Perek VI
Daf 58 Amud a
ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר דְּ ָא ַמר ִקדּ ו ׁ ִּשין ּ ָפ ְס ִלי – חו ּ ָּפה
 ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן,נַ ִמי ּ ָפ ְס ָלה
דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ִקדּ ו ׁ ִּשין ָלא ּ ָפ ְס ִלי – חו ּ ָּפה נַ ִמי
.ָלא ּ ָפ ְס ָלה

According to Rabbi Meir, who says that betrothal to a priest
disqualifies a woman who is unfit to marry him from partaking of
teruma even if she is the daughter of a priest, entering the wedding
canopy with a priest also disqualifies her. Conversely, according
to Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon, who say that betrothal does
not disqualify her, entering the wedding canopy also does not
disqualify her.

 ו ִּמ ַּמאי? דִּ ְל ָמא ַﬠד ָּכאן ָלא ָק ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara refutes this claim: And from where do we know that
. ֵמ ִאיר ָה ָתם ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ִקדּ ּו ׁ ִשין דְּ ָקנֵי ָל ּהthese tanna’im would apply their opinions with regard to betrothal
to entering the wedding canopy? Perhaps Rabbi Meir only stated
.ֲא ָבל חו ּ ָּפה דְּ ָלא ָקנָ ה ָל ּה – ָלא
his opinion there, with regard to betrothal, which acquires her.
However, in the case of a wedding canopy, which does not
acquire her, no, she is not disqualified.
 ַﬠד ָּכאן ָלא ָק ָא ְמ ִרי ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר,ִאי נַ ִמי
,וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ָה ָתם – ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ִקדּ ּו ׁ ִשין
 ֲא ָבל חו ּ ָּפה דִּ ְק ִר ָיבא,יאה
ָ דְּ ָלא ְק ִר ִיבי ְל ִב
.יאה – ָה ִכי נַ ִמי דְּ ָפ ְס ָלה
ָ ְל ִב

Alternatively, perhaps Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon stated
their opinion only there, with regard to betrothal, as it is not
close to an act of sexual intercourse. However, with regard to
entering the wedding canopy, which is close to an act of sexual
intercourse, as it is the place where the bride and groom are
secluded together and symbolizes the woman’s entrance into her
husband’s home, it is possible that it also disqualifies her from
partaking of teruma.

ימר – ִ ּב ְפלוּגְ ָתא
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָּ ֶא ָּלא ִאי ִא
,ישא ּו זוֹ וְ זוֹ
ׂ ְ ּ ִ נ: דְּ ַתנְ יָ א,דְּ ָהנֵ י ַּת ָּנ ֵא י
 אוֹ ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְכנְ ס ּו ְלחו ּ ָּפה,ְּכ ׁ ֵשרוֹת ו ְּפסוּלוֹת
אוֹכלוֹת
ְ ְאוֹכלוֹת ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ּלוֹ ו
ְ – וְ ל ֹא נִ ְב ֲﬠל ּו
.ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה

Rather, if it can be said that this issue was already discussed by
earlier Sages, it was in the dispute between these other tanna’im,
as it is taught in a baraita: If they married one another, i.e., either
a woman who is fit or a woman who is unfit married a priest, or
they entered the wedding canopy and did not yet have intercourse with him, they are entitled to eat of his food and to partake
of teruma.

?נִישא ּו ַמ ָּמ ׁש
ׂ ְ ּ – נִישא ּו
ׂ ְ ּ ְּ ִמ ְּכ ָלל ד,ּ נִ ְכנְסוThe Gemara interrupts its presentation of the baraita to examine
its wording. The fact that the baraita mentions a case where they
entered the wedding canopy but did not yet have intercourse
proves by inference that the earlier case, where they married, is
referring to actual marriage. However, this is diﬃcult because if
they were actually married and had engaged in intercourse, the
woman who was unfit to marry a priest is certainly disqualified
from partaking of teruma due to the prohibited act of intercourse.
 ֶא ָּלא ָלאו – ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְכנְס ּו ְלחו ּ ָּפה וְ ל ֹאRather, is it not that the baraita is referring to a single case: Where
אוֹכלוֹת
ְ ְאוֹכלוֹת ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשלּ וֹ ו
ְ : וְ ָק ָתנֵי.ּ נִ ְב ֲﬠלוthey were married, and they entered the canopy, and had not had
intercourse? And it is taught in the baraita that they are entitled
.ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה
to partake of his food and to partake of teruma. This indicates
that entrance into the wedding canopy does not disqualify a
woman who is unfit to marry a priest from eating teruma, although
the act of intercourse does.
יוֹחנָ ן ֶ ּבן
ָ ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל ְ ּבנוֹ ׁ ֶשל ַר ִ ּבי
– יא ָת ּה ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ָת ּה
ָ  ָּכל ׁ ֶש ִ ּב:אוֹמר
ֵ רוֹקה
ָ ְ ּב
יא ָת ּה
ָ  וְ ָכל ׁ ֶש ֵאין ִ ּב,חו ּ ָּפ ָת ּה ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ָת ּה
.ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ָת ּה – ֵאין חו ּ ָּפ ָת ּה ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ָת ּה

