 ַמה ּו ׁ ֶשיּוֹצִ יא? ַרב, ָּכנַס:ּיב ֲﬠיָ א ְלהו
ּ ַ ִא
 ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי, ָּכנַ ס – מוֹצִ יא:ָּכ ֲהנָ א ֲא ַמר
 ָּתנֵי ְלה ּו ַרב. ָּכנַס – ֵאינוֹ מוֹצִ יא:ֲא ַמר
אוֹמר ָּכנַ ס
ֵ זו ִּטי דְּ ֵבי ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ִפי ְּכ ִד ְב ֵרי ָה
.ֵאינוֹ מוֹצִ יא

§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages with regard to one who

 ְ ּג ָמ ָרא אוֹ:יה ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ ָא ְמר ּו ֵל
 ַה ּנ ְִט ָﬠן:נִיתין ִהיא
ִ  ַמ ְת:ְּס ָב ָרא? ֲא ַמר ְלהו
, ִמגּ וֹיָ ה וְ נִ ְת ַ ּגיְּ ָירה,נִש ַּת ְח ְר ָרה
ְ ׁ ְִמ ׁ ּ ִש ְפ ָחה ו
 וְ ִאם ָּכנַ ס – ֵאין,ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ל ֹא יִ ְכנוֹס
 ַא ְל ָמא.מוֹצִ יא

The Rabbis said to Rav Ashi: With regard to the halakha that you
said, that if he married her he need not divorce her, was it based
upon tradition or is it your own conclusion? He said to them: It
is the mishna. I reached this conclusion from the wording of the
mishna, which taught that one suspected by others of engaging
in sexual relations with a Canaanite maidservant and she was
subsequently set free, or with a gentile woman and she subsequently converted may not marry that woman. But if he did
marry her, they, the judges of the court, do not remove her from
him. Apparently,

was prohibited from marrying a certain woman: If he nevertheless
married her despite the prohibition, what is the halakha with
regard to whether he must divorce her? Rav Kahana said: If he
married her, he must divorce her. Rav Ashi said: If he married
her, he need not divorce her.H Rav Zuti from the school of Rav
Pappi taught the Sages a baraita in accordance with the statement of the one who said that if he married her, he need not
divorce her.

HALAKHA

If he married her, he need not divorce her – כנַס ֵאינוֹ מוֹצִ יא:ָּ
If a Sage declared a wife forbidden to her husband due to
her vow, that Sage is forbidden from marrying her ab initio.
If he nevertheless married her he is not forced to divorce her,
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 10:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 12:2).

Perek II
Daf 26 Amud a
 ָה ָכא נַ ִמי ִ ּב ְרנָ נָ ה, ִ ּב ְרנָ נָ ה ָלא ַמ ּ ְפ ִקינַ ןwe do not remove her from her husband owing to suspicion
. ָלא ַמ ּ ְפ ִקינַןdue to rumor alone. Here too, we do not remove her from her
husband due to a rumor.
– נָשים ו ֵּמת ּו
ִ ׁ מתני׳ וְ כו ָּּלם ׁ ֶש ָהי ּו ָל ֶהם
.ינָשא ָל ֶהם
ׂ ֵ ּ מו ָּּתרוֹת ִל

mishna

And for all of theseN who were involved in
permitting the wife to remarry, i.e., the
judge, the agent who brought a bill of divorce, and the one who
testified for a woman that her husband died, if they had wivesNH
at the time of the ruling or the testimony and their wives died
thereafter, then those women they had set free are permitted
to be married to them. There is no concern that while their
wives were still alive these individuals set their eyes upon another
woman.

NOTES

And for all of these, etc. – וְ כו ָּּלם וכו׳: Rashi explains that the
term: All of these, is referring only to a Sage or a witness who
testified for a woman (see Rid). Rambam, however, interprets
this ruling as applying to one who was under suspicion of
misconduct with a maidservant or other woman as well.
They had wives, etc. – נָשים וכו׳
ִ ׁ הי ּו ָל ֶהם:ָ At the time of the
mishna, bigamy was permitted, yet it was extremely rare,
and so there was no concern that one would free a woman
in order to marry her as a second wife.
Are permitted to the sons or to the brothers – מו ָּּתרוֹת
יהם
ֶ נֵיהם אוֹ ַל ֲא ֵח
ֶ ל ְב:ִ In the Jerusalem Talmud this is explained
by the statement that it is not common for one to sin for the
benefit of his relative or his teacher.

 וְ נִ ְת ָ ּג ְר ׁש ּו אוֹ,ִישא ּו ַל ֲא ֵח ִרים
ׂ ְ ּ  וְ כו ָּּלן ׁ ֶש ּנAnd with regard to all of these women who were prohibited
ּ
.ינָשא ָל ֶהם
ׂ ֵ ִ  ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַא ְל ְמנ ּו – מו ָּּתרוֹתfrom marrying a certain man due to some suspicion, if they were
subsequently married to othersH and then were divorced or
.יהם
ֶ נֵיהם אוֹ ַל ֲא ֵח
ֶ וְ כו ָּּלן מו ָּּתרוֹת ִל ְב
widowed from the second husband, they are permitted to be
married to them, i.e., to the judge, messenger, or witness who
permitted her to remarry. And all of these women who were
prohibited from marrying due to some suspicion are permitted
to the sons or to the brothersNH of those who set them free.
. נִ ְת ָ ּג ְר ׁש ּו – ָלא,גמ׳ ֵמת ּו – ִאין

gemara

The mishna taught that if any of the men
had wives who subsequently died, they
may marry those women freed by them. The Gemara deduces
from here: If the wives of those who rendered the woman permitted died, yes, they are permitted to marry the woman that they
freed for marriage; but if the wives were divorced, no, it is
prohibited. In such a case, marrying the woman that one had
rendered permitted would raise suspicions that he had in fact
planned to marry her all along.
HALAKHA

