HALAKHA

A woman following childbirth who is a convert or an
emancipated maidservant – יּוֹרת אוֹ ׁ ִש ְפ ָחה
ֶ יוֹל ֶדת ׁ ֶש ִהיא ִ ּג:
ֶ
If one had intercourse with a woman who gave birth to
a male child within the last seven days or to a female
child within the last fourteen days, whether she was an ordinary Jew, a convert, or an emancipated maidservant, he is
liable to receive karet (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei
Bia 4:2).

ישן ָלא ָמצֵ ית
ָ ׁ  ְ ּבל ֹא ָהנָ ךְ נְ ִפ:ָר ָבא ֲא ַמר
יה ַה ּכ ֵֹהן
ָ  ָא ַמר ְק ָרא ״וְ ִכ ּ ֶפר ָﬠ ֶל,ָא ְמ ַר ְּת
 וְ ִאי. ׁ ֶש ִהיא ְט ֵמ ָאהָ וְ ָט ֵה ָרה״ ִמ ְּכ
יק ֵרי ָּכאן
ְ ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָת ְך ַ ּב ָ ּק ָד ׁ ִשים – ִא
.יֵא ֵכל״
ָ ״וְ ַה ָ ּב ָ ׂשר ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ַ ּגע ְ ּב ָכל ָט ֵמא ל ֹא
.ֶא ָּלא ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה

Rava said: Even without the rationale that those stringencies that
apply to sacrificial food are more numerous, you still could not
say that the verse that renders a woman pure at sunset refers to
sacrificial food, as the verse states: “And the priest shall make
atonement for her, and she shall be pure,” which indicates by
inference that she remains ritually impure to some degree until
she has sacrificed her oﬀerings. And if it enters your mind that
she may eat sacrificial food immediately after sunset, you should
apply here what is stated in a diﬀerent verse: “And the flesh that
touches anything impure shall not be eaten” (Leviticus : ),
which indicates that one who is impure with any type of ritual
impurity is prohibited from eating sacrificial food. Rather, learn
from this that the verse is referring to teruma.

:יה דְּ ַרב ִא ִידי
ָ ׁ ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ׁ ֵש
ּ ישא ְ ּב ֵר
?ו ִּמי ָמצֵ ית ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ְּתרו ָּמה ְּכ ִת ָיבא ָה ָכא
 ֵאין, ״דַּ ֵ ּבר ֶאל ְ ּבנֵי יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל״:וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א
יּוֹרת וְ ׁ ִש ְפ ָחה
ֶ  ִ ּג,ִלי ֶא ָּלא ְ ּבנֵי יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
.״א ׁ ּ ָשה״
ִ לוֹמר
ַ ְמ ׁשו ְּח ֶר ֶרת ִמ ּנַיִ ן – ַּת ְלמוּד
יּוֹרת
ֶ וְ ִאי ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָת ְך ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה – ִ ּג
!?ּיכל ְּתרו ָּמה נִינְ הו
ַ וְ ׁ ִש ְפ ָחה ְ ּבנוֹת ֵמ

Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, strongly objects to this argument:
And how can you say that a halakha governing teruma is written
here, in the verse: “Until the days of her purification are completed” (Leviticus : )? Isn’t it taught in a baraita: The section
dealing with a woman following childbirth opens with the verse:
“Speak to the children of Israel, saying: If a woman delivers and
bears a male, then she shall be unclean seven days; as in the days
of the impurity of her menstrual aﬄiction shall she be unclean”
(Leviticus : ). From this verse I have derived only that the
children of Israel are included in this halakha; from where do I
derive that a convert and an emancipated maidservant are also
included? Therefore, the verse states: “A woman,” which includes
other women.H And if it enters your mind that the verse is
speaking of teruma, are a convert and a maidservant eligible
to eat teruma? It is prohibited for them to marry priests, so there
can be no possibility of their eating teruma.

!? וְ ָלא: ֲא ַמר ָר ָבאRava said: And is the verse not referring to teruma as well?

