Perek VI
Daf 54 Amud a
HALAKHA

A sleeping man has not acquired his yevama –
יָ ׁ ֵשן ל ֹא ָקנָ ה ִ ּב ִיב ְמ ּתוֹ: One who did not intend to
perform an act of sexual intercourse, e.g., one who
was asleep, drunk, or completely unaware of his
actions, does not acquire his yevama even if they
did engage in sexual intercourse (Rambam Sefer
Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 2:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 166:8).
One who fell from a roof and was inserted into
a woman is liable to pay four types of indemnity – נָ ַפל ִמן ַה ַ ּגג וְ נִ ְת ַקע ַחיָּ יב ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה דְּ ָב ִרים: One
who fell from a roof due to the force of a normal wind and hurt someone is liable to pay four
types of indemnity: Indemnity due to injury, pain,
medical costs, and loss of livelihood. However,
he is exempt from paying for the victim’s shame
(Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Ĥovel 1:12; Shulĥan
Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 421:11).
And if she is his yevama, he has not acquired
her – ו ִּב ִיב ְמ ּתוֹ ל ֹא ָקנָ ה: One who became erect
while intending to have intercourse with his wife
and then fell onto his yevama has not acquired
her (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 2:4;
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 166:8).
Sexual intercourse completes…but money or a
marriage document do not – וֹמ ֶרת…וְ ֵאין
ֶ ּיאה ג
ָ ִ ּב
כ ֶסף ו ׁ ְּש ָטר:ֶּ A yevama can be fully acquired by her
yavam only through sexual intercourse, but not
by other means that generally eﬀect betrothal,
i.e., money or a marriage document. However,
the Sages decreed that one should not have intercourse with his yevama without betrothing her
first (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 5:9;
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 166:2, 170:2).
NOTES

Her brother-in-law will have intercourse with
her, etc. – יה וכו׳
ָ יְ ָב ָמ ּה יָ בוֹא ָﬠ ֶל: The Gemara
here cites several expositions of this verse and
attempts to demonstrate that only one halakha
is derived from each expression in the verse. Some
of these expositions, as well as additional ones,
are also cited in the Jerusalem Talmud, but there
the Gemara sees no reason to avoid using a single
phrase as the source of multiple expositions.
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? יָ ׁ ֵשן ל ֹא ָקנָ ה ִ ּב ִיב ְמ ּתוֹ! ֶא ָּלא – ְ ּבנִ ְת ַקעa sleeping man has not acquired his yevama,H as he did not intend to
 נָ ַפל ִמן ַה ַ ּגג וְ נִ ְת ַקע – ַחיָּ יב: וְ ָהא ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבהperform the act of intercourse at all? Rather, the mishna was referring
to one who was inserted into his yevama by accident. But didn’t Rabba
! ו ִּב ִיב ְמ ּתוֹ ל ֹא ָקנָ ה,ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה דְּ ָב ִרים
say: One who fell from a roof and was inserted into a woman due to
the force of his fall is liable to pay four of the five types of indemnityH
that must be paid by one who damaged another: Injury, pain, medical
costs, and loss of livelihood. However, he is not liable to pay for the
shame he caused her, as he did not intend to perform the act, and if she
is his yevama, he has not acquired herH in this manner.
 ו ְּת ָק ָפתוֹ, ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ְל ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ:ֶא ָּלא
נֵיהם ֲאנ ּו ִסים
ֶ  ׁ ְש,יה
ָ  ו ָּבא ָﬠ ֶל,יְ ִב ְמ ּתוֹ
יכי דָּ ֵמי? ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון
ִ דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ֵה
, ו ְּת ָקפוּה ּו גּ וֹיִ ם וְ ִד ְ ּבקוּם זֶ ה ָ ּבזֶ ה,ְל ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
.יה
ָ ו ָּבא ָﬠ ֶל

Rather, it is a case where he intended to have intercourse with his wife
and became erect, and his yevama forcefully grabbed hold of him and
he had intercourse with her. The Gemara further asks: If so, what are
the circumstances of the case when both of them were coerced that
was mentioned by the school of Rabbi Ĥiyya? The Gemara answers: It
is a case where he intended to have intercourse with his wife, and
gentiles grabbed hold of him and pressed him and his yevama against
each other, and he thereby had intercourse with her.

ֵּ  § ְמנָ א ָהנֵי ִמThe Gemara inquires as to the source of these halakhot: From where
״יְב ָמ ּה יָ בֹא
ָ :ילי? דְּ ָתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
 ״יְ ָב ָמ ּה יָ בֹא: דָּ ָבר ַא ֵחר.יה״ ִמצְ וָ ה
ָ  ָﬠ ֶלare these matters derived? As the Sages taught with regard to the verse
“Her brother-in-law will have intercourse with her” (Deuteronomy
 ֵ ּבין ְ ּבאוֹנֶס,יה״ ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ׁשוֹגֵ ג ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ֵמזִ יד
ָ ָﬠ ֶל
: ),N that this indicates that the act of intercourse in this circumstance
. ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ָרצוֹןis a mitzva, i.e., it is preferable to the alternative, which is ĥalitza.
Alternatively, the verse “Her brother-in-law will have intercourse with
her,” indicates that it does not matter how he had intercourse with her,
whether unwittingly or intentionally, whether due to coercion or
willingly.
יה ְל ִמצְ וָ ה! ְל ִמצְ וָ ה ִמ״ ְּו ִאם
ְ וְ ָהא ַא ּ ִפ
ּ יק ֵּת
,יַבם
ּ ֵ –  ָהא ָח ֵפץ,יַח ּפוֹץ ָה ִא ׁיש״ נָ ְפ ָקא
ְ ל ֹא
וְ ִכי ֲא ָתא ְק ָרא – ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ׁשוֹגֵ ג ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ֵמזִ יד ֵ ּבין
.ְ ּבאוֹנֶס ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ָרצוֹן

The Gemara asks: Didn’t you derive from this phrase that the act of
intercourse in this case is a mitzva? How can the same phrase also
indicate that it does not matter what the intentions of the two parties
were during the act of intercourse? The Gemara answers: The fact that
it is a mitzva is derived from the verse: “And if the man does not wish
to take his yevama” (Deuteronomy : ), which indicates that if he
wishes, he performs levirate marriage, which is preferable to ĥalitza.
Therefore, when the verse cited above came, it indicated that levirate
marriage has occurred whether the parties acted unwittingly or
intentionally, whether due to coercion or willingly.

