.anything'sanyone or
defamation.ofdisapprovalidea is thenuum, the overarching

ofthe conceptunity tointrinsicis anUltimately, there
rabbinic tradition.presented in the5 duj 入斗此 as it is
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legal interpretation

wife's virginity

into a* purely et.iiica»l realm, many

the original

One 

accused of adultery. The concept 

ideas, ranging



CHAPTER IV: mkn-l

Leviticus 19:16 reads, Km K>M, most common­

ly understood to mean, "Do not go about a.s a talebearer among

your people." While the rabbis understand this prooftext to

be of the primary Divine warnings aga*inst 5F1 "|】S andone

5 duj they only rarely refer to slander by the word

derived directly Although in thefrom this verse, mkrn

classical rabbinic world, the unique concept of mKA did

exist, the meaning and usage of the term, in contrast to the

term MS, extremely specialized and was tightly tiedwas

t。 its Biblical It is only in later usage thatprooftexts.
mKf gains & more independent meaning.

in thisThe root to peddle, and it appearsmeans

sense in both the Biblical and rabbinic literature. However,

in the Bible, itwhen the root appears in the form

signifies not> a peddler of goods, but & peddler of words, a

mkm meaninggossip or talebearer. The abstract noun

As far as Italebearing, is later linguistic invention.a

ha»ve been able to ascertain, it appears only once in the

in the Palestineanentire classical rabbinic literature,

80

1 Ketu2x>t 46a; Yerushatmi Peah 1:1, f・ 4b.



Talmud.^ The term

usage, the term appears only

as & modifier of 刀 indicating that had no

status an independent category of forbidden speechas even
there. Maimonides also does not use the word mknr in his

Mishneh Torah although, he does make specific reference to

Leviticus 19:16.3, 4

The rabbis do discuss the exact meaning of the term as

appears in the Torah in Leviticus. There the commandment

against being a appears in the midst of & series of

verses devoted to the maintenance of the judicial system.^ In

this context, a commandment to avoid talebearing is out of

Place; it is very possible that the text means something

quite different by this term, but this meaning was no longer

Yer*ushaZmi Peah 1:1, Venice edition, f. 16d and both

Vatican manuscript (Ebruo 133) read 571 11UJ?

5门

3 Mzshneh Torah, Hilchot Deot 7.

does appear

laterpoints to

Do not
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evidence 
Enelow^s suggestion of 

p. 36, above.

Leiden manuscript (Codex Leiden Scali 3, f. 35a) and the 
 Other

editions, most notably the Zhitomir, f. 4b, read only 
& relatively simple error, perhaps be­

cause the printers did not underst&nd this unusual form.

was thus most likely unknown in Babylonia.

Even in the Palestinean

171.
that
dating than
See note 76,

丁膈 term does appear in Mishnat Rabbi Eliezer, p. 
This would support the Encyclopedia Judaica's claim 
linguistic evidence points to & significantly later 

early Tannaitic origins.

、 _ v% i inf air decision。5 -You shall not render an vlut rich; judge your 
favor the poor or Bhow del^re?c： talebearer among your 
neighbor fairly. Do not go , d of your neighbor; I 
people; do not» sta»nd upon the 
the Lord.” (Leviticus 19:15-16).

shall not render an 
poor or show deference 

Do not go about as 
upon •  



only solution offeredTheremembered, even by the rabbis.

the words fitting with

their context is the suggestion that
and harshly tospeak gently (-7 E) to someshould not

beyond the simpleothers.* *6

and themeaning of the verse,
should not be like a peddlerOnestandard interpretation.:

matters) from one to an-(words, things,who carries camr

in finding atheir difficultyHowever, in spite of
the rabbis'this phrase,ofsuitable juridical interpretation

concept of theand discussion of theusage of the verse
Immediately aftercontext.

of the

among

6 Sifra, Kedoshim 89a.

7

Jewish lawA civil case,
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What can 
pose

This Interpretation clearly goes

rabbis quickly offer its more

8 a civil case> according to 
by & panel of three judges.

 representative
should not say, 
fellow Judges i-

the judges 
(the litigants) 

 litigant •二一 1
that he is guilty.

other and back again.7

This is 
stand before them 

Then they 
When

which, attempts to keep the meaning of

Torah commands that "one

the conduct
i and they hear 

send the litigants 
the judges have de- 

)back in, and 
that he 

And whence 
leave (the

MI 
 found 

overruled me?" 
about as & ,,

Is aquitted 
do we know

- i of the 
found you/him 

you/him guilty.
For this pur­

talebearer

YerushaZmi Peah 1:1, f. 4b; Sifra Kedoshim 89a.

,would be heard

takes place largely in a Judicial 

the two comments quoted above, the St/ra records:

Rabbi Nechemiah said: 
judges.8 The litigants 
(the litigants) words, 
out and debate the matter, 
cided the case, they bring 
the senior Judge tells one 
and the other *   
that when (the judges) 
minority opinion) 
innocent, but my

I do, for they 
it is said, "Do not go



And Scripture also says, "The one who

While the Sifra presents this as only one of several unre­

lated possible meanings of Leviticus 19:16, the Mishnah and

Gemara in Sanhedrin record this baraita &s part of & larger,

coherent discussion of proper court procedures. However, the

Sifra^s context probably more accurately records the rabbis

search for the meaning It is difficult toof this verse.

accept that x> refers only to those cases where the

overruled justice in & divided court has reason to want to

curry favor with the person who has just lost his case.

Although this Interpretation is plausible, it gives the Bib­

lical passage only & very narrow application. In Sanhedrin,

the prooftext about the talebearer are brought in only to

support of annarrow but important point, not as part

Itself.

This it is used in Sanhedrin, does make anpassage^ as

important implicit point. The rabbis there simply assume

that a is a talebearer. Thus, no matter what questions

were raised in Tannaitic times about the meaning of Leviticus

19:16, by Amora»ic "times, this meaning was unquestioned. The

Passage goes on. to discuss^ not> whether this prooftext is

9 Leviticus 19:16.

10 Proverbs 11:13.

Bava
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your people.*，9 , -, --
goes about as a talebearer reveals secrets."^^

11 Sifra Kedoshim S9a; Mishnah Sanhedrin 3:7; Sanhedrin 
-----,Kama 99b.

attempt to understand the verse



appropriate to the situation discussed, but how to avoid

talebearing in the announcement of & verdict. The rabbis

decide that in the presentation of & non-unanimous verdict

two principles of equal importance. While the courtare

should not lie and pretend that all three justices agreed

when they did not, neither should they engage in talebearing

and reveal who dissented. By phrasing the verdict to read,
"From (the litigants) words, Mr. X was found innocent," the

Judges avoid trangressing the prohibitions against bothcan

lying and talebearing.  12

As we have already in the discussion of 5F1 1】UJ刀seen

though, the prohibition against slander and talebearing was

not stringent as to interfere with the functioning of the60

courts. The second half of Leviticus 19:16 is equally ob-

a litereul traunslatlon reads, "Do not stand on thescure;

blood 13 interprets this verseof your neighbor." The St/ra

mean "that if one has testimony, one may not withhold it."

Thus, just, a>s one may not improperly reveal the inner work­

ings of also not be so close-mouthed &s to-the court, one may

ofhold back Under the controlled circumstancestestimony.

another's doings without becom-the court, one may tell about

ing a Knq.

of the gravity ofOne agadic example gives us & sense

Sanhedrin 30a.