The baraita continues: Conversely, Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi
Yoĥanan ben Beroka, says: Any woman whose act of intercourse
entitles her to partake of teruma, her wedding canopy also
entitles her to partake of teruma; and any woman whose act
of intercourse does not entitle her to partake of teruma, her
wedding canopy also does not entitle her to partake of teruma.
Consequently, it appears that the tanna’im cited in this baraita
disagree over the very question of whether the entry of a priest and
a woman unfit to marry him into the wedding canopy has legal
significance.

 ִמ ַּמאי? דִּ ְל ָמא ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל ְ ּבנוֹ ׁ ֶשלThe Gemara refutes this claim: From where do we know that this
רוֹקה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ְס ִב ָירא
ָ יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ  ַר ִ ּביis correct? Perhaps Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben
Beroka, holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir,
. ִקדּ ו ׁ ִּשין ָלא ָא ְכ ָלה: דְּ ָא ַמר,יה
ּ ֵל
who said that in the case of the betrothal of a woman unfit for a
priest she may not partake of teruma?
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NOTES

Amen that I did not go astray while betrothed –
א ֵמן ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָ ׂש ִט ִיתי ֲארו ָּסה:ָ These halakhot are apparently
derived from the repetitive usage of the term amen
in the phrase (Numbers 5:22): “And the woman shall
say: Amen, amen” (see Rashi, Rivan, and Tosafot).

יא ָת ּה ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ָת ּה ֵאין חו ּ ָּפ ָת ּה
ָ ַהאי ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵאין ִ ּב
יא ָת ּה ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ָת ּה
ָ ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ָת ּה? ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵאין ִ ּב
,יה! דִּ ְל ָמא
ּ ָ ֵאין ַּכ ְס ּ ָפ ּה ַמ ֲא ִכ ָיל ָת ּה ִמ
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
ַאיְּ ֵידי דַּ ֲא ַמר ַּת ָּנא ַק ָּמא חו ּ ָּפה – ֲא ַמר ִאיה ּו
.נַ ִמי חו ּ ָּפה

The Gemara expresses surprise: According to this suggestion, this
expression in the baraita is diﬃcult: Any woman whose act of
intercourse does not entitle her to partake of teruma, her wedding
canopy also does not entitle her to partake of teruma. It should
have said: Any woman whose act of intercourse does not entitle
her to partake of teruma, her betrothal money also does not entitle
her to partake of teruma, as it was the betrothal that disqualified
her. The Gemara counters this argument: Perhaps it can be
suggested that since the first tanna said his ruling with regard to
a wedding canopy, Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben
Beroka, also said his ruling with regard to a wedding canopy, even
though he holds that she was already disqualified from the time of
her betrothal.

ְּ  ָהא ִמ:ֲא ַמר ַרב ַﬠ ְמ ָרם
יל ָתא ֲא ַמר ָלן ַרב
 יֵ ׁש:נִיתין
ִ  וְ ַאנְ ָה ִרינְ ה ּו ְל ַﬠיְ ינִין ִמ ַּמ ְת,ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
ָ : וְ ַת ָּנא ּתוּנָ א,חו ּ ָּפה ִל ְפסוּלוֹת
״א ֵמן ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
,וֹמ ֶרת יָ ָבם
ֶ  ׁש,נְשו ָּאה
ׂ  ּו,יתי ֲארו ָּסה
ִ ָ ׂש ִט
.ו ְּכנו ָּסה״

§ Rav Amram said: This matter was said to us by Rav Sheshet,

ימא דְּ ָקנֵי ָל ּה
ָ יכי דָּ ֵמי? ִא ֵיל
ִ ַהאי ֲארו ָּסה ֵה
 וְ ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה ָל ּה ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִהיא,ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִהיא ֲארו ָּסה
ֲארו ָּסה – ֲארו ָּסה ַ ּבת ִמ ׁ ְש ַּתיָּ א ִהיא? וְ ָהא
וֹמ ֶרת ָיָבם ל ֹא ׁשוֹתוֹת וְ ל ֹא
ֶ  ֲארו ָּסה וְ ׁש:ְּתנַן
!נוֹטלוֹת ְּכתו ָ ּּבה
ְ

