HALAKHA

A widow to a High Priest, etc. – א ְל ָמנָ ה ְלכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל וכו׳:
ַ
If a widow is betrothed to a High Priest, or a divorcée is
betrothed to a priest, even if they are daughters of priests,
they may not partake of teruma. This is in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Meir. If they were then widowed or
divorced before completing the marriage, they may once
again partake of teruma. However, if their marriage to the
priest was consummated, they are ĥalalot and are permanently disqualified from partaking of teruma (Rambam Sefer
Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:21).
A priest with crushed testicles who betrothed a valid
woman – ּﬠ דַּ ָּכא ּכ ֵֹהן ׁ ֶש ִּקדֵּ ׁש ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה פצו:ְ ּ If a priest with crushed
testicles betrothed a woman, even if she is the daughter
of a priest, she may not partake of teruma (Rambam Sefer
Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:14).
NOTES

Ĥalala – ח ָל ָלה:ֲ If it is forbidden for a woman to marry a
regular priest or a High Priest and she engages in sexual
intercourse with him, she is rendered a ĥalala. A woman
is also considered a ĥalala if she is born from the union of
a priest and a woman who is forbidden from marrying a
priest; or if she is the wife or daughter of a ĥalal, which is
a son born from the union of a priest and a woman who is
forbidden from marrying a priest. It is prohibited for a ĥalala
to marry a priest or partake of teruma.
A priest with crushed testicles who betrothed the
daughter of an Israelite – יִש ָר ֵאל
ׂ ְ ּﬠ דַּ ָּכא ּכ ֵֹהן ׁ ֶש ִּקדֵּ ׁש ַ ּבת פצו:ְ ּ
Virtually all the commentaries prefer Rabbeinu Ĥananel’s
reading: A priest with crushed testicles who betrothed the
daughter of a priest (see Tosafot).

mishna

A widow to a High Priest,H a divorcée, or
 ְ ּגרו ׁ ָּשה,מתני׳ ַא ְל ָמנָ ה ְלכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל
a ĥalutza to a common priest, even if they
– וַ ֲחלוּצָ ה ְלכ ֵֹהן ֶה ְדיוֹט ִמן ָה ֵאירו ִּסין
had only engaged in betrothal and had not yet had intercourse, may
 ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי,ֹאכל ּו ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה
ְ  ל ֹא יnot partake of teruma. Since they are forbidden to the men who
. ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ַמ ְכ ׁ ִש ִיריןbetrothed them, the betrothal itself disqualifies them from the
privileges of priesthood even if they are the daughters of priests.
Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon declare them fit to partake of
teruma. Since the prohibition is violated through the act of intercourse and not betrothal, the women are disqualified only once
they have intercourse.
– ִשו ִּאין
ׂ ּ  ִמן ַה ּנ,ּ נִ ְת ַא ְר ְמל ּו אוֹ נִ ְת ָ ּג ְר ׁשוIn a case where these women were widowed or divorced, if it
. ִמן ָה ֵאירו ִּסין – ְּכ ׁ ֵשרוֹת, ּ ְפסוּלוֹתwas from marriage, they are disqualified from the priesthood and
may not partake of teruma. This is because a woman prohibited
from marrying a priest who has intercourse with a priest becomes
a ĥalala,N and is thereby disqualified from partaking of teruma.
However, if they were widowed or divorced from their state of
betrothal, they are once again fit to partake of teruma according to
all opinions.

gemara

It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir
,חוֹמר
ֶ ָ ַקל ו: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,גמ׳ ַּתנְיָא
said: This is an a fortiori inference: Just as
,ילין
ִ ו ַּמה ִּקדּ ּו ׁ ֵשי ְר ׁשוּת – ֵאין ַמ ֲא ִכ
optional betrothal, e.g., in the case of an Israelite who betroths the
!? ִקדּ ו ׁ ֵּשי ֲﬠ ֵב ָירה – ל ֹא ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכןdaughter of a priest, does not entitle her to partake of teruma, as
her betrothal to a non-priest disqualifies her from partaking of her
father’s teruma, is it not all the more so true in a case of betrothal
that constitutes a transgression, as in the cases in the mishna?
 ִאם ָא ַמ ְר ָּת ְ ּב ִקידּ ּו ׁ ֵשי, ל ֹא:ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ
ְר ׁשוּת – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ֵאין לוֹ ְל ַה ֲא ִכיל ְ ּב ָמקוֹם
ֹאמר ְ ּב ִקדּ ו ׁ ֵּשי ֲﬠ ֵב ָירה – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן
ַ  ּת,ַא ֵחר
.יֵ ׁש לוֹ ְל ַה ֲא ִכיל ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ַא ֵחר

They said to him: No, if you say that this is true with regard to an
Israelite, whose status cannot entitle her to partake of teruma
in another case, as one betrothed to an Israelite may never partake
of teruma, shall you also say that this is the case with regard to
betrothal to a priest that constitutes a transgression, where his
status does entitle her to partake of teruma in a diﬀerent case, as
marriage to a priest entitles a woman to partake of teruma in a case
where it is permitted for them to marry?