ָ ״יְב ָמ ּה יָ בֹא ָﬠ ֶל
ָ : ְַּתנְיָא ִא ָידך
,יה״ ְּכ ַד ְר ָּכ ּה
יאה
ָ  ״וְ יִ ֵ ּבם״ ִ ּב.״ו ְּל ָק ָח ּה״ ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ְּכ ַד ְר ָּכ ּה
ְ ּוֹמ ֶרת ָ ּב ּה וְ ֵאין ֶּכ ֶסף ו ׁ ְּש ָטר ג
ֶ ּג
.וֹמ ִרין ָ ּב ּה
״יְב ָמ ּה
ָ : דָּ ָבר ַא ֵחר.יִב ָמ ּה״ ְ ּב ַﬠל ָּכ ְר ָח ּה
ּ ְ ְ״ו
.יה״ ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ׁשוֹגֵ ג כו׳
ָ יָ בֹא ָﬠ ֶל

It is taught in another baraita that the phrase: “Her brother-in-law will
have intercourse with her” indicates that levirate marriage has been
performed if they engage in typical sexual intercourse. The next phrase,
“and take her,” includes even atypical, i.e., anal, sexual intercourse. The
concluding phrase of the verse, “and consummate the levirate marriage,” indicates that sexual intercourse completes her acquisition, but
money and a marriage document do notH complete her acquisition to
him as his fully betrothed wife, in contrast to the regular halakhot of
marriage. By emphasizing “and consummate the levirate marriage with
her,” the verse teaches that he acquires her even if he acted against her
will. Alternatively: “Her brother-in-law will have intercourse with her”
indicates that levirate marriage has occurred whether the parties acted
unwittingly or intentionally, whether due to coercion or willingly.

ְּ יה ִל ְכ ַד ְר ָּכ ּה! ַההוּא ִמ
״ל ָה ִקים
ּ וְ ָהא ַא ּ ִפ ְיק ֵּת
. ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ֵּמ ִקים ׁ ֵשם,ְל ָא ִחיו ׁ ֵשם״ נָ ְפ ָקא
וְ ִכי ֲא ָתא ְק ָרא – ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ׁשוֹגֵ ג ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ֵמזִ יד ֵ ּבין
.ְ ּבאוֹנֶס ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ָרצוֹן

The Gemara asks: Didn’t you derive from this phrase that levirate marriage has been performed if they engage in typical sexual intercourse?
How can it also indicate that it does not matter what the intentions of
the two parties were during the act of intercourse? The Gemara answers:
That halakha is derived from a diﬀerent verse: “To establish a name
for his brother” (Deuteronomy : ), which indicates that intercourse
must occur in the place where he establishes a name, i.e., where it can
lead to childbirth. Therefore, when the verse cited above came, it indicated that levirate marriage has occurred whether the parties acted
unwittingly or intentionally, whether due to coercion or willingly.
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 יָ ׁ ֵשן ל ֹא ָקנָ ה: ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה,גּ ו ָּפא
 דְּ ָא ַמר ְק ָרא ״יְ ָב ָמ ּה יָ בֹא,ִ ּב ִיב ְמ ּתוֹ
.יאה
ָ יה״ ַﬠד דִּ ְמ ַכ ֵּוין ָל ּה ְל ׁ ֵשם ִ ּב
ָ ָﬠ ֶל
 ֵ ּבין:ימא
ָ ]בין יָ ׁ ֵשן! ֵא
ּ ֵ  ֵ ּבין ֵﬠר:וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
.ֵﬠ ָרה ֵ ּבין יְ ׁ ֵשנָ ה

§ The Gemara addresses the matter itself cited in the previous
discussion. Rav Yehuda said: A sleeping man has not acquired
his yevama, as the verse states: “Her brother-in-law will have
intercourse with her” (Deuteronomy : ), which indicates that
he does not acquire her unless he intends to act for the sake
of sexual intercourse. Since a sleeping man does not intend to
engage in sexual intercourse, he does not acquire his yevama. The
Gemara asks: Isn’t it taught in a baraita that one acquires his
yevama through sexual intercourse regardless of whether he was
awake or asleep? The Gemara answers: Say the baraita in the
following emended form: Whether she was awake or asleep.H
The woman’s awareness is not a necessary component in order to
perform levirate marriage.

. ֵ ּבין ֵﬠר[ הוּא ֵ ּבין יָ ׁ ֵשן הוּא:וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
ֵ ּבין ֵﬠ ָרה ִהיא ֵ ּבין יְ ׁ ֵשנָ ה ִהיא! ָה ָכא
 ֵה ִיכי דָּ ֵמי.ְ ּב ַמאי ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן – ְ ּב ִמ ְתנַ ְמנֵ ם
 נִים וְ ָלא:ִמ ְתנַ ְמנֵ ם? ֲא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
יה
ּ  ְּכגוֹן דְּ ָקר ּו ֵל, ִּתיר וְ ָלא ִּתיר,נִים
 וְ ִכי, וְ ָלא יָ ַדע ְל ַא ֲהדו ֵּרי ְס ָב ָרא,וְ ָﬠנֵי
.יה ִמ ְד ַּכר
ּ ַמ ְד ְּכר ּו ֵל

The Gemara asks further: Wasn’t it taught in another baraita that
one acquires his yevama through sexual intercourse regardless
of whether he was awake or he was asleep and regardless of
whether she was awake or she was asleep? The Gemara answers:
With what are we dealing here when the baraita says that a sleeping man acquires his yevama? It is referring to a man who is dozing. The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of dozing?
Rav Ashi said: One is asleep but not asleep, awake but not
awake, when, if they call him, he will answer, but he is unable
to provide a reasonable answer. And when they later inform
him of what happened, he remembers it.

 נָ ַפל ִמן ַה ַ ּגג וְ נִ ְת ַקע: ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה,גּ ו ָּפא
 ו ִּב ִיב ְמ ּתוֹ ל ֹא,ַחיָּ יב ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה דְּ ָב ִרים
, ְ ּב ִר ּפוּי, ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ֶבת, ְ ּבצַ ַﬠר, ְ ּבנֵ זֶ ק:ָקנָ ה
: דְּ ָא ַמר ָמר,יחיַּ יב
ַ וֹשת ָלא ִמ
ֶ ׁ ֲא ָבל ּב
.וֹשת ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיִּ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון
ֶ ׁ ֵאין ַחיָּ יב ַﬠל ַה ּב

The Gemara returns to the statement of Rabba cited earlier in
order to discuss the matter itself that Rabba addressed. Rabba
said: One who fell from a roof and was inserted into a woman
due to the force of his fall is liable to pay four of the five types of
indemnity that must be paid by one who damaged another, and
if she is his yevama he has not acquired her in this manner. He
is liable to pay for injury, pain, loss of livelihood, and medical
costs. However, he is not liable to pay for the shame he caused
her, as the Master said: One is not liable to pay for shame unless
he intends to humiliate his victim.H Consequently, one who fell
from a roof accidentally is not liable to pay for the shame he
caused the woman.

כוֹתל
ֶ יח ְ ּב  נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ְל ַה ִּט:ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
יח  ְל ַה ִּט.יח ִ ּב ִיב ְמ ּתוֹ – ל ֹא ָקנָ ה וְ ִה ִּט
 דְּ ָהא,יח ִ ּב ָיב ָמה – ָקנָ ה ִ ּב ְב ֵה ָמה וְ ִה ִּט
.עוֹלם
ָ יאה ָ ּב
ָ ָק ְמ ַכ ֵּוין ְל ׁ ֵשם ִ ּב

Rava said: If he intended to press his sexual organ into a wall,
and he accidentally pressed it into his yevama, he has not
acquired her, as he did not intend to engage in an act of sexual
intercourse. However, if he intended to press his sexual organ into
an animal, and he pressed it into his yevama, he has acquired
her, as he at least intended to act for the purpose of sexual intercourse in general,H i.e., for some form of sexual intercourse.