They had wives – נָשים
ִ ׁ הי ּו ָל ֶהם:ָ It is permitted for one who was
married when he rendered a woman free to marry that woman
if his wife subsequently died (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot
Geirushin 10:15; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 12:4).
And all of these women, if they were subsequently married
to others – ִישא ּו ַל ֲא ֵח ִרים
ׂ ְ ּ וְ כו ָּּלן ׁ ֶש ּנ: It is permitted for all of these
women who subsequently married others and were then widowed or divorced to marry one of those men who permitted

them to remarry (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 10:15;
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 12:3).
Are permitted to the sons or to the brothers – נֵיהם
ֶ מו ָּּתרוֹת ִל ְב
יהם
ֶ אוֹ ַל ֲא ֵח: All of these women are permitted to marry the
close relatives of the witness or the Sage who freed them
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 10:16; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 12:4).
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HALAKHA

They were divorced – נִ ְת ָ ּג ְר ׁש ּו: If those who rendered
these women permitted were married at the time and
subsequently divorced because their wives started a quarrel, it is permitted for them to marry those women. If they
themselves started the quarrel, they may not marry those
women. There are those who render it prohibited for them
to marry these women if their first wives were sick at the
time they freed the women (Rema, citing Nimmukei Yosef;
Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 10:15; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 12:4).
NOTES

That was when there was no quarrel – ָהא דְּ ָלא ֲהוַ אי
ק ָט ָטה:ְ Rashi explains that if there was a quarrel between
the Sage who permitted this woman and his wife before
they divorced, it appears that the divorce resulted from the
quarrel and not from interest in the other woman. However,
in Yam shel Shlomo the opposite explanation is suggested:
If there was a quarrel between them beforehand, there is
suspicion that due to the quarrel he decided to divorce his
wife and seek out another wife for himself. Meiri explains
that if there was a quarrel, then the reason for the divorce is
not clear, and so there is no room for suspicion. However, if
he divorced his wife without another clear reason, there is
concern that it appears that he did so due to his desire for
the other woman.

 וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א:יה ַרב ִה ֵּלל ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRav Hillel said to Rav Ashi: Yet it is taught in a baraita: Even if
H
 ֲא ִפילּ ּו נִ ְת ָ ּג ְר ׁשוּ! ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָהא – דַּ ֲהוַ איthey were divorced from their first wives they are permitted to
marry the women they freed. The Gemara responds: This is not
. ָהא – דְּ ָלא ֲהוַ אי ְק ָט ָטה,ְק ָט ָטה
diﬃcult: This mishna is referring to a case when there was a
quarrel between the husband and the wife at the time that he
freed the other woman, as then there is legitimate concern that
he was already interested in her. That case of the baraita was
when there was no quarrelN between them at the time, and
therefore the divorce clearly resulted from some other reason.
 ָהא וְ ָהא דְּ ָלא ֲהוַ אי:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִאAnd if you wish, say: Both this and that were said in cases when
, וְ ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָהא – דְּ ַא ְר ִ ּגיל הוּא, ְק ָט ָטהthere was no quarrel between the one who freed the woman and
his first wife, and only later did they quarrel and divorce. And
.ָהא – דְּ ַא ְר ִ ּג ָילה ִהיא
this is not diﬃcult: This case of the mishna was when he started
the quarrel himself, as then there is legitimate concern that he
had an interest in this other woman and therefore sought out a
reason to divorce his wife. And that case of the baraita was when
his wife started the quarrel, as then there would be no reason to
suspect him of freeing the other woman in order to marry her.
 ָקא ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ְﬠ ִּתין.ִישאוּ״ וכו׳
ׂ ְ ּ  ״וְ כו ָּּלן ׁ ֶש ּנThe mishna stated: And with regard to all of these women, if
, וְ גֵ ירו ׁ ִּשין ַא ֵ ּגירו ׁ ִּשין,יתה
ָ יתה ַא ִּמ
ָ  ִמthey were married to others and then were divorced or widowed,
it is permitted for them to marry those who caused them to be
free to marry in the first place. It enters our mind to say that the
case referred to here was one of death after death, i.e., the case
of a woman whose first husband’s death had been substantiated
by a single witness but whose second husband died as well, and
also to the case of divorce following a bill of divorce that had
been validated by a single witness.
Based on this, should we say that the mishna, which permits a
–  דְּ ִאי ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי,נִיתין דְּ ָלא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
ִ נֵימא ַמ ְת
ָ
!ימנֵי ָהוְ יָ א ֲחזָ ָקה
ְ ִ ִ ּב ְת ֵרי ז: ָה ֲא ַמרwoman to remarry even after her two previous husbands have
died, is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi? As, if it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi, didn’t Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi say: After two
times a woman has the presumptive status to cause death to
her husbands, and such a woman is considered murderous.
Therefore, she may not remarry. Since there is no mention of
such concern in the mishna, it appears that the mishna is not in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.
.יתה
ָ יתה ַא ֵ ּגירו ׁ ִּשין וְ גֵ ירו ׁ ִּשין ַא ִּמ
ָ  ִמ, ָלאThe Gemara rejects this: No evidence can be derived from here,
as the reference here may be to death after divorce or divorce
after death. The mishna could be referring either to a woman
who was at first divorced and then later widowed by her second
husband’s death, or to a woman whose first husband died and
who was subsequently divorced, but not to a case where she was
widowed by the death of two husbands.
.יהם״
ֶ נֵיהם אוֹ ַל ֲא ֵח
ֶ  § ״וְ כו ָּּלן מו ָּּתרוֹת ִל ְבThe mishna taught: And all of these women who were pro–  ַה ּנ ְִט ָﬠן ִמן ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה: ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ֵמ ָהא דִּ ְתנַןhibited from marrying the man who freed them due to some
suspicion are permitted to the sons or to the brothers of those
!חוֹת ּה
ָ ָאסוּר ְ ּב ִא ָּמ ּה ו ְּב ִב ָּת ּה ו ַּב ֲא
who set them free. The Gemara asks: In what way is this case
diﬀerent from that which we learned in the Tosefta ( : ) that
one suspected of adultery with a specific woman is prohibited
not only from marrying her, but also from marrying her mother,
and her daughter, and her sister. Yet here we allow his sons and
brothers to marry the woman despite the suspicion.
 ַ ּג ְב ֵרי,יחן דְּ ָאזְ ָלן
ָ נָשי – ׁ ְש ִכ
ֵ ׁ נָשי ְלגַ ֵ ּבי
ֵ ׁ The Gemara answers: There is a distinction between the situ.יחן
ָ  ְלגַ ֵ ּבי – ַ ּג ְב ֵרי ָלא ׁ ְש ִכations, for it is common for women to be at the house of other
women and to stay overnight. Therefore, there is concern that
a relative of the alleged adulterer’s wife, with whom he was
suspected of misconduct, might frequent his house and he might
be tempted to repeat his transgression. On the other hand, it
is not common for men to be at the house of other men, so
that even if she was married to his relative, the one suspected
of misconduct would not generally sleep at the house of the
husband.
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– נָשי דְּ ָלא ָא ְס ָרן ׁ ְש ִכ ָיב ָתן ַא ֲה ָד ֵדי
ֵ ׁ : ִאי נַ ִמיAlternatively, a diﬀerent argument could be made: Women are
 ַ ּג ְב ֵרי דְּ ָא ְס ָרן ׁ ְש ִכ ָיב ָתן, ָלא ָק ְפ ֵדי ַא ֲה ָד ֵדיnot so strict with one another, as lying with them and having
sexual relations with them does not render them mutually for.ַא ֲה ָד ֵדי – ָק ְפ ֵדי ַא ֲה ָד ֵדי
bidden. In other words, if a man commits adultery with his wife’s
close relative, his wife does not become forbidden to him, so she
may not pay attention to his behavior with the woman under
suspicion. However, men are strict with one another, as lying
with them and having sexual relations with the other man’s wife
does render them, the husband and wife, mutually forbidden. In
other words, if another man has relations with a married woman,
she is forbidden to her husband, and so men pay close attention
to what the others are doing.
 ָלא,יב ֲﬠיָ א ָק ָא ַמר
ּ ָ ִאי ָה ִכי ָא ִביו נַ ִמי! ָלא ִמ
 ֲא ָבל,ֵיה
ּ ָ ִמ
ּ נֵיה ִמ ּינ
ּ יב ֲﬠיָ א ָא ִביו – דִּ ְבזִ יז ְ ּב
,ימא ָלא
ָ ֵיה – ֵא
ּ ְ ּבנוֹ דְּ ָלא ְ ּבזִ יז ָא ִביו ִמ ּינ
.ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן

הדרן עלך כיצד אשת אחיו

LANGUAGE

Embarrassed [keziz] – כזִ יז:ְּ Although this version of the
text has baziz, the version of the text that reads keziz is
more correct because it comes from the Aramaic root
k-u-z, which means to be ashamed or fearful.

The Gemara asks: If so, one’s father should be permitted to marry
a woman set free by his son as well. So why does the mishna say:
Their sons or their brothers, and not: Their fathers? The Gemara
answers: Certainly his father is allowed as well, but the mishna is
speaking utilizing the style of: It is not necessary. It is not necessary to mention the case of his father because he is most certainly
permitted to marry a woman set free by his son, as his son is
embarrassed [baziz]L before him and so would not come to sleep
with his father’s wife. But I might say that since the father is not
embarrassed before his son, she may not be married to the son
of one for whom there is suspicion. Therefore, this comes to teach
us that there is no such concern.
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Perek III
Daf 26 Amud a
 ׁ ְשנַיִ ם ֵמ ֶהם,מתני׳ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ַא ִחין
ְשו ִּאים
ׂ  ו ֵּמת ּו ַה ּנ,נְשו ִּאים ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲא ָחיוֹת
ׂ
חוֹל צוֹת
ְ ֶאת ָה ֲא ָחיוֹת – ֲה ֵרי ֵא ּל ּו
–  וְ ִאם ָק ְדמ ּו וְ ָכנְס ּו.יבמוֹת
ּ ְ ַוְ ל ֹא ִמ ְתי
 ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי,אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל.ּיוֹצִ יאו
:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל, יְ ַקיֵּ ים:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
.ּיוֹצִ יאו

mishna

In the case of four brothers,H two of
whom were married to two sisters, and
the ones married to the sisters died, then those sisters must
perform ĥalitza and may not enter into levirate marriage.N Since
both sisters require levirate marriage with each of the surviving
brothers, a levirate bond exists between each sister and the brothers. Each of them is considered the sister of a woman with whom
each brother has a levirate bond and is therefore forbidden to him
by rabbinic law. And if they married the sisters before consulting
the court, they should divorce them, for the Sages decreed that
in this situation they may not remain married. Rabbi Eliezer
says that there is a dispute in this matter: Beit ShammaiN say: He
may maintain her as his wife, while Beit Hillel say: They must
divorce them.