:אוֹש ֲﬠיָ א
ַ ׁ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
– ּﬠ דַּ ָּכא ּכ ֵֹהן ׁ ֶש ִּקדֵּ ׁש ַ ּבת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ּ ְפצו
לוֹקת ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
ֶ ָ ּבאנ ּו ְל ַמ ֲח
.וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן

Rabbi Elazar said that Rabbi Oshaya said: In the case of a priest
with crushed testicles or with other wounds to his genitals who
betrothed the daughter of an Israelite,HN which is prohibited by
the verse “He that is crushed or maimed shall not enter into the
congregation of the Lord” (Deuteronomy : ), we have arrived
at the dispute between Rabbi Meir on the one hand and Rabbi
Elazar and Rabbi Shimon on the other.

יאה
ָ ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר דְּ ָא ַמר ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּמ ֶרת ְל ִב
אוֹריְ ָיתא ָלא ָא ְכ ָלה – ָהא נַ ִמי
ַ ְּּ ְפסו ָּלה ד
 ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן,ָלא ָא ְכ ָלה
יאה ּ ְפסו ָּלה
ָ דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּמ ֶרת ְל ִב
יתא ָא ְכ ָלה
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּד

According to Rabbi Meir, who said that a woman who is reserved
for intercourse that is invalid, i.e., prohibited, by Torah law may
not partake of teruma, this one may also not partake of teruma,
as it is prohibited by Torah law for her to have intercourse with a
man with crushed testicles. According to Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi
Shimon, who say that a woman who is reserved for intercourse
that is invalid by Torah law may partake of teruma until she
actually engages in the prohibited act of intercourse,

 ִמ ַּמאי? דִּ ְל ָמא ַﬠד ָּכאן.ָהא נַ ִמי ָא ְכ ָלה
ָלא ָק ָא ְמ ִרי ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ָה ָתם ֶא ָּלא דְּ יֵ ׁש לוֹ ְל ַה ֲא ִכיל ְ ּב ָמקוֹם
 דְּ ֵאין לוֹ ְל ַה ֲא ִכיל, ֲא ָבל ָה ָכא,ַא ֵחר
.ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ַא ֵחר – ָלא

this one may also partake of teruma until that time. The Gemara
refutes this argument: From where do we know that this is correct?
Perhaps Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon stated their opinion
there only with regard to a priest whose status can entitle her to
partake of teruma in another case, but here, in the case of a priest
with crushed testicles, whose status cannot entitle her to partake
of teruma in another case, as it is forbidden for him to marry a
woman who was born Jewish, no, they did not state their opinion.
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 ָה ָכא נַ ִמי יֵ ׁש לוֹ ְל ַה ֲא ִכיל ְ ּב ַבת:ימא
ָ  וְ ִכי ֵּתAnd if you say that here too, his status can at least entitle his
יוֹחנָן
ָ יב ֲﬠיָ א ָ ּב ֵﬠי ָל ּה ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ָ  ֵ ּג ִרים – וְ ָהא ִמwife to partake of teruma if he marries the daughter of converts,
wasn’t it already raised as a dilemma by Rabbi Yoĥanan before
.יה
ַ ׁ ֵמ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  וְ ָלא ּ ְפ ׁ ֵשיט ֵל,אוֹש ֲﬠיָ א
Rabbi OshayaP whether the daughter of converts who married
a priest with crushed testicles may partake of teruma, and he
was unable to resolve it for him? Therefore, there is a diﬀerence
between a priest with crushed testicles and other priests who
betroth women who are disqualified by their intercourse.
הוֹאיל ו ַּמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ּה
ִ : ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָא ַמר,ית ַמר
ְּ  ִאIt was stated that Abaye said: Women betrothed to a priest with
, ְ ּבל ֹא יְ ָד ָﬠ ּהcrushed testicles may eat teruma since his status entitles his wife
to partake of teruma in a case where he has not known her. If a
priest was properly married and then his testicles became crushed,
as long as he has not known his wife, i.e., engaged in intercourse
with her, after that point in time, she may continue partaking of
teruma as his wife.
ָ הוֹאיל ו ַּמ ֲא ִכ
ִ : ָר ָבא ָא ַמרRava said she may continue to partake of teruma for a diﬀerent
יל ּה ַ ּב ֲﬠ ָב ָדיו
.נַﬠנִים
ֲ חוֹתיו ַה ְּכ
ָ  וְ ׁ ִש ְפreason: She may eat teruma since the status of this priest entitles
his Canaanite slaves and maidservants to partake of teruma.
Because he has the power to enable others to partake of teruma,
the case of a woman betrothed to a priest with crushed testicles
is comparable to the cases in the mishna, and Rabbi Elazar and
Rabbi Shimon would permit the woman to partake of teruma.
 ִקנְ יָ ן דְּ ִא ׁישוּת, ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָלא ֲא ַמר ְּכ ָר ָבאThe Gemara clarifies the two opinions. Abaye did not say in
 וְ ָלא יָ ְל ִפינַן ִקנְיָ ן, ִמ ִּקנְיָ ן דְּ ִא ׁישוּת – יָ ְל ִפינַןaccordance with the opinion of Rava because he claims that we
derive the halakhot related to the acquisition of marriage from
.דְּ ִא ׁישוּת ִמ ִּקנְיָ ן דַּ ֲﬠ ָב ִדים
the acquisition of marriage, and we do not derive the halakhot
related to the acquisition of marriage from the acquisition of
slaves.
וְ ָר ָבא ָלא ֲא ַמר ְּכ ַא ַ ּביֵ י – ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם
 ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָבר ָא ְכ ָלה: וְ ַא ַ ּביֵ י.ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָבר ָא ְכ ָלה
ימא ָה ִכי – ַ ּבת
ָ  דְּ ִאי ָלא ֵּת,ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן
ֵּ יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ׁ ֶש ּנ
,ִיסת ְלכ ֵֹהן ּו ִמית – ֵּתיכוּל
,נְיָנֵיה
ּ  ָה ָתם – ּ ָפ ַקע ִק: וְ ָר ָבא.ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָבר ָא ְכ ָלה
.נֵיה
ּ ָָה ָכא – ָלא ּ ָפ ַקע ִקנְי