The Gemara inquires: This case of a betrothed woman, what
are the circumstances? If we say that he was jealous of her and
warned her not to seclude herself with a particular man when she
was betrothed, and he also causes her to drink the waters when
she is betrothed, is a betrothed woman fit to drink the waters of
a sota? Didn’t we learn in a mishna (Sota b): A betrothed woman
and a widow waiting for her yavam do not drink,H as the halakha
of the sota waters applies only to married women; and they do not
collect their marriage contract if they secluded themselves after
being warned, as they have acted in a licentious fashion?

,יס ַּת ְּת ָרה
ְ  וְ ִא,ֶא ָּלא דְּ ָקנֵי ָל ּה ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִהיא ֲארו ָּסה
נְשו ָּאה – ִמי ָ ּב ְד ִקי
ׂ וְ ָק ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה ָל ּה ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִהיא
 ״וְ נִ ָ ּקה ָה ִא ׁיש ֵמ ָﬠוֹן״ ִ ּבזְ ַמן:ָל ּה ַמיָּ א? וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
ׁ ֶש ָה ִא ׁיש ְמנ ּו ֶ ּקה ֵמ ָﬠוֹן ַה ַּמיִ ם ּב ְוֹד ִקין ֶאת
 ֵאין ָה ִא ׁיש ְמנו ֶ ּּקה ֵמ ָﬠוֹן – ֵאין ַה ַּמיִ ם,ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
!ּב ְוֹד ִקין ֶאת ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ

Rather, the case in the first mishna cited above is that he was jealous of her and warned her not to seclude herself with a particular
man when she was betrothed, and she secluded herself with that
man, and her husband causes her to drink when she is already
married. However, in that case do the waters examine her? Isn’t
it taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “And the man shall
be clear from iniquity, and that woman shall bear her iniquity”
(Numbers : ), that when the man is clear of iniquityH the waters
examine his wife, but if the man is not clear of iniquity the waters
do not examine his wife? By secluding herself with the other man
when she was betrothed, the woman rendered herself forbidden to
her husband. If he then married her, he cannot be described as clear
of iniquity, and therefore the sota waters are ineﬀective.

and he illuminated our eyes from the mishna, i.e., he demonstrated that the mishna serves as the basis for his opinion. Rav
Sheshet’s statement was as follows: There is significance to a priest
entering the wedding canopy with women who are unfit to marry
a priest. And the tanna of the mishna also taught this halakha with
regard to a sota (Sota a–b): When a sota is brought to the Temple
to drink the bitter waters, she aﬃrms the oath imposed on her by a
priest that she has not committed adultery. The mishna explains
that when she says amen, it is as though she herself states that: I
did not go astray while betrothed,NH or married, or as a widow
waiting for her yavam, or as a fully married woman.

HALAKHA

Amen that I did not go astray while betrothed, etc. – ָא ֵמן ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
ש ִט ִיתי ֲארו ָּסה וכו׳:
ׂ ָ When a husband makes his wife drink the waters
of a sota, he can extend her oath beyond the man he originally
specified in his warning. Therefore, she must swear that she did not
have intercourse with anyone other than her husband, including
during the period of her betrothal. However, she may not be forced
to swear that she was faithful while waiting for her yavam (Rambam
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:17).
A betrothed woman and a widow waiting for her yavam do
not drink, etc. – וֹמ ֶרת ָיָבם ל ֹא ׁשוֹתוֹת וכו׳
ֶ ארו ָּסה וְ ׁש:
ֲ A betrothed
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woman and a woman awaiting levirate marriage do not drink the
bitter waters, even if they were warned about a particular man and
they secluded themselves with him. Even if they want to drink the
waters and their husbands also want them to, they may not do so.
Rather, their husbands must divorce them, and they do not collect
their marriage contract (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:2).
When the man is clear of iniquity – בזְ ַמן ׁ ֶש ָה ִא ׁיש ְמנו ֶ ּּקה ֵמ ָﬠוֹן:ּ ִ The
waters examine the woman only if her husband is clear of iniquity.
If he has engaged in relations prohibited by rabbinic law, the waters
are ineﬀective (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:8, 3:17).