13 Kedoshtm 89a.
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the sin of talebearing. Sanhedrin 31a records:

(R&v Ami) said, "This

This passage directly follows the baraita's dictum that the

justice with the minority opinion should not tell anyone.

The prooftext "The one who goes about as & talebearer reveals

secretst，14 ends *th.at passage and is the direct antecedent to

this It is possible that this story is quoted instory.

Sanhedrin only because Rav Ami's statement in Aramaic is

reminiscent of the Proverb, but the allusion is sufficiently

specific that that Rav Ami considered thiswe can assume

student, & 7勺\ though his talebearing had occurredeven

twenty two years previously.

Given tliese few bits of information, we can now define

closely and differentiate it frommore

Unlike be private; it involves theijnn 】】♦刀 mkni cannot

revela»t,ion of InformaXlon about oneself or & third party

which In addition, whilewas meant to be kept secret.

and is most often false,can be either true falseor

evidence for this is scantymust be ti*ue. While the

Rabbi Eliezer points out thatin the classical texts, Mishnat

falsehood to Saul aboutDoeg was killed, not for speaking

14 Proverbs 11:13.
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of study th&t student about whom circulated 
that he had revealed 
in the house

After twenty two years, Rav Ami expelled from the house 
a rumor 

& matter which had been discussed 
of study. (Rav Ami) said, "This one 

revealed a secret."



he was nottruth. Thereforespeaking theAchimelech., but» for
his act ofwords, but forof hiskilled for the content

mkzn.15
truthful tale—the kA as &ofMaimonides also speaks

of 5H liUJ?the speakerhim frombea»rer, and different»ia»t,es
16 Heof the other.denigratingbe true butwhose words can

serious m&nifes-be & lesstotalebearingcorrectly describ es
both of them5H 1", astransgression astation of the same

We canbasis.ScripturaltheirLeviXicus 19:16 forrely on
although 丁才丁 wasthatand sayextend Maimonides, statement

Biblicalin thespeechforbiddenofa significant category
limitedmerely &it becamera>bbinic p&rlanceworld, in the

specificwith littleconceptthat「S,subcategory of
this isforevidenceTheof its own.Biblical background
of >5translationTargum^sthe Palestineanmanifold, from

classificationHaMag's
as 18of ynn

only *tlie fiftih ofas

words asDoeg'storefertextsAllP.

16 Mishneh Torah,
Leviticus

the Tar gum
referto

357-366.18 ed. Enelow, PP-
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to
is &

also 
equivalent for 
exactly this act

See 
33ff, 36 above, 

vjnn 「5. 
of talebearing,

小rr"
Bashi

19:16;
common
it

15 p. 172. All other 
See pp. 34ff., 51.

Hilchot Deot 7:1-2.

17 
PP.

Yezneshatmi

understands

to the Menorat

its eight aspect

see 
Aramaic 

to



CHAPTER V:

Up to this point, have examined categories of harmwe

through the spoken word which, in most of their manifesta­

tions, involve speech about & second p&rty which is directed

to a third. We turn now to the concept of nXJix, onaat

the paining, insulting, shaming of others throughor

words spoken directly to them. While nXDW, because it

has its own set, of well defined prooftexts, is not specific­

ally a subcategory of tiuj? it is conceptually closely

related.® In content and essence, if not in strict legal

definition, □'•nnn rixaix is that ^nn iiui? which is spoken

directly to its object.4

Leviticus 25:14.

Vayikra, Raba 33:1.

4
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For ttiis 
you make a purchase from your fellow,

.(1962) 51 "mw；

a feast for his students, and served them 
tough tongue. When they began to 
meat and leave the tough, he said to 

Just

,•When . o
should not. wrong his brother."^* 2

the thirteenth 
of

Rabbi made r 
both tender and 
choose the tender 
them:

_ _____yin iiuj? mm
•198 .(1962) 51Tian； referring to …-
negative commandment listed in the introductory chapter 
the ctf rsn.

My children, realize what you are doing, 
as you a,re choosing the tender (meat) and leaving the 
tough, so should your tongues be tender to one another, 

purpose, Moses warned Israel &nd said to them, 
one person

3 >Moritz Lazarus, Die Ethik des Judenthums (Frankfurt 
am Main: J. Kauffmann, 1901), Vol I, p. 308.



The rabbinic concept of 口、JlNDlX is an extension and

interpretation of the Biblical prohibition of HX21X, usually

translated overreaching. The Torah seems to repeat it-as

self, saying:

Egypt. 5

God.8

of whatOnly the third of t>tiese four verses gives any sense

In Leviti­

cus 25:14, nx^nx clearly refers to malpractice in the market

the seller. Theplace, either the part of the buyer oron
de-ra»bbinic *text»s claurify the details of this prohibition.

the buyer'sfining nx^ix to be the sellers overcharging or

Exodus 22:20.

6 Leviticus 19:33.

7 Leviticus 25:14.

8 Leviticus 25:17.

you.

not. wrong him (122in).
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You shall not wrong (ruin) a stranger or oppress him, 
for you were strangers in the land of Egypt.®

A person should not wrong (nin) his fellow, and you 
8h.a»ll fea»r your God, for I am the Lord your God.

One audditional text from 
wronging of a runaway」 
,•You shall not turn over 

seeks refuge with you. He 
he i 
he pleases;

9 
bits the 
master.

When you sell anything to your fellow, or buy anything 
from your fellow, one person should not wrong (”w) 
the other.7

23:16-17 prohi- 
him to his 
slave who 

i in any place 
midst, wherever

n Deuteronomy 
slave by returning 

to his master a 
一 ____  … shall dwell with you 二.

may choose among the settlements in your i-----
> you must not wrong him

When a stranger^ dwells with you in your l&nd, d。not 
wrong himP

is meant, by "wronging" one's fellow human being



underpayment by one sixth. more, taking advantage of theor

other's ignorance of the going market rate. This then is a

form of theft, and claims can be settled in court. If the

overcharge ha>s been only one sixth of the item's true value,

only *tiie difference must be returned. However, if the seller

has charged more than this, the transaction is voided, and

tho purchaser has the right to keep the goods.】。

This explanation does not clarify the other uses of the

concept of HXDIX in the Bible. Our other obviouslyverses
dead with harm in some form to different sorts of people,

including and one's fellow Israelites.sXrangers, slaves,

The rabbinic tradition deduces from this that there are two

sorts of HX31X, 11OO nXDIX, the monetary overreaching dis­

cussed above, and another kind which they term 口nxiix.

As Laiza»rus comments:

so
nxjix.11

L^za,mis, a«side about tho connection of the term 口riXDiX

to its he and later scholars correct-meaning is merited. As

ly point prime example of the rabbinicout, □'•nm nxjix is a

11 Lazarus, I, p. 304.

89

10 
Talmudic Literature," 

.op-IDP ,

For more details^ see Aaron 
Tradition,

• - .tiliere &re other various forms of harm which one 
can inflict on another, and foremost is the harming of 
the other's honor; Holy Scripture deals with them with 
食 generetl prohibition, and the rabbis include them 
under *th.e (not so happily chosen) heading of hPl

, l Levine, MValue Theory in
「---- 二：17 (Summer 1978), pp, 23-54;



extension of the Biblical text to the point that the Biblical

concept is totally altered. Beyond their prooftexts, there
is almost no connection between errs nx3W and t)dd nxnx.
In nxiix, the meaning of. the term nxDix maintains only
its senses of causing another harm and taking advantage of

the other; the ideas of overreaching and greed which distin­

guish the concept of 11DD nxjix from so many others have been

discarded. Instead, nXDlX means verbal oppression or

abuse.

