: ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ָא ַמר ַרב.נָשוּי״
ׂ – נָשא
ׂ ָ ״אם
ִ The Gemara analyzes this baraita. It states that if he married the
– נָשא
ׂ ָ ״אם
ִ : וְ ֶא ָּלא ָהא דְּ ָק ָתנֵי. וּמוֹצִ יא ְ ּבגֵ טwoman that he himself raped or seduced, he is married. Rav
Huna said that Rav said: And he must divorce her with a bill of
לוֹמר
ַ :נָשוּי״! ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ָחא ַ ּבר יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ׂ
divorce. The Gemara asks: But consider that which the baraita
teaches: If he married her, he is married. Since it is obvious that
the marriage is technically valid, it must be saying that they are
permitted to remain married. Rav Aĥa bar Ya’akov said: No, it
means to say

Perek VI
Daf 60 Amud a
HALAKHA

A grown woman and a woman whose hymen was
torn accidentally, etc. – בוֹגֶ ֶרת וּמו ַּּכת ֵﬠץ וכו׳:ּ A High Priest
may not marry a grown woman or a woman whose
hymen was torn accidentally. Still, if he married one of
these women, he is not forced to divorce her (Rambam
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 17:13–15).

. ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּלם ְקנָס ִ ּב ְמפו ָּּתהthat he does not pay the fine of a seduced woman.N One who
seduced a woman and does not wish to marry her must pay a
fine (see Exodus : – ). Since in this case he did marry her,
he is not liable to pay the fine even though he is required to
divorce her.
 ֲא ַמ ָר ּה ִל ׁ ְש ַמ ְﬠ ָּתא,ֲאזַ ל ַרב ְ ּג ִב ָיהה ִמ ֵ ּבי ְּכ ִתיל
 וְ ָהא ַרב וְ ַר ִ ּבי:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.יה דְּ ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ ַק ֵּמ
–  ּבוֹגֶ ֶרת וּמו ַּּכת ֵﬠץ:ּיוֹחנָן דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ַּת ְרוַ יְ יהו
ָ
.נָשוּי
ׂ – נָשא
ׂ ָ  וְ ִאם,ל ֹא יִ ּ ָ ׂשא

The Gemara relates that when Rav Geviha went from Bei Ketil
he stated this halakha before Rav Ashi, who said to him: Isn’t
it Rav and Rabbi Yoĥanan who both say: A High Priest may not
marry a grown woman and a woman whose hymen was torn
accidentally,H but if he married one of them he is married?N

ָ : ַא ְל ָמאApparently, the reason for this halakha is that since she will
סוֹפ ּה
ָ ,סוֹפ ּה ִל ְהיוֹת ּבוֹגֶ ֶרת ַּת ְח ָּתיו
סוֹפ ּה
ָ –  ָה ָכא נַ ִמי, ִל ְהיוֹת מו ַּּכת ֵﬠץ ַּת ְח ָּתיוeventually be a grown woman under him, i.e., while married
to him, and she will eventually be a woman whose hymen
.ִל ְהיוֹת ְ ּבעו ָּלה ַּת ְח ָּתיו! ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
was torn under him, as she will not remain a virgin, they are
permitted to remain married after the fact. Here too, in the case
of a High Priest who married a woman he raped or seduced, since
she will eventually be a non-virginN under him, the baraita
should be understood as stating that they may remain married.
The Gemara concludes: Indeed, this is diﬃcult for Rav Huna.
,״אנו ַּסת ֲח ֵבירוֹ ו ְּמפו ַּּתת ֲח ֵבירוֹ – ל ֹא יִ ּ ָ ׂשא
ֲ
 ַה ָּו ָלד:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,נָשא
ׂ ָ וְ ִאם
 ָא ַמר. ַה ָּו ָלד ָּכ ׁ ֵשר״:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים,ָח ָלל
יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן
ֶ  ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל:ַרב הוּנָ א ָא ַמר ַרב
 ֲה ָל ָכה: וְ ֵכן ָא ַמר ַרב ִ ּגידֵּ ל ָא ַמר ַרב.יַ ֲﬠקֹב
.יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ֶ ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל

§ The baraita cited above taught: With regard to a woman who
was raped by another man and a woman seduced by another
man, the High Priest may not marry her. And if he married her,
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says that the child born from this
union is a ĥalal, and the Rabbis say the lineage of the oﬀspring
is unflawed. Rav Huna said that Rav said: The halakha is
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov.
And, so too, Rav Giddel said that Rav said: The halakha is in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov.

NOTES

That he does not pay the fine of a seduced woman – ׁ ֶש ֵאין
מ ׁ ַש ֵּלם ְקנָס ִ ּב ְמפו ָּּתה:ְ Tosafot ask: Since he is obligated to divorce
her he must in any case pay her marriage contract. If so, what
diﬀerence does it make whether he pays the sum as a fine or
for the marriage contract? Tosafot oﬀer several answers, one of
which is that the Gemara is addressing Torah law, whereas the
requirement that he divorce her and pay her marriage contract
is by rabbinic law.
A grown woman and a woman whose hymen was torn accidentally, but if he married one of them he is married – ּבוֹגֶ ֶרת
נָשוּי
ׂ ,נָשא
ׂ ָ וּמו ַּּכת ֵﬠץ…וְ ִאם: The Rashba asks what the source is for
this ruling, as the mishna indicates simply that it is prohibited
for a priest to be married to one of these women. He answers
that Rav and Rabbi Yoĥanan rely on the baraita that states that a
woman who had intercourse with an animal remains fit to marry
a High Priest. This indicates that the definition of a virgin is one
who has not had intercourse with a man. Consequently, a grown
woman and a woman whose hymen was torn accidentally are
also considered virgins.
It should also be noted that there is an alternate version of
the mishna which is cited in the Jerusalem Talmud. According
to that version, there are tanna’im who disagree with the ruling
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that a High Priest may not marry a woman whose hymen was
accidentally torn.
Rav Huna explained the phrase: If he married one of them
he is married, to mean that he is exempt from the fine but must
divorce his wife. However, that interpretation is not applicable
to the ruling of Rav and Rabbi Yoĥanan, as it does not address a
case of rape or seduction, and therefore there is no fine involved.
Consequently, the statement must be understood to mean that
it is permitted for them to remain married (Rivan).
She will eventually be a non-virgin, etc. – סוֹפ ּה ִל ְהיוֹת ְ ּבעו ָּלה
ָ
וכו׳: According to this reasoning, why should there be a distinction between a woman that he himself raped or seduced and a
woman who was raped or seduced by another man? The argument that she would eventually have become a non-virgin while
married to him is equally relevant to both cases. The Ritva answers
that there is a diﬀerence between the cases due to the greater
level of disgrace when the woman has been raped or seduced
by another man. He adds that perhaps the reason that some
halakhic authorities ruled in accordance with the statement of
Rav Huna, despite Rav Ashi’s question, is because they hold that
there is disgrace even in the case of a woman that the priest
himself raped or seduced.