And Rava did not state his opinion in accordance with the
opinion of Abaye, as he maintains that it is diﬀerent there, as she
had already partaken of terumaN before her husband’s testicles
were crushed and therefore she may continue to partake of it. And
Abaye would respond that we do not say that the case is diﬀerent
because she had already partaken of teruma, as, if you do not
say so, the daughter of an Israelite who was married to a priest
who died childless should be allowed to partake of teruma, as
she had already partaken of teruma while her husband was alive.
And Rava replies that there is no comparison between the two
cases: There, his acquisition lapses upon his death; here, his
acquisition does not lapse, as she is still his wife.

יוֹח נָ ן ֵמ ַר ִ ּבי
ָ יה ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ְ ּב ָﬠא ִמ ֵּינ,גּ ּו ָפא
ָשא ַ ּבת
ׂ ָ ﬠ דַּ ָּכא ּכ ֵֹהן ׁ ֶש ּנ  ּ ְפצ ּו:אוֹש ֲﬠיָ א
ַׁ
ְ ׁ יַּא ִכ ֶיל ָּנה ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה? ִא
ֲ  ַמה ּו ׁ ֶש,ֵ ּג ִרים
יש ִּתיק
 ַל ּסוֹף ֲא ָתא.יה וְ ָלא ִמ ֵידי
ּ וְ ָלא ֲא ַמר ֵל
ֵיה ִמ ְּיל ָתא
ּ  ו ְּב ָﬠא ִמ ּינ,ַ ּג ְב ָרא ַר ָ ּבה ַא ֲח ִרינָ א
 ּו ַמנּ ּו – ֵר ׁיש.יה
ָ ]א ֲח ִר
ַ
ּ  ו ָּפ ׁ ַשט ֵל,[יתא
יאה ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ָ נְש
ׂ ִ יה ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל.ָל ִק ׁיש
יוֹחנָן ָלאו ַ ּג ְב ָרא ַר ָ ּבה
ָ  ַא ּט ּו ַר ִ ּבי:אוֹש ֲﬠיָ א
ַׁ
ְּ  דְּ ָק ָב ֵﬠי ִמ ָּינ ִאי ִמ:יה
יל ָתא
ּ הוּא? ֲא ַמר ֵל
.דְּ ֵלית ָל ּה ּ ִפ ְת ֵרי