In spite of this tenuous connection in meaning, the

derivation of the two terms from the same set of andverses

their consequent linguistic similarity force the rabbis to

tie them together. The major locus of discussion of JIXDIX

口in the Talmud is in Bava Metsia 58b-59b following an

extended discussion of nxjix and commenting on the Mishnah

which reads: Just as there is nxilN in business dealings, so

there is nxDnx in words.12 The Gein&ra here and parallel

texts establish the Scripturalelsewhere then procede to

basis cl&imlng that because Leviticus 25:14for this concept,

obviously refers to tidd DX21X, the vaguer MA person should

not wrong his fellowM of Leviticus 25:17 must refer to DX21X

口 Fr.13 The rabbis divide Exodus 22:30 similarly, declaring

that □'•nni DXJ1X and notnot towronging the stranger refers

12 Mtshnah Bava Metsia 4:10.
13 Bava Metsia 58b; Sifra Behar 3:4, 4:1.
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oppressing him to 11DD nxnx.14

These statements alone do little more than establish

that there is Scriptural basis for 口nx:ix, but the

rabbis also assert based on a comparison of the two Leviticus

verses, that crpr nxnx is a more serious offence than nxnx

lion. While Leviticus 25:14, the prooftext for DX21X 11D0,

warns against wronging one^s brother, Leviticus 25:17 warns

against harming one^s fellow, a person not so closely related

to oneself. 口 DXDIX then has broader social implica­

tions. Further proof of the gravity of cmr nx：ix lies in

the conclusion of its prooftext with the words, "You shall

fear your God," indicating that this is & special area of

Divine point out that becauseSeveral sources

口」5 HKDIx is commanded with these words, it is one of the
16 im-□'moon cmi & matter entrusted to the heart,

plying thax bec&use only the person speaking the words knows

tho int,en*t behind them, & human court is unable to judge

b&d.】7whether their purpose was good or

stillThe Gemara recognizes that these arguments are

convincingvery ecbst.reLct, and It records two other more

14 Mechilta Mishpatim 18.
15 Tosefta Bava Metsia 3:25; Bava Metsia 58b.

16

17 Bartinuro and Tosefet Yom Tov to
4:10.
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concern.^-®

Bava Metsia 58b; Sifra Behar 107d.

Mishnah Bava Metsta



nx：ix to be moreRabbi Eliezer considers tmropinions.

himself, not just hisserious bececu.se it. wrongs the person

the understandingthis assertion isUnderlyingfinances.
while wronging others,that unfair business transactions,

the other□',13"! nKDlX, ononly harm ,them superficially.
Nachmani makes aRabbi Shmuel barhand, wounds the ego.

is more serious

settlement forbe nobecause, unlike 11DQ nxnx, there can
DX：1X, likehave in 口'"QTThus we

serious thanwhere words are more5 DUJ an instance

deeds .19
of retributionthe meansto examineBefore proceding

of what itideaclearerneed t»o have afor cmr nxnx, we
find explicittowould expectIn the contexts where weis.

of thisonly examplesfinddefinitions of the concept, we
follows itsMetsia

sort of conduct. The
threeby"verbalthere isassertion that

examples:

sin-

ancestors."

18 Bava 58b.

19 See p. 69 above.
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Mishnah in Bava

overreaching''

y has no 
repentent 

former 
one

一 一 "Remember 
it is said, "You t

.of
、the 
shall not

\ is this?" when one 
If & person 
■，to him, 
is the son 

to him,

One should not ask, "How much 
intention of buying. — 

should not say 
If a person - 

should not say 
For

i is a
"Remember your 

proselytes, 
deeds of your 

wrong the

ner, one 
deeds.**

related s*ta*t.enient*> asserting that nX21X

the damages caused.^-^

bececu.se


him.*。，21or oppressstrang er (proselyte)

of this Mishnah, saying:The Geinara con*tinues the theme

to

befell him,

now,

goods

entrusted to

for nx：Wdefinitionnot with aThese texts present us
ranging fromof examples.widely varied setcrnr, but with a

to prohi-ofexhortations not, to drag up parts

Evenbitions against* misleauding others.
examples,ofthis listrepeatsfining crmr rx^ix, just

20 Exodus 22:20.
VayeraTanchumcLalso4:10; see

22 Job 4:6-7.

Bava

similar text in

24 Mishneh Torah, Hitchot
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2】Mzshncth Bava M&tsia 
14; Tanchuma Buber Vayera 32.

Bava 
more

him for feed, 
he sells feed," 
sold it.has

one 
has no money, for 
heart, and it 
the heart, "You

if he 
his companions

also 
adds 
good 

in error,

Tosefta 
one 
advice, it 

of

Rabbi 
lay one's eyes

Me寸sta 3:25;
that 

be so,The Sifra 
should one claim "to be giving 
but, this is recorded here 
ism with a

 ~ > should not
、carrion, diseased 

二二一」animals is coming to 
proclaimed by the Mouth of 

or = M

一 because
Sifra Kedoshim, -__

Mechirah 14:12f.

example, 
should 

----- the parallel- 
Parshata 2:14.

said to Job, 
integrity your 
ever

came to study Torah, one 
"A mouth which ate 
meat of forbidden i

learn the Torah which was 
If troubles

buried his children, one

If a proselyte 
remark to him, 
animals, and the

，e? Think
If ass- 

二"Go to 
that Ploni 

Additionally, 
- * i when one

entrusted to the
:'matter
■23

peopled past

Maiinonides,^4 in de­

Might (God)?「’ 
ill, or 
to him as 
piety your confidence, your 

whaX innocent man 
drivers ask 
Ploni, for 

never i 
should not even

if he fell 
should not say 

"Is not your 
hop- 

perished?1,22 
he should not say, 

when one knows 
Yehoshua said: 

—  * i on
behold the matter is 

is said about every 
shall fear your God.*

23 Bava Metsia 58b; see 
Sifra Behar 107d.' 

one claim to



adding on his authority's onlyown that one should not ask
the opinion of someone whom one knows to be unlearned in that

subject. The midrashic literature provides only two addi­

tional examples. Rabbi Yan&i commits crnr nxDix when he

calls a man a dog for being unlearned when the man was really

very righteous and wise in the ways of the world (rnx "nr).26

The TcLnchumcL adchs to its listing of the previous examples:

ate.27

God did not. want the sullied history of this particular tree

be used against it.

The unifying factor in all these examples is that one

should *ta.ke advantiage of the situation or prior situation.not

of ethers *to put them int»o uncomfortable positions. Just as

in of加d nxDix, t>a.kes adv&rrtage of another's ignoranceone

the going price for something, here in □'*"131 DXDIX, one takes

advantage of others, less than perfect past unfamiliarityor

with the puts them into compro-&nd denigrates them or

the former actionsrising situations. One should never use

put the proselyte intoof the toancestors of the proselyte

Kesef Mishneh to 14:14.

