Perek IV
Daf 43 Amud a
? וְ ִכי ַר ִ ּבי ל ֹא ׁ ְשנָ ָא ּה ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ִמ ּנַיִ ן לוֹIf Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi had not taught that ruling in the
Mishna,N from where would Rabbi Ĥiyya, his disciple and
redactor of the baraitot, have known it? Since the source of
the unattributed ruling in the baraita is certainly the dispute
recorded in the mishna, its lack of attribution in the baraita only
reflects the fact that Rabbi Ĥiyya ruled in accordance with that
opinion, but that cannot be used to indicate that it is the accepted
halakha.
 ַמ ְס ֵרק ׁ ֶשל ּ ִפ ׁ ְש ָּתן: וְ ָהא ְּתנַ ן:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
– נִש ַּתיְּ יר ּו ּבוֹ ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם
ְ ׁ ְ ו,ִיטל ּו ׁ ִש ּינָיו
ְּ ׁ ֶש ּנ
ִיטל ּו
ְּ  וְ כו ָּלן ׁ ֶש ּנ.הוֹרה
ָ  וְ ַא ַחת – ְט,ְט ֵמאוֹת
.ַא ַחת ַא ַחת ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַﬠצְ ָמן – ְט ֵמאוֹת

Rabbi Naĥum questioned the principle that the halakha is always
in accordance with an unattributed ruling in a mishna and
said to Rabbi Ĥiyya: Didn’t we learn in a mishna (Kelim : ):
A comb made for combing beaten flaxH in preparation for
spinning, from which its teeth were removedN and only two of
its teeth remained in it, is still suitable for combing. It is therefore considered a utensil and will become ritually impure if it
comes in contact with ritual impurity. However, if only one tooth
remained, so that the comb was no longer suitable for combing,
it is no longer considered a utensil and so will remain ritually
pure even if it comes in contact with ritual impurity. And with
regard to any of the teeth that were individually removed
on their own, since they do serve a purpose, e.g., they may
be embedded and used as hooks, they are considered utensils
and can become ritually impure.

– ִיטל ּו ׁ ִש ּינָיו ַא ַחת ִמ ֵ ּבינְ ַתיִ ם
ְּ ׁ ֶשל צֶ ֶמר ׁ ֶש ּנ
– נִש ַּתיְּ יר ּו ּבוֹ ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ֶא ָחד
ְ ׁ ,ָטהוֹר
. ָהיְ ָתה ַה ִחיצוֹנָ ה ַא ַחת ֵמ ֶהן – ָטהוֹר,ָט ֵמא
,נִיטל ּו ׁ ְשנַיִ ם וַ ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָאן ְל ַמ ְל ֵקט – ְט ֵמאוֹת
ְּ
– ּח יתו
ּ ַא ַחת וְ ִה ְת ִקינָ ּה ְלנֵ ר אוֹ ְל ִמ
.ְט ֵמ ָאה

A comb made for combing woolBHN from which every other one
of its teeth were removed, so that no two consecutive teeth
remained in place, is no longer suitable for combing and so will
remain ritually pure. If three teeth remained in it in a single
place so that it could still be used for combing, then it could
become ritually impure. However, if one of those teeth was the
external frame of the comb itself, then it could not function
as a comb, and so it will remain ritually pure. If two of the
teeth were removed and made into small pincers, then they
could become ritually impure. Alternatively, if one of the teeth
was removed, and it was prepared in a manner that made it
suitable for use in cleaning an oil lampN or for stretchingN ropes,
then it would be considered a utensil and could become ritually
impure.H

BACKGROUND

Combs for wool and flax – מ ְס ְר ֵקי צֶ ֶמר ו ִּפ ׁ ְש ָּתן:ַ From the various descriptions in the Mishna and Talmud, it would appear
that the comb made for flax was a large instrument with
which the stalks of flax were combed in order to prepare
them for spinning. The body of the comb and its external
teeth were constructed from wood, while the internal teeth
were metal nails. It is for this reason that no combs of this
kind remain from that period, because wood generally
decomposes, at which point any nails fall out.
There are diﬀering opinions concerning the structure of
the comb made for wool. Some explain that it was made in
a similar fashion to the one for flax, the only diﬀerence being
its thickness and the proximity of the teeth. Others, however,
explain that the comb made for wool was an entirely different tool. It was constructed from a wooden board, or a
pair of wooden boards, also known as cards, upon which
several rows of metal nails were fastened. The combing was
achieved by dragging the wool over the boards. According
to this description, the Gemara’s distinction between internal
teeth and external teeth refers to the diﬀerent rows of teeth.

Dried øax with threshing comb

HALAKHA

A comb made for flax – מ ְס ֵרק ׁ ֶשל ּ ִפ ׁ ְש ָּתן:ַ With regard to a comb
made for combing flax, from which the teeth were removed: If
two teeth remain, the comb remains susceptible to ritual impurity, but if only a single tooth remains it is no longer susceptible
to ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 11:4).
A comb made for wool – מ ְס ֵרק ׁ ֶשל צֶ ֶמר:ַ With regard to a
comb made for combing wool, from which the teeth were
removed, if three teeth remain in a single place, the comb
remains susceptible to ritual impurity. However, if one of the
three was the external frame, it would not be susceptible to
ritual impurity. The Kesef Mishne questions why the Rambam

rules in accordance with this mishna even though the Gemara
states that it is not ruled as halakha (see NOTES; Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 11:3).

Pair of wool cards

The teeth of the comb – שינֵי ַה ַּמ ְס ֵרק:
ִ ׁ If two teeth of a comb
were removed and made into pincers, or if a single tooth was
removed and prepared for an oil lamp or for stretching, then
they are susceptible to ritually impurity. If that tooth was large
and thick, then even if it was not specially prepared, it is susceptible to ritual impurity. This is in accordance with the resolution
suggested by Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim
11:3).
NOTES

If Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi had not taught it, etc. – וְ ִכי ַר ִ ּבי ל ֹא
שנָ ָא ּה וכו׳:
ְ ׁ The Gemara assumes that since Rabbi Ĥiyya was
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s disciple, it does not stand to reason
that he would formulate an opinion as though it were the
conclusive halakha when Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi clearly decided
not to teach that opinion in such a way (Rav Sherira Gaon).
The Maharik adds that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi had a far greater
breadth of knowledge than Rabbi Ĥiyya, and so it is improbable that Rabbi Ĥiyya would be aware that a certain opinion
had been accepted as the halakha if Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi
was not.