§ The Gemara earlier mentioned a question that Rabbi Yoĥanan

PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Oshaya – אוֹש ֲﬠיָא
ַ ׁ ר ִ ּבי:ַ Rabbi Oshaya was one of the
greatest of the first generation of amora’im in Eretz Yisrael.
Due to his prominence and influence, he was known as
Rabbi Oshaya the Great, and was also given the honorific
title Father of the Mishna.
His family came from the south, where he was apparently born and raised. At some point he moved to the
Galilee and settled in Tzippori and Caesarea. The verse
“A threefold cord is not quickly broken” (Ecclesiastes 4:12)
was used to describe him, as his father, Rabbi Ĥama, and
his grandfather, Rabbi Bisa, were also renowned Sages.
Rabbi Oshaya was originally a disciple of bar Kappara, and later, probably after his move to the Galilee, he
became a disciple of Rabbi Ĥiyya. Like Rabbi Ĥiyya, Rabbi
Oshaya authored a collection of baraitot that is considered
highly authoritative and reliable, to the extent that the
Sages stated a principle that any collection of baraitot
other than that of Rabbi Ĥiyya and Rabbi Oshaya is of
questionable validity.
It seems that as a young man Rabbi Oshaya was a
member of the rabbinical court of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.
However, his most active years came during the time of
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s students, and especially during the
time of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s grandson, Rabbi Yehuda
Nesia, when Rabbi Oshaya was considered the outstanding scholar of the generation. Rabbi Oshaya’s family maintained close ties with the house of the Nasi.
All the important amora’im in Eretz Yisrael viewed
themselves as Rabbi Oshaya’s students, including the
illustrious Rabbi Yoĥanan. Together with his greatness in
Torah, Rabbi Oshaya was also known for his exemplary
behavior and for his consideration in tending to the physical and emotional needs of those in distress. It seems that
he was also well versed in worldly wisdom, as his masters
occasionally sent him to explain issues to various individuals from other nations.
It is not known what Rabbi Oshaya’s occupation
was, but it is clear that he barely made a living. He lived
a long life, as his students’ students were prominent
scholars in Eretz Yisrael during his own lifetime. His son,
Rabbi Marinos, is mentioned in the Jerusalem Talmud.

posed to Rabbi Oshaya, and it now turns its attention to that
matter itself. Rabbi Yoĥanan raised a dilemma before Rabbi
Oshaya: With regard to a priest with crushed testicles or with
other wounds to his genitals who married the daughter of converts, what is the halakha concerning whether his status entitles
her to partake of teruma? Rabbi Oshaya was silent and said
nothing to him. Eventually another great man came and raised
a diﬀerent dilemma before Rabbi Oshaya, and he resolved his
question. And who was this great man? Reish Lakish. Rabbi
Yehuda Nesia said to Rabbi Oshaya: Is Rabbi Yoĥanan not a
great man? Why didn’t you address his dilemma? Rabbi Oshaya
said to him: I did not respond because he raised a dilemma
before me that has no resolution.

NOTES

It is diﬀerent there, as she had already partaken of
teruma – שאנֵי ָה ָתם ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָבר ָא ְכ ָלה:
ָ ׁ According to the text of Rabbeinu Ĥananel and many others, the case under discussion is
about a priest with crushed testicles who betrothed the daugh-

ter of a priest. In that case, the woman has already partaken
of teruma due to the fact that she is the daughter of a priest.
Consequently, why should there be a distinction between
that case and the case of the priest whose wife was entitled

to partake of teruma before his testicles were crushed? The
Ritva explains that by getting married she has left her father’s
household, and therefore her earlier consumption of teruma is
no longer relevant.
. פרק ו׳ דף נז. Yevamot . Perek VI . 57a
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HALAKHA

The congregation of converts is not called the congregation of the Lord – ק ַהל ֵ ּג ִרים ָלא ִא ְיק ֵרי ָק ָהל:ְ It is permitted for a
convert to marry a mamzeret, and it is permitted for a female
convert to marry a mamzer or a man with crushed testicles.
The children of converts may also marry these individuals,
even if they were conceived and born after their parents’
conversion. This is true even after the passage of several
generations, as long as they are still known as converts and
neither of their parents is a natural-born Jew. The halakha
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 15:7–8; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 4:22).
A woman who is the daughter of converts…into the
priesthood – ים…ל ְכהו ָּּנה
ִ
א ׁ ּ ָשה ַ ּבת ֵ ּג ִר:ִ A woman who is the
daughter of two converts may not marry a priest. If she
nevertheless married a priest, they are not forced to divorce
if she was conceived after her parents converted. This is
based upon the conclusion of the Gemara in tractate Kiddushin (78b) that, after the fact, the halakha is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. If one of her parents was a
natural-born Jew, she may marry a priest even ab initio, as
stated by Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov (Rambam Sefer Kedusha,
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 19:12; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 7:21).
A priest with crushed testicles or with other wounds to
his genitals – ּﬠ דַּ ָּכא ּכ ֵֹהן פצו:ְ ּ If a priest with crushed testicles
married a daughter of converts she may partake of teruma
on his account, in accordance with the opinions of Rabbi
Yosei and Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov (Kesef Mishne; Rambam
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:13).