Perek VIII
Daf 75 Amud a
HALAKHA

No hallowed thing, to include teruma – …ל ַר ּבוֹת
ְ ְ ּב ָכל ק ֶֹד ׁש
ה ְּתרו ָּמה:ַ During her period of purity, it is permitted for a
woman after childbirth to eat second tithe. However, it is
prohibited for her to eat teruma, which she disqualifies,
as does one who was ritually impure who immersed on
that day (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav
UMoshav 5:4).
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״ב ָכל ק ֶֹד ׁש ל ֹא ִת ָ ּגע״ ְל ַר ּבוֹת
ּ ְ  וְ ָה ְכ ִתיבBut isn’t it written in that same section dealing with a woman
ֵּ ילי ִמ
ֵּ  ְק ָרא ִמ: ַה ְּתרו ָּמה! ֶא ָּלאafter childbirth: “She shall touch no hallowed thing, nor come
ילי ָקא
into the Sanctuary, until the days of her purification are completed”
.ָח ׁ ֵשיב
(Leviticus : ), which comes to include teruma?H Rather, the
Torah considers several distinct matters separately, and not all
the verses refer to teruma.
,יכי
ִ ו ְּת ָל ָתא ְק ָר ֵאי ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה ָל ָּמה ִלי? צְ ִר
״ﬠד ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ְט ָהר״ ָלא ֲהוָ ה יָ ַד ֲﬠנָ א
ַ דְּ ִאי ֵמ
 ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ״ו ָּבא ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמ ׁש,ְ ּב ַמאי
.וְ ָט ֵהר״

The Gemara asks: And why do I need three verses with regard
to teruma? The Gemara answers: They are all necessary, as, had
teruma been derived solely from the verse: “He shall not eat of
the holy things until he be pure” (Leviticus : ), I would not
have known by what means ritual purity is achieved, whether by
immersion alone or in some other way. Therefore, the Merciful
One writes: “And when the sun has set he shall be pure, and
afterward he may eat from the holy things” (Leviticus : ), to
teach that he must also wait for sunset.

וְ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ״ו ָּבא ַה ׁ ּ ֶש ֶמ ׁש״ – ָהנֵי
–  ֲא ָבל דְּ ַבר ַּכ ּ ָפ ָרה,ִמ ֵּילי דְּ ָלאו ַ ּבר ַּכ ּ ָפ ָרה
 ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א,יתי ַּכ ּ ָפ ָרה
ֵ ְימא ַﬠד דְּ ַמי
ָ ֵא
.״ﬠד ְמל ֹאת״
ַ

And had the Merciful One written only: “And when the sun has
set,” I might have said that this applies only to one who does not
require an atonement oﬀering, but as for one who requires an
atonement oﬀering, one might say that he may not eat teruma
until he brings his atonement oﬀering. Therefore, the Merciful
One writes: “She shall touch no hallowed thing, nor come into
the Sanctuary, until the days of her purification are completed”
(Leviticus : ), which indicates that she may eat teruma as soon
as her days of purification are completed, and she need not wait
until after she has brought her atonement oﬀering.

:״ﬠד ְמל ֹאת״ ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א
ַ  וְ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ אAnd had the Merciful One written only: “Until the days of her
N
ּ  ֲא ִפpurification are completed,” I would say that upon the comple״ﬠד
ַ  ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א,יל ּו ְ ּבל ֹא ְט ִב ָילה
tion of the purification period she is immediately purified even
.ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ְט ָהר״
without immersion. Therefore, the Merciful One writes: “Until
he be pure.”
יה דְּ ַת ָּנא דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ו ְּל ַה ְך ַּת ָּנא דְּ ָפ ֵליג ֲﬠ ֵל
 ְ ּבזָ ב ַ ּב ַﬠל ׁ ָשל ֹֹש ְר ִאיּוֹת: דְּ ָא ַמר,יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל
״ﬠד
ַ  וְ ַהאי,צוֹרע מו ְּח ָלט ַה ָּכתוּב ְמ ַד ֵ ּבר
ָ ו ִּב ְמ
ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ְט ָהר״ ַﬠד דְּ ַמיְ ֵיתי ַּכ ּ ָפ ָרה – ְּת ֵרי ְק ָר ֵאי
?ַ ּב ָ ּק ָד ׁ ִשים ָל ָּמה ִלי

יוֹל ֶדת – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
ֶ יכי; דְּ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ְ ּב
ִ צְ ִר
.ימא ָלא
ָ  ֲא ָבל ְ ּבזָ ב – ֵא,דִּ ְמרו ָ ּּבה טו ְּמ ָא ָת ּה
,וְ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ְ ּבזָב – דְּ ָלא הו ַּּתר ִמ ְּכ ָללוֹ
.יכא
ָ ימא ָלא – צְ ִר
ָ יוֹל ֶדת ֵא
ֶ ֲא ָבל