A comb whose teeth were removed, etc. – ִיטל ּו ׁ ִש ּינָיו
ְּ ַמ ְס ֵרק ׁ ֶש ּנ
וכו׳: Utensils are susceptible to ritual impurity only when they
serve a useful purpose. Even if they break and no longer serve
their original purpose, if they serve some other useful purpose
they can still become impure. The import of this mishna is to
define at which point a comb is considered broken to the extent
that it no longer serves any useful purpose and therefore is no
longer susceptible to ritual impurity.

It was prepared for an oil lamp – ה ְת ִקינָ ּה ְלנֵ ר:ִ Rashi suggests
that this means that the tooth of the comb can be used to clean
out the lamp. The Rivan suggests that a wax candle could be
attached to it.

Combs made for wool and flax – מ ְס ְר ֵקי צֶ ֶמר ו ִּפ ׁ ְש ָּתן:ַ The early
commentaries describe the diﬀerences between the two types
of combs: The Rivan explains that the teeth of a flax comb are

For stretching – ּח  ְל ִמ ּיתו: The Rambam, in his commentary on
the Mishna on Kelim 13:6, explains that this term refers to wrapping a thread around a stick to make the thread easier to use.

narrower than those of a wool comb. However, the Meiri claims
the opposite to be true and adds that they are also distinct in
their form and structure.
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NOTES

But we maintain that the halakha is not in accordance
with that mishna – אוֹת ּה ִמ ׁ ְשנָ ה
ָ ימא ָלן דְּ ֵאין ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ
ָ ְוְ ַקי:
Despite the Gemara’s claim, the Rambam rules in accordance with this mishna. In addition, it appears that Rabbeinu Shimshon also rules in this manner. The Yam shel
Shlomo explains that although the Gemara identifies the
various diﬃculties inherent in the mishna, the mishna is
nevertheless ruled as halakha, and ultimately the Rabbis
disagree with Rabbi Shimon only on a single point, i.e.,
the question of ritual impurity for the teeth removed from
the comb. Rabbi Shimon holds that these do not require
preparation in order to be susceptible to ritual impurity,
while the Rabbis hold that they do require preparation
(see Keren Ora and Arukh LaNer).
BACKGROUND

Those who are exact – דַּ ְּו ָוקנֵי: Apparently, there were
a number of Sages who were relied upon to establish
the precise formulation of the mishna. Rav Sherira Gaon
explains in his famous letter concerning the composition
of the Mishna that this is why the Gemara is often willing
to delete parts of a mishna or even an entire mishna on
occasion, as sometimes the current version is erroneous
or was not transmitted reliably.

!אוֹת ּה ִמ ׁ ְשנָ ה
ָ ימא ָלן דְּ ֵאין ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ
ָ ְוְ ַקי
יוֹחנָן
ָ  דְּ ַר ִ ּבי, ַ ּבר ִמ ָּינ ּה דְּ ַה ִהיא:יה
ל
ֵ
ּ ֲא ַמר
 זוֹ ֵאינָ ּה:ּוְ ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ַּת ְרוַ יְ יהו
.ִמ ׁ ְשנָ ה

Rabbi Naĥum posed his question: But we maintain that the halakha is not in accordance with that mishna.N This would seem to
contradict the principle that the halakha is always in accordance
with an unattributed opinion. Rabbi Ĥiyya said to Rabbi Naĥum
that the principle applies to all cases apart from this mishna, as with
regard to this particular mishna there are Rabbi Yoĥanan and Reish
Lakish who both say: This is not an authoritative mishna, and so
it cannot be relied upon for a halakhic ruling.

נוֹח
 ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא? ֲא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ַ ּבר ָמ
:יה דְּ ַרב ִא ָיקא
ּ יה דְּ ַרב ִא ִידי ְ ּב ֵר
ּ ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
: דְּ ָק ָתנֵי.יפא
ָ ישא ְל ֵס
ָ ׁ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ֵר
– ִיטל ּו ׁ ִש ּינָיו ַא ַחת ִמ ֵ ּבינְ ַתיִ ם
ְּ ׁ ֶשל צֶ ֶמר ׁ ֶש ּנ
ְ ׁ  ָהא,ָטהוֹר
נִש ַּתיְּ יר ּו ּבוֹ ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם ְ ּב ָמקוֹם
ְ ׁ : וַ ֲה ַדר ָּתנֵי,ֶא ָחד – ָט ֵמא
נִש ַּתיְּ יר ּו ּבוֹ
–  ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם, ׁ ָשל ֹׁש – ִאין,ׁ ָשל ֹׁש – ָט ֵמא
!ָלא

The Gemara asks: What is the reason to say that the mishna is not
authoritative? Rav Huna bar Manoaĥ said in the name of Rav Idi,
son of Rav Ika: It is because the first clause of that mishna contradicts the latter clause, as it teaches: A comb used for wool from
which every other one of its teeth were removed is no longer
considered a utensil, and so it will remain ritually pure. This implies
that were two teeth to remain in it in one place, it could become
ritually impure. And then the mishna continues and teaches: If
three teeth remained in it in a single place it is still considered a
utensil and so it could become ritually impure. This indicates that
if there are three, yes, it could become ritually impure, but if there
are two, no, it would not become ritually impure.