, ֶא ָּל א דְּ ָק נֵ י ָל ּה ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִה יא ֲא ר ּו ָסהRather, it must be that he was jealous of her when she was
,נְסה ְלחו ּ ָּפה וְ ל ֹא נִ ְב ֲﬠ ָלה
ָ  וְ ִא ְיס ַּת ְּת ָרה וְ נִ ְכbetrothed, and she secluded herself with the other man anyway,
and she had entered the wedding canopy but did not yet have
. יֵ ׁש חו ּ ָּפה ִל ְפסוּלוֹת:ו ׁ ְּש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה
intercourse with her husband when he brought her to the priest.
Consequently, she is made to drink the sota waters as a married
woman, and her husband has not committed a transgression, as
he has not had intercourse with her. Learn from this that there
is significance to a priest entering the wedding canopy with
women who are unfit to marry a priest, as demonstrated by the
fact that the sota waters will examine her in these circumstances.
 וְ ִת ְס ְ ּב ָרא דְּ ָהא ְמ ָת ַרצְ ָּתא:ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
ִהיא? וְ ָהא ִּכי ֲא ָתא ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָחא ַ ּבר ֲחנִינָ א
:יה
ָ  ֲא ָתא וְ ַאיְ ֵיתי ַמ ְת,רוֹמא
ָ ִָּמד
ּ נִיתא ִ ּב ֵיד
ישךְ ״ ִמי ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ְד ָמה ׁ ְש ִכ ַיבת
ֵ ׁ ״מ ַ ּב ְל ֲﬠ ֵדי ִא
ִ
וֹﬠל
ֵ  וְ ל ֹא ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ְד ָמה ׁ ְש ִכ ַיבת ּב,וֹﬠל
ֵ ַ ּב ַﬠל ַל ּב
.ַל ַ ּב ַﬠל

HALAKHA

The cohabitation of the adulterer preceded – ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ְד ָמה
וֹﬠל
ֵ ש ִכ ַיבת ּב:
ְ ׁ If a woman who was warned by her husband
secluded herself with the man in question before she had
intercourse with her husband, she does not drink the sota
waters. Her husband divorces her and she does not collect
her marriage contract, as stated in the baraita cited by Rav
Aĥa bar Ĥanina (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:5).

Rava said: Do you hold that this baraita is suﬃciently accurate
to rely upon? But when Rabbi Aĥa bar Ĥanina came from the
South, he came with this baraita in hand: The verse states with
regard to the oath of the sota: “And some man has lain with you
besides your husband” (Numbers : ), which indicates that it
applies only when the cohabitation of the husband preceded
that of the adulterer, but not when the cohabitation of the
adulterer precededH that of the husband. Consequently, in the
case under discussion, drinking the sota waters would not be
eﬀective.

 ַמ ׁ ְש ַּכ ַח ְּת ָל ּה ְּכגוֹן: ֲא ַמר ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמאRami bar Ĥama said: You find it in a case such as where her
.יה
ָ יה ֲארו ָּס ּה ְ ּב ֵבית ָא ִב
ָ  ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ָﬠ ֶלbetrothed had intercourse with her licentiously when she was
a betrothed woman in her father’s house. Since the act of intercourse was committed licentiously rather than for the purpose of
consummating the marriage, the woman is still considered
betrothed. Subsequently, her betrothed warned her not to seclude
herself with a particular man, and she disobeyed. Then, they
entered the wedding canopy together, despite the fact that they
are forbidden to one another. Once they entered the wedding
canopy, the woman can be made to drink the bitter waters. This
proves that there is significance to entering the wedding canopy
with a woman that is unfit for one to marry.
יה
ָ וֹמ ֶרת ָיָבם – ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ָﬠ ֶל
ֶ ות ּה ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ׁש
ָ ָ דִּ ְכוThe Gemara asks: If so, in the corresponding case with regard
,יה
ָ  ָיָבם ְ ּב ֵבית ָח ִמto a widow waiting for her yavam, in which the yavam had
licentious intercourse with her in her father-in-law’s house,
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וֹמ ֶרת ָיָבם ָק ֵרית ָל ּה?! ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ ַמ ַﬠ ְליָ א
ֶ ׁש
 ִּכ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל. ָקנָ ה ַל ּכֹל:ִהיא! דְּ ָהא ָא ַמר ַרב
 ל ֹא ָקנָ ה ֶא ָּלא ַלדְּ ָב ִרים ָה ֲאמו ִּרים:דְּ ָא ַמר
.ַ ּב ּ ָפ ָר ׁ ָשה

do you call her a widow waiting for her yavam? Once they have
engaged in intercourse, she is his proper wife, as Rav said that
one who has intercourse with his yevama, even without intending
to thereby perform levirate marriage, has acquired her for all
matters. The Gemara responds: This is in accordance with the
opinion of Shmuel, who said that he has acquired her only with
regard to the matters stated in the chapter of levirate marriage,
but not with regard to other matters, and therefore she is not
considered his wife with regard to the halakhot of sota.