The Gemara asks: And according to that tanna who disagrees
with the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael and says that
the verse “Any man from the seed of Aaron who is a leper or a
zav shall not eat of the holy things until he be pure” (Leviticus
: ) is speaking of a zav who already experienced three sightings of an emission, and of a confirmed leper, both of whom
must bring an oﬀering as part of their purification process; and,
this being the case, that phrase “until he be pure” must mean
until he brings his atonement oﬀering; then why do I need two
verses with regard to sacrificial food, this verse and the verse
with regard to a woman after childbirth: “And the priest shall
make atonement for her, and she shall be pure” (Leviticus : ),
to teach us that sacrificial food may not be eaten until after the
atonement oﬀering has been brought?
The Gemara answers: They are both necessary, as had the Merciful One written this halakha only with regard to a woman after
childbirth, one might have said that it applies only to her because
her period of ritual impurity is so long, as she may not return to
eating teruma or sacrificial food for either forty days, in the case
of a male child, or eighty days, in the case of a female. But with
regard to a zav, say that this is not the case. And had the Merciful One written this halakha only with regard to a zav, one might
have said that it applies only to him, as no exemption is ever
made from its general prohibition and he is always impure. But
as for a woman after childbirth, who is permitted to her husband
for thirty-three or sixty-six days of that period, say that this is not
the case.N Both verses are therefore necessary.

?״ב ַּמיִ ם יו ָּבא וְ ָט ֵמא ַﬠד ָה ֶﬠ ֶרב״ ָל ָּמה ִלי
ּ ַ The Gemara asks: As for the verse stated with regard to a vessel
.יﬠה
ָ ִ ִלנְ ג: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָיראthat contracted ritual impurity through contact with a creeping
animal: “It must be put into water, and it shall be impure until
the evening; then shall it be pure” (Leviticus : ), why do I
need it? Rabbi Zeira said: It is necessary in order to teach about
touching. An impure vessel, even after it has been immersed, still
imparts ritual impurity to the teruma that it touches until nightfall.
The same applies to an impure individual who has already undergone immersion; not only is it prohibited for him to eat teruma,
but also he renders it impure if he touches it.
לוֹמר
ַ  יָ כוֹל ַל ּכֹל – ַּת ְלמוּד, ״וְ ָט ֵמא״:דְּ ַתנְיָא
 ִאי ״וְ ָט ֵהר״ יָ כוֹל ַל ּכֹל – ַּת ְלמוּד,״וְ ָט ֵהר״
, ָהא ֵּכיצַ ד? ָּכאן – ְל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר.לוֹמר ״וְ ָט ֵמא״
ַ
.ָּכאן – ִל ְתרו ָּמה

NOTES

And had the Merciful One written: Until the days of her
purification are completed – וְ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ַﬠד ְמל ֹאת:
The early authorities ask: The Torah could have written
only “Until the days of her purification are completed”
(Leviticus 12:4), and the verse “And when the sun has set”
(Leviticus 22:7) would not have been necessary. The Ramban and the Rashba answer that the halakhot governing
a woman after childbirth are stringent in certain aspects,
e.g., concerning the duration of her impurity, as stated
by the Gemara here, and lenient in other ways, as she is
permitted to her husband for an extended period of time.
Consequently, nothing can be derived from her case with
regard to others who lack atonement.
But for a woman after childbirth, say that this is not
the case – ימא ָלא
ָ יוֹל ֶדת ֵא
ֶ א ָבל:ֲ The early authorities point
out that this opinion, that a special allowance is made
with regard to a woman after childbirth, is that of Rav,
who maintains that the blood of childbirth during the
woman’s days of purity is related to menstrual blood, and
so a special allowance is necessary. However, according to
the opinion that there is no link between the two types
of blood, the reason that she is permitted to her husband
during her days of purity is because the blood she sees
during that period comes from a source of purity, whereas
her own status renders her prohibited from partaking of
sacrificial food. The Arukh LaNer asserts that it can be said
that a special allowance is made here without recourse to
this dispute, as it is a simple fact that during her first days
of impurity a woman after childbirth is prohibited both
from partaking of sacrificial food and from engaging in
relations with her husband, but later she is permitted to
him. Therefore, an allowance is made with regard to her
general prohibition.
But I can reverse – וְ ֵא ּיפוּךְ ֲאנָא: This is puzzling: How could
it be prohibited to touch something but permitted to eat
it, as one must come into contact with the tithe when he
eats it? The Ra’avad and others suggest a case where one
can eat something without coming into contact with it,
e.g., where he shoves the food down deep into his throat
by means of a utensil that is not susceptible to impurity.