28 Vayikra Raba 9:3.
27 Tanchumci VctyeTCL 14; Tanchuma Buber Vay era
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so 
world which

The Holy One, blessed be He, said: 
you to be like Me.

It should be suffi­
cient for you to be like Me. As it were, when I 
created the world, I did not want to wrong (nmn>) the 
creation, so I did not publicize to the inhabitants of 

was the tree from which the first man



an inferior position; one should never call forth the former

actions of a repentant sinner to denigrate the person; one
should never question the righteousness of & person just

because tragedy has struck. As the Mechilta comments, one

should not call forth the other person's blemishes, because

you yourself iia»ve blemishes too.28

While tliese particular examples are all a form of llUJ?

5n because they involve an actual or implied slight of the

other person, the remainder of the examples are not. When

one takes Advantage of the stranger^ ignorance of the area

and sends ass-drivers astray in their search for feed for

their animals, takes advantage of merchants by using upor

their time and attention by feigning interest in their goods

without is misleading the otherintention of buying, one

rather than In theseverbally abusing them.insulting or

cases, the crmr nxiix is less & form of VW 1W than of

「irg, genewat daatt literally "theft of understanding**

meaning Mpurposeful misleading.1,29
the laws of nx：ix apply toThe rabbis question whether

28 MecMZ'ta 18, Horowitz-Rabin ed・，p. 311.

specifically

another.
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29 i
「5, based
rarely involves a

in the literature, 
It usually 
in urging

or to accept a 
cannot, cheating in measures, 
—1 ot produce, or pretending 

to another. See i..

involves the creation of a m when one 
someone to visit or to accept a e 
person 厂 
two kinds 
already

While these two concepts are closely related, nm 
-on the examples furnished to us :… 

verbal misdeed, 
as

knows that the 
surreptitiously mixing 

ownership of something 
- sold.. *to another. See Mechilta MishpdtiTn

Horowitz-Rabin, pp. 294f.; Tosefta Bava Metsia 3:27.



non-Jews or to proselyt,es (bF). Because the prooftext for

FIX31K

is a claim that the laws of overreaching in .

the market place

Jew

or

The reverse is not true. A non-Jew who

overcharges underpays a Jew is still liable.®^ On theor

other hand, in most of the worlds where Jews have lived under

Talmudic law, their commercial dealings with non-Jews have

been

question the actual impact of this distinction.

On the other hand, the Gemara specifically states that

nxsx of the

Itmaking it a very serious transgression.

is clear, however, that the 11 spoken of here is the rabbinic

F, the One of the versesproselyte and not the non-Jew.

quoted as a*

mention the F at all but

An earlier stiatement in this same sugya has already esta­

blished with you (O^l"the people whothat 】FTD2 aremeans

30 xx "jhd 水".nxDix"•ODP ,
31 Bava Metsia 59b.

Leviticus 25:17.
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regulated by the secular authorities, not the rabbis, 

might

ca,n soek to take advantage financially of non-Jews by 

overcharging

commands that & person should not harm his 

brother, there

underpaying them without being held liable 

under Jewish law.

"11 is forbidden by three negative commandments 

in the Torah, 31

do not apply to non-Jews. In other words, &

commandment against wronging the 11 does not 

rather the word 】npy, fellow.%



inxid) in Torah and mitsvot.u33 Therefore, the 11 spoken of

in the later passage is who is with Israel in Torah andone

mitsvot; this then is a proselyte, not & non-Jew. A comment

in the Palestinean Talmud enforces this conclusion. There

Rabbi Yose claims that the proselyte is not equal to a Jew

of which is the commandmentexcept in three matters, one

against nxDix.34 Therefore, although a non-Jew can legally

be wronged either financially or with words, & born or prose­

lyte Jew cannot.

One example exists in which the HX2W is of oneself.

see

from

••37 written next?

33 Bava Metsia 59a.

54 Yerushatmi Yevamot 8:1, f. 44b.

35 Genesis 16:2.

36 Genesis 20:18.

37 Genesis 20:17.
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Come a,nd 
punished first.

that everyone 
Sarah 〔_

reward when she said to Abraham, 
prevented me from giving birth.

words with which you spoke 
you.

k life, with the same 
him, I will take note of 

What 二 __

Behold I 
* it is said, 
his slave girls, 

"The

me
The Holy One,

is written above? 
‘ womb (of the house­
word of Sarah, Abra- 
blessed be He said, 

behalf of the evil Avime- 
for him.. --- 

------- 一— Abraham with him," for 
(God) healed Avimelech, his wife, and 二  

and they gave birth.M^ What is i.二___

. i who wrongs his fellow is 
wronged herself and took her 

"Behold, the Lord has
  〜 Consort with my

?aid."35 The Holy One, blessed be He, said to her, 
"You wronged yourself. By your 

to 
You said prevented me."' 

"For the Lord had closed fast every 
hold of Avimelech because of the 

The Holy One, 
on 1—— 

filled with mercy

ham^s wife.)"36
*'Abraham prayed before Me 
lech, and I was 
will take note of



Sarah.*，38» 39Lord "took note of

should bewronging another, oneIf one is punished firsts for
if thisoneself, especiallyhumbly wrongingrewarded - for

Sar&h called herself•the wronging of another.avoidingmeans
would leastthat Abrahambarren and took steps to ensure

took note of her,Therefore Godhave progeny through Hagar.

and she was enabled *to conceive.

considered here, evenall the other conceptsLike
be punished in thecannotone

VXUJ 】N>& 口human courts because this too
which in-commandmentnegativea transgression of a

commandment, asthis negativeAdditionally,volves no act*.
□'moon 口'PFoffalls under the categorywe have seen,

should obeyoneTherefore,errtrusted *to the heart.'"matters
beand only God canof God,the commandment, out of the fear

responsible for i*Ls punishment.
special providenceof God'sspeak explicitlyThe rabbis

for the person wronged by HX21X.

locked,

38 Genesis 21:1.
Buber Vayer^14； Tanchumd39 Tanchuma Vay er a
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Since the 
of prayer of prayer 

not been 1, 
All the gates have been

day when 
have

the Temple 
been 

、have 
locked ・though the gates 

have :
three

HXD1X,

has commitXod F1X31X, one

is considered

=？ have 
・・ Rabbi Abahu 
of heaven

Rabbi Elazar said: 
destroyed, the gates 
and even ,   
the gates of tears 
Chlsda said:  
the gates of HXD1X ・ 
things, the curtain

was 
locked ・・・ 
been locked,

——(• • Rabbi 
locked except for 

said: Before 、 一 
is not



theft, and idolatry.4^

Rashi comments here that all the gates of prayer are closed
except for the one for those crying out because of nx:ix
errs. His tying the various statements of the Gemara to­

gether finds its source in the text itself. The Gemara

actually began this section by saying that one must be care­
ful about. wronging one's wife, for her tears come easily, and

once she ories, she is almost wronged. Thus, one must be

extremely careful even in domestic relations, for 口」21 nxjix
at home le&ds to tears, and both the tears and the F1XD1X

itself guarantee God's personal attention.