 ָהא ֲא ַמר,ִמ ֵידי הוּא ַט ֲﬠ ָמא – ֶא ָּלא ְל ַרב
 ְּכגוֹן,ַרב ָקנָ ה ַל ּכֹל! ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן
, ו ֵּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ִהיא,דַּ ֲﬠ ַבד ָ ּב ּה ַמ ֲא ָמר
. ַמ ֲא ָמר קוֹנֶ ה ִקנְיָ ן ָ ּגמוּר:דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי

The Gemara responds: The only reason this proof was presented
is to support the opinion of Rav, who is the one who holds that
there is legal significance to a priest entering the wedding canopy
with a woman who is unfit to marry him. Didn’t Rav say he has
acquired her for all matters? The Gemara answers: With what
are we dealing here? For example, a case where the yavam
performed levirate betrothal with her and afterward had intercourse with her for the sake of promiscuity. And this is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, who say: Levirate
betrothal acquires a yevama in a full-fledged manner and
removes the levirate bond. Therefore, when they have intercourse,
they do not become fully married.
: פרק ו׳ דף נח. Yevamot . Perek VI . 58b
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NOTES

By means of extension – ﬠל יְ ֵדי ִ ּג ְל ּגוּל:ַ Rashi notes that
this halakha is the source of the Torah law of the extension of oaths. This means that if an individual is required
to take an oath in court due to a claim made by the
opposing party, the latter can force him to extend his
oath to include cases for which he would not otherwise have been liable to take an oath.
If he has a brother who is a ĥalal – יֵ ׁש לוֹ ָאח ָח ָלל וכו׳:
The relationship between the woman and the ĥalal
is not invalid in the normal sense of the term, as it is
entirely permitted for them to marry. Nevertheless,
since a ĥalal is considered like a regular Israelite, if she
marries him she is disqualified from partaking of her
father’s teruma (Ritva).
He gave her a bill of divorce – ש ָּנ ַתן ָל ּה ֵ ּגט:
ֶ ׁ Rashi
explains that the yavam gave the yevama a bill of
divorce, which makes her unfit to marry him by rabbinic law. Nevertheless, since by Torah law the levirate
bond still exists, she is considered reserved for a prohibited act of intercourse. Rabbeinu Ĥananel explains
diﬀerently, that he gave her a bill of divorce and subsequently performed levirate betrothal with her. In that
case, he is prohibited from having intercourse with
her, and yet she is considered to be reserved for him.
This fits in well with the continuation of the discussion,
as a priest who divorced his wife and betrothed her
once again certainly does not entitle her to partake of
teruma (see Rashba).
HALAKHA

By means of extension – ﬠל יְ ֵדי ִ ּג ְלגּ וּל:ַ Although a
betrothed woman who secluded herself with another
man does not drink the sota waters or take an oath,
if she becomes liable to do so for having secluded
herself after marriage, she must extend her oath and
confirm that she did not commit adultery while she
was betrothed, as stated by Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:17).

נְשו ָּאה
ׂ , ְ ַהיְ ינ ּו ֲארו ָּסה! ו ְּל ַט ֲﬠ ִמיך,ִאי ָה ִכי
ְּ ו ְּכנו ָּסה ָלאו ֲח ָדא ִמ
:יל ָתא ִהיא? ֶא ָּלא
.יה
ׂ
ּ  ו ְּכנו ָּסה – דְּ ַח ְב ֵר,יה
ּ נְשו ָּאה – דִּ ֵיד
וֹמ ֶרת
ֶ  וְ ׁש,יה
ּ  ֲארו ָּסה – דִּ ֵיד:ָה ָכא נַ ִמי
.יה
ּ ָיָבם – דְּ ַח ְב ֵר

The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: If so, the case of the yevama who
was betrothed is the same as the case of a betrothed woman. What
is the diﬀerence between the two cases? The Gemara responds: And
according to your reasoning, are the examples in the mishna of a
married woman and a fully married woman not a single matter?
Rather, the mishna must be referring to two very similar cases, with
the following diﬀerence: A married woman means his own wife and
a fully married woman is referring to that of his fellow, i.e., his
brother’s wife who became his wife through levirate marriage. Here
too, the case of a betrothed woman is referring to his own wife and
the case of a widow waiting for her yavam is that of his fellow, i.e.,
his yevama, who is now betrothed to him.