As it is taught in a baraita: Had the verse stated only: “It must be
put into water, and it shall be impure until the evening,” one
might have thought that it remains ritually impure until the evening in all regards. Therefore, the verse states: “Then shall it be
pure,” indicating that it is pure following immersion, even before
sunset. And had it stated only: “Then shall it be pure,” one might
have thought that it is pure following immersion in all regards.
Therefore, the verse states: “And it shall be impure until the
evening.” How so; how can the apparent contradiction between
the two parts of the verse be resolved? Here, the verse is referring
to second tithe, for which immersion alone suﬃces; and there it
is referring to teruma, for which sunset is required.

יכי דַּ ֲח ִמ ָירא
ִ  ִּכי ֵה, וְ ֵא ּיפוּךְ ֲאנָ א! ִמ ְס ַּת ְ ּב ָראThe Gemara asks: But I can reverseN this construct and say that
 ֲא ִכ ָילה דִּ ְתרו ָּמה ֵמ ֲא ִכ ָילה דְּ ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר ָה ִכי נַ ִמיthe greater stringency should be applied to second tithe. The
Gemara answers: It is reasonable to say that teruma is subject to
.יﬠה דְּ ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשר
ָ ִיﬠה דִּ ְתרו ָּמה ִמ ְּנג
ָ ֲִח ִמ ָירא נְ ג
the greater stringency; just as the eating of teruma is subject to
greater stringency than the eating of second tithe, so too, the
touching of teruma should be subject to greater stringency than
the touching of second tithe.
. פרק ח׳ דף עה. Yevamot . Perek VIII . 75a
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One who has immersed himself during that day – ְטבוּל יוֹם
ב ְתרו ָּמה:ּ ִ If a ritually impure person who immersed on that
day touches teruma food or drink, he has disqualified it, as
he is considered impure with second-degree ritual impurity.
He thereby renders the teruma impure with third-degree
ritual impurity, so that it is impure but does not further
transmit ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Avot
HaTuma 10:3).
NOTES

As she had already eaten – ש ְּכ ָבר ָא ְכ ָלה:
ֶ ׁ This dispute is also
mentioned in the Jerusalem Talmud, where Rabbi Yoĥanan
states that the woman retains her presumptive status as
one for whom it is permitted to eat teruma because her
husband did not perform a subsequent act of acquisition,
i.e., betrothal, that would disqualify her.

יﬠה דִּ ְתרו ָּמה ֵמ ָה ָכא
ָ ִ נְ ג:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִאAnd if you wish, say that the prohibition with regard to the
״ב ָכל ק ֶֹד ׁש ל ֹא ִת ָ ּגע״ – ַאזְ ָה ָרה
ּ ְ : נָ ְפ ָקאtouching of teruma is derived from here: “She shall touch no
hallowed thing, nor come into the Sanctuary, until the days of
?ﬠ ֵ אוֹ ֵאינוֹ ֶא ָּלא ַלנּ וֹג,אוֹכל
ֵ ָל
her purification are completed” (Leviticus : ); this is a warning
with respect to one who eats teruma after having immersed but
before sunset.H Or, perhaps, it is nothing other than a warning
with respect to one who touches teruma before sunset, as is
implied by the plain reading of the verse?
״ב ָכל ק ֶֹד ׁש ל ֹא ִת ָ ּגע וְ ֶאל
ּ ְ לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
ַה ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש ל ֹא ָתבֹא״ – ַמ ִּק ׁיש ק ֶֹד ׁש
 ַמה ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש – דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ּבוֹ,ַל ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש
 ַאף ק ֶֹד ׁש – דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ּבוֹ,נְש ָמה
ָ ׁ נְט ַילת
ִ
נְש ָמה
ָ ׁ יﬠה נְ ִט ַילת
ָ ִ ו ִּבנְ ג,נְש ָמה
ָ ׁ נְ ִט ַילת
,יכא
ָּ ֵל

Therefore, the verse states: “She shall touch no hallowed thing,
nor come into the Sanctuary, until the days of her purification
are completed” (Leviticus : ), thereby juxtaposing consecrated food to the Sanctuary. Just as the prohibition against
entering the Sanctuary is a matter that involves the taking of
life, as one who enters the Sanctuary while impure is liable to
receive karet, so too, the prohibition against touching consecrated food must be a matter that involves the taking of life, e.g.,
eating teruma in a state of ritual impurity; but the prohibition
against touching teruma in a state of impurity does not involve
the taking of life, as there is no punishment of karet for mere
touching.