יה
ּ ְל ַמאן? ִאי ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה – ֵ ּבין ִ ּב ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּש ֵת
יה ָק ֵאי – ָלא
ּ ָק ֵאי ֵ ּבין ָלאו ִ ּב ְקד ּו ׁ ּ ָש ֵת
,יה ָק ֵאי ָלא ָא ְכ ָלה
ּ  ִאי ִ ּב ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּש ֵת.ָא ְכ ָלה
 ַ ּבת ֵ ּגר זָ ָכר ְּכ ַבת ָח ָלל:דְּ ָהא ֲא ַמר ָמר
.זָ ָכר

,יה ָק ֵאי – ָלא ָא ְכ ָלה
ּ  ִאי ָלאו ִ ּב ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּש ֵתEven if he does not retain his priestly sanctity she may not eat,
. ְק ַהל ֵ ּג ִרים ִא ְיק ֵרי ָק ָהל: דְּ ָהא ָא ְמ ִרינַןas we say that according to Rabbi Yehuda, the congregation of
converts is called the congregation of the Lord. Therefore, when
the Torah renders it prohibited for a man with crushed testicles
to marry into the congregation of the Lord (see Deuteronomy
: ), it renders it prohibited for him to marry converts.
יה ָק ֵאי
ֵ וְ ִאי ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ֵ ּבין ִ ּב ְקד ּו ׁ ּ ָש ֵת,יוֹסי
ּ
.יה ָק ֵאי – ָא ְכ ָלה
ת
ֵ
ש
ָ
ׁ
ו
ּ
ד
ֵ ּבין ָלאו ִ ּב ְק
ּ
:יה ָק ֵאי ָא ְכ ָלה – דְּ ָהא ֲא ַמר
ּ ִ ּב ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּש ֵת
.יּוֹרת ִ ּב ּתוֹ ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה ִל ְכהו ָּּנה
ֶ ָשא ִ ּג
ׂ ָ ַאף ֵ ּגר ׁ ֶש ּנ
יה ָק ֵאי ָא ְכ ָלה – דְּ ָהא
ּ ִאי ָלאו ִ ּב ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּש ֵת
. ְק ַהל ֵ ּג ִרים ָלא ִא ְיק ֵרי ָק ָהל:ֲא ַמר

And if he raised his dilemma in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yosei, then, whether he retains his priestly sanctity
or whether he does not retain his priestly sanctity, she may
partake of teruma. If he retains his sanctity she may partake,
as Rabbi Yosei said: Even if a convert married a convert, his
daughter is fit for marrying into the priesthood. If he does not
retain his sanctity she may partake, as Rabbi Yosei said: The
congregation of converts is not called the congregation of the
Lord,H and therefore even those forbidden from entering the
congregation may marry converts. Consequently, it is certainly
permitted for the priest with crushed testicles to marry the
daughter of converts.

 ַר ִ ּבי, דִּ ְתנַ ן.יבא דְּ ַהאי ַּת ָּנא
ּ ָ ֶא ָּלא ַא ִּל
 ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ַ ּבת ֵ ּג ִרים:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ֶ ֱא ִל
ָשא ִל ְכהו ָּּנה ַﬠד ׁ ֶש ְּת ֵהא ִא ָּמ ּה
ׂ ֵ ל ֹא ִּת ּנ
.ִמיִּ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל

Rather, Rabbi Yoĥanan raised his dilemma in accordance with
the opinion of this tanna, as we learned in a mishna (Bikkurim
: ) that Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: A woman who is the
daughter of converts may not marry into the priesthoodNH
unless her mother was Jewish from birth.

NOTES

A woman who is the daughter of converts may not marry
into the priesthood – ָשא ִל ְכהו ָּּנה
ׂ ֵ בת ֵ ּג ִרים ל ֹא ִּת ּנ:ּ ַ As explained
in tractate Kiddushin (78a), this halakha is based on the verse
“Neither shall they take for their wives a widow…but they
shall take virgins from the seed of the house of Israel” (Ezekiel
44:22). See the Gemara there for other reasons that apply to
a female convert herself.

The Gemara explains: According to whom did he raise his
dilemma? If it was in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda, then, whether the priest with crushed testicles retains
his priestly sanctity or whether he does not retain his priestly
sanctity and may marry women forbidden to priests, she may
not partake of teruma. The reasoning is as follows: If he retains
his priestly sanctity she may not partake of teruma, as the
Master said: The status of the daughter of a male convert is like
that of the daughter of a male ĥalal. They are both prohibited
from marrying a priest, and therefore even if they marry a priest,
it is prohibited for them to eat teruma.