 ֵאין: דְּ ַתנְיָא, ַהאי ַּת ָּנא הוּא:ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ֲא ַמר
קוֹת ּה ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִהיא
ָ ְמ ַק ּנִין ָל ּה ַל ֲארו ָּסה ְל ַה ׁ ְש
קוֹת ּה
ָ אוֹת ּה ְל ַה ׁ ְש
ָ  ֲא ָבל ְמ ַק ּנִין,ֲארו ָּסה
.נְשו ָּאה
ׂ ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִהיא

Rav Pappa said: Rava’s question can be resolved in a manner unrelated to the question about a priest entering the wedding canopy
with a woman unfit for him. The baraita he cited is in accordance
with this tanna, who does not require the man to be clear of iniquity,
as it is taught in a baraita: One cannot be jealous over a betrothed
woman and warn her not to seclude herself with a particular man in
order to cause her to drink the sota waters when she is betrothed,
but one can be jealous over her to cause her to drink the sota waters
when she is married, even if she secluded herself with the man when
she was still betrothed.

. ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ִ ּג ְלגּ וּל: ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק ֲא ַמרRav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: The question never arises at all, as
the oath is formulated by means of extension.NH The woman cannot
be forced to drink the sota waters for events that took place while she
was betrothed. However, if she is obligated to drink due to events
that took place when she was married, the oath may be extended to
include any possible acts of infidelity when she was betrothed.
:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ׁ ָש ַלח ַרב ֲחנִינָ א ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
,[ ]וְ יֵ ׁש לוֹ ָאח,עוֹשה ַמ ֲא ָמר ִ ּב ִיב ְמ ּתוֹ
ׂ ֶ ָה
ֲא ִפילּ ּו הוּא ּכ ֵֹהן וְ ִהיא ּכ ֶֹהנֶ ת – ּ ְפ ָס ָל ּה ִמן
.ַה ְּתרו ָּמה

§ Rav Ĥanina sent in the name of Rabbi Yoĥanan: One who

ימר דַּ ֲא ַמר
ַ  ֵא,ימא ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ָ ְל ַמאן? ִא ֵיל
יאה ּ ְפסו ָּלה ָלא
ָ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּמ ֶרת ְל ִב
? דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ִמי ֲא ַמר,יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְָּא ְכ ָלה – ִמד
 ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא,וְ ֶא ָּלא ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּיאה ּ ְפסו ָּל ּה ד
ָ ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּמ ֶרת ְל ִב
?יב ֲﬠיָ א
ּ ָ  דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן ִמ,ָא ְכ ָלה

The Gemara asks: According to whom did Rabbi Yoĥanan make this
statement? If we say it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Meir, say that Rabbi Meir said that a woman who is reserved for
an invalid act of intercourse may not eat teruma when the act of
intercourse is prohibited by Torah law. However, if the act of intercourse is prohibited by rabbinic law, did Rabbi Meir actually say that
the woman is disqualified from eating teruma? Rather, if we say it is
in accordance with the opinions of Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon, now that they hold that even a woman who is reserved for
intercourse prohibited by Torah law may partake of teruma, is it
necessary to state that she may partake of teruma if she is reserved
for intercourse prohibited by rabbinic law?

 ָﬠ ָ ׂשה ָ ּב ּה ַמ ֲא ָמר:ֶא ָּלא ִּכי ֲא ָתא ָר ִבין ֲא ַמר
 יֵ ׁש לוֹ ָאח,ִ ּב ִיב ְמ ּתוֹ – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ָא ְכ ָלה
 ל ֹא.אוֹכ ֶלת
ֶ
ָח ָלל – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ֵאינָ ּה
:יוֹחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי,נֶ ְח ְלק ּו ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ָּנ ַתן ָל ּה ֵ ּגט
.אוֹכ ֶלת
ֶ  ֵאינָ ּה: ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ָא ַמר,אוֹכ ֶלת
ֶ

Rather, when Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael he said an accurate
version of Rabbi Yoĥanan’s statement: If a yavam who performed
levirate betrothal with his yevama has a brother, all agree that the
yevama may partake of teruma. If he has a brother who is a ĥalal,NH
e.g., his mother was a divorcée and therefore unfit to marry his
father, who was a priest, all agree that the yevama may not partake
of teruma, as she is considered reserved for an invalid act of intercourse. They disagreed only in a case when he gave her a bill of
divorce.NH Rabbi Yoĥanan said she may partake of teruma, as she
is considered to have returned to her father’s house, while Reish
Lakish said that she may not partake of teruma.