 ִמ ּנַיִ ן: ָא ַמר עו ָּּלא.״א ָחד ַה ְמ ָﬠ ֶרה״
ֶ
ְל ַה ֲﬠ ָר ָאה ִמן ַה ּת ָוֹרה? ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ״וְ ִא ׁיש
ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ׁ ְש ַּכב ֶאת ִא ׁ ּ ָשה דָּ וָ ה וְ גִ ָּלה ֶאת
ֶﬠ ְרוָ ָת ּה ֶאת ְמק ָֹר ּה ֶה ֱﬠ ָרה״ ִמ ָּכאן
.ְל ַה ֲﬠ ָר ָאה ִמן ַה ּת ָוֹרה

§ We learned in the mishna that both one who merely begins

HALAKHA

Whether she was awake or asleep – יְשנָ ה
ֵ ׁ בין ֵﬠ ָרה ֵ ּבין:ּ ֵ One who
had intercourse with his yevama has acquired her regardless
of whether she was awake or asleep (Rambam Sefer Nashim,
Hilkhot Yibbum 2:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 166:7).
One is not liable to pay for shame unless he intends to
humiliate his victim – וֹשת ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיִּ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון
ֶ ׁ אין ַחיָּ יב ַﬠל ַה ּב:ֵ One is not
liable to pay for shaming another individual unless he intended
to do so. One who unintentionally shames another individual is
exempt from monetary liability (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot
Ĥovel 1:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 421:1).
As he at least intended to act for the purpose of sexual
intercourse in general – עוֹלם
ָ יאה ָ ּב
ָ דְּ ָהא ָק ְמ ַכ ֵּוין ְל ׁ ֵשם ִ ּב: If one
intended to perform an act of sexual intercourse, and he happened to have intercourse with his yevama, he has acquired her.
However, if he did not mean to engage in sexual intercourse
at all and nevertheless had intercourse with his yevama, he
has not acquired her, as stated by Rava (Rambam Sefer Nashim,
Hilkhot Yibbum 2:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 166:8).
A menstruating woman…causes one who has intercourse
with her to become ritually impure – ה…מ ַט ְּמ ָאה ֶאת
ְ
ָּנִ ד
וֹﬠ ָל ּה
ֲ ב:ּ One who had intercourse with a menstruating woman
becomes a primary source of ritual impurity with the same
halakhot as the menstruating woman herself. He transmits
impurity to vessels or individuals that come in contact with
him or carry him as well as to items that he causes to move.
Additionally, if he sits or lies upon an item that is designated
for this purpose, it becomes impure even if he did not have
direct contact with it or cause it to move (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:1).

the act of intercourse and one who completes it has acquired the
yevama through this act. Ulla said: From where is it derived that
the initial stage of intercourse is considered an act of sexual
intercourse by Torah law? As it is stated: “And if a man shall lie
with a woman having her sickness and shall uncover her nakedness, he has made naked [he’era] her fountain” (Leviticus : ).
The verse is referring to the first stage of intercourse, and from
here it is derived that the initial stage of intercourse [ha’ara’a]
is considered sexual intercourse by Torah law.

 ׁ ְש ָאר ֲﬠ ָריוֹת ִמ ּנַיִ ן? וְ ִכי, ַא ׁ ְש ַּכ ַחן נִ דָּ הThe Gemara asks: We have found a source for this halakha in the
נֵילף ִמ ִּנדָּ ה – ַמה ְּלנִ דָּ ה ׁ ֶש ֵּכן
ָ :ימא
ָ  ֵּתcase of a menstruating woman, the subject of the verse cited
above. From where is it derived that the initial stage of intercourse
!וֹﬠ ָל ּה
ֲ ְמ ַט ְּמ ָאה ֶאת ּב
is considered sexual intercourse with regard to the rest of those
with whom relations are forbidden? And if you say we should
derive it from the halakha with regard to a menstruating woman,
what comparison can be made to a menstruating woman, concerning whom the halakha is more stringent than others with
whom relations are forbidden, in that she causes one who has
intercourse with her to become ritually impure?H
. פרק ו׳ דף נד. Yevamot . Perek VI . 54a
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NOTES

It is within his power to increase – ש ֵּכן ְ ּביָ דוֹ ְל ַר ּבוֹת:
ֶ ׁ The
argument is that since this prohibition is stringent in that
the number of individuals to whom it applies can be
increased, perhaps it is also stringent with regard to the
manner in which it can be violated. Therefore, it cannot
be derived that if the initial stage of intercourse is considered an act of sexual intercourse in this case, it is always
considered sexual intercourse (Ritva).
Let it come by deriving the halakha in any one case
from two of the sources mentioned above – ֵּת ֵיתי ֲח ָדא
מ ַּת ְר ֵּתי:ִ Rashi and Tosafot understood that the halakha is
derived from the common denominator between two
of the sources mentioned above. However, the Tosefot
HaRosh apparently understood that the halakha with
regard to some forbidden relations would be derived from
one source, and that other halakhot would be derived
from the other source. The Arukh LaNer notes that the
Tosefot HaRosh must have had a slightly diﬀerent version
of the Gemara text, as the phrase: Let it come by deriving the halakha in any one case from two of the sources
mentioned above, implies that both sources are needed
to derive a single prohibition.
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 דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״וְ ִא ׁיש, ָא ְתיָא ֵמ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָאח:ֶא ָּלא
,ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ַ ּקח ֶאת ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָא ִחיו נִ דָּ ה ִהיא״
?עוֹלם[ נִ דָּ ה ִהיא
ָ ]ל
ְ וְ ִכי ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָא ִחיו
 ַמה ִּנדָּ ה ְ ּב ַה ֲﬠ ָר ָאה – ַאף, ְּכנִ דָּ ה:ֶא ָּלא
.ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָאח ְ ּב ַה ֲﬠ ָר ָאה

Rather, the halakha in other cases comes from a verse about
a brother’s wife, as it is written: “And if a man shall take his
brother’s wife, it is impurity [nidda]” (Leviticus : ). The word
nidda generally refers to a menstruating woman, and so the Gemara
asks: Is his brother’s wife always menstruating? Rather, it means
that the halakha with regard to her is like that of a menstruating
woman: Just as one is liable to receive punishment for violating the
prohibition against engaging in sexual intercourse with a menstruating woman through the initial stage of intercourse, so too, one
is liable to receive punishment for violating the prohibition against
engaging in sexual intercourse with a brother’s wife through the
initial stage of intercourse.