וֹס ָפא
ְ  ַּכ ׁ ְשרוּת ִמ ּית:יה
ּ ָ  וְ ָה ִכי ָק ִמAnd his dilemma was as follows: Is the reason she may marry a
ּ יב ֲﬠיָ א ֵל
ּ
וֹס ָפא
ְ  אוֹ דִּ ְל ָמא ְקדו ׁ ָּשה ִמ ּית, ָ ּב ּה וְ ָא ְכ ָלהpriest if her mother was Jewish from birth that fitness to marry
a priest has been added to her, but she is not considered a mem?ָ ּב ּה וְ ָלא ָא ְכ ָלה
ber of the congregation of the Lord and may therefore marry a
man with crushed testicles? If so, since she may marry a priest,
she may partake of teruma once she does so. Or perhaps sanctity
has been added to her and she is considered a member of the
congregation of the Lord. Consequently, she may not marry a
man with crushed testicles, and if she does, she may not partake
of teruma even if he is a priest.
 ִּכי ֲא ָתא ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָחא ַ ּבר ִח ָּיננָ א:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
:יה
ָ יתי ַמ ְת
ֵ ְ ֲא ָתא וְ ַאי,רוֹמא
ָ ִָּמד
ּ נִיתא ִ ּב ֵיד
ָשא ַ ּבת ֵ ּג ִרים
ׂ ָ ּﬠ דַּ ָּכא ּכ ֵֹהן ׁ ֶש ּנ ִמ ּנַיִ ן ִל ְפצו
ׁ ֶש ַּמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ּה ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה – ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ״וְ כ ֵֹהן
,ֹאכל ּבוֹ״
ַ ִּכי יִ ְקנֶ ה נֶ ֶפ ׁש ִקנְיַ ן ַּכ ְס ּפוֹ וגו׳ י

The Gemara suggests an answer to this dilemma. Come and hear:
When Rabbi Aĥa bar Ĥinnana came from the south,B he came
and brought this baraita in hand: From where is it derived
that a priest with crushed testicles or with other wounds to his
genitalsH who married the daughter of converts entitles her to
partake of teruma? As it is stated: “But if a priest buys any soul,
the purchase of his money, he may eat of it” (Leviticus : ).
In this context, a wife is also considered his monetary acquisition,
and therefore she may partake of teruma.

BACKGROUND

From the south – רוֹמא
ָ ָּמד:ִ From the time of the bar Kokheva
revolt, the center of Jewish life in Eretz Yisrael was in the Galilee.
Judea was mostly desolate, as the majority of the population,
and the Sanhedrin, were in the Galilee. However, some important centers of Jewish life in Judea remained, including Lod
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and other cities. There were some Sages who lived south of the
Galilee and preserved ancient traditions. At times, these Sages
would travel north to the Galilee and report halakhic traditions,
baraitot, or statements of earlier Sages that were not known to
the Sages in the Galilee.

– ימ א ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ ה ּו ָדה
ָ יל
ֵ ְל ַמ אן? ִא
יה ָק ֵאי ֵ ּבין ָלאו
ּ  ֵ ּבין ִ ּב ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּש ֵת:ָה ֲא ַמר
 וְ ִאי.יה ָק ֵאי – ָלא ָא ְכ ָלה
ּ ִ ּב ְקד ּו ׁ ּ ָש ֵת
 ֵ ּבין:יוֹסי – ָל ָּמה ִלי ְק ָרא? ָה ֲא ַמר
ֵ ְל ַר ִ ּבי
יה
ּ  ֵ ּבין ָלאו ִ ּב ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּש ֵת,יה ָק ֵאי
ּ ִ ּב ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּש ֵת
 ֶא ָּלא ָלאו – ְל ַר ִ ּבי.ָק ֵאי – ָא ְכ ָלה
 ַּכ ׁ ְשרוּת: ו ׁ ְּש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה,יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ֶ ֱא ִל
. ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה. וְ ָא ְכ ָלה,וֹס ָפא ָ ּב ּה
ְ ִא ּית

The Gemara analyzes this source: According to whom is this baraita
stated? If we say it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda, didn’t he say that whether this priest retains his sanctity
or whether he does not retain his sanctity, she may not partake
of teruma? And if it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yosei, why do I need a special verse to teach this halakha? Didn’t
he say that whether he retains his sanctity or whether he does
not retain his sanctity, she may partake of teruma? Rather, is it
not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov?
And you can learn from this baraita that fitness was added to her,
and therefore she may partake of teruma. The Gemara concludes:
Indeed, learn from this that it is so.

 ַרב ָא ַמר,ית ַמר
ְּ ִא

§ The Gemara cites a dispute with regard to an issue related to the
previous discussion. It was stated that the amora’im disagreed about
the following question. Rav said:

Perek VI
Daf 57 Amud b
 ֵאין: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר, יֵ ׁש חו ּ ָּפה ִל ְפסוּלוֹתThere is significance to a priest entering a wedding canopyNB with
NH
. חו ּ ָּפה ִל ְפסוּלוֹתwomen who are unfit to marry a priest. If a priest’s daughter who
is unfit to marry a priest enters the wedding canopy with a priest,
she becomes disqualified from partaking of teruma from her father’s
household. This is the case even if the priest did not betroth her and
they did not engage in sexual intercourse. And Shmuel said: There
is no significance to a priest entering the wedding canopy with
women who are unfit to marry a priest. Only sexual intercourse
disqualifies her from the privileges of priesthood.
ינוֹקת
ֶ ּמוֹדה ִלי ַא ָ ּבא ְ ּב ִת
ֶ  ו: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלShmuel said: And Abba, i.e., Rav, whose first name was Abba, conN
, ּ ְפחו ָּתה ִמ ַ ּבת ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחדcedes to me, with regard to a girl less than three years and one
day old, that she is not disqualified by merely entering the wedding
.יאה – ֵאין ָל ּה חו ּ ָּפה
ָ הוֹאיל וְ ֵאין ָל ּה ִ ּב
ִ
canopy. Since there is no legal significance to an act of intercourse
with her, there is no legal significance to entering the wedding
canopy with her.