: ֲא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ֲא ַמר ַרב,יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ  ִאSome say a diﬀerent version of this statement. Rav Huna said
יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב – ָס ַבר
ֶ  ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלthat Rav said: What is the reason of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov?
He holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, that
.ָל ּה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
an unmarried man who has intercourse with an unmarried woman
has thereby caused her to become a zona. Consequently, since the
other man had intercourse with this woman outside of the context
of marriage, she is a zona.
:ימא ָלן
ָ ְיה? וְ ָהא ַקי
ּ ּו ִמי ָס ַבר ָל ּה ְּכוָ ֵת
,יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב ַקב וְ נָ ִקי
ֶ ִמ ׁ ְשנַ ת ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
 ֵאין:וְ ִאילּ ּו ְ ּב ָהא ָא ַמר ַרב ַﬠ ְמ ָרם ָא ַמר ַרב
.ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר! ַק ׁ ְשיָ א

The Gemara asks: Does he really hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar? Don’t we maintain that the teaching of Rabbi
Eliezer ben Ya’akov measures a kav but is clean,N i.e., not many of
his rulings have been recorded, but those that have been recorded are
considered authoritative, and the halakha is always in accordance
with his opinion? However, with regard to this ruling of Rabbi Elazar,
Rav Amram said that Rav said that the halakha is not in accordance
with Rabbi Elazar. The Gemara comments: This is indeed diﬃcult.

 ְ ּביֵ ׁש ָח ָלל ֵמ ַחיָּ ֵיבי ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה:ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ֲא ַמר
 יֵ ׁש:יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב ָס ַבר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל.ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י
 ֵאין ָח ָלל: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן ָס ְב ִרי,ָח ָלל ֵמ ַחיָּ ֵיבי ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה
.ֵמ ַחיָּ ֵיבי ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה

Rav Ashi said: This is not the reason for the dispute. Rather, they
disagree with regard to whether there is a ĥalal from a relationship
for which the man and woman are liable for transgressing a positive
mitzva. The marriage of a High Priest to a non-virgin is a violation
of the mitzva that a High Priest marry a virgin, but it is not expressed
in the Torah as a prohibition against a High Priest marrying a nonvirgin. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov holds that there is a ĥalal from a
relationship for which the man and woman are liable for violating a
positive mitzva,N and the Rabbis hold that there is no ĥalal from a
relationship for which the man and woman are liable for violating a
positive mitzva.

– יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ֶ ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
״א ְל ָמנָ ה וּגְ רו ׁ ָּשה וַ ֲח ָל ָלה זוֹנָ ה ֶאת
ַ דִּ ְכ ִתיב
 ו ְּכ ִתיב,ֵא ֶּלה ל ֹא יִ ָ ּקח ִּכי ִאם ְ ּבתו ָּלה״ וגו׳
.ּ״וְ ל ֹא יְ ַח ֵּלל זַ ְרעוֹ ְ ּב ַﬠ ָּמיו״ ַא ּכו ְּּלהו

What is the reason of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov? As it is written:
“A widow, or one divorced, or a ĥalala, or a zona, these shall he not
take; but a virgin of his own people shall he take for a wife” (Leviticus : ), and it states subsequently: “And he shall not profane his
seed among his people” (Leviticus : ). Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov
maintains that this profanation is referring to all of them, i.e., he
profanes his seed by marrying any woman unfit for him, including a
non-virgin.

יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל.״א ֶּלה״ ִה ְפ ִסיק ָה ִﬠנְיָ ן
ֵ  וְ ַר ָ ּבנַןAnd what do the Sages hold? The word “these” concluded discus.״א ֶּלה״ ְל ַמעו ֵּטי נִ דָּ ה
ֵ  ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב – ָא ַמרsion of that matter. Consequently, only the prohibitions listed before
the phrase “these shall he not take” result in the oﬀspring being a
ĥalal. And Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov said: The word “these” comes
to exclude a menstruating woman. If a priest has relations with a
menstruating woman, the oﬀspring is not a ĥalal, as this is not a
prohibition specific to priests.
״א ֶּלה״ ַא ָּתה
ֵ  ֵמ:ְּכ ַמאן ָאזְ ָלא ָהא דְּ ַתנְיָא
עוֹשה ָח ָלל
ֶׂ
 וְ ִאי ַא ָּתה,עוֹשה ָח ָלל
ֶׂ
.יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ֶ  ְּכ ַמאן – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,ִמ ִּנדָּ ה
״א ֶּלה״
ֵ יה ְל
ֶ וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ  נִ ְכ ְּת ֵב,יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
.ְל ַב ּסוֹף! ַק ׁ ְשיָ א

The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that which
is taught in the following baraita: From the prohibitions preceding
the phrase “these shall he not take” you cause your oﬀspring to be a
ĥalal, but you do not cause your oﬀspring to be a ĥalal by having a
child with a menstruating woman.NH In accordance with whose
opinion is it? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer
ben Ya’akov. The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Eliezer ben
Ya’akov, let the verse write the word these at the end, after stating
that a High Priest must marry a virgin, in order to make it clear that
if he marries a non-virgin their child is a ĥalal. The Gemara responds:
Indeed, this is diﬃcult.

 ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר וְ ַר ִ ּבי, ֲאחוֹתוֹ ֲארו ָּסה:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
יוֹסי וְ ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי, ִמ ַּט ֵּמא ָל ּה:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ יְ הו ָּדה
 ֲאנו ָּסה. ֵאין ִמ ַּט ֵּמא ָל ּה:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
,ו ְּמפו ָּּתה – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ֵאין ִמ ַּט ֵּמא ָל ּה
 דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי,וּמו ַּּכת ֵﬠץ – ֵאין ִמ ַּט ֵּמא ָל ּה
 ְראוּיָ ה:אוֹמר
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן.ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
 ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְראוּיָ ה ְלכ ֵֹהן,ְלכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל ִמ ַּט ֵּמא ָל ּה
.ָ ּגדוֹל – ֵאין ִמ ַּט ֵּמא ָל ּה

§ The Sages taught: With regard to a priest’s betrothed sister, Rabbi

NOTES

Measures a kav, but is clean – קב וְ נָ ִקי:ַ This statement
appears in several places in the Talmud. The commentaries discuss whether this principle is applied
in every instance or if certain distinctions should be
specified. Should one apply this principle only in the
case of a mishna, or can it be applied to a baraita as
well? Is Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov’s opinion accepted
only in disputes with a single authority, or even when
it is contrary to the majority opinion? The consensus
is that the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov is
accepted in all instances, even in a baraita and even
contrary to the majority opinion, except where the
Gemara explicitly rules otherwise. There is an ancient
tradition that statements ascribed to Rabbi Eliezer ben
Ya’akov are mentioned in 102 places, the numerical
value of the word kav, and that his opinion is accepted
in all of these cases. Consequently, the Sages have an
aphorism that his teaching measures a kav, a common
unit of measurement, but is clean (see Yad Malakhi;
Seder HaDorot).
There is a ĥalal from a relationship for which the
man and woman are liable for violating a positive
mitzva – יֵש ָח ָלל ֵמ ַחיָּ ֵיבי ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה:
ׁ Since there appears to
be only one relationship included in this category,
i.e., a High Priest who marries a non-virgin, why does
the Gemara use the plural form: Those? One answer
is that the woman herself becomes a ĥalala and her
children also become ĥalalim. Furthermore, this ruling may impact other cases as well. If a woman has
relations with a second-generation Egyptian convert,
which constitutes the violation of a positive mitzva,
she becomes a zona. If she then marries a priest, their
children are ĥalalim, based upon the violation of that
original positive mitzva (Arukh LaNer).
But you do not cause your oﬀspring to be a ĥalal
by having a child with a menstruating woman – וְ ִאי
עוֹשה ָח ָלל ִמ ּנִדָּ ה
ׂ ֶ א ָּתה:ַ The Ramban and Rashba point
out that everyone agrees that the child of a menstruating woman is not a ĥalal, as only prohibitions
specific to priests cause this status. They explain that
the question here is merely related to the source of
this halakha, as Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov derives it
from the word “these,” while the Rabbis have a diﬀerent source for the halakha (see Tosafot).
HALAKHA

But you do not cause a ĥalal by having a child with
a menstruating woman – עוֹשה ָח ָלל ִמ ּנִדָּ ה
ׂ ֶ וְ ִאי ַא ָּתה:
One who has intercourse with a menstruating woman
does not thereby cause her to become a zona. A child
conceived by this act is not considered a ĥalal (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 19:6; Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 6:8).

Meir and Rabbi Yehuda say: He must become impure for her upon
her death. Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon say: He may not become
impure for her. With regard to his sister who has been raped or
seduced, all agree that he may not become impure for her upon her
death. With regard to his sister whose hymen was torn accidentally,
he may not become impure for her; this is the statement of Rabbi
Shimon, as Rabbi Shimon would say the following principle: If
his sister was fit for a High Priest, he must become impure for her,
but if she was not fit for a High Priest, he may not become impure
for her.
. פרק ו׳ דף ס. Yevamot . Perek VI . 60a

401

NOTES

Who is near, this is to include a betrothed sister – רוֹבה
ָ ַה ְּק
ל ַר ּבוֹת ָה ֲארו ָּסה:ְ Both the tanna’im who hold that a priest must
become impure for his sister even if she was betrothed, and
those who hold that he may not, agree that the phrase: Who
has had no man, would naturally be understood to mean
that a priest becomes impure only for a sister who was never
even betrothed. The dispute is whether there is another part
of the verse that specifically includes any woman who had
been betrothed, because she remains near to her brother. It
should be noted that there are Sages cited in the Jerusalem
Talmud who held that a sister is presumed to remain a part of
one’s family unit until proven otherwise, whereas a betrothed
woman is presumed not to be included in her husband’s
family unit until proven otherwise.
To include a betrothed woman who was then divorced –
ל ַר ּבוֹת ֲארו ָּסה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָ ּג ְר ׁ ָשה:ְ The commentaries disagree about
the status of a woman who was married but had not yet
had intercourse with her husband: Is her status comparable
to that of a betrothed woman with regard to whether her
brother becomes impure for her if he is a priest, or is her
status comparable to that of a fully married woman? The
Ramban rules that she has the status of a betrothed woman
and that consequently, Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda hold
that her brother must become impure for her. He explains
further that if she is divorced without having intercourse,
even Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon would agree that her
brother must become impure. The Rashba holds that as long
as she is married, all would agree that her brother does not
become impure for her. However, if she is divorced without
having intercourse, her brother must become impure for her
(see Ritva and Arukh LaNer).
HALAKHA

A woman whose hymen was torn accidentally and a
grown woman – בוֹגֶ ֶרת וּמו ַּּכת ֵﬠץ:ּ A priest becomes impure
for his sister who never had intercourse with a man, whether
she was a minor or an adult. Similarly, he becomes impure for
his sister if her hymen was accidentally torn. The halakha is
not in accordance with Rabbi Shimon, as his is a lone opinion
opposed by the majority (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot
Evel 2:10–11; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 373:4).
Raped or seduced – אנו ָּסה ו ְּמפו ָּּתה:
ֲ If the sister of a priest
was raped or seduced, he does not become impure for her
upon her death (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 2:10–11;
Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 373:4).
Betrothed sister – אחוֹת ֲארו ָּסה:ֲ A priest may not become
impure for his betrothed sister, even if she was betrothed
to a priest. If she was betrothed and then divorced, he does
become impure for her. The halakha is in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon, as the halakha
generally follows the opinions of Rabbi Yosei over those of
a colleague (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 2:10–11;
Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 373:4).