 דְּ ִאי, ַמה ְּל ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָאח ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ְ ּביָ דוֹ ְל ַר ּבוֹתThe Gemara asks: What comparison can be made between a broth! ָ ּב ֵﬠי ְמ ַקדֵּ ׁש וְ ָאזֵ יל ִּכי ַא ְל ָפאer’s wife and other women with whom relations are forbidden? The
prohibition with regard to a brother’s wife is more stringent in
that it is within his power to increaseN the number of women
forbidden by this prohibition, as, if he wishes, he can go on
betrothing a thousand women, all of whom would be forbidden
to his brother. Consequently, the prohibition with regard to a
brother’s wife cannot serve as a model for other prohibitions.
,ֶא ָּלא ָא ְתיָ א ֵמ ֲאחוֹת ָאב וַ ֲאחוֹת ֵאם
דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״וְ ֶﬠ ְרוַ ת ֲאחוֹת ִא ְּמךָ וַ ֲאחוֹת
.ָא ִביךָ ל ֹא ְּתגַ ֶּלה ִּכי ֶאת ׁ ְש ֵארוֹ ֶה ֱﬠ ָרה״
 ַמה ַּל ֲאחוֹת ָאב וַ ֲאחוֹת: ְיכא ְל ִמ ְיפ ַרך
ָּ ִא
!ֵאם – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ִא ּיסוּר ַה ָ ּבא ֵמ ֵא ָליו

Rather, the halakha in other cases comes from a verse with regard
to a father’s sister and a mother’s sister, as it is written: “And
you shall not uncover the nakedness of your mother’s sister nor
of your father’s sister; for he has made naked [he’era] his kin”
(Leviticus : ). The Gemara asks: It is possible to refute this
source as follows: What comparison can be made between other
women with whom relations are forbidden and a father’s sister and
a mother’s sister, which are unique in that they are prohibited due
to a prohibition that comes on its own? The prohibition with
regard to a father’s sister and a mother’s sister does not stem from
marriage, but from the biological fact that she is his father’s or
mother’s sister. It is therefore dissimilar to prohibitions that result
from marriage.

.]ח ָדא[ ִמ ַּת ְר ֵּתי
ֲ יתי
ֵ  ֵּת,ֵמ ֲח ָדא ָלא ָא ְתיָ א
ְמ ִהי ֵּת ֵיתי? ֵּת ֵיתי ֵמ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָאח וַ ֲאחוֹת ָאב
 ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ֲאסו ִּרין,וַ ֲאחוֹת ֵאם – ַמה ְּל ָהנָ ְך
!ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ׁ ְש ֵאר

The Gemara states: The principle that the initial stage of intercourse
is considered sexual intercourse does not come from any one of
the sources cited above. Let it come by deriving the halakha in
any one other case from the common denominator of two of the
sources mentioned above.N The Gemara asks: From which two
sources could this principle come to be derived? If you say it can
comes to be derived from the combination of the source with
regard to a brother’s wife and the source with regard to a father’s
sister and a mother’s sister, what comparison may be drawn from
these cases, which are unique in that they are prohibited because
they are kin?

יתי ִמ ִּנדָּ ה וַ ֲאחוֹת ָאב וַ ֲאחוֹת
ֵ ֶא ָּלא ֵּת
יס ּור ַה ָ ּבא
ּ  ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ִא,ֵאם – ַמה ְּל ָהנַ ְך
,יתי ִמ ִּנדָּ ה וְ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָאח
ֵ ֵמ ֵא ָליו! ֶא ָּלא ֵּת
?דְּ ַמאי ּ ָפ ְר ַכ ְּת

Rather, let it come from the prohibition proscribing a menstruating woman and the prohibition with regard to a father’s sister and
a mother’s sister, as a menstruating woman is not prohibited as a
family relative. The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: What comparison
may be drawn from these cases, which are each a prohibition that
comes of its own accord, as neither one is created through marriage? Rather, let it come from the prohibition proscribing a menstruating woman and the prohibition proscribing a brother’s wife.
As, what can you say to refute this teaching? These two cases do
not share any unique features that might be cause for stringency.

:יה דְּ ַרב ִא ָיקא
ּ ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ַא ָחא ְ ּב ֵר
ַמה ְּלנִ דָּ ה וְ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָאח – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ֵאין ָל ֶהם
ֹאמר ְ ּב ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש
ַ  ּת,אוֹס ָרן
ְ יתר ְ ּב ַחיֵּ י
ֵּ ֶה
!אוֹס ָר ּה
ְ יתר ְ ּב ַחיֵּ י
ֵּ ׁ ֶש ֵּכן יֵ ׁש ָל ּה ֶה

Rav Aĥa, son of Rav Ika, strongly objects to this: What comparison may be drawn based upon the precedent of a menstruating
woman and a brother’s wife, which are stringent in that they
cannot be permitted to others for the duration of the existence of
the factor that renders them prohibited? A menstruating woman
is forbidden as long as she experiences a flow of menstrual blood,
while a brother’s wife is forbidden for the duration of the brother’s
lifetime. Can you say the same with regard to a married woman,
who can become permitted during the lifetime of the one who
renders her prohibited, i.e., if her husband divorces her?

:יה ַרב ַא ָחא ִמדִּ ְפ ִתי ְל ָר ִבינָ א
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
אוֹס ָרן הוּא
ְ ַא ּט ּו נִדָּ ה וְ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָאח ְ ּב ַחיֵּ י
 ֲא ָבל ְל ַא ַחר ִמ ָּכאן,יתר
ֵּ דְּ ֵאין ָל ֶהם ֶה
יתר? נִ דָּ ה
ֵּ יֵ ׁש ָל ֶהם ֶה

Rav Aĥa of Difti said to Ravina: Is that to say that it is only during
the existence of the factor that renders them prohibited that a
menstruating woman and a brother’s wife cannot be permitted
to others, but afterward, when the prohibiting factor has been
resolved, they can be permitted? In the case of a menstruating
woman,
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ְּ יוֹמי ַּת ְליָ א ִמ
–  ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָאח.יל ָתא
ֵ  ְ ּבthe matter depends upon days, not blood. Although the flow
. ְ ּב ָבנִים ַּת ְליָ א ַר ֲח ָמנָ אof blood causes her to become impure, she remains impure for a
full seven days regardless of whether she continues to experience
menstrual bleeding for the duration of that time period. Similarly,
in the case of a brother’s wife, the Merciful One makes her
forbidden status dependent upon children, as, if she has children
she remains forbidden to her husband’s brother even after her
husband dies.
 ַמה ְּלנִ דָּ ה וְ ֵא ׁ ֶשת:יך ָה ִכי
ְ  ֶא ָּלא ּ ָפ ֵרRather, the Gemara refutes the derivation in the following manֹאמר
ַ  ּת,אוֹס ָרן ַמ ִּת ָירן
ְ  ָאח – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ֵאיןner: What comparison can be drawn from a menstruating woman
and a brother’s wife, which are unique in that what renders them
!אוֹס ָר ּה ַמ ִּת ָיר ּה
ְ ְ ּב ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש – ׁ ֶש
prohibited does not render them permitted? Each becomes
permitted due to an external factor, i.e., the passing of seven days
or the death of her childless husband. Can you say that the halakhot of these cases apply to a married woman, whose prohibited
status is diﬀerent in that the one who renders her prohibited to
the rest of the world, i.e., her husband, has the capacity to render
her permitted through divorce?
ימא ַרב
ָ ית
ֵ ֶא ָּלא ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יוֹנָ ה וְ ִא
 ָא ַמר ְק ָרא:ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר
וֹﬠבֹת
ֵ ״כי ָּכל ֲא ׁ ֶשר יַ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ִמ ּכֹל ַה ּת
ִּ
ָה ֵא ֶּלה וְ נִ ְכ ְרת ּו ַה ְּנ ָפ ׁשוֹת ָהע ֹׂשֹת״
 ַמה,הו ְּּק ׁש ּו ָּכל ָה ֲﬠ ָריוֹת ּכו ָּּלן ְלנִ דָּ ה
.ִּנדָּ ה ְ ּב ַה ֲﬠ ָר ָאה – ַאף ָּכל ְ ּב ַה ֲﬠ ָר ָאה