 ו ַּמאי קו ׁ ְּשיָ א? דִּ ְל ָמא ָהא ְ ּבגַ וָ ויָ ָיתא ָהאThe Gemara asks: But what is the diﬃculty? Perhaps this ruling
!יתא
ָ ָ ְ ּב ָב ַריthat if two teeth remain it is considered a utensil is referring to the
internal teeth, found in the middle of the frame, while that ruling
that it is not considered a utensil is referring to the outer teeth,
which are adjacent to the frame of the comb, which makes them
unsuitable for use.
ִיטל ּו
ְּ  וְ כו ָּּלן ׁ ֶש ּנ: דְּ ָק ָתנֵי,ֶא ָּלא ֵמ ָה ָכא
 וְ ַאף ַﬠל,ַא ַחת ַא ַחת ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַﬠצְ ָמן ְט ֵמאוֹת
 ַא ַחת:ימא ֵס ָיפא
ָ  ֵא.ַ ּגב דְּ ָלא ִה ְת ִקינָ ּה
.ּח – ְט ֵמ ָאה יתו
ּ וְ ִה ְת ִקינָ ּה ְלנֵ ר אוֹ ְל ִמ
! ל ֹא ִה ְת ִקינָ ּה – ָלא,ִה ְת ִקינָ ּה – ִאין

Rather, the diﬃculty with the mishna is from here, as it teaches:
And any of the teeth that were individually removed on their own,
since they can serve a useful purpose they are considered utensils
and can become ritually impure. And the implication is that this
is true even though the tooth was not prepared for that purpose.
But say the latter clause as follows: If one of the teeth was removed,
and it was prepared in a manner that rendered it suitable for use
in cleaning an oil lamp or for stretching ropes, then it would be
considered a utensil and could become ritually impure. The implication is that if it was prepared for use, then yes, it would be considered a utensil, but if it was not prepared for use, then no, it would
not be considered a utensil.

 ו ַּמאי קו ׁ ְּשיָ א? דִּ ְל ָמא ָהא: ֲא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ יAbaye said: But what is the diﬃculty? Perhaps this ruling, that
.ּ ָהא ְ ּב ָלא ַק ַּתיְ יהו,ּ ְ ּב ַק ַּתיְ יהוfurther preparation is not required before it is considered a utensil,
is referring to a case where the teeth were removed with their base,
which allows them to be used immediately for various functions,
whereas that ruling, that it is considered a utensil only once it is
prepared for use, is referring to a case where the teeth were removed
without their base and therefore require further preparation before
they can be used.
 ו ַּמאי קו ׁ ְּשיָ א? וְ ִד ְל ָמא: ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפאRav Pappa stated an alternative resolution: But what is the diﬃ.ימ ָתא
ָ  ָהא – ְ ּב ַא ִּל, ָהא – ְ ּב ַק ִּטינָ ָתאculty? Perhaps this ruling that further preparation is not required
is referring to a case where the teeth were narrow, whereas that
ruling that it is considered a utensil only once it is prepared for use
is referring to a case where the teeth were thick.
 זוֹ:ימי ָ ּב ּה דַּ ְּו ָוקנֵי
ֵ ְ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דִּ ְמ ַסיּ: ֶא ָּלאRather, the reason that the mishna is not accepted as authoritative
. ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹןis not due to some diﬃculty in the formulation of the mishna, but
because those who are exactB in their rendition of the tradition
conclude this mishna with: This is the statement of Rabbi Shimon.
In other words, this mishna is not unattributed but presents the
minority opinion of a single Sage, and it is for this reason that it is
not accepted as authoritative.
ְ ְמ ָא ְר ִסין ּתוֹך: § ׁ ָש ַלח ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר ָא ִביןRabbi Ĥiyya bar Avin sent a message from Eretz Yisrael with
.עוֹשים ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה
ׂ ִ  וְ ֵכן, ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשהregard to the halakha cited in the mishna: One may betroth a
woman, but not marry her, within three months of her previous
marriage; and so one acts in practice.

292

yevamoT . perek IV . 43a . .פרק ד׳ דף מג

 וְ ֵכן ָהיָ ה ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ְמ ַל ְּמ ֵדנ ּו ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּביAnd so Rabbi Elazar would teach us in the name of Rabbi
P
 וְ רו ּּבוֹ ׁ ֶשל,אשוֹן
ׁ  רו ּּבוֹ ׁ ֶשל ִר: ֲחנִינָ א ַה ָ ּגדוֹלĤanina the Great that the three months are counted as follows:
One counts the majority of the days of the first month,N and the
. וְ ֶא ְמצָ ִﬠי ׁ ָש ֵלם,ישי
ִ ׁ ׁ ְש ִל
majority of the third month, and the entire middle month.
ָ ימר ׁ ְש ָרא ֵל
ַ ֲא ֵמ
 ֲא ַמר.יא ֵרס ְ ּביוֹם ִּת ׁ ְש ִﬠים
 וְ ָהא ַרב ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל:ימר
ַ יה ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ַל ֲא ֵמ
ּ ֵל
ָ  צְ ִר:ּדְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ַּת ְרוַ יְ יהו
יכה ְל ַה ְמ ִּתין ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
 חוּץ ִמיּוֹם ׁ ֶש ֵּמת ּבוֹ וְ חוּץ ִמיּוֹם,ֳח ָד ׁ ִשים
.ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָא ְר ָסה ּבוֹ! ַההוּא ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן ֵמינֶ ֶקת ִא ְּית ַמר
יכה
ָ  צְ ִר:דְּ ַרב ּו ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ַּת ְרוַ יְ יה ּו
 חוּץ ִמיּוֹם,ְל ַה ְמ ִּתין ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים וְ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ח ֶֹד ׁש
.ׁ ֶשנּ ַוֹלד ּבוֹ וְ חוּץ ִמיּוֹם ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָא ְר ָסה ּבוֹ

Ameimar permitted one to betroth a woman on the ninetieth
dayN itself. Rav Ashi said to Ameimar: Didn’t Rav and Shmuel
both say that she needs to wait three full months, excluding
the day on which the husband died and excluding the day on
which she is betrothed? It is apparent that it is still prohibited
to betroth a woman on the ninetieth day itself. Ameimar said
to him: That which you heard, that the days of the husband’s
death and of the betrothal are not included, was stated only
with regard to a nursing woman, as it was Rav and Shmuel who
both said: A nursing woman needs to wait twenty-four months
before being betrothed, excluding the day on which the baby
was born and excluding the day on which she is betrothed.

PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Ĥanina the Great – רבי ֲחנִינָ א ַה ָגּדוֹל:
ּ ִ This is Rabbi
Ĥanina bar Ĥama, who is labeled this way because he
was one of the outstanding Sages of his generation. In
the Jerusalem Talmud he is known as Rabbi Ĥanina Rabba,
which bears the same meaning. This epithet is generally
used when Rabbi Ĥanina is mentioned alongside another
Sage of that name, in this case Rabbi Ĥanina Kara, to
diﬀerentiate between them.

 וְ ָהא ַההוּא דַּ ֲﬠ ַבד ְסעו ַּדת ֵאירו ִּסין ְ ּביוֹםThe Gemara asks: Wasn’t there an incident concerning a certain
יה! ַה ִהיא
ּ יה ָר ָבא ִל ְסעו ָּד ֵת
ּ  וְ ַא ְפ ְס ֵד, ִּת ׁ ְש ִﬠיםperson who prepared a betrothal feast on the ninetieth day
following the death of the woman’s first husband, and Rava
.נִשו ִּאין ֲהוַ אי
ׂ ּ ְסעו ַּדת
caused him to forfeit his feast by prohibiting the betrothal on
that day? The Gemara answers: That feast was actually a marriage feast, but had it been a betrothal feast it would have been
permitted.
ָ  צְ ִר:וְ ִה ְל ְכ ָתא
יכה ְל ַה ְמ ִּתין ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים וְ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה
 ח ּוץ ִמיּוֹם ׁ ֶשנּ ַוֹלד ּבוֹ וְ ח ּוץ ִמיּוֹם,חוֹד ׁש
ֶ
ָ  וּצְ ִר.ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָא ְר ָסה ּבוֹ
יכה ְל ַה ְמ ִּתין ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
 חוּץ ִמיּוֹם ׁ ֶש ֵּמת ּבוֹ וְ חוּץ ִמיּוֹם,ֳח ָד ׁ ִשים
.ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָא ְר ָסה ּבוֹ

The Gemara summarizes: The halakha is that a nursing mother
needs to wait twenty-four months,N excluding the day on
which the baby was born and excluding the day on which she
is betrothed. And if she was widowed but was not nursing, then
she needs to wait only three months, excluding the day on
which her previous husband died and excluding the day on
which she is betrothed.H

: ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א.״חוּץ ִמן ָה ַא ְל ָמנָ ה״ וכו׳
–  ו ַּמה ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ָאסוּר ְל ַכ ֵ ּבס,חוֹמר
ֶ ַָקל ו
ָ מו ָּּתר ֵל
 ָמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ּמו ָּּתר ְל ַכ ֵ ּבס – ֵאינוֹ,יא ֵרס
!יא ֵרס
ָ דִּ ין ׁ ֶש ּמו ָּּתר ֵל

§ The mishna states that Rabbi Yosei says: All women may be
betrothed within three months except for a widow, due to the
mourning period she must observe for her deceased husband.
Rav Ĥisda questioned the mishna’s ruling and said: Based on an
a fortiori inference, it should be permitted for a woman to be
betrothed during the thirty-day mourning period for her husband: If during another period of mourning, which the Gemara
will specify, when it is prohibited to launder clothes, it is permitted to be betrothed, then during the thirty-day morning
period for a husband, when it is permitted to launder clothes,
isn’t it logical that it should also be permitted to be betrothed?

NOTES

The majority of the first month – אשוֹן
ׁ רו ּּבוֹ ׁ ֶשל ִר: The Rivan
claims that this novel ruling is limited and applies only to a
woman who was merely betrothed to her previous husband.
However, even Rabbi Ĥanina would concede that a woman
who was married would have to wait three complete months.
Some commentaries suggest the basis for Rabbi Ĥanina’s
ruling is to be found in the narrative of Tamar, where it states
that her pregnancy was discernible “about three months after”
(Genesis 38:24), which they interpret to mean that there was not
three full months but some part of them.
On the ninetieth day – ביוֹם ִּת ׁ ְש ִﬠים:ּ ְ In the She’iltot deRav Aĥai
Gaon it is written that the reason that the woman is permitted to

marry on the ninetieth day itself is based on the principle that in
many cases, once a portion of the day has passed it is considered
as though the entire day had passed.
Twenty-four months, etc. – חוֹד ׁש וכו׳
ֶ ﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים וְ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה:ֶ The geonic
responsa and several midrashim see an allusion to this halakha in
the verse: “You shall not cook [tevashel] a kid in its mother’s milk”
(Exodus 23:19). The numerical value of the Hebrew word tevashel
is 732, which is exactly the number of days in two solar years plus
two additional days. However, the later commentaries discuss
whether the twenty-four months referred to here are based on
the solar or the lunar calendar, as well as what the halakha would
be if one of the years were a leap year.

HALAKHA

The time of betrothal following the waiting period – זְ ַמן
ה ֵאירו ִּסין ַא ַחר ַה ְמ ָּתנָ ה:ָ Pregnant women and nursing mothers
may not be betrothed, and certainly not married, until the period
of nursing has ended. The time established by the Sages for this
period is twenty-four months, excluding the day of the child’s

birth and the day of the betrothal. A woman who is widowed or
divorced and is not pregnant or nursing must wait ninety days,
excluding the day of the husband’s death or the divorce and the
day of the betrothal (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin
11:26; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 13:1, 11).
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HALAKHA

The week in which the Ninth of Av occurs – ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ׁ ֶש ָחל
תוֹכ ּה
ָ ת ׁ ְש ָﬠה ְ ּב ָאב ְ ּב:ִּ It is prohibited to cut hair and to launder
clothing during the week in which the Ninth of Av occurs.
Laundered clothes may be worn only on Shabbat. There are
several opinions with regard to which activities are classified as laundering and are therefore prohibited. This is the
Sephardic custom. The Rema explains that it was customary
to be more stringent and to adopt all of these restrictions
from the first day of the month of Av. This is the Ashkenazic
custom (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ta’anit 5:6; Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 551:3).
Prior to this time – קוֹדם ַהזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה:
ֶ Business transactions are
reduced from the first day of the month of Av, and joyful
building or planting is not performed unless it is done for the
sake of a mitzva (Ran). This is in accordance with the Gemara
in tractate Ta’anit (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ta’anit 5:6;
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 551:2).
Betrothal and marriage in the month of Av – נִשו ִּאין
ׂ ּ ְֵאירו ִּסין ו
חוֹד ׁש ָאב
ֶ ב:ּ ְ It is prohibited to marry from the first day of Av
until after the fast of the Ninth of Av, and betrothal feasts
are also not permitted. However, it is permitted to perform
a betrothal without a feast even on the Ninth of Av itself.
This is in accordance with the Gemara in tractate Ta’anit
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 10:14; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 551:2).
NOTES