. וּבוֹגֶ ֶרת ִמ ַּט ֵּמא ָל ּה – דִּ ְב ֵרי ָּכל ָא ָדםAnd if his sister was a grown woman, he must become impure
for her according to everyone. Even those who hold that a High
Priest may not marry a grown woman because her hymen is no
longer whole agree that with regard to a priest becoming impure,
she is considered a virgin and he must therefore become impure
for her upon her death.
? ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר וְ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהThe Gemara analyzes this baraita: What is the reason of Rabbi
 ״וְ ַל ֲאחוֹתוֹ ַה ְ ּבתו ָּלה״ ּ ְפ ָרט: דְּ ָד ְר ׁ ִשי ָה ִכיMeir and Rabbi Yehuda? They expound the verse as follows:
“And for his virgin sister, who is near to him, who has had no man,
.ַל ֲאנו ָּסה ו ְּמפו ָּּתה
for her must he defile himself ” (Leviticus : ). “And for his
virgin sister” excludes one who has been raped or seduced, as
they are not virgins.
– יָ כוֹל ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי מוֹצִ יא ַאף מו ַּּכת ֵﬠץ
,״א ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא ָהיְ ָתה ְל ִא ׁיש״
ֲ לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
 יָ צְ ָאה זוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵאין,ִמי ׁ ֶש ֲהוָ יָ ָית ּה ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ִא ׁיש
רוֹבה״ ְל ַר ּבוֹת
ָ ״ה ְּק
ַ .ית ּה ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ִא ׁיש
ָ ֲָהוָ י
.״א ָליו״ ְל ַר ּבוֹת ַה ּבוֹגֶ ֶרת
ֵ .ָה ֲארו ָּסה

One might have thought that I should exclude even a woman
whose hymen was torn accidentally via a foreign object. The
verse therefore states: “Who has had no man,” to include only
one whose becoming a non-virgin was caused by a man, i.e.,
through intercourse. This case of a woman whose becoming a
non-virgin was not caused by a man but rather by an object is
thereby excluded from the category of a non-virgin, and her
brother does become impure for her. “Who is near”; this is to
include a betrothed sister.N “To him”; this is to include a grown
woman.H

:ָהא ָל ָּמה ִלי ְק ָרא? וְ ָה ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
!״בתו ָּלה״ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִמ ְקצָ ת ְ ּבתו ָּלה ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע
ְּ
נֵילף
ָ : ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָת ְך ָא ִמינָ א,יך
ְ ִאיצְ ְט ִר
 ַמה ְּל ַה ָּלן,״בתו ָּלה״ ֵמ ָה ָתם
ּ ְ ״בתו ָּלה״
ְּ
 ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע,נַﬠ ָרה
ֲ נַﬠ ָרה – ַאף ָּכאן נַ ִמי
ֲ
.ָלן

The Gemara asks: Why do I need a verse to include a grown
woman? Didn’t Rabbi Meir say that the word “virgin” indicates
even a woman who is partly a virgin, i.e., a grown woman, whose
hymen is partially intact? Consequently, when the verse states
that the priest becomes impure for his virgin sister, a grown
woman is included. The Gemara answers: The derivation from
the verse is necessary, as it might enter your mind to say that
we should derive a verbal analogy from the word “virgin” in this
context and the word “virgin” from there, the context of a High
Priest: In the analogy, just as there the virgin referred to is a
young woman and not a grown woman, so too here she must
be a young woman. The verse therefore teaches us that a priest
becomes impure for his sister even if she is a grown woman.

?ּ ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ַמיְ יהו,יוֹסי וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ֵ וְ ַר ִ ּבי
 ״וְ ַל ֲאחוֹתוֹ ַה ְ ּבתו ָּלה״ ּ ְפ ָרט:דָּ ְר ׁ ִשי ָה ִכי
״א ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא
ֲ ,ַל ֲאנו ָּסה ו ְּמפו ָּּתה וּמו ַּּכת ֵﬠץ
רוֹבה״ ְל ַר ּבוֹת
ָ ״ה ְּק
ַ ,ָהיְ ָתה״ ּ ְפ ָרט ַל ֲארו ָּסה
״א ָליו״ ְל ַר ּבוֹת ֶאת
ֵ ,ֲארו ָּסה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָ ּג ְר ׁ ָשה
רוֹבה״ ְל ַר ּבוֹת ֲארו ָּסה
ָ ״ה ְּק
ַ .ַה ּבוֹגֶ ֶרת
?ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָ ּג ְר ׁ ָשה

And Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon, what is their reason?
They expound as follows: “And for his virgin sister” excludes
a woman who was raped or seducedH and a woman whose
hymen was torn accidentally, who is also not considered a
virgin. “Who has had no man” excludes a betrothed sister,H
although she is not yet fully married. “Who is near”; this is to
include a betrothed woman who was then divorced,N as she is
once again near to her brother. “To him”; this is to include a
grown woman. The Gemara asks: Can the term “who is near”
come to include a betrothed woman who was divorced?

 ְרא ּויָ ה ְלכ ֵֹהן:וְ ָהא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
 ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְראוּיָ ה ְלכ ֵֹהן,ָ ּגדוֹל – ִמ ַּט ֵּמא ָל ּה
ָ ּגדוֹל – ֵאין ִמ ַּט ֵּמא ָל ּה! ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם דְּ ַר ֵ ּבי
.רוֹבה״
ָ ״ק
ְ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א

Didn’t Rabbi Shimon say: If she was fit for a High Priest, her
brother must become impure for her, and if she was not fit for
a High Priest, her brother may not become impure for her? A
divorced woman is not fit for a High Priest even if she had been
only betrothed before her divorce. The Gemara answers: It is
diﬀerent there, as the Merciful One includes her by the term:
Who is near, which includes any sister who is close to him, even
if she is unfit for a High Priest.
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רוֹבה״
ָ ״ק
ְ ![ִאי ָה ִכי מו ַּּכת ֵﬠץ נַ ִמי ַ]ר ֵ ּבי
ית? ָהא
ָ  ּו ָמה ָר ִא.ַא ַחת וְ ל ֹא ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם
 ָהא ָלא ִא ְת ֲﬠ ִביד,ִא ְת ֲﬠ ִביד ָ ּב ּה ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה
.ָ ּב ּה ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה

The Gemara asks: If so, a woman whose hymen was torn accidentally should also be included. The Gemara responds that the term:
Who is near, which is written in the singular, includes only one
additional case and not two. The Gemara asks: And what did you
seeN to render forbidden a woman whose hymen was accidentally
torn and permit a divorcée who had previously been only betrothed,
and not the opposite? The Gemara answers: In this case of the
women whose hymen was torn, an action has been performed on
her body, whereas in that case of the divorcée, no action has been
performed on her body.