Rather, the Gemara oﬀers another source for the halakha that the
initial stage of intercourse is considered sexual intercourse. Rabbi
Yona said, and some say it was Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua:
The verse states at the end of the chapter on forbidden relations:
“For whoever shall do any of these abominations, the souls that
do them shall be cut oﬀ ” (Leviticus : ). All those with whom
relations are forbidden are compared to each other in this verse,
and therefore also to a menstruating woman, who is mentioned
in that chapter. Consequently, just as one is liable to receive punishment for having sexual intercourse with a menstruating woman
from the time of the initial stage of intercourse, so too, one violates all prohibitions against engaging in forbidden relations from
the time of the initial stage of intercourse.

וְ ֶא ָּלא נִ דָּ ה דִּ ְכ ִת ָיבא ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָאח
 דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב.ָל ָּמה ִלי? ְל ִכ ְד ַרב הוּנָ א
? ֶר ֶמז ִל ָיב ָמה ִמן ַה ּת ָוֹרה ִמ ּנַיִ ן:הוּנָ א
ָ ִמ ּנַיִ ן?! ָהא ְּכ ִתיב
!יה״
ָ ״יְב ָמ ּה יָ בֹא ָﬠ ֶל
יב ָמה ׁ ֶש ֲאסו ָּרה ְ ּב ַחיֵּ י
ָ  ֶר ֶמז ִל:ֶא ָּלא
?ַ ּב ֲﬠ ָל ּה ִמ ּנַיִ ן

The Gemara further asks: But if that is the source of this halakha,
why do I need the term nidda that is written with regard to a
brother’s wife? The Gemara answers that it is needed for that
which Rav Huna taught, as Rav Huna said: From where in the
Torah is there a hint to the halakha of a yevama? The Gemara
expresses surprise: From where? Isn’t it written explicitly in
the verse “Her brother-in-law will have intercourse with her”
(Deuteronomy : )? Rather, Rav Huna meant to say: From
where is there a hint that a yevama is forbiddenN to her brotherin-law in her husband’s lifetime, even after she is divorced from
her husband?

NOTES

From where is there a hint that a yevama is forbidden – ֶר ֶמז
ל ָיב ָמה ׁ ֶש ֲאסו ָּרה:ִ The Ramban poses a basic question: Since it is
explicitly prohibited by the Torah for one to marry his brother’s
wife, and the Torah explicitly permits her to him in only one
particular circumstance, i.e., levirate marriage, why would one
think that the prohibition does not apply in any other case?
He explains that one might have thought that it is permitted
for one to marry her in a case of levirate marriage not because
the mitzva overrides the general prohibition, but because the
prohibition never applied at all as long as his brother did not
have children. If so, the prohibition would not apply even
while his brother was alive (see Tosafot).
This is based upon logical reasoning – האי ְס ָב ָרה ִהיא:ַ This is
not merely intuitive logic, as it cannot be determined that one
is liable to receive capital punishment or karet on the basis of
abstract logic alone. It refers to logical reasoning based upon
a verse (Ritva).

: ִמדַּ ֲא ַמר ַר ֲח ָמנָ א, ַהאי – ְס ָב ָרא ִהיאThe Gemara remains puzzled: No proof is needed for this halakha
N
יתת ַ ּב ֲﬠ ָל ּה ׁ ַש ְריָ א – ִמ ְּכ ָלל
ַ  ְל ַא ַחר ִמeither, as this is based upon logical reasoning: From the fact
that the Merciful One says the woman is permitted to her
!דִּ ְב ַחיֵּ י ַ ּב ֲﬠ ָל ּה ֲאסו ָּרה
brother-in-law after her husband’s death it may be inferred that
in her husband’s lifetime she is forbidden to him.
: פרק ו׳ דף נד. Yevamot . Perek VI . 54b
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HALAKHA

One who has intercourse with a menstruating woman
is liable to karet – נִדָּ ה ְ ּב ָכ ֵרת: One who intentionally had
intercourse with a menstruating woman is liable to receive
karet, as is similarly the case with any other forbidden relation, even if they merely perform the initial stage of intercourse (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:1).

,יתת ַ ּב ֲﬠ ָל ּה – ִמצְ וָ ה
ַ  ְל ַא ַחר ִמ:וְ ִד ְל ָמא
 ְל ַא ַחר:ְ ּב ַחיֵּ י ַ ּב ֲﬠ ָל ּה – ְר ׁשוּת? ִאי נַ ִמי
, ְ ּב ַחיֵּ י ַ ּב ֲﬠ ָל ּה – ָלא,ִמ ַיתת ַ ּב ֲﬠ ָל ּה – ִאין
!וְ ָלאו ַה ָ ּבא ִמ ְּכ ַלל ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה – ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה

The Gemara refutes this argument: Perhaps after her husband’s
death it is a mitzva for her brother-in-law to marry her, whereas
during her husband’s lifetime their marriage is optional. Alternatively, perhaps after her husband’s death, yes, she is permitted to
him, while during her husband’s lifetime, no, they are not permitted to marry, but there is no punishment of karet if they do. This is
because the source of the prohibition is the mitzva for them to marry
after the husband’s death, and a prohibition that stems from a
positive mitzva has the status of a positive mitzva, but nothing
more.

 ״וְ ִא ׁיש ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ַ ּקח ֶאת ֵא ׁ ֶשת:ָא ַמר ְק ָרא
 וְ ִכי ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָא ִחיו נִ דָּ ה,ָא ִחיו נִ דָּ ה ִהיא״
 ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי, ַמה ִּנדָּ ה,ִהיא? ֶא ָּלא ְּכנִ דָּ ה
יתר ְל ַא ַחר ִמ ָּכאן – ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת
ֵּ ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ָל ּה ֶה
,[ ַאף ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָאח ]נַ ִמי,ִא ּיסו ָּרא ְ ּב ָכ ֵרת
יתר ְל ַא ַחר
ֵּ ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ָל ּה ֶה
.ִמ ָּכאן – ְ ּב ַחיֵּ י ַ ּב ֲﬠ ָל ּה ְ ּב ָכ ֵרת

Therefore, the verse states: “And if a man shall take his brother’s
wife, it is impurity [nidda]” (Leviticus : ). Is his brother’s wife
necessarily a menstruating woman [nidda]? Rather, she is like a
menstruating woman in the following manner: Just as with regard
to a menstruating woman, although she has a permitted stage
afterward, at the time that she is forbidden, one who has intercourse with her is liable to receive the punishment of karet,H so too,
with regard to a brother’s wife, although she has a permitted
stage afterward, during her husband’s lifetimeH marriage to her
brother-in-law is punishable by karet.