יﬠה – ָה ִכי
ָ ִיה ִ ּב ְל ׁשוֹן נְ ג
ּ  וְ ַהאי דְּ ַא ּ ְפ ֵקAnd as for the fact that the verse expressed this halakha in terms
.יﬠה ַּכ ֲא ִכ ָילה
ָ ִ נְ ג: ָק ָא ַמרof touching, this is what it is saying: The halakha governing
touching is like that of eating, as they are both prohibited to an
impure person, even after immersion, until sunset. But the verse
is actually speaking of the prohibition against eating teruma in a
state of impurity.
 ַמאן ָּתנָ א ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֶּמ ֶרת.ּﬠ דַּ ָּכא״ וכו׳ ״פצו
ְּ
אוֹריְ ָיתא ָא ְכ ָלה? ָא ַמר
ַ ְּיאה ּ ְפסו ָּלה ד
ָ ְל ִב
 וְ ַר ִ ּבי,לוֹקת ׁ ְשנוּיָ ה
ֶ  ַ ּב ַּמ ֲח:ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
,ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ִהיא

§ It is taught in the mishna that the wife of a priest with crushed
testicles or a severed penis may eat teruma on his account, provided that they have not engaged in sexual relations since his
injury. The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught with
regard to a woman awaiting intercourse that would disqualify
her from marrying into the priesthood by Torah law, as in this
case, where the woman would become disqualified from marrying
into the priesthood if she had relations with her injured husband,
that such a woman may eat teruma? Rabbi Elazar said: This
halakha is subject to dispute, and it is taught in the mishna in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon,
who similarly stated that a widow betrothed to a High Priest may
eat teruma on his account, provided that he has not engaged in
sexual relations with her.

,ימא ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ָ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵּת:יוֹחנָן ֲא ַמר
ָ  ַר ִ ּביRabbi Yoĥanan said: The mishna can be understood even if
. ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָכא ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָבר ָא ְכ ָלהyou say that it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir,
who maintains that a widow betrothed to a High Priest may not
eat teruma on his account, as it is diﬀerent here, as she had
already eatenN teruma on her husband’s account before his injury.
Since she has done nothing to disqualify herself, she retains her
presumptive status as one for whom it is permitted to eat teruma.
, ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָבר ָא ְכ ָלה ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַן:וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
 ַ ּבת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵא ל,ימא ָה ִכי
ָ דְּ ִא י ָלא ֵּת
,ֹאכל
ַ ִשאת ְלכ ֵֹהן ו ֵּמת ַ ּב ֲﬠ ָל ּה – ּת
ׂ ֵ ּ ׁ ֶש ּנ
.ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָבר ָא ְכ ָלה

And how does Rabbi Elazar counter this argument? He maintains
that we do not say that since she had already eaten teruma on
her husband’s account she continues to do so, as, if you do not
say that this argument must be rejected, then it should be permitted for an Israelite woman who married a priest and her husband died without children to continue eating teruma on his
account, as she had already eaten teruma because of him during
his lifetime. However, such a conclusion is clearly incorrect. This
halakha indicates that the fact that she had already eaten teruma
is irrelevant.

–  ָה ָכא,נְיָינֵיה
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּביAnd Rabbi Yoĥanan holds that the two cases are not comparable,
ּ  ָה ָתם – ּ ָפ ַקע ִק:יוֹחנָן
.ינֵיה
ּ ָ ָלא ּ ָפ ַקע ִקנְיas there, where the husband died, his acquisition of his wife
has lapsed, i.e., they are no longer married, and therefore she
cannot continue to eat teruma on his account, whereas here,
where his genitals were injured, his acquisition has not lapsed.
While sexual relations between them are forbidden, their marriage
remains intact.
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ֵ
ּﬠ  ֵאיזֶ ה ּו ּ ְפצו: ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן.ּﬠ״ ״איזֶ ה ּו ּ ְפצו
,דַּ ָּכא – ָּכל ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפצְ ע ּו ֵ ּביצִ ים ׁ ֶש ּלוֹ
ּ  וַ ֲא ִפ.יל ּו ַא ַחת ֵמ ֶהן
ּ וַ ֲא ִפ
ְּ יל ּו
,נִיקב ּו
 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.ּ וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ָח ְסרו,ּוַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו נִ ּמוֹקו
,רוֹקה
ָ יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל ְ ּבנוֹ ׁ ֶשל ַר ִ ּבי
 ָּכל:ׁ ָש ַמ ְﬠ ִּתי ִמ ּ ִפי ֲח ָכ ִמים ְ ּב ֶכ ֶרם ְ ּב ְיַבנֶ ה
ׁ ֶש ֵאין לוֹ ֶא ָּלא ֵ ּביצָ ה ַא ַחת – ֵאינוֹ ֶא ָּלא
. וְ ָכ ׁ ֵשר,ְס ִריס ַח ָּמה