BACKGROUND

Wedding canopy – חו ּ ָּפה: In the talmudic era, the wedding canopy was a kind of small, decorated room, sometimes constructed from braided myrtle branches, where
the bride and groom would be left alone together. It was
a closed space that aﬀorded enough privacy for the couple
to engage in intimate relations. In later generations, when
the wedding canopy took on a more symbolic function,
the Sages debated whether entering the wedding canopy
still fulfills the halakhic requirements of marriage, as mentioned in the Talmud.
HALAKHA

A wedding canopy with women who are unfit to marry
a priest – חו ּ ָּפה ִל ְפסוּלוֹת: If the widowed daughter of a
priest enters the wedding canopy in order to marry a High
Priest, or if a divorcée enters the wedding canopy in order
to marry a common priest, she becomes disqualified from
partaking of teruma. With regard to ritual halakha, the
halakha is in accordance with Rav in his disputes with
Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:21).

NOTES

Wedding canopy [ĥuppa] – חו ּ ָּפה: There are diﬀerences of opinion as to what constitutes a wedding canopy. Some maintain
that it refers to the ceremony where a shawl is spread over the
heads of the bride and groom. Others say that ĥuppa requires
them to be secluded for the amount of time necessary to engage
in intercourse. Still others contend that ĥuppa occurs when the
groom brings his bride into his home as his wife (see Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 55).

Most medieval commentaries, however, maintain that this is
a case where they entered the wedding canopy after betrothal.
Rabbeinu Tam, cited in Tosafot, claims that Rav and Shmuel
disagree about whether a priest and a woman unfit to marry him
are considered married once they enter the wedding canopy, so
that she would be disqualified from partaking of teruma from
her father’s house, or if they are not considered married in this
regard until they engage in intercourse (see Tosafot; Tosefot Ĥad
MiKamma’ei; Ramban; Ritva; Yam shel Shlomo).

A wedding canopy with women who are unfit to marry a
priest – חו ּ ָּפה ִל ְפסוּלוֹת: Among the commentaries, there are
many opinions with regard to the meaning of this passage.
According to Rashi, the reference is to entering the wedding
canopy without betrothal. Rav and Shmuel agree that the
couple is not considered married. Nevertheless, Rav holds that
the woman becomes disqualified from partaking of teruma
because entering the wedding canopy is a preparatory stage
for sexual intercourse.

Abba concedes to me – מוֹדה ִלי ַא ָ ּבא:
ֶ Rashi and Rabbi Avraham
min HaHar explain that Abba was an honorific title. However,
Tosafot provide proofs that it was Rav’s first name. It is possible
that both explanations are correct, and Rashi is explaining why
it was not disrespectful to call Rav by his first name. Halakhic
commentaries address the question of whether it is permitted to
call one’s father by his first name if that name is also an honorific
title, such as Abba, which means father, or Morenu, which means
our master.
: פרק ו׳ דף נז. Yevamot . Perek VI . 57b
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 ַ ּבת ׁ ָשל ֹׁש, ַאף ֲאנַן נַ ִמי ָּתנֵינָ א:ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
יאה וְ ִאם
ָ ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד ִמ ְת ַקדֶּ ׁ ֶשת ְ ּב ִב
 וְ ַחיָּ ִיבין ָﬠ ֶל ָיה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם,ָ ּבא ָﬠ ֶל ָיה ָיָבם ְקנָ ָא ּה
וֹﬠ ָל ּה ְל ַט ֵּמא
ֲ  ו ְּמ ַט ְּמ ָאה ֶאת ּב,ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש
.ִמ ׁ ְש ָּכב ַּת ְח ּתוֹן ְּכ ֶﬠ ְליוֹן

Rava said: We, too, learn in the following baraita that there
is no legal significance to an act of intercourse with a girl less
than three years old: A girl three years and one day old can be
betrothed via sexual intercourse;H and if she was a yevama and
her yavam had intercourse with her, he has acquired her;H and
a man who has intercourse with her while she is married to someone else is liable on her account because of the prohibition of
intercourse with a married woman;H and if she experiences a
menstrual discharge she renders ritually impure a man who has
intercourse with her,H so that he renders impure the object
upon which he lies like the upper one.N