A brother’s wife…during her husband’s lifetime – ֵא ׁ ֶשת
ח…ב ַחיֵּ י ַ ּב ְﬠ ָל ּה
ּ ְ א:ָ One who has intercourse with his brother’s
wife while his brother is alive is liable to receive karet, even
if his brother has already divorced her (Rambam Sefer
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 1:1, 2:1).
One who performs the initial stage of intercourse with
another male – ה ְמ ָﬠ ֶרה ִ ּבזְ כוּר:ַ One who performs the initial
stage of intercourse with another male is liable to receive
the punishment of stoning (Rambam Sefer Kedusha,
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 1:14).
One who performs the initial stage of intercourse with
an animal – ה ְמ ָﬠ ֶרה ִ ּב ְב ֵה ָמה:ַ A man or woman who performs the initial stage of intercourse with an animal is
liable to receive the punishment of stoning. The animal
is likewise stoned (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei
Bia 1:16).

 ֶא ָּלא ַה ֲﬠ ָר ָאה דִּ ְכ ִת ָיבא ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ֲאחוֹת ָאבThe Gemara asks: But if the source of the halakha that the initial
? וַ ֲאחוֹת ֵאם ָל ָּמה ִליstage of intercourse is considered sexual intercourse is as stated
above, why do I need this halakha to be indicated by the word he’era
(Leviticus : ) in the case of a father’s sister and a mother’s
sister?
 ַה ְמ ָﬠ ֶרה:ֵיה ָר ִבינָ א ֵמ ָר ָבא
ּ  ִל ְכ ִד ָ ּב ָﬠא ִמ ּינThe Gemara answers that it is needed for the dilemma that Ravina
״מ ׁ ְש ְּכ ֵבי ִא ׁ ּ ָשה״
ִ –  ַמהוּ? ִ ּבזְ כוּר, ִ ּבזְ כוּרraised before Rava: With regard to one who performs the initial
stage of intercourse with another male,H what is the halakha? Is it
!ְּכ ִת ָיבא
considered to be a forbidden act of homosexual intercourse? The
Gemara is puzzled by this dilemma: With regard to a male, it is
written explicitly: “You shall not lie with a man as with a woman”
(Leviticus : ), which indicates that anything considered an act of
sexual intercourse with a woman is also considered an act of sexual
intercourse with a man.
 ַה ְמ ָﬠ ֶרה ִ ּב ְב ֵה ָמה ַמהוּ? ֲא ַמר:ֶא ָּלא
 דִּ ְכ ִת ָיבא, ִאם ֵאינוֹ ִﬠנְיָ ן ְל ַה ֲﬠ ָר ָאה:יה
ּ ֵל
 דְּ ָא ְתיָ א,ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ֲאחוֹת ָאב וַ ֲאחוֹת ֵאם
ישא ִמדְּ ַר ִ ּבי יוֹנָ ה – ְּתנֵ ה ּו ִﬠנְ יָ ן
ָ ׁ ְ ּב ֶה ֵ ּק
.ְל ַה ֲﬠ ָר ָאה דִּ ְב ֵה ָמה

Rather, the word he’era in the case of a father’s sister and a mother’s
sister is needed to resolve the following dilemma: With regard
to one who performs the initial stage of intercourse with an
animal,H what is the halakha? Rava said to Ravina: If the word he’era
does not refer to the matter of the initial stage of intercourse in
the context where it is written, i.e., the prohibition with regard to a
father’s sister and a mother’s sister, as this halakha is derived from
a comparison based upon the statement of Rabbi Yona, refer it
to the matter of the initial stage of intercourse with an animal.
The superfluous expression written in the case of a father’s sister
and a mother’s sister teaches that the initial stage of intercourse is
considered sexual intercourse even with an animal.

ִמ ְּכ ִדי ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ַחיָּ ֵיבי ִמיתוֹת ֵ ּבית דִּ ין
 ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא ְּכ ִתיב ְל ַה ֲﬠ ָר ָאה,ִהיא
דִּ ָיד ּה ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַחיָּ ֵיבי ָּכ ֵריתוֹת? ִל ְכ ּתוֹב ַ ּג ֵ ּבי
יתת ֵ ּבית דִּ ין
ַ נֵילף ִמ
ַ ְ ו,יתת ֵ ּבית דִּ ין
ַ ִמ
!יתת ֵ ּבית דִּ ין
ַ ִמ ִּמ

The Gemara asks: Since intercourse with an animal is a prohibition
for which one is liable to receive capital punishment from the
court, what is the reason that the halakha of the initial stage of
intercourse that applies to it is written with regard to the prohibitions proscribing a father’s sister and a mother’s sister, for which one
is liable to receive karet? Let the word he’era be written with regard
to prohibitions for which one is liable to receive capital punishment
from the court, and let us derive the halakha with regard to a prohibition punishable by capital punishment from the court, i.e., the
case of bestiality, from another prohibition punishable by capital
punishment from the court.

–  ַאיְּ ֵידי דְּ כו ֵּּליּה ְק ָרא ִל ְד ָר ׁ ָשא ָא ֵתיThe Gemara answers: Since the entire verse of a father’s sister and
.יה נַ ִמי ָהא ִמ ְּיל ָתא ִל ְד ָר ׁ ָשא
ּ  ְּכ ִתיב ֵ ּבa mother’s sister comes for the purpose of an exposition, as the
Gemara is about to explain, this matter, i.e., that the initial stage of
intercourse is considered intercourse, is also written for the purpose
of an exposition, i.e., to indicate that this principle holds true in a
diﬀerent context, i.e., that of bestiality.
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״ﬠ ְרוַ ת ֲאחוֹת
ֶ :ַמאי דְּ ָר ׁ ָשא – דְּ ַתנְיָא
ָא ִביךָ ל ֹא ְּתגַ ֶּלה״ ֵ ּבין ִמן ָה ָאב ֵ ּבין
אוֹמר ֵ ּבין ִמן ָה ָאב
ֵ  ַא ָּתה.ִמן ָה ֵאם
 אוֹ ֵאינוֹ ֶא ָּלא ִמן ָה ָאב,ֵ ּבין ִמן ָה ֵאם
?וְ ל ֹא ִמן ָה ֵאם

The Gemara asks: What is the exposition that the rest of the verse
introduces? As it is taught in a baraita, the verse “You shall not
uncover the nakedness of your father’s sister” (Leviticus : )
indicates that the prohibition applies whether she is your father’s
sister from his father, or from his mother.H Do you say that she is
forbidden whether she is your father’s sister from his father or from
his mother, or perhaps it is only a sister from his father who is
forbidden, but not from his mother?