 ָהיְ ָתה ַא ַחת ֵמ ֶהן ָאסו ָּרה ַﬠל ָה ֶא ָחדIf one of the sisters was forbiddenH to one of the brothers due to
יס ּור ֶﬠ ְרוָ ה – ָא ס ּור ָ ּב ּה ּומו ָּּתר
ּ  ִאa prohibition against forbidden relations because she was a relative of his wife or a relative on his mother’s side, then he is forbid.יהן
ֶ  וְ ַה ׁ ּ ֵשנִי ָאסוּר ִ ּב ׁ ְש ֵּת,חוֹת ּה
ָ ַ ּב ֲא
den to marry her but permitted to marry her sister. Because she
is his close relative, she is exempt from levirate marriage with him,
and therefore she is not bound to him with a levirate bond. Consequently, her sister is not considered the sister of a woman with
whom he has a levirate bond, and he is permitted to enter into
levirate marriage with her. But the second brother, who is not a
close relative of either sister, is forbidden to marry both of them.
Indeed, for him each woman remains the sister of a woman with
whom he has a levirate bond.
חוֹלצֶ ת
ֶ –  ִא ּיסוּר ִמצְ וָ ה וְ ִא ּיסוּר ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשהIf a prohibition resulting from a mitzvaN or a prohibition stemN
.יב ֶמת
ּ ֶ ַ וְ ל ֹא ִמ ְתיming from sanctity will be transgressed when one of the women
marries one of the brothers, then her sister must perform ĥalitza
and may not enter into levirate marriage, as she is considered the
sister of a woman with whom he has a levirate bond. In this case,
the sister who is forbidden to the brother due to a mitzva or due
to sanctity is bound to the brother for the purpose of ĥalitza.
ָהיְ ָתה ַא ַחת ֵמ ֶהן ֲאסו ָּרה ַﬠל זֶ ה ִא ּיסוּר
 וְ ַה ׁ ּ ְשנִיָּה ֲאסו ָּרה ַﬠל זֶ ה ִא ּיסוּר,ֶﬠ ְרוָ ה
,ֶﬠ ְרוָ ה – ָה ֲאסו ָּרה ְלזֶ ה מו ֶּּת ֶרת ְלזֶ ה
.וְ ָה ֲאסו ָּרה ְלזֶ ה מו ֶּּת ֶרת ְלזֶ ה

If one of those women was forbidden to this one brother due to
a prohibition against forbidden relations and the second woman
was forbidden to that second brother due to a prohibition against
forbidden relations, then she who is forbidden to this brother is
permitted to that brother, and she who is forbidden to that
brother is permitted to this one.

NOTES

Must perform ĥalitza and may not enter into levirate marriage – יבמוֹת
ּ ְ ַחוֹלצוֹת וְ ל ֹא ִמ ְתי:
ְ One could suggest that one
of the brothers performs ĥalitza with one sister and then
afterward the second brother consummates the levirate
marriage with the second sister, as she would then no longer
be the sister of a woman with whom he has a levirate bond.
This, however, is not allowed according to both explanations
of the mishna. According to the opinion that it is prohibited
to negate the mitzva of levirate marriage, there is a concern
that they will confuse the order and perform the levirate marriage first. According to the opinion that the levirate bond
is substantial, the second brother may not consummate
the levirate marriage, as the woman was already forbidden
to him once as the sister of a woman with whom he has a
levirate bond, and she can no longer be rendered permitted
(Tosefot HaRosh).
Rabbi Eliezer says, Beit Shammai, etc. – ,אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
בית ׁ ַש ַּמאי וכו׳:
ּ ֵ Although it is common for the Gemara to
ask why a Sage saw fit to inform us of Beit Shammai’s opinion when it does not accord with halakha, here there is an
explanation. It seems that Rabbi Eliezer states this version of
the dispute between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel in order
to exclude the opinion of Abba Shaul (Yevamot 28a), which
sets forth an opposite tradition with regard to this dispute
(Tosefot HaRosh).
A prohibition resulting from a mitzva – יסוּר ִמצְ וָ ה
ּ א:
ִ In
addition to the sexual relationships prohibited on the basis
of Torah prohibitions, there are additional relationships that
are prohibited by rabbinic law. These are called prohibitions
resulting from a mitzva, because the basis for the authority of
rabbinic prohibitions is the Torah mitzva not to deviate from
the words of the Sages, as it is stated: “According to the halakha that they shall teach you, and according to the judgment
that they shall tell you, you shall do” (Deuteronomy 17:11).
A prohibition stemming from sanctity – א ּיסוּר ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה:ִ This
is referring to a marriage that is prohibited not because of
the family relationship between the parties but because of
the more elevated level of sanctity of one of the marriage
partners. These include the prohibition against the marriage
of a native-born Israelite to a mamzer, a priest to a divorcée,
or a High Priest to a widow.

חוֹת ּה ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִהיא
ָ  ֲא: וְ זוֹ ִהיא ׁ ֶש ָא ְמר ּוAnd this is the case that was referred to when they said: When
.יב ֶמת
ּ ֶ ַחוֹלצֶ ת אוֹ ִמ ְתי
ֶ  ִיְב ְמ ָּת ּה – אוֹher sister is also her yevama, i.e., in a case where two sisters are
also yevamot and therefore happened for levirate marriage before
two brothers, she either performs ĥalitza or enters into levirate
marriage. This must be referring to a case where each sister is
forbidden to one of the brothers due to a prohibition concerning
forbidden relatives. In this case, each sister has a levirate bond only
with the one brother to whom she is permitted, and the prohibition
against marrying the sister of a woman with whom one has a levirate bond does not apply. Therefore, each brother can either perform the act of ĥalitza or consummate the levirate marriage with
the sister to whom he is not related.
HALAKHA

Four brothers – א ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ַא ִחין:ַ In the case of four brothers, two
of whom were married to two sisters and died childless, these
sisters must perform ĥalitza and they may not enter into levirate
marriage. If the brothers married the sisters before consulting
with the court, they must divorce them (Rambam Sefer Nashim,
Hilkhot Yibbum 7:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 175:3).
If one was forbidden, etc. – היְ ָתה ַא ַחת ֲאסו ָּרה וכו׳:ָ If one of