This attention takes the form of punishment. "Rabbi

El&zar said: The punishment for everything comes by means of

'messenger except for nKDlX.**41 God personally chastises

the person who In one instance, as recordedwrongs another.

in the

Abiyah, the king of Judah, after heof & plague on

had tauiitod Jereboaiin, the king of Israel, reminding him of

his past misdeocis.42 comment that if this is theThe rabbis

severe between two kings,nature of the punishment for nxDiX

40 Bava Metsia 59a.
41 Metsia 59。.

Biblica.1 text read
but the rabbis prefer

claim that Abiyah did not go

99

retbbinic understanding of II Chronicles 13, this took 

the form

boam 
take 
verbs 
taunts.

to 
i of the 

unpunished for his

42 The Biblical text read simply indicates that Je 
was the one who was placed, antecedents
advantage of the vagueness of 
to



for commonbe the punishmentserious must.how much, more
another?43insult onepeople who verbally wrong or

considered, the reliance onwith the other conceptsAs
medieval world.into thelastdid notDivine punistunent

Divine man-nuj\io in 1,xujEven though., as a
nxnx, theof a-13-idate to flog the speaker

authorityhumantheir owninstituted this punishment on
Flogging was

a form(am fhfd niDD) as
becauseauppropriauXe punishmentdeemed the

the punish-which this wasFIXD1X forof 口」：ir nxDnx with「dd

merit."
口，*Q"i nxDixworld, however,clabssica»l rabbinicIn the

which consequencesDivine law forofremained & transgression
with noconcepthalachicIt remainedonly from God.came

of nx：ix
human enforcement; in

taking
ethicalwas an

bemislead, ortoof othersthe history or ignorance

otherwise unkind to them.

Beretsht't

44 nmpn, p. 207.
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IN刀 there is no 

medieval rabbis

tor Maharzo indicates rightly 
nxDix.

43 
sents this aurgumenti 
Although, the text, <—

,Kaba 
discussion 
25:14, the 

involved

of chastisement.

the association

Raba 65:20; 
二 tied to & 

discussed is 
that

73:5; Vayikra 
specific 

Leviticus
the nX2W

injunction against 

insult.

effect, then, the prohibition 
advantage

33:5 pre- 
of HXDW. 
comments- 

is 1皿



and 0^39 nmnCHAPTER VI： Wld UJV3

in this work,considered

mh auj x空m，
about orwords spokenall describeTheyelements.common

betterarewhich., for theto anothereven
orharm theirThey eitherleft unsaid.

emb arr&ssmentall causeTheyhurt the person directly.
of the gossiplearnstheir objectwheneither immediately or

transgressesembarrassmentof causingThis actor slander.
and 口r与

the rabbinic injunctions against
embarrassment""verbaland halvanatbiush 据

face *to bl&nche.and "causing someone's
Biblical roots.specifichasthese conceptsNeither of

fallsWV3that 口FPconsiderSome medieval commen'ta'tora
also count

ofunder the prohibition
isthat itclaiinothersthis Injunction,口g Fl33>n under

tocommandmentfromright,2 derivingon its own
yetsinincurringone^s fellow withoutreprove

for em-to□'2Dothers hyperbolicaully compare

・m-Ti ,D IE
Leviticus

4 ID .1 /p
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Sifra Kedoshim 89b on

,,tnuii3M

W mH'

good of society,

object's reputation

,4 murder^

.s .i qp ,rrFD〉n

19:17.

bPI nXDW.l While some

Ultimately, all the concepts

and CTPr nXDiX, have several

the

oneself；® and



barrassment, causes blood to drain from & person's face。

Whatever the specific categorization of these two concepts,

it is clear thaX, in addition to prohibiting the various

forms of slander. the rabbis specifically proscribed causing

one the major effects of this slander, embarrassment of

its object.

bpm win is category arising from the rabbinica

discussions theof various monetary penalties one must pay

someone whom According to the rabbinichas harmed.one

understanding,

The injures another is obligated (to makewhoone

tation, and for the embarrassment

The Misiinaii con.*tinues with & discussion of exactly how these

determined, saying that the fine of nuJ 口 isamounts are

arranged, auccording t,o the r&nk of tlie people involved. One is

has emb&r-not exempt from payment because the person one

presumably beyond being fur-rassed is publically naked and

what wouldther embarrassed, blind and unable to perceive

the incident at theembarrass him, asleep and unaware ofor

time. for embarrassment, canIn addition, the fine

has actually beenonly be levied where the personin cases

purposefully and physically hurt.

Bava Metsia 58b.
6 Mishnah Bava Kama 8:1-

102

recompense) for five things: for the damage, for the 
for the medical costs, for_ the time of incapaci-

1

4



embarrassmentwhich, could causeIn establishing acts
Mishn&h7 specificallyrujin, theofand lead to the fine

but the spittlespits at* anotherexcludes the ca»se where one
In the Gemara, Ravother personas body.fails to reach, the

liable if the spittlethe spitter is notPapa commen-Ls that
touchmust physicallyclothing; itjust reached the person's

to a.sk:his body. The Gemara goes on

traditionPalestineanof aThe Beubylonian rabbis &re aware
someonewords which causethewhich indicates tiheuX because

body,冲口touch the person^physicallyembarrassment never
otheris notherebecauseTherefore,cannot be levied.

whothe oneembarrassment,decreed for ca»usin^punishment
of legal conse-without fe&rdo soeinb&rra*sses another can

offer ando notrabbisBabylonianAlthough thequences.
that thisnot indicatethey doaultemative t,o this ©■tatement,

finedid levy &Either theycustom.is also the Babylonian
theoretical.onlythemwas forfor hmm or this issue

uncon-standsopinionP&lestineanMore likely, since this

accepted.tested, it was

8:67 Mtshnah Kama
8:6Bava KamaYevushcblTni91a; see also8 Bava Kama
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二' i embarrassing (someone) 
West (Palestine) in

Is this not like 
say in the 〔____
bar Avin: This is to say 
another verbally is free from

• l the name 
that the one 

all (fines) J

verbally? They 
of Rabbi Yosi 

who embarrasses 
8



Like all the other concepts already considered, UH'。

crmm, as a, purely verbal misdeed, was not punishable by the

human, courts under cla.ssic&l rabbinic law. All that could be

required was that, as with all other misdeeds, the sinner do

all in his power to appease the embarrassed person, either

through verba,! with & financialappeasement or if necessary,

settlement.^ The only exception to this practise was if

someone embarrassed the courtsscholar, in which case

levied a fine of pound. I。& gold Roman

Whether because people became less God-fearing or be-

forced to match the standards ofcause the rabbinic law was

the civil government,© under which the Jews lived, this solu-

gener&tions,^tion not entirely satisfactory to laterwas

Medieval Judaism developed mechanisms to enforce the prohibi­

tion The halachahagainst verbally embarrassing another.

contains &n. inherenti cont.raLdict.ion in its assertion that in

than thethe C€tse of the 5 duj xn^lD, words are more serious

verbal trans-actual aid., while in most other instances, &

because it in­gression is considered unpunishable simply

that embar-volves no the Rosh establishesTherefore,

Yoma 87a; see

Torah, Hilchot8:6; MishnehBclvcl Kama

11 p. 223.