. ִחיֵּ יב ָּכאן – וְ ִחיֵּ יב ַ ּב ֲאחוֹתוֹ:וְ ִדין הוּא
ָמה ֲאחוֹתוֹ – ֵ ּבין ִמן ָה ָאב ֵ ּבין ִמן
 ַאף ָּכאן – ֵ ּבין ִמן ָה ָאב ֵ ּבין ִמן,ָה ֵאם
.ָה ֵאם

It may be inferred logically from the fact that the Torah rendered
him liable here and rendered him liable with his sister: Just as
with regard to his sisterH he is liable to receive punishment whether
she is his sister from his father or from his mother, so too here, he
is liable whether she is his father’s sister from his father or from his
mother.

 ִחיֵּ יב ָּכאן וְ ִחיֵּ יב:אוֹ ְּכ ָל ְך ְל ֶד ֶר ְך זוֹ
 ַמה דּ ָוֹדתוֹ – ִמן ָה ָאב וְ ל ֹא,דוֹדתוֹ
ָ ְ ּב
 ַאף ָּכאן – ִמן ָה ָאב וְ ל ֹא,ִמן ָה ֵאם
.ִמן ָה ֵאם

Or perhaps go this way and compare a father’s sister and a mother’s
sister to a diﬀerent halakha: The Torah rendered him liable here
and rendered him liable with his aunt,H i.e., the wife of his father’s
brother: Just as concerning his aunt, he is liable to receive punishment only with regard to the wife of his father’s brother from his
father, i.e., the wife of his father’s paternal brother, and not for
the wife of his father’s brother from his mother, i.e., the wife of
his father’s maternal brother, so too here, he is liable only with
regard to a father’s sister or a mother’s sister from their father, i.e., a
paternal sister, and not from their mother, a maternal sister.

יסוּר ַה ָ ּבא
ּ  דָּ נִין ִא:וֹמה
ֶ ּנִ ְר ֶאה ְל ִמי ד
 וְ ַאל,יסוּר ַה ָ ּבא ֵמ ֵא ָליו
ּ ֵמ ֵא ָליו ֵמ ִא
יסוּר ַה ָ ּבא
ּ יח דּ ָוֹדתוֹ – ׁ ֶש ֵאין ִא וֹכ
ִ ּת
.ֵמ ֵא ָליו

The Gemara analyzes these two possibilities: Let us see to which
case it is more similar, i.e., which is a better comparison. We should
derive the halakha with regard to a prohibition that comes on its
own, i.e., a father’s sister and a mother’s sister, from a prohibition
that also comes on its own, i.e., a sister, and the halakha with
regard to his aunt cannot be used to prove otherwise, as it is not a
prohibition that comes on its own, but through marriage.

HALAKHA

A father’s sister – אחוֹת ָה ָאב:
ֲ One’s father’s sister is a forbidden relative and he is liable to receive karet for having
intercourse with her, regardless of whether she is his father’s
paternal sister or maternal sister (Rambam Sefer Kedusha,
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 2:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 15:16).
His sister – אחוֹתוֹ:ֲ One’s sister is forbidden to him by Torah
law, regardless of whether she is his paternal sister or maternal sister, or whether she was born in or out of wedlock. He
is liable to receive punishment for engaging in intercourse
with her even if she is a mamzeret (Rambam Sefer Kedusha,
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 2:2; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 15:10).
His aunt – דּ ָוֹדתוֹ: The wife of one’s father’s paternal brother
is forbidden by Torah law. However, the wife of one’s father’s
maternal brother is forbidden only by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 2:2; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 15:8).

רוֹבי ָה ָאב
ֵ  דָּ נִין ְק: אוֹ ְּכ ָל ְך ְל ֶד ֶר ְך זֶ הThe Gemara counters this argument: Or perhaps go this way and
יח ֲאחוֹתוֹ וֹכ
ִ  וְ ַאל ּת,רוֹבי ָה ָאב
ֵ  ִמ ְּקclaim that we should derive the halakha with regard to the relatives
of his father, i.e., his father’s sister, from the halakha with regard
?רוֹבי ַﬠצְ מוֹ
ֵ ׁ ֶש ְּק
to the relatives of his father, i.e., his father’s brother’s wife, and the
case of his sister cannot be used to prove otherwise, as she is his
own relative. Consequently, there is no conclusive proof based on
reasoning alone.
ָ״ﬠ ְרוַ ת ֲאחוֹת ָא ִביך
ֶ לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
.ל ֹא ְתגַ ֵּלה״ ֵ ּבין ִמן ָה ָאב ֵ ּבין ִמן ָה ֵאם
״ﬠ ְרוַ ת ֲאחוֹת ִא ְּמךָ ל ֹא ְתגַ ֵּלה״ ֵ ּבין ִמן
ֶ
.ָה ָאב ֵ ּבין ִמן ָה ֵאם

Therefore the verse states: “You shall not uncover the nakedness
of your father’s sister,” which teaches that this prohibition applies
whether she is your father’s sister from his father or from his
mother. Similarly, the verse “You shall not uncover the nakedness
of your mother’s sister” indicates that the prohibition applies
whether she is your mother’s sister from her father or from her
mother. These prohibitions are stated twice (Leviticus : – and
: ), and the superfluous verse indicates that the prohibition
applies even to the maternal sister of one’s father or mother.

 ָל ָּמה,ָל ָּמה ִלי ְל ִמ ְכ ְת ָבא ַ ּב ֲאחוֹת ָאב
ִלי ְל ִמ ְכ ְת ָבא ַ ּב ֲאחוֹת ֵאם? ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 דְּ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א,יכי
ִ  צְ ִר:ַא ָ ּבה ּו
 ֲא ָבל,ַ ּב ֲאחוֹת ָאב – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן יֵ ׁש ָל ּה ָחיֵ יס
.ימא ָלא
ָ ֲאחוֹת ֵאם – ֵא

The Gemara asks: Why do I need the Torah to write this halakha
with regard to a father’s sister, and why do I need the Torah to
write it again with regard to a mother’s sister? Rabbi Abbahu said:
Both verses are necessary. If the Merciful One had written this
halakha only with regard to one’s father’s sister, one might say that
it is limited to that case, as she has common lineage with her nephew,
since lineage goes through one’s father. However, with regard to
one’s mother’s sister you might say that she is not prohibited, as she
is not considered to share common lineage with him.