the sisters was forbidden from marrying one of the brothers
due to a prohibition against forbidden sexual relations, then
he is permitted to marry her sister, and the other brother is
prohibited from marrying both of them. If one of the sisters was
forbidden to one brother and the second to another brother,
each brother may marry the sister who is not forbidden to him
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 7:1–2; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 175:4–5).
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Levirate bond or negation of the mitzva of levirate marּ ָ ִז: Yosef Lekaĥ elaborates on both
riage – יִבוּם
ּ יקה אוֹ ִ ּב ּטוּל ִמצְ וַ ת
sides of this ancient dispute. It appears in the Jerusalem Talmud
and in other places and is formulated as follows: Is ĥalitza a
mitzva in and of itself or is its purpose only to release one from
the levirate bond?
According to the opinion that ĥalitza is indeed the fulfillment of a mitzva, one can understand the rationale against
negating the mitzva of levirate marriage. By consummating
the levirate marriage with one sister, the yavam prevents the
other sister from performing both the mitzva of ĥalitza and of
levirate marriage.
If, however, ĥalitza merely releases the woman from the
levirate bond, it should not matter if that exemption comes
from the act of ĥalitza or from his marriage to her relative.
According to the opinion that ĥalitza serves only to release the
woman from the levirate bond, it is apparent that the reason
for requiring ĥalitza here must be due to the levirate bond.
Although there is no mitzva involved in performing ĥalitza,
it is nevertheless necessary, as there is a prohibition against
consummating the levirate marriage due to the levirate bond.
If so, three – אי ָה ִכי ְּת ָל ָתא:
ִ This question is based on the
assumption of the Gemara that this case should involve three
brothers, as all the cases in the continuation of the chapter
involve three brothers. For this reason, the Gemara wonders
why the number of brothers was increased to four in this
mishna (Rashba; Ritva).
It is not necessary, etc. – יב ֲﬠיָא וכו׳
ּ ָ לא ִמ:ָ Many early commentaries ask: Why is this question raised specifically with regard to
the opinion that the ruling is based on the prohibition against
negating the mitzva of levirate marriage, but not with regard
to the opinion that the levirate bond is substantial (see Rashi,
Rivan, and Tosafot)?
The Ramban, in explanation of Rashi’s comments, says:
According to the opinion that the levirate bond is substantial,
there is a novelty to be learned if the case involves specifically
four brothers. This is because there is a dispute with regard to
whether the levirate bond is substantial only if there is a single
brother or even if there are two brothers. Accordingly, in order
to teach that the levirate bond is significant even if there are
multiple brothers, the case of four brothers is preferable to the
case of three brothers.
However, according to the opinion that there is concern
for the negation of the mitzva of levirate marriage, it stands
to reason that the same concern should exist regardless of
the number of brothers. Therefore, if the reasoning behind the
ruling in the mishna is that the levirate bond is not substantial,
it would have been appropriate to teach the case of three
brothers, in order to indicate that although the levirate bond is
not substantial, it is nevertheless prohibited to perform levirate
marriage. It would then be clear that the rationale behind the
ruling is based specifically on the idea that negating the mitzva
of levirate marriage should be avoided. However, when the
case involves four brothers the underlying rationale is not as
clear (Ramban).

gemara

The Gemara deduces from the halakha
ּ ָ ִ יֵ ׁש ז:גמ׳ ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה
 דְּ ִאי ֵאין.יקה
cited in the mishna: Conclude from here
ּ ָ ִז
, ִמ ְּכ ִדי ָהנֵי ִמ ְּת ֵרי ָ ּב ֵּתי ָק ָא ְתיָ ין,יקה
that the levirate bondH is substantial. That is, the very obligation
!יבם ֲח ָדא
ּ ֵ ַיבם ֲח ָדא וְ ַהאי ְלי
ּ ֵ ַ ַהאי ְליof levirate marriage creates a bond that is similar to marriage.
For if the levirate bond were not substantial, why would these
two women not enter into levirate marriage? After all, these two
women come from two households, as each had a diﬀerent husband, and they both require levirate marriage. Let this brother
consummate the levirate marriage with one sister and let that
brother consummate the levirate marriage with the other sister.
The fact that the mishna requires ĥalitza in this situation indicates
that the levirate bond is substantial and resembles marriage to the
extent that each sister is forbidden to each brother due to the
prohibition against marrying the sister of a woman to whom one
has a levirate bond.
ּ ָ ִ ֵאין ז: ְימא ָלך
 ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם,יקה
ָ עוֹלם ֵא
ָ ְל
;דְּ ָק ָס ַבר ָאסוּר ְל ַב ֵּטל ִמצְ וַ ת יְ ָב ִמין
, ְיבם ַחד – ָמיֵ ית ִא ָידך
ּ ֵ ַדִּ ְל ָמא ַאדִּ ְמי
.וְ ָק ְמ ַב ֵּטל ִמצְ וַ ת ָיְב ִמין

The Gemara rejects this: Actually, I could say to you that according to this tanna the levirate bond is not substantial, and yet they
are prohibited from entering levirate marriage for a diﬀerent reason. It is because the tanna holds that it is prohibited to negate
the mitzva of levirate marriage.N It is prohibited to act in a way
that would lead to a situation where the mitzva to perform levirate
marriage is negated. How would this situation arise? Perhaps
before one brother consummates the levirate marriage, the
other brother dies, and only one brother remains. In that case, the
second sister would also happen before him for levirate marriage,
and by performing levirate marriage with one sister he would
thereby negate the mitzva of levirate marriage with the other
sister. When the remaining brother marries one of the sisters, the
mitzva to enter into levirate marriage or perform ĥalitza is automatically negated from the second sister, as she is then forbidden
to him as his wife’s sister.

! ְּת ָל ָתא נַ ִמי, ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara asks: If so, if this is the rationale behind the ruling
in the mishna, then the same concern would exist if there were
threeN brothers, as well. Why did the mishna specify four brothers? It could have cited the case of three brothers, two of whom
were married to two sisters. In these circumstances, the concern
for negating the mitzva of levirate marriage also exists.
יב ֲﬠיָ א
ּ ָ יב ֲﬠיָ א ָק ָא ְמ ִרינַן; ָלא ִמ
ּ ָ ָלא ִמ
, דְּ וַ דַּ אי ָ ּב ְט ָלה ִמצְ וַ ת ָיְב ִמין,ְּת ָל ָתא
– ישינַן
ִ ׁ ְיתה ָלא ָחי
ָ  ְל ִמ,ֲא ָבל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה
.ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן

The Gemara answers: Indeed, the ruling would be the same in that
case. However, the mishna is speaking utilizing the style of: It is
not necessary. It is not necessaryN to specify that the women
must perform ĥalitza in a case involving three brothers, as certainly the mitzva of levirate marriage is negated with one of the
sisters when the yavam marries the other sister. But in the case of
four brothers, where there is concern only over the possibility that
one of the brothers might die, we might have said that we are not
concerned over the possibility of the death of a brother and
therefore allow the brothers to consummate the levirate marriage.
The mishna therefore teaches us that even in the case where there
is concern only for the negation of the mitzva, they must perform
ĥalitza and not consummate the levirate marriage.

, ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara asks: If so, i.e., if we are concerned over the possibility
that the remaining brother might die,

HALAKHA

ּ ָ ִז: In accordance with Shmuel’s opinThe levirate bond – יקה
ion here, the conclusive halakha is that the levirate bond is
substantial. Although the halakha generally follows Rav’s
opinion in his disputes with Shmuel that pertain to prohibi-
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tions, the deliberation of the amora’im on Shmuel’s opinion
indicates that the halakha should be ruled according to him
(Rosh; Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 1:13; Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 159:5).

Perek III
Daf 26 Amud b
יתה דִּ ְת ֵרי ָלא
ָ  ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה נַ ִמי! ְל ִמthen this should also be true in a case of five brothers, two of
.ישינַן
ִ ׁ ְ ָחיwhom were married to two sisters and died, and their wives happened before the three remaining brothers for levirate marriage.
The Gemara answers: We are not concerned over the possibility
of the death of twoN brothers in such a short period of time.
:ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא ַ ּבר ַרב הוּנָ א ֲא ַמר ַרב
ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ֲא ָחיוֹת יְ ָבמוֹת ׁ ֶש ָּנ ְפל ּו ִל ְפנֵי
,חוֹלץ ְל ַא ַחת
ֵ  זֶ ה,ׁ ְשנֵי ַא ִחין ָיְב ִמין
יכה
ָ  וְ ֶא ְמצָ ִﬠית צְ ִר,חוֹלץ ְל ַא ַחת
ֵ וְ זֶ ה
.נֵיהם
ֶ ֲח ִליצָ ה ִמ ׁ ּ ְש

§ Rava bar Rav Huna said that Rav said: In a case where three

 ִמדְּ ָק ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ֶא ְמצָ ִﬠית:יה ַר ָ ּבה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
נֵיהם – ָק ָס ְב ַר ְּת
ֶ יכה ֲח ִליצָ ה ִמ ׁ ּ ְש
ָ צְ ִר
ּ ָ ִיֵ ׁש ז
, וְ ָהוְ יָ א ָל ּה ֲח ִליצָ ה ּ ְפסו ָּלה,יקה
וַ ֲח ִליצָ ה ּ ְפסו ָּל ּה צָ ִריךְ ַל ֲחזוֹר ַﬠל ָּכל
.ָה ַא ִחין

Rabba said to them: From the fact that you say that the middle
one requires ĥalitza with both of the brothers, it can be deduced
that you hold that the levirate bond is substantial and creates
a familial relationship, and similarly this ĥalitza performed by
each of the brothers with the third sister is invalid ĥalitza.NH Since
the third woman is the sister of a woman with whom he performed ĥalitza, it is not possible to consummate the levirate marriage with her. Therefore, the ĥalitza performed with her is not
entirely valid and does not release her from the levirate bond
between her and the two brothers. And there is a principle that
invalid ĥalitzaN must be repeated by all of the brothers; each of
them must perform an act of ĥalitza with this woman.

sisters who were married to three brothers became yevamot and
happened before two remaining brothers who were their yevamin for levirate marriage, then this one brother performs ĥalitza
with one of the women, and that brother performs ĥalitza with
another one of the women. And the middle, i.e., third, sister
requires ĥalitza with both of the brothers.

!יתא נַ ִמי
ָ ָ ַק ָּמי, ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara asks: If that is so, the first two women should also
require ĥalitza from each of the brothers because each act of
ĥalitza was invalid, as each woman has the status of the sister of a
woman with whom the man has a levirate bond, and it is therefore
prohibited for the men to consummate the levirate marriage with
them.
 ָלא, ִאי דִּ נְ פוּל ְ ּב ַבת ַא ַחת – ָה ִכי נַ ִמיThe Gemara responds: If the case is that they, i.e., the sisters,
N
.יכא דִּ נְ פוּל ְ ּבזוֹ ַא ַחר זוֹ
ָ  צְ ִרhappened before the brothers simultaneously, it is indeed so
that the two brothers would each be obligated to perform ĥalitza
with each of the three sisters. This halakha is necessary only in
the case where they happened before the brothers, one after the
other.
 נָ ְפ ָלה, נָ ְפ ָלה ֲח ָדא – ָח ַלץ ָל ּה ְראו ֵּבןHow so? One sister happened before the brothers for levirate
. ִא ָידךְ ָח ַלץ ָל ּה ׁ ִש ְמעוֹןmarriage and then Reuven, one of the brothers, performed valid
ĥalitza with her. Another sister happened before the brothers
for levirate marriage, and the brother Shimon performed ĥalitza
with her. In this case, Shimon was allowed to consummate the
levirate marriage with her if he so desired, as she had no family
relationship to him at all. When Reuven performed ĥalitza with
the first sister, he removed the levirate bond between her and the
other brothers, such that Shimon has no relationship with the first
sister at all and is free to marry the second sister. Therefore, when
he performed ĥalitza, the act was valid.