יה – ִמ ְּכ ָלל
ֵ  וְ ַר ִ ּביThe baraita cites Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon as holding that a
ּ ֵיה ְל ַבר זוּג
ּ  ִמדְּ ׁ ָש ְב ֵק,יוֹסי
,יה
ּ  דִּ ְבמו ַּּכת ֵﬠץ ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ְס ִב ָירא ֵלpriest may not become impure for his sister who was betrothed and
then divorced, and it cites only Rabbi Shimon as holding that he
ּ יה? ִמ
.״ל ֹא ָהיְ ָתה ְל ִא ׁיש״
ּ ְמנָ א ֵל
may not become impure for his sister who was a grown woman.
Based on this, the Gemara asks: From the fact that Rabbi Yosei left
his partner, Rabbi Shimon, it may be inferred that with regard to
a woman whose hymen was torn accidentally he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, that a priest does become
impure. From where does he derive this halakha? The Gemara
explains that he derives it from the phrase: “Who has had no man,”
as a woman whose hymen was torn accidentally has not been with
a man.
יה! ַחד ִמ״לּ ֹא ָהיְ ָתה״ וְ ַחד
ּ  וְ ָהא ַא ּ ִפ ְיק ֵּתThe Gemara asks: Haven’t you already derived the halakha of a
ְּ  ִמbetrothed woman from that phrase? The Gemara answers: Rabbi
.״ל ִא ׁיש״
Yosei learns one halakha from the phrase “has had no,” which
indicates that she has not even been betrothed, and he derives one
halakha from the term “man,” which indicates that only a woman
who was with a man is no longer considered a virgin with regard to
this halakha, but not one whose hymen was torn accidentally.
 וְ ָהא ָא ַמר.״א ָליו״ ְל ַר ּבוֹת ַה ּבוֹגֶ ֶרת
ֵ
ימה
ָ ״בתו ָּלה״ ְ ּבתו ָּלה ׁ ְש ֵל
ּ ְ :ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
,יה נַ ִמי ָה ָתם ֵמ ָה ָכא
ּ ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע! ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דִּ ֵיד
,״א ָליו״ ְל ַר ּבוֹת ַה ּבוֹגֶ ֶרת
ֵ ְּ ִמד:דְּ ָד ֵר ׁיש ָה ִכי
ימה
ָ ״בתו ָּלה״ ְ ּבתו ָּלה ׁ ְש ֵל
ְ ִִּמ ְּכ ָלל ד
.ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע

It was stated previously that according to Rabbi Shimon, the term
“to him,” comes to include a grown woman. The Gemara asks:
Didn’t Rabbi Shimon say with regard to a High Priest that the term
virgin indicates a complete virgin, which does not include a grown
woman? The Gemara answers: His reason there is also derived
from here, as he expounds as follows: From the fact that the
expression “to him” is needed to include a grown woman, it may
be inferred that the term virgin by itself indicates a complete
virgin.

יּוֹרת
ֶ  ִ ּג:אוֹמר
ֵ יוֹחי
ַ  ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן,ַּתנְיָא
ּ ְפחו ָּתה ִמ ַ ּבת ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד
 ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ״וְ כֹל ַה ַּטף,ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה ִל ְכהו ָּּנה
ַ ּב ּנ ׁ ִָשים ֲא ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא יָ ְדע ּו ִמ ׁ ְש ַּכב זָ ָכר ַה ֲחי ּו
.ָל ֶכם״ וַ ֲה ֵרי ּ ִפנְ ָחס ִﬠ ָּמ ֶהם

§ The Gemara cites another ruling of Rabbi Shimon ben Yoĥai, also
related to the discussion of defining who is considered a virgin. It
is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Yoĥai says: A female
convertN who converted when she was less than three years and
one day oldH is permitted to marry into the priesthood,N as it is
stated: “But all the women children that have not known man by
lying with him, keep alive for yourselves” (Numbers : ). This
verse indicates that these women were fit for all of the warriors, and
since Pinehas the priest was with them (see Numbers : ), it is
clear that young converts are permitted to priests.

NOTES

And what did you see – ו ָּמה ָר ִא ָית: Since the verses are
not conclusive, it would seem logical that one who was
betrothed and divorced is more distant from her brother
and the rest of her father’s household than a woman
whose hymen was torn accidentally (Ritva).
Female convert – יּוֹרת
ֶ  ִ ּג: The primary discussion of a female
convert’s eligibility to marry a priest is in the final chapter
of tractate Kiddushin. Some commentaries maintain that
female converts are forbidden to priests because they have
the status of a zona, as implied later in the Gemara here.
This appears to be the opinion of Rashi and the Rambam.
Others commentaries question this explanation: If the
definition of a zona is one who has had forbidden intercourse, how can any tanna disagree with Rabbi Shimon
and hold that one who converted when she was less than
three years old is prohibited from marrying a priest? Even if
someone would have had intercourse with her before she
converted, intercourse with a girl less than three years old
is not halakhically recognized as intercourse. Furthermore,
even if she converted as an adult it is not clear that she
would still be considered a zona afterward, as one who
converts is considered to be starting a new life.
Consequently, these commentaries explain that the
prohibition is based upon a command of the prophet
Ezekiel: “Neither shall they take for their wives a widow…
but they shall take virgins of the seed of the house of Israel”
(Ezekiel 44:22), as explained in tractate Kiddushin (78a).
The dispute among the tanna’im is over which type of
convert is included in this verse. According to this opinion,
despite the fact that this mitzva does not appear in the
Torah, it is not a mere injunction of a prophet. Rather, the
prophet only indicated that a Torah law was in existence
(Ra’avad; Rashba). The Ritva combines these opinions and
explains that the verse in Ezekiel indicates that the category of zona includes not only one who has engaged in
forbidden relations but also anyone who is not from the
seed of the house of Israel (see Tosafot Yam shel Shlomo
and Beit Shmuel). Later commentaries attempt to prove
from here that the prohibition for a priest to marry a convert is from Torah law, even if she converted when she was
less than three years old.
A female convert less than…is permitted to the priesthood – ה…כ ׁ ֵש ָירה ִל ְכהו ָּּנה
ֶ ג:ּ ִ The fact that this is
ְּ יּוֹרת ּ ְפחו ָּת
cited here, in the context of a discussion of whom the High
Priest may marry, indicates that according to Rabbi Shimon,
this convert is permitted to marry even a High Priest. The
Gemara’s proof from the story of Pinehas is consistent with
this conclusion, as he was the priest anointed for war, and
this priest has the same halakhot as a High Priest with
regard to the prohibition against marrying a non-virgin
(Keren Ora).