On Thursday it is permitted – ישי מו ָּּתר
ִ ׁ ו ַּב ֲח ִמ: This ruling is
not cited in the various codifications of halakha. The commentaries explain that this is because this halakha applies
only when the Ninth of Av occurs on a Friday, in which case
it is necessary to prepare for Shabbat on Thursday. However,
once the calendar was fixed so that the Ninth of Av never
occurs on a Friday, this halakha became obsolete (Maggid
Mishne).
From business transactions – ישא וְ ִל ֵּיתן
ׂ ָ ּ מ ִּל:ִ This halakha is
not cited by many of the early halakhic authorities. The commentaries explain that those authorities hold that refraining from business transactions was only a custom of the
especially pious, or a regional custom limited to some places.
The Yam shel Shlomo explains that there is an established
ruling that since it was often very diﬃcult for Jews in exile
to earn a livelihood in any way other than business, it is
improper to prohibit it (see Tosafot and Tosafot Yeshanim).

 ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ׁ ֶש ָחל ִּת ׁ ְש ָﬠה:ַמאי ִהיא? דִּ ְתנַן
,תוֹכ ּה – ָאסוּר ְל ַס ּ ֵפר ו ְּל ַכ ֵ ּבס
ָ ְ ּב ָאב ְ ּב
ִ ׁ ו ַּב ֲח ִמ
.ישי מו ָּּתר ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ְּכבוֹד ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
קוֹדם ַהזְּ ַמן ַהזֶּ ה ָה ָﬠם ְמ ַמ ֲﬠ ִטין
ֶ :וְ ַתנְיָא
 ִמ ִּל ְבנוֹת,יתן
ֵּ ישא ו ִּמ ִּל
ׂ ָ ּ יהם ִמ ִּל
ֶ ְ ּב ִﬠ ְס ֵק
,וֹנְסין
ִ  ו ְּמ ָא ְר ִסין ֲא ָבל ל ֹא ּכ,טוֹﬠ
 ְוְ ִלנ
.עוֹשין ְסעו ַּדת ֵאירו ִּסין
ׂ ִ וְ ֵאין

The Gemara explains the cases involved: What is the period of
mourning to which Rav Ĥisda is referring? As we learned in a
mishna (Ta’anit b): During the week in which the Ninth of Av
occurs,H it is prohibited to cut hair and to launder clothes, but
on Thursday it is permittedN in deference to Shabbat. And it is
taught in a baraita: Prior to this timeH the public reduce their
activities, refraining from business transactions,N from building
and planting, and they may betroth women but may not marry
them,H and they may not make a betrothal feast. The Gemara
assumes that the baraita is referring to the days immediately preceding the Ninth of Av. Accordingly, during the days prior to the Ninth
of Av it is prohibited to launder clothes, but it is permitted to be
betrothed. It was upon this period of time that Rav Ĥisda based his
a fortiori inference.

קוֹדם
ֶ ְּקוֹדם ד
ֶ –  ִּכי ַּתנְ יָ א ַה ִהיאTo defend Rav Yosei’s ruling in the mishna, the Gemara explains:
.( ַּ)תנְיָאWhen that baraita is taught, it is taught with regard to the period
prior to the period that is prior to the Ninth of Av, i.e., the days prior
to the week in which the Ninth of Av occurs. It is only then that
it is permitted to be betrothed, but during the week in which the
Ninth of Av occurs it is prohibited. Therefore, the basis of Rav
Ĥisda’s a fortiori inference is undermined.
 ַקל,קוֹדם נַ ִמי
ֶ ְּקוֹדם ד
ֶ ְ ו:ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
ישא
ׂ ָ ּ  ו ַּמה ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ָאסוּר ִל:חוֹמר
ֶ ָו
 ָמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ּמו ָּּתר,יא ֵרס
ָ יתן – מו ָּּתר ֵל
ֵּ וְ ִל
יתן – ֵאינוֹ דִּ ין ׁ ֶש ּמו ָּּתר
ֵּ ישא וְ ִל
ׂ ָ ּ ִל
!?יא ֵרס
ָ ֵל

Rava said: From the period prior to the period that is prior to the
Ninth of Av, a challenge to Rabbi Yosei’s ruling can also be advanced
based on an a fortiori inference, as follows: If in a period of mourning when it is prohibited to conduct business transactions, it is
permitted to be betrothed, then during the thirty-day morning
period for a husband, when it is permitted to conduct business
transactions, isn’t it logical that it should also be permitted to be
betrothed?

אוֹמר ָּכל ַה ּנ ׁ ִָשים
ֵ יוֹסי
ֵ ימא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ָ  ָלא ֵּתThe Gemara accepts the conclusion of this a fortiori inference and
 ָּכל ַה ּנ ׁ ִָשים:ימא
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ֵא,ּ יִ ְת ָא ְרסוtherefore concludes: Do not say that Rabbi Yosei says: All women
may be betrothed within three months; rather, emend his state.ָּשאו
ׂ ְ יִ ּנ
ment to say: All women may be married within three months
except for a widow. However, even Rabbi Yosei agrees that it is
permitted for a widow to be betrothed during this period.