HALAKHA

Invalid ĥalitza – ח ִליצָ ה ּ ְפסו ָּלה:ֲ The early authorities oﬀer two
definitions of invalid ĥalitza. The most common understanding is that in any case where the yevama is prohibited from
consummating the levirate marriage but still requires ĥalitza,
that ĥalitza is regarded as invalid and must be performed by
all the brothers (Rashi; Rambam; see Vilna Gaon). The Rema,

NOTES

We are not concerned over the possibility of the death of
two – ישינַן
ִ ׁ ְל ִמ ָיתה דִּ ְת ֵרי ָלא ָחי:ְ The Ritva writes that even according to those who hold that there might be legitimate concern
over the possibility of two deaths, this is a case of a rabbinic
decree that prohibits the negation of the mitzva of levirate marriage, where there need not be concerned for such a possibility.
Invalid ĥalitza – ח ִליצָ ה ּ ְפסו ָּלה:ֲ The early commentaries dispute what constitutes invalid ĥalitza. According to one opinion,
ĥalitza performed in a case where the yavam is prohibited from
consummating the levirate marriage and the sister-in-law still
requires ĥalitza is invalid ĥalitza. It must be performed by all
the brothers before the yevama is permitted to remarry (Rashi;
see Rambam).
According to Tosafot, however, invalid ĥalitza occurs only
when the prohibition that precludes the possibility of performing levirate marriage directly weakens the levirate bond. The
present case in the Gemara serves as an example: The woman
requiring levirate marriage from the yavam is the sister of a
woman who already underwent ĥalitza with him. If consummation of the levirate marriage is prohibited for a reason unrelated
to her status as a yevama, such as when the initial marriage
of the yevama was licentious due to her being her husband’s
remarried divorcée (see 11b), the proposed ĥalitza is not termed
invalid and she needs to perform it only with one brother. The
later commentaries discuss extensively how this dispute reflects
a general question about the essence of ĥalitza (Ĥiddushei Rav
Shimon Shkop; Arza deVei Rav).
The Ramban, following the Jerusalem Talmud, explains why
invalid ĥalitza must be performed with all the brothers: Ordinary
ĥalitza has two aspects. In one way it is similar to levirate marriage in that it a mitzva performed with one of the yevamot that
concludes the levirate bond with both the ĥalutza and her rival
wives. However, ĥalitza also bears resemblance to divorce in that
it nullifies the connection between the yavam and the yevama.
Invalid ĥalitza is limited in that it only operates in this second
way and therefore the woman needs to sever her connection
to each yavam separately.
The levirate bond is substantial…invalid ĥalitza, etc. – יֵ ׁש
ּ ָ ִז: The Ritva and the Meiri explain that only
ה…ח ִליצָ ה ּ ְפסו ָּל ּה וכו׳
ֲ יק
if one maintains that the levirate bond is substantial is it possible to say that there was invalid ĥalitza and the yevama must
repeat the ĥalitza with each of the yevamin. If, however, there
is no levirate bond, then even invalid ĥalitza suﬃces to release
the sister-in-law. However, from a discussion in the Jerusalem
Talmud it would seem that these are two separate questions:
First, is the ĥalitza an act of acquisition or release? Second, is the
levirate bond an act of acquisition?
If the case is that they happened simultaneously – ִאי דִּ נְ פוּל
ב ַבת ַא ַחת:
ּ ְ Tosafot comment that if the case is indeed referring to a situation where the two sisters became candidates
for levirate marriage with the brothers simultaneously, then it
would have been suﬃcient to state this ruling with regard to
only two sisters. In this case, they would also need to repeat
the ĥalitza with both brothers. Therefore, Tosafot raise the question as to why the Gemara specifically chose a case with three
brothers. The Ramban writes that although, according to Rav’s
opinion, it would have suﬃced to state this ruling with regard
to two sisters, the case of three sisters was necessary according
to Shmuel’s statement later on. Tosefot Ĥad MiKamma’ei and the
Meiri say that it was necessary to state the case of three sisters in
order to inform us of a novel ruling: Even the third middle sister,
whose levirate bond was weakened because she is the sister of
a woman with whom he performed ĥalitza, requires ĥalitza from
both of the brothers.

following Tosafot, writes that invalid ĥalitza occurs only when
the relevant prohibition directly weakens the levirate bond,
such as is the case when a yavam has a levirate bond with
two sisters (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum7:9; Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 170:5).
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In accordance with the statement of the one who says
ּ ָ ִאוֹמר ׁיֵש ז
that the levirate bond is substantial – יקה
ֵ ל ִד ְב ֵרי ָה:ְ
Most of the early commentaries hold that Rav presented an
opinion that was not his own and that he does not accept.
Rivan, however, says that there is an amoraic dispute as to
whether or not Rav holds that the levirate bond is substantial,
and the opinion presented here follows that of the amora who
maintains that Rav is of the opinion that the levirate bond is
substantial (see Yevamot 18b).

 נָ ְפ ָלה ִא ָיד ְך ָח ַלץ ָל ּה ַהאי ַמ ְפ ַקעAnother third sister then happened before the brothers for levirate
ּ ָ ִ ָח ַלץ ָל ּה ַהאי ַמ ְפ ַקע ז,יקתוֹ
ּ ָ ִ זmarriage. When this first brother performs ĥalitza with her, he
.יקתוֹ
terminates his levirate bond, and when this second brother performs ĥalitza with her, he terminates his levirate bond. However,
neither brother can, by performing ĥalitza, terminate the other
brother’s levirate bond because each brother’s ĥalitza is invalid, as
each brother is unable to consummate the levirate marriage in this
case. This is due to the woman’s status as the sister of a woman with
whom he performed ĥalitza.
אוֹמר
ֵ  ֵאין זִ ָ ּיקה! ְל ִד ְב ֵרי ָה: וְ ָה ֲא ַמר ַרבThe Gemara asks: How can this statement be cited in the name of
ּ ָ ִ יֵ ׁש זRav? But didn’t Rav say: The levirate bond is not substantial. This
.יקה ָק ָא ַמר
halakha, however, was explained based on the assumption that the
levirate bond is substantial. The Gemara answers: Indeed, according
to Rav himself it is unnecessary to perform ĥalitza with multiple
brothers. He, however, states this halakha in accordance with
the statement of the one who says that the levirate bond is
substantial,N despite the fact that he does not hold this himself.
.חוֹלץ ְלכו ָּּלן
ֵ  ֶא ָחד:ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר
:יה ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל דְּ ָא ַמר
ּ ִמ ְּכ ִדי ׁ ָש ְמ ִﬠינַן ֵל
 דְּ ָא ַמ ר,ֲח ִל יצָ ה ַמ ַﬠ ְל יָ א ָ ּב ֵﬠינַ ן
:ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל

And with regard to the above case Shmuel said a diﬀerent halakhic
ruling: It is suﬃcient if one brother performs ĥalitza with each of
the sisters. The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: But since we have heard
that Shmuel said: We require a full-fledged ĥalitza, and invalid
ĥalitza does not result in complete exemption, this ruling is diﬃcult.
It is not clear why the invalid ĥalitza in this case would be suﬃcient,
as Shmuel said:

.ָח ַלץ ָל ֲא ָחיוֹת ל ֹא נִ ְפ ְטר ּו צָ רוֹת
ימא ֲח ִליצָ ה דְּ ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ָ ְיכא דְּ ַקי
ָ ֵה
 ָח ֵליץ ָל ּה ְראו ֵּבן,ֲח ִליצָ ה ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה
.ֲח ִליצָ ה ּ ְפסו ָּלה

In the case of three brothers, two of whom were married to several
women, including two sisters, and the two married brothers later
died, and their wives happened before the yavam for levirate marriage, if the yavam performed ĥalitza with the sisters who were
among the wives, the rival wives are not thereby exempt.H One can
deduce from here that since the yavam cannot consummate the
levirate marriage with the sisters, as each is the sister of a woman
with whom he has a levirate bond, then the act of ĥalitza is invalid,
and invalid ĥalitza is ineﬀective in exempting their rival wives. It is
concluded from here that even Shmuel requires valid ĥalitza, i.e.,
ĥalitza that occurs when there is a possibility of consummating the
levirate marriage. According to this rationale, however, Shmuel’s
ruling in the above case is diﬃcult: With regard to the second sister,
when there exists the possibility for Shimon’s ĥalitza, i.e., the
ĥalitza of the second brother who did not yet perform ĥalitza, to
be a valid ĥalitza,N would it be allowed for Reuven, the brother who
already did ĥalitza with one sister, to perform invalid ĥalitza with
her?

חוֹל ץ ְלכ ּו ָּל ן״ נַ ִמי
ֵ
״א ָח ד
ֶ ַמאי
 וְ ָהא ּכו ָּּלן.דְּ ָק ָא ַמר – ַא ֶא ְמצָ ִﬠית
יה
ּ יה ָק ֵרי ֵל
ּ ָק ָא ַמר! ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ רו ָ ּּבה ַ ּג ֵ ּב
 ִּכי ָק ָא ַמר:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִא.״כו ָּּלן״
ּ
ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ֲח ִליצָ ה ַמ ַﬠ ְליָ א ָ ּב ֵﬠינַן – ָהנֵי
 ֲא ָבל ִמ ּ ַפ ְט ָרא,ִמ ֵּילי ְל ִמ ְיפ ַטר ָצ ָר ָת ּה
.נַ ְפ ׁ ָש ּה – ּ ָפ ְט ָרה

The Gemara resolves this diﬃculty by reinterpreting Shmuel’s statement. What does it mean that it says: One performs ĥalitza with
each of them, that Shmuel stated? Shmuel says that with regard
to the middle one, i.e., the third sister, one of the two brothers
performs ĥalitza with her. The Gemara asks: But didn’t he say:
Each of them, indicating that one brother performs ĥalitza with all
of the sisters? The Gemara answers: Since the brother who performed ĥalitza with one sister repeats the act with another, it turns
out that most of the acts of ĥalitza are performed with him,N and
this is called: With each of them. And if you wish, say a diﬀerent
answer: When Shmuel said we require a full-fledged ĥalitza, this
applies only to exempt her rival wife by means of that ĥalitza. But
to exempt the woman herself, even invalid ĥalitza would render
her exempt.H In the case above, since no rival wives are involved, it
would be suﬃcient for one brother to perform ĥalitza with each of
the sisters.
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If he performed ĥalitza with the sisters the rival wives are
not exempt – ח ַלץ ָל ֲא ָחיוֹת ל ֹא נִ ְפ ְטר ּו צָ רוֹת:ָ In the case of three
brothers, two of whom were married to two sisters, where
each had a rival wife, and the brothers died and their wives
happened before the third brother for levirate marriage, if the
yavam performs the act of ĥalitza with the rival wives then the
sisters are thereby exempt as well. However, if he performs
ĥalitza with the sisters, the rival wives do not become exempt,
in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel as explained by Rav
Ashi (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 7:9; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 170:17, 174:1).
To exempt the woman herself…exempt – ,ִמ ּ ַפ ְט ָרא נַ ְפ ׁ ָש ּה
פ ְט ָרה:ָ ּ It would seem that even according to those authorities
who rule that in the case of invalid ĥalitza the woman must
repeat the ĥalitza with the other brothers, this is required in
order to completely nullify the levirate bond and exempt the
rival wives. The woman who performed the invalid ĥalitza,
however, is free of her bond and is permitted to the general
public without repeating the ĥalitza. At the very least, she
is permitted after the fact (see Beit Shmuel; Rambam Sefer
Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 5:12; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer
170:19).
NOTES

Shimon’s ĥalitza, a valid ĥalitza – ח ִליצָ ה דְּ ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֲח ִליצָ ה ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה:ֲ
Some commentaries say that when Reuven performed ĥalitza
with the first sister, Shimon’s bond with her was completely
nullified, and therefore when Shimon performs ĥalitza with
the second sister it is a completely valid ĥalitza (see Rashba).
Others explain that even if some aspect of Shimon’s original
bond with the first sister remains intact, his act of ĥalitza with
the second sister is nevertheless more eﬃcacious than the
ĥalitza performed by Reuven (Rivan).
Since most are with him – יה
ּ כיוָ ון דְּ רו ָ ּּבה ַ ּג ֵ ּב:ֵּ This follows the
principle that in any matter, the majority is equivalent to the
entirety (Ritva).

170

yevamoT . perek III . 27a . .פרק ג׳ דף כז