–  ִאי ָה ִכי. ַל ֲﬠ ָב ִדים וְ ִל ׁ ְש ָפחוֹת: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ןThe Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis, who disagree with
! ַ ּבת ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד נַ ִמיRabbi Shimon, interpret this verse? The Gemara responds: They
understand the phrase “keep alive for yourselves” to mean that they
could keep them as slaves and as maidservants, but they could not
necessarily marry them. The Gemara asks: If so, if the source for
Rabbi Shimon’s ruling is this verse, a girl who converted at the age
of three years and one day old should also be permitted to a priest,
as long as she has never had intercourse, as stated by the verse.

HALAKHA

A female convert less than three years and one day old – יּוֹרת
ֶ ִ ּג
פחוֹת ִמ ַ ּבת ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ָשנִים:ָ ּ A priest may not marry a convert, even if
she converted when she was less than three years old, as the

halakha does not follow the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Yoĥai.
If he married her, he is forced to divorce her (Rambam Sefer
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 18:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 6:8).
: פרק ו׳ דף ס. Yevamot . Perek VI . 60b
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LANGUAGE

Hidrokan – רוֹקן
ָ ה ְד:ִ From the Greek ὑδρωπικός,
hydropikos, meaning one who suﬀers from ascites.
BACKGROUND

Hidrokan – רוֹקן
ָ ה ְד:ִ The illness hidrokan, identified as
ascites, has several causes, the most common being
a dysfunction of the liver or the heart. Its symptoms
are caused by a large accumulation of water under
the skin, which causes significant swelling. Due to
this accretion of water, and, occasionally, due to the
eﬀects of the illness itself, the faces of individuals
suﬀering from this disease turn a pale yellow.

״כל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
ָּ  ְּכ ִתיב: דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א ָר ֵמי.ִּכ ְד ַרב הוּנָ א
 ָהא ֵאינָ ּה.י ַֹד ַﬠת ִא ׁיש ְל ִמ ׁ ְש ַּכב זָ ָכר ֲהרֹגוּ״
 ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ַה ַּטף ֵ ּבין יָ ְדע ּו ֵ ּבין ל ֹא,ּיוֹד ַﬠת – ַקיְּ ימו
ַ
 ו ְּכ ִתיב ״וְ כֹל ַה ַּטף ַ ּב ּנ ׁ ִָשים ֲא ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא,ּיָ ְדע ּו – ַקיְּ ימו
.ּ ָהא יָ ְד ִﬠי – ֲהרוֹגו,יָ ְדע ּו ִמ ׁ ְש ַּכב זָ ָכר ַה ֲחי ּו ָל ֶכם״

The Gemara replies: His reasoning is as stated by Rav Huna, as
Rav Huna raised a contradiction: It is written in one verse: “Kill
every woman that has known man by lying with him” (Numbers
: ), which indicates that a woman who has not known a man
in this way you may keep alive. This proves by inference that the
female children, who are not classified as women, you may keep
alive regardless of whether they knew a man or they did not
know a man. And it is written in a diﬀerent verse: “But all the
women children that have not known man by lying with him,
keep alive for yourselves” (Numbers : ), which indicates that
if they have known men, you must kill them. This is an apparent
contradiction.

.יב ֵﬠל ַה ָּכתוּב ְמ ַד ֵ ּבר
ּ ָ  ִ ּב ְראוּיָ ה ִל:אוֹמר
ֵ  ֱהוֵ יRav Huna explains: You must say that the verse is speaking of a
woman who is fit for intercourse. The verse does not mean to
distinguish between women who have actually engaged in sexual
intercourse and those who have not. Rather, it distinguishes
between a girl over the age of three, with whom an act of
intercourse is recognized as such, and a girl below the age of three.
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יוֹד ַﬠת ִא ׁיש״ ִ ּב ְראוּיָה
ַ  ״וְ ָכל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה:ַּתנְיָא נַ ִמי ָה ִכי
אוֹמר ִ ּב ְראוּיָ ה
ֵ  ַא ָּתה.יב ֵﬠל ַה ָּכתוּב ְמ ַד ֵ ּבר
ּ ָ ִל
 אוֹ ֵאינוֹ ֶא ָּלא נִ ְב ֲﬠ ָלה ַמ ָּמ ׁש? ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא,יב ֵﬠל
ּ ָ ִל
ֵ
אוֹמר ״וְ כֹל ַה ַּטף ַ ּב ּנ ׁ ִָשים ֲא ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא יָ ְדע ּו ִמ ׁ ְש ַּכב
.יב ֵﬠל ַה ָּכתוּב ְמ ַד ֵ ּבר
ּ ָ אוֹמר ִ ּב ְראוּיָ ה ִל
ֵ זָ ָכר״ ֱהוֵ י

This is also taught in a baraita: “Every woman that has known
man”; the verse is speaking of a woman who is fit for intercourse. The baraita proceeds to discuss this halakha: Do you say
it is referring to one who is fit for intercourse, or perhaps it is
referring only to one who has actually had intercourse? When
the verse states: “But all the women children that have not
known man by lying with him, keep alive for yourselves,” which
indicates that grown women must be killed even if they have
not had intercourse with a man, you must say that the verse is
speaking of a woman who is fit for intercourse.