12 Wl, p. 221.
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rassing someone through words is more serious than embarras­

sing someone through Injury .】3 He quotes Rav Sh&riraan

Gaonas extension of Kidushin 28&'s statement that "one who

calls another a slave shall be excommunicated/' saying that

the one who embarrasses another must be excommunicated until

he ha»s ma.de a.mends t»o the person hurt. 14

This approach to punishment does not contradict the

statement of the Mishnah that there is no punishment for

口」zip unp, for the Mishnah^ statement can be read to refer

only to monetary fines. Excommunication was the only non­

monetary punishment available to the Jewish courts in the

world of the Geonim. The custom of excommunicating the one

who verbally embarrasses another continued by the Sef&r-w&s

dim. Jews in t,iie Ashkenazi world required flogging of the

口Fg utpd, based the dictate of the continuation of theon

statement in calls anotherKidushin quoted above that if one

& bastard, he should be given forty lashes." However,

sinners ha.ve t»iie right, to redeem themselves from the flogging

with was

supposed t»o refuse, and the money went to charity. Essen­

tially, "口 wasworld, 口PPthen, the Ashkenaziin

,fd” nmWGN '皿口”.1 inD ,n

rp
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口 im
see

14
.(1962) 51

R' miprRosh to Bava Kama 8:14; see
.(1962) 51 -二 

also DT’q, p. 216.

& Payment. t»o t.he person harmed, which that person

ma.de


universallynotit wasHowever,punished by
punished byanother waswho embarrassesaccepted, that tilie one

awarenessTov shows noThe Tosefet Yomhuman courts.
8:1 thatMishnah Bava Kama

fortodoes not» havealthough one
has madeuntil onethe world to comehas no part inone

amends for t»he embarrassment.
classicalthehere,purposesourforUnfortunately

its discussioninfurthernorabbinic literature goes
taken orexamples of measuresfind multiplecmm We

theespeciallyof others,emb arraussmentpresecribed *to avoid
verbal embarrass—pertainof thesepoor, but, few if any

theInterestingly,the term.specifically usement, and none
in texts warn-

of crnnfew examples we do have

ing about -the evils of
in Avotstoriesof theseonly in the versions

ofthe punishmentofdiscussionThere, in aD^Rabbi Natan.
ofslandertheirfor

the punishment
the land of Canau&n, the

much worse
of inanimatewas so them?and

would it be if one
MiriamofdiscussionThe text. con*tinues with & muchasking howcomment.similarslander of Moses and makes & slanderswhonormal personof &is the punishmentworse

p. 222.
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objects, how 

embarrassed

and Aaron's

and the spies

that if
the wilderness generation

rabbis remark

11UJ?, and these

appearing

greati Tor sla.nder 

slandered people

these traditions in i"ts comment on
make payment

fine.15

UJV3 appear

examples appear



someone to his face and embarrasses him?16 In both these

cases, the emb arrassinent. is a by-product of slander. It is

not clear whetiier consider the punishments of deathwe can

and leprosy to be punishments for the embarrassment as well

as for the slander. We have ample evidence elsewhere to

indicate that these punishments were inflicted for slander,

but we h&ve no parallels to indicate that simply embarrassing

another carried the same grave consequences.

When we turn to the other rabbinic concept of embar­

rassment, do not find this dearth ofwe

examples. Unlike crrm unp, n^D nmn is not directly

related to &ny humanly punishable offense. Therefore, as

with 5n the rabbis do not begin with a detailed dis-

cussion of the specific definition and punishment for this

sin by the The only realm in which they can impresscourts.

upon tho Jews the seriousness of embarr&ssing another in this

fashion is □*•33 to other known transgres-to compare

sions and to publicize threats of Divine retribution after

the sinners death.

9:2, Schechter, Version X, PP.Avot D^Rabbi Natan

if the person
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17 
blanche i 

misdeeds.
directed at verbal 

provided

• Although the prohibition of causing another's face 
—m
the examples with which 
most cases^ words rather than

One of
Of CJg mAFl mentioned in the

public is not specifically 
we are provided indicate 

actions of improper 
the specific 

Gemara is call someone 
aine (other than & given name) even h 十 e nerson is

16 
20&—b.

that, in 
reproof 
forms 
by a 
accustomed to it. (Bava Metsia 58b.)

causes, 
or scorn cause the 口 g



As mentioned aubove, the rabbis compared 口‘迥 njn>n to
murder, for both crimes cause the blood to drain from the
victim's face.18 However, this is one isolated statement.
We find several times the extreme comment that those who

cause others' faces to blanche by embarrassing them in pub­
lic, even if they otherwise good and learned people, willare

have 19n° in the world t。 They will go down tocome.

Gehinom like everyone else but along with the adulterer and
the namecaller will The sequel to this

statement indicabtes the lack of & consistent theology of the

Afterlife in this literature. Raba bar bar Ch&na said in the

n&me of Rabbi Yochanain that it is better for & man to risk

having

to fromcomes

being pub-was

rebuked for his relationship with Bat Sheva, replied,

M(For Adultery,) death Is by strangulation and I have amy

Pm in the But those who cause another toworld to come.

blanche ••21publically have no part in the world to come.

It is the Gemaranot clear how the adulterer who, as

h&a already established, from Gehinom, canwill never come up

18 Bava Metsia, 58b.
19 Picket Avot 3:11; Sanhedrin 99&.
20 Bava Metsia 58b.

Bava Metsia 58b-59a.
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an «<iult»erous relationship than to cause anothei^s face 

blanche publically. The explanation for this 

David, who, according to the agadah, when he 

licaliy

never come up.2°



is relativelybut thisthe world to come,part inalso have a
with thethe caseAs wasdiscussion.for ourunimportant
all these5 g,the speakeraboutsimilar staXemeirts

tothey do serveHowever,unprovable.totallyassertions are
another inembarrassingofof the sinthe gravityunderscore

somewhat, as-the sentencedoes lightenMaimonidespublic.
transgressionminora sufficientlyisserting that

unrepentant.only for thedecreedarethat these punishments
in the&• partthe sinnertorestorecansinner. Repent,a,nce

22world to come. rabbisthecontext*,
In a less

into &oneselftofor oneit, is betterassert that, inblanchefaceanother'sthan to causefiery furnace embarras-topreferablemartyrdompublic. The proof thaX adul-issuesinvolvesalsoinXeresting lysing another adulterya,ccus8#t>ionthepreferredTamar embarrassingto
and its consequen*t known

When heJudah publically.
revealdid notshethat she was pregnant, tokensof thethe ownerthatindicatedcomplicity, but. only

3:14.Teshuvah

Rabbinic

••murder-
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fiery 
of

of the 
idolatry 

oneself

save 
broken,

one's save

theologically troublesome 

throw

that 
may 

,adultery 
into &

life, 
the 

(Sa 湖 md- 
form

risking

death by fire

is a

to
.be 
.and murder. 
，furnace —

23 Rabbinic tradition 
all the commandments 
commandments against 
Tin 74a) Throwing 
martyrdom, "then, to

切广y .23

sentience

sent for her once 

openly

22 Mtshneh Torah, Hitchot

claims 
Torah

it became

Judah's



beingTherefore, evenhe had left with her was
nmn. Theto D^Dis preferableadulteressthought to be an

world:example of this from their ownrabbis also give us an

accustomed

David's口mexample ofother specificThe only
Goliath because

Saul's clothesrefusal to wear
involves

would $ho»mehis appearing like king
fromevenitHowever,verb ail embaurrassment.no

embarrassingthatthese few Bpeclfic examples,
a.□n2DorcaUedlically, whether it be

and its
usingpreserved

There is not a,pplics»t>iontheir
toto begintwo terms for us themusesliteraturesecondaryThein the rabbinic world.