Perek IV
Daf 43 Amud b
?יוֹסי ְל ַה ְב ִחין
ֵ יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  וְ ֵלית ֵלThe Gemara asks: But does Rabbi Yosei not accept that there is a
decree to wait three months in order to distinguish between the
seed of the first and second husbands? According to the Gemara’s
emendation of his statement, it would appear there is no case in
which Rabbi Yosei applies the decree.
עוֹלם
ָ  ְל:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִא.יה
ּ  ֵלית ֵלThe Gemara answers: Indeed, he does not accept the decree. And
:אוֹמר
ֵ יוֹסי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי,ימא
ָ  וְ ֵא,יה
ּ  ִאית ֵלif you wish, say that actually, he does accept the decree and applies
it in the case of a married woman who was divorced. And with
.ָּשאו
ׂ ְ ָּכל ֲארוּסוֹת ְ ּגרו ּׁשוֹת יִ ּנ
regard to the challenge to his opinion from the a fortiori inference,
emend the mishna and say: Rabbi Yosei says that all women who
were only betrothed to their previous husbands and then divorced
may be married within three months, since the reason to wait does
not apply in this case.
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יכא ֵ ּבינַיְ יה ּו
ָּ ִאי ָה ִכי ַהיְ ינ ּו ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה! ִא
ָ נְשו ָּאה ֵל
ׂ
נְשו ָּאה
ׂ :יא ֵרס; ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ָס ַבר
נְשו ָּאה
ׂ :יוֹסי ָס ַבר
ֵ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי,יא ֵרס
ָ מו ֶּּת ֶרת ֵל
.יא ֵרס
ָ ֲאסו ָּרה ֵל

The Gemara asks: If so, then this opinion of Rabbi Yosei is identical
to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. What diﬀerence is there between
them? The Gemara answers: There is a practical diﬀerence between
them in the case of a woman who was married to her previous husband and seeks to be betrothed. Rabbi Yehuda holds that it is permitted to betroth a woman who was married to her previous husband
without first waiting three months. And Rabbi Yosei holds that it is
prohibited to betroth a woman who was married to her previous
husband without first waiting three months.

?יא ֵרס
ָ נְשו ָּאה ֲאסו ָּרה ֵל
ׂ יוֹסי
ֵ וְ ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי
 ָּכל ַה ּנ ׁ ִָשים:אוֹמר
ֵ
יוֹסי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי,וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א
,יבוּל
ּ  חוּץ ִמן ָה ַא ְל ָמנָ ה ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָה ִא,ּיִ ְת ָא ְרסו
ּ וְ ַכ ָּמה ִא
.יב ּול ׁ ֶש ָּל ּה – ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם
ָשא ּו ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיְּ ה ּו ָל ֶהן ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
ׂ ְ וְ כו ָּּלן ל ֹא יִ ּנ
!ֳח ָד ׁ ִשים

The Gemara asks: But does Rabbi Yosei really hold that it is prohibited to betroth a woman who was married to her previous husband
without first waiting three months? Isn’t it taught in a baraita: Rabbi
Yosei says that all women may be betrothed without waiting except
for a widow, due to the mourning period she must observe for her
deceased husband; and how long is her mourning period? It is thirty
days. And none of them may be married until they have waited three
months.

 ַר ִ ּבי,ימא דְּ ָק ָתנֵי
ָ ַהאי ַמאי קו ׁ ְּשיָ א? ִא ֵיל
 ָּכל ַה ּנ ׁ ִָשים יִ ְת ָא ְרס ּו – ִמי:אוֹמר
ֵ
יוֹסי
ֵ
ימנָ א ַ ּב ֲארוּסוֹת
ְ אוֹק
ִ ְּנִיתין ד
ִ ימא ִמ ַמ ְת
ָ ַא ִּל
ָשא ּו – ָה ָכא נַ ִמי ָּכל ֲארוּסוֹת
ׂ ְ ְ ּגרו ּׁשוֹת יִ ּנ
.ָּשאו
ׂ ְ ְ ּגרו ּׁשוֹת יִ ּנ

The Gemara clarifies the question: What diﬃculty does this baraita
pose? If we say that the baraita teaches: Rabbi Yosei says that all
women may be betrothed without waiting, is the baraita stronger
than the mishnaN that was established as teaching that women who
were only betrothed to their previous husbands and then divorced
may be married within three months? Here, too, the baraita could be
established as teaching that all women who were only betrothed to
their previous husbands and then divorced may be married within
three months.

ָשא ּו
ׂ ְ  וְ כו ָּּלן ל ֹא יִ ּנ: דְּ ָק ָתנֵי,יפא
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ִמ ֵּסRather, the diﬃculty arises from the latter clause that teaches: And
 ִאינְסו ֵּבי. ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיְּ ה ּו ָל ֶהן ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ֳח ָד ׁ ִשיםnone of them may marry until they have waited three months. This
implies that Rabbi Yosei holds that it is specifically marrying that is
.יתרו ֵּסי – ׁ ַש ּ ִפיר דָּ ֵמי
ְ  ָהא ִא,הוּא – דְּ ָלא
not permitted, but betrothing seems well and is permitted. This challenges the Gemara’s original claim that Rabbi Yosei disagrees with
Rabbi Yehuda on this point.
יוֹסי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי:ימא ָה ִכי
ָ  ְּת ֵריץ וְ ֵא,ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
, אוֹמר ָּכל ֲא ר ּוסוֹת ְ ּג ר ּו ׁשוֹת יִ ָּנ ְ ׂשא ּו
ֵ
 וְ ַכ ָּמה,יבוּל
ּ חוּץ ִמן ָה ַא ְל ָמנָ ה ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָה ִא
ּ ִא
ּנְשוּאוֹת ל ֹא
ׂ  ו.יבוּל ׁ ֶש ָּל ּה – ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם
.יִ ְת ָא ְרס ּו ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיְּ ֵהא ָל ֶהן ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ֳח ָד ׁ ִשים

Rava said: Resolve the diﬃculty and emend Rabbi Yosei’s statement
to say this: Rabbi Yosei says that all women who were only betrothed
to their previous husbands and then divorced may marry within three
months except for a widow, due to the mourning period she must
observe for her deceased husband. And how long is her mourning
period? It is thirty days. And women who were married to their previous husbands may not be betrothed until they have waited three
months.