 וְ ִאי ְּכ ָתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ַ ּב ֲאחוֹת ֵאם – ׁ ֶש ֵּכןAnd conversely, if the Merciful One had written this halakha only
,ימא ָלא
ָ  ֲא ָבל ֲאחוֹת ָאב – ֵא, וַ דָּ ִאיתwith regard to one’s mother’s sister, one might say that it is limited
to that case, as she is certainly his relative, since one’s biological
.יכא
ָ צְ ִר
relationship with his mother is absolutely certain. However, with
regard to one’s father’s sister, one might say no, that she is not forbidden, as paternity can never be established beyond doubt. It is
therefore necessary for this halakha to be stated in both cases.
: פרק ו׳ דף נד. Yevamot . Perek VI . 54b
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יה ְל ַת ָּנא דְּ ִמן ָה ָאב וְ ל ֹא
ָ  דִּ ְפ ׁ ִש,דוֹדתוֹ
ָ ְ וThe Gemara asks: And with regard to his aunt, where it is obviּ יטא ֵל
?יה
ּ  ְמנָ א ֵל, ִמן ָה ֵאםous to the tanna that the prohibition includes only the wife of
his father’s brother from his father and not from his mother,
from where does he derive this halakha?
 ְּכ ִתיב ָה ָכא, ָא ְתיָ א ״דּ וֹדוֹ״ ״דּ וֹדוֹ״:ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
״ﬠ ְרוַ ת דּ ֹדוֹ ִ ּג ָּלה״ ו ְּכ ִתיב ָה ָתם ״אוֹ דֹדוֹ אוֹ ֶבן
ֶ
– דּ ֹדוֹ יִגְ ָא ֶלנּ וּ״ ַמה ְּל ַה ָּלן ִמן ָה ָאב וְ ל ֹא ִמן ָה ֵאם
.ַאף ָּכאן ִמן ָה ָאב וְ ל ֹא ִמן ָה ֵאם

Rava said: It is derived through a verbal analogy between the
terms “his uncle” and “his uncle.” It is written here: “He has
uncovered his uncle’s nakedness” (Leviticus : ), and it is
written there, with regard to the redemption of a Jew who has
been sold to a gentile: “Either his uncle or his uncle’s son shall
redeem him” (Leviticus : ). Just as there, in the case of
redemption, it must be a relative from the side of his father
and not from the side of his mother, so too here, with regard
to forbidden relations, the prohibition applies to the wife of
his father’s brother from his father, i.e., the wife of his father’s
paternal brother, and not from his mother.

,״מ ִּמ ׁ ְש ּ ַפ ְח ּתוֹ יִגְ ָא ֶלנּ וּ״
ִ  וְ ָה ָתם ְמ ַנָלן? ָא ַמר ְק ָראThe Gemara asks: And there, with regard to the halakhot of
–  ִמ ׁ ְש ּ ַפ ַחת ֵאם, ִמ ׁ ְש ּ ַפ ַחת ָאב – ְקרוּיָה ִמ ׁ ְש ּ ָפ ָחהredemption, from where do we derive that a maternal relative
is not included? The verse states: “Or any that is near of kin to
.ֵאינָ ּה ְקרוּיָ ה ִמ ׁ ְש ּ ָפ ָחה
him of his family shall redeem him” (Leviticus : ), and it is
an established principle that only the family of one’s father is
called family, while the family of one’s mother is not called
family,H as lineage is determined based upon one’s father.
חוֹת ּה
ָ נָשא ֲא
ׂ ָ ְ ו, ָ ֵמ ָתה ִא ׁ ְש ְּתך: ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ:וְ ָה ִד ְתנַן
, ֵמ ָתה.חוֹת ּה ֵמ ִא ָּמ ּה
ָ נָשא ֲא
ׂ ָ ְ ו, ֵמ ָתה.יה
ָ ֵמ ָא ִב
חוֹת ּה
ָ נָשא ֲא
ׂ ָ ְ ו, ֵמ ָתה.יה
ָ חוֹת ּה ֵמ ָא ִב
ָ נָשא ֲא
ׂ ָ ְו
– ֵמ ִא ָּמ ּה

And with regard to that which we learned in a mishna: If they
said to him: Your wife is dead, and he then married her sister
from her father. He was subsequently informed that his second
wife died, and he married her sister from her mother, i.e., his
second wife’s maternal sister. He was then informed that his third
wife died, and he married her sister from her father, i.e., his
third wife’s paternal sister. He was then informed that his fourth
wife died, and he married her sister from her mother, i.e., his
fourth wife’s maternal sister. It later became apparent that all
these rumors were unfounded and all the women were still alive.
Consequently, since one cannot marry his wife’s sister during his
wife’s lifetime, some of the marriages are void.

,ישית
ִ ׁ ישית ו ַּב ֲח ִמ
ִ ׁ אשוֹנָ ה ו ַּב ׁ ּ ְש ִל
ׁ  מו ָּּתר ָ ּב ִרThe halakha in this case is that it is permitted for him to
,יﬠית
ִ  וְ ָאסוּר ַ ּב ׁ ּ ְשנִיָּה ו ָּב ְר ִב.יהן
ֶ רוֹת
ֵ ָּפוֹטרוֹת צ
ְ  וmarry his first, third, and fifth wives, as they are not related to
each other. Consequently, these marriages are valid, and these
.וֹט ֶרת ָצ ָר ָת ּה
ֶ יאת ַא ַחת ֵמ ֶהן ּפ
ַ וְ ֵאין ִ ּב
women exempt their rival wives from levirate marriage if they
all became subject to levirate marriage and one of them performed levirate marriage or ĥalitza. However, it is prohibited
for him to marry his second and fourth wives, as they are both
sisters of one of his previous wives, and their marriages are therefore void. Consequently, sexual intercourse between one of
them and his brother, if he has died childless, does not exempt
her rival wife, i.e., the real wives of the deceased, from levirate
marriage.
– אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ  וְ ִאם ָ ּבא ַﬠל ַה ׁ ּ ְשנִיָּה ְל ַא ַחר ִמ ַיתת ָה ִרAnd if the first wife indeed died, and he had intercourse with
,יהן
ֶ רוֹת
ֵ ָּפוֹטרוֹת צ
ְ  ו,יﬠית
ִ  מו ָּּתר ַ ּב ׁ ּ ְשנִיָּ ה ו ָּב ְר ִבthe second woman after the death of the first one, it is permitted for him to marry the second and fourth women, who are
.ישית
ִ ׁ ישית ו ַּב ֲח ִמ
ִ ׁ וְ ָאסוּר ַ ּב ׁ ּ ְש ִל
not related to each other, and they exempt their rival wives
from levirate marriage if they perform levirate marriage or
ĥalitza, and it is prohibited for him to marry the third and fifth
women, as they are sisters of his previous wives, who are still
alive, and consequently these marriages are void.

HALAKHA

The family of one’s mother is not called family – ִמ ׁ ְש ּ ַפ ַחת ֵאם
אינָ ּה ְקרוּיָ ה ִמ ׁ ְש ּ ָפ ָחה:ֵ The family of one’s mother is not considered
family with regard to inheritance. Therefore, maternal brothers are
not considered heirs; each one is an heir of his paternal relatives
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only. Even if the identity of one’s father is unknown, his maternal
relatives are still not considered his heirs (Terumat HaDeshen; Rambam Sefer Mishpatim, Hilkhot Naĥalot 1:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen
Mishpat 276:4).