Ketubot 67b.
Rabd 26:9.4; Vayil^a26 Tanchuma Emor
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person 
cause

came pub- 
man) saw that the door was 

They fled from 
swept clean 

His i.  
them on

when fighting

Saul,26 m。

• zuzim in 
his neighborhood.

and see who

for a 
than to 

25

Mar Ukba was accustomea daily to throw four 
the door socket of & poor person 
One day (the poor person) j„= 
perforins good deed for me." That d&y Mar Ukba was 
delayed in the House of Study and his wife came pub- 
liccblly. 二二 TnA.n'i saw th&t
moving, he came from 
entered a furnace 「I 
but Mar

related transgressions.

these

am 
this mean?.

himself in &

to bum.
feet and place

She said to him,' 
deeds (and

 in
、  .  said, MI will go
this good deed for me.' 

House of Study 
When (the poor

~i behind it. 
which had been

Ukba^s feet began 
him, "Lift your 卜一—二 _ 
upset. She 七。 him, "I am found in
perform good 
What, does aull 

•to martyr 
aunother^s face to

greive consequence of 5F1 

sufficient material 

differentiate

him and 
of coals, 

wife said to 
mine.'* 
the house

thus better

is clear, 

another pub-

He was 
and 

protected.)"
・ ・ It is better 

. — ,fiery furnace
blanche publically ..

the father.24

24 Bava Metsia 59a; Berachot 43b； Sotah 10b.



fairly Interchangeably .27 It may be fair to thatAssume

given its narrowly tialachic discussion, 口UJV3 was mere­

ly an offshoot, of the rabbinic discussion of nujin. The

concept may have developed only to tie the legal discussion

of damage payment with the more abstract and agg&dic concept

of 口g nm>n. □',□B riDn>n developed &s a proscribed action

which had humanly enforceable punishments. As such, itsno

total import the earthly level is ethical, and its discus-on

sion in the literature is fanciful and aggadic.

nmrrn’*】冲gx27 .U ,rrF。"See:

111
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CHAPTER VII： CONCLUSION

Three times day, the traditional Jews end theira

amCdah prayer with the private prayer of Mar the son of
Ravina. Although, it continues with other unrelated requests,
this prayer begins with & paraphrase of Psalms 34:14, saying^
"My God, keep my mouth from evil and my lips from speaking
deceit.'〕 This intensely personal prayer pleads for Divine
aid in avoiding improper and destructive speech. It became &

thrice

of struggling to guard their tongues and avoid
571

Relatively little has been written about Judaism^

ethical system, let» alone about the specific issue of the

®thics of communicaition. The pietistic writings of the Musar

schools, designed t»o teach and inspire Jews to follow the

Proper mode of conducti, represent one of the major categories
of this Rabbi Israel Meierliterature. Of this genre,

HaCohen^s Chctim presents the most comprehensive &nd

the best known treatment of the laws of m'DW,

Su&rding the sourcesone^s tongue. While he draws heavily on

beyond them, consider-conaulted in this work, he also moves

ing under categoriesthe rubrics of 571 and m&ny

ofthe conclusionBez^cbcho't 17a,; Traditional Sidur
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1
❷very Amzdah.

daily reminder to the Jews of the difficulty and 

import&nco



His treatment oftreat separately.which the earlier sources

the Biblicalresurrection ofalmost entirely &isWin
correctly describesrabbinic anonymity; heconcept from its

rabbis simply refer to asmkS which themany examples as
of Amoraicrecapitulationnot a mereThis work is

the ongoingcontribution to

the laws ofof the developmentprocess

forbidden speech.
been written byJewish ethics haveNot all works on

of life.the right pathsothers onthose striving to guide
modern writersfrom those

describe and
who look aX Judaism critically

the purelyoutsidemust stepTo do this, theyanalyze it.
and his-critic&land applytraditional Jewish world view

scholarship.secularlearned fromtoriographicaul -techniques

Much of the early writing on

Ethik des Judenthums,Morit.z Lazarus^ Dieworks as
Christiantotowrittenapologetic in tihrust,

have anindeedtheologians thaX Judaism does
ethicsJewishextracttried toConsequently, the scholars

a systematicdevelopand thenfrom its legal framework
rod ofmeasuringthetoaccordingexpression of these values

outlinesdescriptivehighlyTheseWestern logical thought.
worthywasthat Judaismest&blishingof ethics succeeded in

do justicetofailedtheysociety；of full status in Western
&achievingofimpossibilitythet。 Judaism. Recognizing drop-wastasktheethics，Jewishofsatisfactory description
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thought. Rather, it is another

and clarification

Jewish ethics, typified by such 

is clearly

demonstrate

ethical system.

Another "type of scholarship comes

in order



of thisthe early partafterfind few publicationsped. We
Jewisheither onwriters concentr&teMore recent*century.

deal with ab-theycurrent issues, orethical responses to
betweenrelationshipstructuraltheofstract questions

thetheoretical work oncombine thisIt, remains now to
of thehalachah with somewithin thefunction of ethics

writings.the pietisticdetail found inspecific attention to
ofaddressed aspectsarticles havecriticalAlthough a few

extensive explo-the moreour problem, this
of slander

of ther&tion of the nature
addressed.have beenSeveral questionsand related concepts.

de­hurtful speechagainstHow are •these ethic&l strictures
halachic struc-within thethey expressedfined, and how are

of theseexpressiondoes theHow and whyture of Judaism?
of thestagesvariousthethroughethical ideals change
forbid-c&tegoriesthe variousHow doJewish experience?

For a»n example

114

—I 11W 
noionof

.(n*uin ’n .iiy nx^in :

thesis has begun 

Jewish prohibitions

ethics and halachah^

this genre, see .UJUilD 
pir V2) 小wrn Dsujoni '二



another?®

andto expresstheAs we have seen,
of their com-useideal of properthe Jews animpress upon
Biblical com-had Inherited &Theymunic&tiv e ab llixles.

mandment
of another;

forbid theunderstood to
defamationbridegroom'sspecific law against a

Theto referand one warning
of the dangerous

Prophets and Writings
of

and statementsnature of the tongue

the sin of slander.
framework wasconceptualJudaism'sHowever, rabbinic

thoughEvenBiblical heritage.confined t»o itsnot totally
sl&nderof

their vocabulary for

Biblicalprimarily from thecame

does not

all

25:17.19:33; Leviticus
5 Exodus 22:20; Leviticus

6 DeuXeronomy 22:13-21.

7 Deut»eronoiny 23:10.
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n 
evil words.

_ and the
these miles for the sake of peace(—

m&nM 6s*ts»t>ions

rabbi，usage

these 
its

understood to eschew

verbal wronging

one
without

slander to the
exceptions

)to 
speech.

would have to answer
would have 」一—」

of
words of 

another,

broaden 
y…-e including 

rebuke, (Leviticus 
_j does not 
the errant 

community.)

interpreted

also provided warnings

about the dire nature

den speech with one
rabbis struggled

3 A more comprehensive 
questions in more de*ta»il> u 
scope to examine , 
the issues of :------
19:17 commands the 
explain how this can 
person or providing 
unacceptable court *test»imony,