?יבוּל
ּ וְ ַא ְל ָמנָ ה ִמן ָה ֵאירו ִּסין ִמי ִאית ָל ּה ִא
–  ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ ֲארו ָּסה:וְ ָה ָתנֵי ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר ַא ִמי
 וְ ֵכן ִהיא ל ֹא,יט ֵּמא ָל ּה
ַּ ל ֹא אוֹנֵ ן וְ ל ֹא ִמ
 ֵמ ָתה – ֵאינוֹ.יט ְּמ ָאה לוֹ
ַּ אוֹנֶ נֶ ת וְ ל ֹא ִמ
. ֵמת הוּא – גּ ָוֹבה ְּכתו ָ ּּב ָת ּה,יוֹר ׁ ָש ּה
ְ

The Gemara asks: But does a woman who became a widow from
betrothal have to observe a mourning period for her husband? Didn’t
Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Ami teach in a baraita: If one’s wife to whom he was
betrothed died, he does not observe a period of acute mourning for
her, and if he is a priest he is not permitted to become ritually impure
for her. And similarly, if he dies, she does not observe a period of
acute mourning for him and she does not become ritually impure
for him.N If she dies, he does not inherit from her. If he dies, she
collects payment of her marriage contract. The baraita demonstrates
that a widow is required to mourn her husband only if she was married
to him and not merely betrothed. If so, clearly Rabbi Yosei’s ruling in
the mishna is referring to married women. Accordingly, all of the
Gemara’s emendations of Rabbi Yosei’s statement, in order to defend
his statement from Rav Ĥisda’s a fortiori inference, are refuted.
NOTES

Is the baraita stronger than the mishna – נִיתין
ִ ימא ִמ ַמ ְת
ָ מי ַא ִּל:ִ
Since the language of the Mishna is assumed to be more exact than
that of the baraitot, being that the latter were not proofread and
examined to the same extent, it often happens that the Gemara
revises the language found in a baraita or assumes that its formulation is not exact. Consequently, if the same expression is found in
both a mishna and in a baraita, and it is revised or understood to
be imprecise in the mishna, then it stands to reason that the same
expression must be revised in the baraita as well.

She does not become ritually impure for him – יט ְּמ ָאה
ַּ ל ֹא ִמ
לוֹ: The early commentaries note that this clause of the baraita
is strange because a woman is never prohibited from becoming
ritually impure, even if she is the daughter or wife of a priest. Rashi
apparently avoided this diﬃculty by explaining that the intention of
the baraita is just that a betrothed woman is not obliged to involve
herself with his burial, which will usually result in her becoming
ritually impure.
: פרק ד׳ דף מג. Yevamot . Perek IV . 43b
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NOTES

Betrothal without a feast – אירו ִּסין ְ ּבל ֹא ְסעוּדָּ ה:ֵ In the
time of the Talmud formal betrothal would take place
long in advance of marriage, often a year beforehand.
Following the betrothal, the bride and groom are still
not permitted to live together. Consequently, betrothal
alone does not lead to a sense of joy unless a celebratory
feast to mark the event is prepared, in which fine foods,
meat, and wine are available. In contrast, the marriage
represents the beginning of the couple’s life together,
and therefore it is a joyous occasion even if it is not celebrated with a feast.
New mourning is diﬀerent, etc. – ׁ ָשאנֵי ֲא ֵבלוּת ֲח ָד ׁ ָשה
וכו׳: Rashi explains that the mourning for the Ninth of Av
is less severe than the mourning of a private individual
on two counts, both because it is public and because it
is old. Rabbeinu Tam raises a challenge to this in Tosafot:
If this is so, then the a fortiori objection raised earlier by
Rav Ĥisda is indeed valid. Ramban suggests a further
objection, pointing out the repetitive language utilized
in the Gemara, which states: New mourning is diﬀerent
from old mourning and the mourning of the public is different from the private mourning of the individual. This
seems to imply that there is not a single diﬀerence, but
rather two diﬀerences. The commentaries suggest that
the aspects of some rulings on the Ninth of Av may be
more lenient, while others must be more stringent, and
therefore it is not possible to draw inferences from these
halakhot to matters concerning private individuals.
Rabbeinu Tam holds that the halakha must be ruled
stringently with regard to actions performed in the
public sphere in matters of public mourning, as were
it not so, it would appear that there is no need to be
concerned over displays of mourning at all. However, in
private matters such as betrothals, there is no reason to
be stringent. The Ramban explains diﬀerently: Since the
mourning on the Ninth of Av is old, people might tend
to treat it lightly. Therefore, a stringent ruling was put in
place with regard to laundering clothes, a restriction that
does not exist in cases of new mourning. On the other
hand, were the Sages to permit betrothal in cases of
private mourning, people might end up preparing feasts
to celebrate the event, and no one would stop them,
whereas in cases of public mourning others would certainly prevent the one performing the betrothal from
performing any prohibited actions.
The Meiri explains that public mourning is less
intense, and so to emphasize the period, the Sages were
more stringent in the matter of laundering clothes. However, they were concerned that if they were to impose
a rabbinic decree against betrothals during periods of
public mourning, people might not obey, and so they
did not do so.
Mourning of the public – א ֵבילוּת דְּ ַר ִ ּבים:ֲ Rivan explains
that public mourning is less intense because in such
cases people comfort one another. Similarly, the Meiri
explains that this type of mourning is in itself a partial
consolation.

ֹאש ח ֶֹד ׁש וְ ַﬠד
ׁ  ֵמר: דְּ ַתנְיָא.ֶא ָּלא ַּת ָּנ ֵאי ִהיא
ישא
ׂ ָ ּ  ִמ ִּל,יהן
ֶ ַה ַּת ֲﬠנִית ָה ָﬠם ְמ ַמ ֲﬠ ִטין ֵמ ִﬠ ְס ֵק
.ישא
ׂ ָ ּ יא ֵרס ו ִּמ ִּל
ָ  ו ִּמ ֵּל,נְטוֹﬠ
  ִמ ִּל ְבנוֹת וְ ִל,ו ִּמ ִּל ֵּיתן
תוֹכ ּה – ָאסוּר
ָ ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ׁ ֶש ָחל ִּת ׁ ְש ָﬠה ְ ּב ָאב ְ ּב
:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  וְ יֵ ׁש.(יא ֵרס
ָ ְל ַס ּ ֵפר ו ְּל ַכ ֵ ּבס )וְ ָאסוּר ֵל
.ָּכל ַהח ֶֹד ׁש ָאסוּר