One of the yevamin was a ĥalal – ֶא ָחד ַהיְ ָּב ִמים ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה
ח ָלל:ָ If the daughter of a priest was married to a priest
who died without children, and one of his brothers
was a ĥalal, she may not eat teruma due to the levirate
bond she has with the ĥalal. Even if one of the other
brothers performed levirate betrothal with her, she
may not partake of teruma until after she is married
to him (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:22).
He gave her a bill of divorce – נָ ַתן ָל ּה ֵ ּגט: If a priest
gave a bill of divorce to his yevama who is the daughter
of a priest, although she is forbidden to him and yet
bound to him by the levirate bond, as she has not
undergone ĥalitza, she is nevertheless permitted to
partake of teruma. This is because relations between
them are prohibited by rabbinic law but not Torah law.
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yoĥanan as opposed to that of Reish Lakish (Rambam
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 7:23).
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performs levirate betrothal with his yevama and he has a brother,
even if he is a priest and she is the daughter of a priest, he has
disqualified her from partaking of teruma. By Torah law, the other
brother may still have intercourse with her and thereby perform
levirate marriage, but by rabbinic law only the brother who betrothed
her may perform levirate marriage. Due to the fact that she is considered to be waiting for levirate marriage even vis-à-vis the brother
who is rabbinically prohibited from marrying her, she is classified
as a woman who is waiting for an invalid act of intercourse. Consequently, she may not partake of teruma until the consummation of
the levirate marriage.

 ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַר ִ ּבי,אוֹכ ֶלת
ֶ :יוֹחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
אוֹכ ֶלת – ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּילי
ֶ ֵמ ִאיר דְּ ָא ַמר ֵאינָ ּה
,יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְּיאה ּ ְפסו ָּל ּה ד
ָ ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּמ ֶרת ְל ִב
.ֲא ָבל דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן – ָא ְכ ָלה

The Gemara analyzes the two opinions: Rabbi Yoĥanan said she
may eat teruma because even according to Rabbi Meir, who said
in the mishna that she may not partake of teruma, this applies only
when she is waiting for intercourse that is invalid by Torah law, but
if the intercourse is prohibited by rabbinic law, she may partake of
teruma. In this case, since they have not yet performed ĥalitza, the
levirate bond still applies by Torah law, but they are prohibited by
rabbinic law from consummating the levirate marriage.

 ֲא ִפילּ ּו,אוֹכ ֶלת
ֶ  ֵאינָ ּה:וְ ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ֲא ַמר
ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ֵּ אוֹכ ֶלת – ָהנֵי ִמ
ילי דְּ יֵ ׁש לוֹ ְל ַה ֲא ִכיל
ֶ
 ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ֵאין לוֹ, ֲא ָבל ָה ָכא,ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ַא ֵחר
.ְל ַה ֲא ִכיל ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ַא ֵחר – ָלא

And Reish Lakish said: She may not partake of teruma because
even according to Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon, who say in the
mishna that she may partake of teruma, this applies only to a case
of betrothal, as a priest can entitle a woman to partake of teruma in
another case via betrothal. But here, where he gave her a bill of
divorce, since he cannot entitle a woman to partake of teruma in
any other case by giving her a bill of divorce, no.

NOTES

Her father’s house [bei nasha] – נָשא
ָ ׁ בי:ּ ֵ Meaning literally
a woman’s house, this term is used in the general sense of
a woman’s family’s house. Some explained, apparently in
a homiletical sense, that the term comes from the from
the root n-sh-h, meaning forget, as a woman forgets her
father’s house upon marriage.