4 Leviticus 19:16.

his wife,6

talebearing,4 several verses
5 A.

i study 
and it 

other aspects 
falsehood, Improper 

Jews to reprove 
be done '.二’ 

material for
and appearances.

but 
embarrassing 

to made to

the various

world, the



shades of meaningindicates that theinherited wordstheir

IN? 5FI,between the terms
and nX21XAlthough 5 Wfine.really verycmr are

refer to oneall these termsother issues,CTPI can refer to
facets are at oneand a»ll theseanother of sl&nder,facet or

5。point or another
which no

is the only term
Instead to

in the Torah.obvious legal source
whileTherefore,Psalms 34:14.be derived from

Biblicalspecificback to aforms of overarching,to be &ncould bescenario, [IS
totally free

5 DUJmore free
charges

from association with &
it waswhenevenof leprosy;threatstion of virginity or

term'sthescenarios,
the specificused outside

specificor
ofreference tends to be issues

It alwaysof leprosy.incidentsexamples somehow related to
another^ofdefamationofBiblical aspectsmaintains its carriesall,atdiscussedit iswherecharacter. the19;Leviticusof

the judicialovertones of theoncenter
ofstories and discussions everydayrealm offunctionsDX31K oftencourts.

conceptThereference.
such5D liui? had no becameitapplication；itstothus had hurtfulno for

inthe term eooeZZan。。 otherpar all
scop^Itsword.abuse of the spoken
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initial limitations
rabbinic

actually referred to as 

considered here

ranging concepts.

husband's

Biblical

sexual misconduct

slander must refer

enlarged

The term seems

all the other

is never 
misrepresenta-

5 DUJ km and nx2ix

literature 

encompassed

discussions 

talebearing tend to 

in the

life, especially in the marketplace.

orlgm&l



with them.used interchangeablyand it wasrelated concept,s,
n】〉'm that thein the case ofespeciallyOne often senses,

be-prim&rilyrabbinic literaturein theother terms appear
Examples of

ofcause
mirnr does nottalebearing, yetobviously involve

isall defamationnotSimilarly,in these t»ex*ts.appear
all the variousrabbinic parlance,Incalled 5 *

and foremostfirstwereslanderous languagemanifestations of

571
within it theincludedits broadest sense571 [1UJ7 in

libel,slander,ofEnglish concepts
third person,to &spokenwhether it» wasand evil speech,

tono onevoiced forsimplyevenits object directly, or
thehaveorharmwhich causewordshear. In short, any

beenhaveanothertoharmcausingofslightest potential
only attemptTheij-in 1"・■to beconsidered at some point

slanderandinformationpublicdefine the boundary between
exceptionsspecificthewaswhich ever system.judicialof the

the propermade to ensure ofsharingall
to

resultingThe
information, about, anything reflects

forbiddenofdefinitionbroad, impractical defineand
theachievetothe rabbis' inability

and

of &
The rabbis leave us harm

neverwouldwhich hum&n cominunica#t»ion the
Theyideal*anexplicitlyanother. This was this goalmeetingbeingshumanunaddedimpossibility of the
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communication

their dream

embarrass 

recognized

their Biblical references.
the word

defamation, talebearing, 

to

impossible 
harmful words.

world inthe border between necessa,ry

only with

found full acceptance

functioning

forbid almost
As a

Torah study.

speech

results, the texts seem

except



Ifhuman effort.believed thaX what w&sand
intentions, Godthe person had proper

task.®
and explicitis filledThe literature

must take toexplanations of the sXeps one
the variousthese inWe seegxiard one's t>ontfu.c.efforts to

theto warnspeech, presentedmidrashic examples of improper
their prede-mlst&kesJews against

what the Lord
The Chafetscessors.

of theyour
nx:ixof 口叩AThements

should bewhichof speechformsofgive clear indication
ofthe limitsofdefinitionif strictBut, evenavoided.

their stu-rabbis lefttheimpossible.forbidden speech was
of improperthe n&tureofinner sensedents with a clear

the diffl-continueto begin orincentivespeech and with an

cult task of avoiding it. forconsequencesare
conduct.or

thoseforconsequences
thebecauseHowever,

who fail t»o meeti i,ts forstandardsthedefiningimpossibility of specifically

Raba 67:3.8 Bereishti

9 Deuteronomy 24:9.

1° Chafets Chaim 11b.
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All legal systems prescribe 
standards.

falling into the same

Chaim considers "Remember
Toraitic command.

when there 
achievement

necessary was

would then help in the

with implicit
demonstrate one's

Human beings work best 

failing to meet & particular goal 
concrete

God did to Miriam1,9 to be one 
definitionsagainsX 5F1



,

distinction betweenoften thespeecb.^-^ and becauseproper
difficult to est&b-theonproper

unable to
intention behind thelish

realistic way.in anydecree punislnnent»s
theconsideredtheythemselves,punisiunen'tsimposing any

of God. The spurthe handsslander to be inretribution for
Divine punishmentthen, the fe&rfor proper speech was,

theTo emphasize
both in this world and

clear
the rabbis

another to be a very
that God considers the

serious offense.
should besociety, thisGod-fearing, piousIn an ideal

of com-theofetihic&l usethesufficient to encourage
find it veryworld, peopleHowever, inmunic&tion.
and invisible

rememberdifficult constantly t»o
it is

is stricken
punishments. Even

ascomes
whethernever possible t»o know ofdozenof &oneor anyment for 5FI sentence

courthumanWithout aunrelated sins. for
legalthreatenedtheof specific punishment, theforrealitylittlehaveverbal abusesslander otheror impresstoimpossiblenearlyand it becomescommon person,

Intentionsthejudge
In a

U9

be 
point

of 
one

reality of these thre&ts，

verbal h&rmlng

口 TXW 
of

the world to come.

also made very

publicizing a 

consequences

punished 
at

because 
whichcannot 

7 the 
commandment.

God can

and improper speech rests

words,12 the rabbis were

Restricted from

the impossibility of pinpointing 
begins to transgress the <-----

12 m amoo PI only 
of the alleged sinner.

when someone

that leprosy

the real

such abstract

by leprosy, 

punish-



the ethical ideals of on the community. There­
fore we find various attempts in the medieval period
impose specific punishments on the one who slanders, defame^,
verbally wrongs, embarrassesor another. We also find Musar
writers

expounding on this particular ars of
and law.

As this study has demonstrated, the Jewish ethical
system clearly with the issues of the limits of
Permissible speech, and it does so within the context of the
halaEah. A larger study is merited to complete this work,
for although tho rabbis not totally successful in theirwere
Quest for definition, they did achieve significant success.
The

of slander and related concepts is

The rabbis expanded on the few texts they

received and extended their concepts, creating an expli­
cit Jewish ettilca.1 system in which, even if the means were
nebulous, the goal of establishing a human society in which

eommunicatio：，n would be used for solely constructive purposes
was clear. Because ethical system describes an Ideal, notan

grrent reality, the rabbis inability clearly to define the
Point at which harmful does not limit thespeech becomes

In establishing the prohibition ofof their system.

11UJ> with i*ts sub categories 5 OUJ and

口 Fr and

口 F, the rabbis outlined ideal to whichan
should aspire.
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systematically

Jewish et»hlcs

and its side effects of b"" 口m

all humankind

treatment 

extremely limited, 
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