Rather, it must be that the question of whether it is permitted to
betroth a woman during the period prior to the week of the
Ninth of Av is subject to a dispute between tanna’im. As it is
taught in a baraita: From the New Moon of Av and until the
fast on the ninth, the public reduces its activities, refraining
from business transactions, from building and planting, and
from betrothing and marrying. During the week in which the
Ninth of Av occurs, it is prohibited to cut hair and to launder
clothes, and it is prohibited to be betrothed. And some say: It
is prohibited for the entire month. The Gemara’s challenge to
Rabbi Yosei’s opinion that it is prohibited for a widow to be
betrothed during her mourning period was based on an a fortiori
inference that assumes that it is permitted to be betrothed during
the mourning period preceding the week of the Ninth of Av.
However, since this ruling is subject to a dispute, Rabbi Yosei
could reject the a fortiori inference by stating that he holds in
accordance with the opinion that it is in fact prohibited to be
betrothed during that period.

יא ֵרס
ָ יא ֵרס – ֵל
ָ  ִמ ַּמאי דְּ ֵל: ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ַא ׁ ִשיRav Ashi strongly objects to this: From where is it known that
יﬠ ַבד ְסעו ַּדת ֵאירו ִּסין הוּא
ֲ  ַמ ָּמ ׁש? דִּ ְל ָמא ְל ִמwhen the baraita prohibits one to be betrothed, it is referring to
actually betrothing? Perhaps it is only to make a betrothal
.יא ֵרס – ׁ ַש ּ ִפיר דָּ ֵמי
ָ  ָהא ֵל,דְּ ָאסוּר
feast that is prohibited, but merely to be betrothed seems well
and is permitted.
יﬠ ַבד
ֲ ינָשא נַ ִמי ְל ִמ
ׂ ֵ ּ ישא? ִל
ׂ ָ ּ  ִמ ִּל,ִאי ָה ִכי
– ישא
ׂ ָ ּ  ָהא ִל,נִשו ִּאין הוּא דְּ ָאסוּר
ׂ ּ ְסעו ַּדת
נִשו ִּאין
ׂ ּ ׁ ַש ּ ִפיר דָּ ֵמי! ָה ִכי ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא! ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא
 ֶא ָּלא ֵאירו ִּסין,יכא ִ ׂש ְמ ָחה
ָּ ְ ּבל ֹא ְסעוּדָּ ה – ִא
?יכא ִ ׂש ְמ ָחה
ָּ ְ ּבל ֹא ְסעוּדָּ ה – ִמי ִא

The Gemara questions Rav Ashi’s objection: If so, then with
regard to the prohibition against marrying as well one could
make the same claim: With regard to the prohibition to marry,
too, it is only to make a marriage feast that is prohibited, but
merely to marry seems well and is permitted. The Gemara
rejects its question: How can these cases be compared? Granted,
from a marriage, even without a feast, there is joy, but from a
betrothal without a feast,N is there any joy? It is merely a legal
ceremony.

 ׁ ָשאנֵי ֲא ֵבילוּת ֲח ָד ׁ ָשה: ֶא ָּלא ֲא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשיRather, Rav Ashi stated a diﬀerent resolution of Rav Yosei’s
 וְ ׁ ָשאנֵי ֲא ֵבילוּת דְּ ַר ִ ּבים, ֵמ ֲא ֵבילוּת יְ ׁ ָשנָ הopinion: New mourning, i.e., the mourning for a relative who
has just passed away, is diﬀerentN from old mourning, i.e., the
.ֵמ ֲא ֵבילוּת דְּ יָ ִחיד
mourning over historic events such as the destruction of the
Temple, and it is appropriate to be more lenient in the latter.
And the mourning of the publicN is diﬀerent from the private
mourning of the individual, and it is appropriate to be more
stringent in the latter. As such, it is not possible to form an a
fortiori inference from the halakhot of mourning for the Temple
to those of a wife mourning for her husband.

mishna

In a case of four brothersH married to
,נָשים
ִ ׁ נְשו ִּאין ַא ְר ַ ּבע
ׂ מתני׳ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ַא ִחין
four women and some of the brothers
יבם ֶאת
ּ ֵ ַ ִאם ָרצָ ה ַה ָ ּגדוֹל ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ֶהם ְלי.ּוָ ֵמתו
died childless, their wives thereby become yevamot. If the
. ּכו ָּּלן – ָה ְר ׁשוּת ְ ּביָ דוֹeldest of the brothers who survived wished to consummate the
levirate marriage with all of his yevamot, he has permission to
do so.
יא ָת ּה
ָ נָשים וָ ֵמת – ִ ּב
ִ ׁ נָשוּי ִל ׁ ְש ֵּתי
ׂ  ִמי ׁ ֶש ָהיָ הIn the case of one who was married to two womenH and died
.וֹט ֶרת ָצ ָר ָת ּה
ֶ  אוֹ ֲח ִליצָ ָת ּה ׁ ֶשל ַא ַחת ֵמ ֶהן ּפchildless, the intercourse or ĥalitza of either one of the
wives with the yavam releases her rival wife from the levirate
bond, and the rival wife need not enter into levirate marriage or
perform ĥalitza.

HALAKHA

Four brothers, etc. – א ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ַא ִחין וכו׳:ַ In a case where one had
a number of brothers who died childless, so that their wives
happened before him for levirate marriage, then if he has the
means to do so, he must consummate levirate marriage with all
of them, or he may perform ĥalitza with all of them, or he may
consummate levirate marriage with some and perform ĥalitza
with the others. However, he may do so with only one wife from
each brother (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaĤalitza
1:11; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 161:8).
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One who was married to several women – נָשוּי ְל ַכ ָּמה
ׂ ִמי ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה
נָשים:
ִ ׁ If a man married to several women died childless and was
survived by his brother, then once that brother either consummates levirate marriage or performs ĥalitza with one of the wives,
all of her rival wives are thereby released from their levirate bond
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaĤalitza 1:9; Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 161:1).