 ָה ָכא נַ ִמי יֵ ׁש לוֹ ְל ַה ֲא ִכ ָיל ּה:ימא
ָ  וְ ִכי ֵּתAnd lest you say here too, in the case of a bill of divorce, he can
רוֹבה
ָ  ו ְּק,ֵיה
ּ  ְ ּבחוֹזֶ ֶרת – חוֹזֶ ֶרת ּ ָפ ְס ָקה ִמ ּינentitle her to partake of teruma when she returns to her father’s
house, this case is diﬀerent for the following reason: A woman
.יה
ָ ׁ ְל ֵבי
ּ  ֲא ָבל ָהא ֲאגִ ָידא ֵ ּב,נָשא
who returns to her father’s house has been severed from her
husband and she is close to her father’s house [bei nasha],N and
therefore she may once again partake of teruma on her father’s
account. However, this yevama who has received a bill of divorce
is still bound to her yavam until they perform ĥalitza, and she is
therefore disqualified from eating teruma.
 ְ ּב ָﬠא.״נִ ְת ַא ְר ְמל ּו אוֹ נִ ְת ָ ּג ְר ׁשוּ״ וכו׳
:יוֹסף ִמ ׁ ּ ְשמו ֵּאל
ֵ ֵיה ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר
ּ ִמ ּינ
ּכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל ׁ ֶש ִּקדֵּ ׁש ֶאת ַה ְּק ַט ָּנה ו ָּבגְ ָרה
,ַּת ְח ָּתיו

§ It was taught in the mishna that in the case of women who married
priests despite the fact that they were unfit to do so, if they were
widowed or divorced from that marriage, they are disqualified from
eating teruma, but if they were widowed or divorced while they were
only betrothed, they are fit to partake of teruma. Rabbi Ĥiyya bar
Yosef raised a dilemma before Shmuel: In the case of a High Priest
who betrothed a minor and she matured under him, i.e., while
betrothed to him,
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 אוֹ ָ ּב ַתר,נִישו ִּאין ָאזְ ִלינַ ן
ׂ ּ  ַמהוּ? ָ ּב ַתרwhat is the halakha? The Gemara clarifies the dilemma: Do we
N
? ֵאירו ִּסין ָאזְ ִלינַןfollow the time of marriage, at which point she was unfit for
him according to most tanna’im, who hold that a High Priest may
not marry a grown woman, as she is no longer called “a wife in her
virginity” (Leviticus : )? Or do we follow the time of betrothal,B
at which point she was of suitable age?
 נִ ְת ַא ְר ְמל ּו אוֹ, ְּתנֵיתו ָּה:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלShmuel said to him: You learned it in the mishna: If they were
 ִמן,ִשו ִּאין – ּ ְפסוּלוֹת
ׂ ּ  ִמן ַה ּנ,ּ נִ ְת ָ ּג ְר ׁשוwidowed or divorced from marriage, they are disqualified from
partaking of teruma, but if they were widowed or divorced from
.ָה ֵאירו ִּסין – ְּכ ׁ ֵשרוֹת
betrothal, they are fit to partake of teruma. This indicates that
disqualifications from the privileges of priesthood are determined
based upon marriage rather than betrothal.
BACKGROUND

Betrothal and marriage – ִישו ִּאין
ׂ ּ אירו ִּסין וְ ּנ:ֵ A Jewish wedding is
divided into two distinct parts. Betrothal is the first stage of the
marriage process. The bond created by betrothal is so strong
that, after betrothal, a woman requires a divorce before she can
marry another man. Similarly, sexual relations with other men are
considered adulterous and are punishable by death. At this stage,
the betrothed couple may not yet live together as husband
and wife, and most of the couple’s mutual obligations do not
yet apply.
The second stage of the marriage occurs when the bride

NOTES

What is the halakha? Do we follow the time of marriage,
etc. – נִשו ִּאין וכו׳
ׂ ּ מהוּ? ָ ּב ַתר:ַ According to Rashi and others,
Shmuel’s initial understanding of Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Yosef’s
question was the same as the Gemara’s final interpretation: Is a High Priest permitted to marry a young woman
who matured while she was betrothed to him? Others
question this opinion based upon the continuation of
the discussion recorded in the Gemara (see Tosafot). They
explain that Shmuel initially thought that the question
was whether the woman is considered to be designated
for an invalid act of relations, in which case she would be
prohibited from partaking of her father’s teruma if she is
the daughter of a priest (Ritva). The Rashba explains that
the question was whether she should be permanently
disqualified from the priesthood as a ĥalala if this High
Priest died (Rashba).

and groom come under the bridal canopy, and it immediately
confers both the privileges and the responsibilities associated
with marriage upon the newlywed couple. After marriage, if
one spouse dies, all the halakhot of mourning for a close blood
relation apply to the surviving spouse. If the wife of a priest dies,
he is permitted to make himself ritually impure to bury her. All
the monetary rights and obligations applying to married couples
take eﬀect after marriage. Today, betrothal and marriage are both
performed in a single ceremony, but in talmudic times there was
usually a year-long gap between the two.
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