ְמנָ א יָ ְד ִﬠי? ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ַ ּבר ִ ּביזְ נָ א ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
נֶיה
ָ  ָּכל ׁ ֶש ּ ָפ, ֶה ֱﬠ ִבירוּם ִל ְפנֵי ַה ִ ּציץ:ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֲח ִס ָידא
 ָּכל,יב ֵﬠל
ּ ָ ﬠ ׁ ֶש ִהיא ְראוּיָ ה ִל מוֹריקוֹת – ְ ּביָ ד ּו
ִ
ּﬠ ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה ְראוּיָ ה מוֹריקוֹת – ְ ּביָ דו
ִ נֶיה
ָ ׁ ֶש ֵאין ּ ָפ
.רוֹקן
ָ ימן ַל ֲﬠ ֵב ָירה ִה ְד
ָ  ִס: ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן.יב ֵﬠל
ּ ָ ִל

The Gemara asks a practical question with regard to the events
described by the Torah: From where did they know whether a
particular girl was already three years old and fit for intercourse?
Rav Huna bar Bizna said that Rabbi Shimon Ĥasida said: They
passed them before the frontplate of the High Priest. Any girl
whose face miraculously turned sallow, it was known that she
was fit for intercourse, and any girl whose face did not turn
sallow, it was thereby known that she was not fit for intercourse.
Similarly, Rav Naĥman said: A sign of transgression in the area
of sexual morality is the disease hidrokan,LB which causes one’s
face to turn sallow.

יּוֹש ֵבי ֵיָב ׁש
ְ ׁ  ״וַ יִּ ְמצְ א ּו ִמ:אוֹמר
ֵ ַּכיּוֹצֵ א ַ ּבדָּ ָבר ַא ָּתה
נַﬠ ָרה ְבתו ָּלה ֲא ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא יָ ְדע ּו
ֲ ִ ּג ְל ָﬠד ַא ְר ַ ּבע ֵמאוֹת
: ְמנָ א יָ ְד ִﬠי? ָא ַמר ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א.ִא ׁיש ְל ִמ ׁ ְש ַּכב זָ ָכר״
יח ּה
ָ  ְ ּבעו ָּלה – ֵר,הוֹשיבוּם ַﬠל ּ ִפי ָח ִבית ׁ ֶשל יַ יִ ן
ִׁ
.נוֹדף
ֵ יח ּה
ָ  ְ ּבתו ָּלה – ֵאין ֵר,נוֹדף
ֵ

Similarly, you can say with regard to the verse: “And they found
among the inhabitants of Jabesh-gilead four hundred young
virgins that had not known man by lying with him” ( Judges
: ). From where did they know that they were virgins? Rav
Kahana said: They sat them on the opening of a barrel of wine.
If she was a non-virgin, her breath would smell like wine; if she
was a virgin, her breath did not smell like wine.

יה דְּ ַרב
ַ ְו
ּ נַﬠ ְב ִרינְ ה ּו ִל ְפנֵי ִ ּציץ! ָא ַמר ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א ְ ּב ֵר
. ְל ָרצוֹן וְ ל ֹא ְלפו ְּר ָﬠנוּת,״ל ָרצוֹן ָל ֶהם״ ְּכ ִתיב
ְ :נָ ָתן
,״ל ֶהם״ ְּכ ִתיב
ָ :ִאי ָה ִכי ְ ּב ִמ ְדיָ ן נַ ִמי! ֲא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ  ו ְּלגוֹיִ ם – ֲא ִפ,ָל ֶהם ְל ָרצוֹן וְ ל ֹא ְלפו ְּר ָﬠנוּת
יל ּו
.ְלפו ְּר ָﬠנוּת

The Gemara suggests: They should have passed them before the
frontplate, as described previously with regard to the daughters
of Midian. Rav Kahana, son of Rav Natan, said: The verse states
with regard to the frontplate: “And it shall be upon Aaron’s forehead…that they may be accepted before the Lord” (Exodus
: ), which indicates that the frontplate is worn for acceptance
but not for calamity. The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: If so, the
frontplate should also not have been used with regard to the
women of Midian. Rav Ashi said: The word “they” is written in
the verse, indicating that for them, the Jewish people, the frontplate is for acceptance but not for calamity; but for gentiles it
can be used even for calamity.

ﬠ ֶ ּבן הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יַ ֲﬠקֹב ַ ּבר ִא ִידי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי י
יה
ַ  ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן:ֵלוִ י
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.יוֹחאי
יﬠ  ְ ּב ֵפירו ּׁש ׁ ְש ִמ:ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ְל ַר ִ ּבי יַ ֲﬠקֹב ַ ּבר ִא ִידי
? ְיﬠ ָלך  אוֹ ִמ ְּכ ָל ָלא ׁ ְש ִמ, ְָלך

Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said:
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon
ben Yoĥai. Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi: Did you
hear Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi say this explicitly or did you learn
it by inference?
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:ﬠ ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְַמאי ְּכ ָל ָלא? דַּ ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי י
ִﬠיר ַא ַחת ָהיְ ָתה ְ ּב ֶא ֶרץ יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ָרא
ָ  וְ ׁ ִש ֵ ּגר ַר ִ ּבי ֶאת ַר ִ ּבי,יה ַﬠ ְר ָﬠר
ָ ָﬠ ֶל
רוֹמנוּס
יּוֹרת ּ ְפחו ָּתה
ֶ  ו ָּמצָ א ָ ּב ּה ַ ּבת ִ ּג,ו ְּב ָד ָק ּה
ִמ ַ ּבת ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד – וְ ִה ְכ ׁ ִש ָיר ּה
יﬠ  ְ ּב ֵפירו ּׁש ׁ ְש ִמ:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ַר ִ ּבי ִל ְכהו ָּּנה
.ִלי

The Gemara asks: What inference was Rabbi Zeira hinting at?
The Gemara explains: As Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: There
was a certain city in Eretz Yisrael where they contested the
lineageN of a particular family. And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi sent
Rabbi Romanus, and he examined the family’s lineage and
found that it included the daughter of a convert who had converted when she was less than three years and one day old, and
she had married a priest. And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permitted
her to the priesthood. This indicates that Rabbi Yehoshua ben
Levi ruled in accordance with Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Ya’akov bar
Idi said to him: I heard explicitly that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi
ruled in this manner.