 ָ ּבא,אוֹכ ֶלת ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה
ֶ – נִשאת ְלכ ֵֹהן
ׂ ֵ ּ If she is married to a priest she may partake of teruma.H If one
.יה ֶא ָחד ִמ ָּכל ַה ּ ְפסו ִּלין – ּ ְפ ָס ָל ּה
ָ  ָﬠ ֶלof those who render women unfit for marrying a priest had
intercourse with her, he has disqualified herH from being able
to partake of teruma.
ַ ּבת ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד הוּא דְּ ִמ ּ ַפ ְּס ָלה
 ָהא ּ ְפחו ָּתה,יאה – ִמ ּ ַפ ְס ָלה ְ ּבחו ּ ָּפה
ָ ְ ּב ִב
 דְּ ָלא ִמ ּ ַפ ְס ָלה,ִמ ַ ּבת ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד
 ׁ ְש ַמע,יאה – ָלא ִמ ּ ַפ ְס ָלה נַ ִמי ְ ּבחו ּ ָּפה
ָ ְ ּב ִב
.ִמ ָּינ ּה

Rava infers from this baraita that it is a girl three years and one
day old who is disqualified via intercourse, and consequently
she is also disqualified via the wedding canopy. However, a
girl who is less than three years and one day old, who is not
disqualified via intercourse, is also not disqualified via the
wedding canopy. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from
this that it is so.

–  יֵ ׁש חו ּ ָּפה ִל ְפסוּלוֹת: ָא ַמר ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמאRami bar Ĥama said: With regard to the question of whether
ֶ  ָ ּבאנ ּו ְל ַמ ֲחthere is legal significance to a priest entering the wedding canלוֹקת ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
opy with women who are unfit to marry a priest, we have arrived
,וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
at the dispute cited in the mishna between Rabbi Meir on the
one hand and Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon on the other.

NOTES

So that he renders impure the object upon which he lies like
the upper one – ל ַט ֵּמא ִמ ׁ ְש ָּכב ַּת ְח ּתוֹן ְּכ ֶﬠ ְליוֹן:ְ The Torah states
that if a man has intercourse with a menstruating woman, “her
impurity shall be upon him” (Leviticus 15:24). This indicates that
he is not merely impure with a first-degree level of impurity, as
one who touches a menstruating woman; rather, he becomes
a primary source of impurity, similar to the woman herself.
Nevertheless, there is a diﬀerence between the impurity of a
menstruating woman and that of a man who has intercourse
with her. If a menstruating woman or a zav sits or lies upon

objects that are designated for that purpose, even if she does
not make direct contact with those objects because there is
something else covering them, the objects are rendered a primary source of impurity.
A man who has intercourse with a menstruating woman also
renders these items impure, but only at the level of first-degree
impurity, similar to the upper cover, i.e., the blanket on top
of him, which is impure due to contact. Consequently, these
items can render only food and drink impure, but not people
or vessels.

HALAKHA
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A girl three years and one day old can be betrothed via sexual
intercourse – יאה
ָ בת ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד ִמ ְת ַקדֶּ ׁ ֶשת ְ ּב ִב:ּ ַ An act of
intercourse with a girl younger than three years and one day
is not considered an act of intercourse and therefore, even if
it is performed with her father’s consent, betrothal cannot be
accomplished. However, technically, in the case of a girl who is
three years and one day old, betrothal can be accomplished by
means of intercourse (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 3:11;
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 37:1).

She renders ritually impure a man who has intercourse with
her – וֹﬠ ָל ּה
ֲ מ ַט ְּמ ָאה ֶאת ּב:ְ One who has intercourse with a menstruating woman attains the status of a primary source of impurity, even if she is a minor, provided she is at least three years
and one day old. If he sits or lies on an object that is designated
for this purpose, the object attains first-degree impurity, even
if he did not touch it directly. Therefore, it can render food and
drink impure, but not people or vessels (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 3:1–3).

If her yavam had intercourse with her he has acquired her –
יה ָיָבם ְקנָ ָא ּה
ָ בא ָﬠ ֶל:
ּ ָ Intercourse with a yevama aged less than
three years and one day does not accomplish levirate marriage
(Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 167:4).

She may partake of teruma – אוֹכ ֶלת ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה:
ֶ
If a girl at least
three years and one day old is married to a priest, she is permitted to partake of teruma (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot
Terumot 6:3).

Liable on her account because of the prohibition of intercourse with a married woman – יה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש
ָ חיָּ ִיבין ָﬠ ֶל:ַ
An adult male who engaged in intercourse with a married
minor less than three years and one day old is exempt from
punishment for adultery with a married woman (Rambam Sefer
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 3:2).

If one of those who render women unfit had intercourse with
her, he has disqualified her – יה ֶא ָחד ִמ ָּכל ַה ּ ְפסו ִּלין ּ ְפ ָס ָל ּה
ָ בא ָﬠ ֶל:ּ ָ
If a man who renders a woman unfit for the priesthood, such
as a ĥalal, a gentile, a Canaanite slave, or one of her relatives,
has intercourse with her when she is at least three years and
one day old, she is thereby disqualified from the priesthood
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 19:1–2; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 6:9; 7:12).