,וְ ִאי ִמ ְּכ ָל ָלא ַמאי? דִּ ְל ָמא ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם
 דְּ ָהא ַרב וְ ַר ִ ּבי.נְסיב
ִ נְסיב – ִא
ִ הוֹאיל וְ ִא
ִ
 ּבוֹגֶ ֶרת וּמו ַּּכת:ּיוֹחנָ ן דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ַּת ְרוַ יְ יהו
ָ
.נָשוּי
ׂ – נָשא
ׂ ָ  וְ ִאם,ֵﬠץ – ל ֹא יִ ּ ָ ׂשא

The Gemara asks: And if Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi’s opinion had
been derived by inference, what of it? The Gemara answers:
Perhaps it was diﬀerent there, because since she had already
married a priest, she could remain married after the fact, but it
would not be permitted for her to marry a priest ab initio, as it is
Rav and Rabbi Yoĥanan who both say: A High Priest may not
marry a grown woman and a woman whose hymen was torn
accidentally, but if he married one of them he is married and
not required to divorce her.

סוֹפ ּה
ָ – ָה ִכי ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא?! ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ָה ָתם
סוֹפ ּה ִל ְהיוֹת
ָ ,ִל ְהיוֹת ּבוֹגֶ ֶרת ַּת ְח ָּתיו
סוֹפ ּה ִל ְהיוֹת
ָ –  ָה ָכא.ְ ּבעו ָּלה ַּת ְח ָּתיו
!?זוֹנָ ה ַּת ְח ָּתיו

The Gemara refutes this claim: How can these cases be compared? Granted, there, in the case of a grown woman, it is reasonable for her to be permitted after the fact, as a young woman will
eventually be a grown woman under him, i.e., while married to
him, and she will eventually be a non-virgin under him. However, here, in the case of a convert, will she eventually be a zona
under him? If she is forbidden to a priest ab initio it is because
she has the status of a zona, in which case she should be prohibited after the fact as well. Consequently, it can be proven from the
incident cited previously that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi rules in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon.

,יה
ּ  וְ ַק ׁ ְשיָא ֵל, ַרב ָס ְפ ָרא ַמ ְתנֵי ָל ּה ִמ ְּכ ָל ָלאThe Gemara comments: Rav Safra taught this halakha after deriv.יה ָה ִכי
ּ  ו ְּמ ׁ ַש ּנֵי ֵלing Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi’s ruling by inference, although he
had never heard this ruling explicitly. And the question mentioned above was diﬃcult for him, and he resolved it in this
same manner.
יּוֹרת ּ ְפחו ָּתה
ֶ ַההוּא ָּכ ֲהנָ א דְּ ִאנְ ִסיב ִ ּג
יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ִמ ַ ּבת ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד
 ַמאי ַהאי? ֲא ַמר:ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק
 דַּ ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יַ ֲﬠקֹב ַ ּבר ִא ִידי ֲא ַמר:יה
ּ ֵל
 ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן:ﬠ ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְַר ִ ּבי י
–  וְ ִאי ָלא, זִ יל ַא ּ ֵפיק:יה
ַ ֶ ּבן
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.יוֹחאי
. ְַמ ּ ֵפ ְיקנָ א ְלךָ ַר ִ ּבי יַ ֲﬠקֹב ַ ּבר ִא ִידי ֵמאוּנֵ ך

The Gemara relates another incident related to this halakha: A
certain priest married a convert, who had converted when she
was less than three years and one day old. Rav Naĥman bar
Yitzĥak said to him: What is this? Why are you violating the
halakha? He said to him: It is permitted for me to marry her, as
Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said
that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Shimon ben Yoĥai. He said to him: Go remove her, i.e., divorce
her. And if not, I will remove Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi from your
ear [me’unekh]N for you. In other words, I will take the necessary
action to ensure that you obey and divorce her, so that you can
no longer follow Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi’s opinion.

יוֹחאי
ַ  § ַּתנְ יָ א וְ ֵכן ָהיָ ה ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבןIt is taught in a baraita: And similarly, Rabbi Shimon ben
Yoĥai would say:N
אוֹמר
ֵ

NOTES

Where they contested the lineage, etc. – יה ַﬠ ְר ָﬠר
ָ ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ָרא ָﬠ ֶל
וכו׳: The Gemara indicates that a priest from that town married
a woman who had converted when she was less than three
years old. The Jerusalem Talmud oﬀers an alternative account,
in which the ruling follows the opinion of the Rabbis as well
as that of Rabbi Shimon. According to that account, it was a
regular Israelite who married the convert, and Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi permitted their descendants to marry priests.
From your ear [me’unekh] – מאוּנֵ ְך:ֵ Unekh comes from the
word una, a shortened form of udna, meaning ear. Some

explain that he meant he would punish him until he removed
the words of Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi, so that his ears would no
longer listen to him. Others maintain that he claimed he would
make him forget Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi until he would no longer
mention his name (Arukh).
And similarly, Rabbi Shimon ben Yoĥai would say, etc. – וְ ֵכן
אוֹמר וכו׳
ֵ יוֹחאי
ַ היָה ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן:ָ What is the connection between
the following statement and the previous discussion? Rabbi
Shimon must have taught many other halakhot that are not
cited here. The Rivan explains that the tanna wanted to quote

another case in which Rabbi Shimon ruled more leniently than
the Rabbis. It is suggested in the Yam shel Shlomo that this
statement is cited here in order to emphasize that just as the
halakha does not follow the opinion of Rabbi Shimon with
regard to the previous discussion, it does not follow his opinion
with regard to the upcoming discussion, although this is subject
to a dispute between the early commentaries. The Keren Ora
and the Arukh LaNer explain simply that these two halakhot
are cited together because Rabbi Shimon derived both of them
from verses with regard to the war against Midian.
: פרק ו׳ דף ס. Yevamot . Perek VI . 60b
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