§ It is taught in the mishna: Who is deemed a man with crushed
testicles? The Sages taught in a baraita: Who is deemed a man
with crushed testicles?H It is anyone whose testicles have been
wounded, even if only one of them. Furthermore, a man is considered to have crushed testicles not only if they have been wounded,
but even if they have been punctured, or have decayed as the result
of an injury, or are partly deficient for some other reason. Rabbi
Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka,N said: I heard from
the Sages in the vineyard in YavneB that anyone who has only one
testicleB is nothing other than a eunuch by natural causes, and he
is fit.

 ֲה ֵרי: ְס ִריס ַח ָּמה ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתךְ ?! ֶא ָּלאThe Gemara is puzzled by the wording of this last teaching: Can
N
. וְ ָכ ׁ ֵשר, הוּא ִּכ ְס ִריס ַח ָּמהit enter your mind that he is a eunuch by natural causes, i.e.,
from birth? That designation refers to one who was born without
testicles, whereas the reference here is to one who lost a testicle
as the result of an injury. Rather, say that he resembles a eunuch
by natural causes, and he is fit.

BACKGROUND

The vineyard in Yavne – כ ֶרם ְ ּב ְיַבנֶ ה:ֶּ The great yeshiva in
Yavne, which served as a meeting place of the Sages and
the seat of the Nasi after the destruction of the Second
Temple, is commonly referred to as kerem beYavne or the
vineyard in Yavne. According to the Jerusalem Talmud
(Berakhot 4:1) the place was called a vineyard because the
students would sit in rows, evoking the rows of grapevines
in a vineyard. Since the majority of that generation’s leading
Sages were gathered there, their decisions were decisive in
safeguarding the continued existence of the Jewish people.
The place is held in high esteem, and the halakhot taught
in this vineyard [matnita dekarma] have special authority.
Anyone who has only one testicle – ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵאין לוֹ ֶא ָּלא ֵ ּביצָ ה
א ַחת:ַ From a medical standpoint, a man who has only one
testicle, whether from birth or due to the removal of or
damage to the second testicle, can still be fertile and father
children, provided that his condition is not the result of
general underdevelopment.

ּ ָ ְ וThe Gemara asks: As for one whose testicles were punctured, is he
מוֹליד? וְ ָהא ַההוּא ַ ּג ְב ָרא
ִ נִיקב ָלא
 דִּ ְס ִליק ְל ִד ְיק ָלאincapable of having children, so that he should have the status of
one whose testicles were crushed? Wasn’t there an incident where
a certain man was climbing up a palm tree,

HALAKHA

Who is a man with crushed testicles – ּﬠ דַּ ָּכא איזֶ ה ּו ּ ְפצו:ֵ If even
one of a man’s testicles has been removed, damaged, or crushed,
or is deficient or punctured, he is defined as a man with crushed
testicles. Some authorities are lenient in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka,

and rule that if only the left testicle was removed in a whole
state, the man is fit. Although this ruling is in accordance with
many authorities (Tosafot), according to the Rema this opinion
should not be followed (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei
Bia 16:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 5:7).

NOTES

The opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben
Beroka – רוֹקה
ָ יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ יִש ָמ ֵﬠאל ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי
ְ ׁ יטת ַר ִ ּבי
ַּ ש:
ִ ׁ The early authorities discuss the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yoĥanan
ben Beroka, and arrive at diﬀerent conclusions. According to the
Rid, Rabbi Yishmael disagrees with the first tanna entirely, as he
maintains that a man is disqualified only if both of his testicles
are crushed, but the injury or deficiency of a single testicle does
not impair his status. The Ra’avad and Rabbeinu Tam claim that
even Rabbi Yishmael agrees that one who is injured in one testicle is disqualified, but he contends that the ruling with regard
to one whose testicle has been entirely removed is more lenient.
They cite a proof for this opinion from the halakha of a defective
spleen: The halakha is that a perforated spleen renders an animal
a tereifa, but if the organ is missing entirely, it is kosher. According to this opinion, Rabbi Yishmael maintains that a man with
a single testicle is fit. By contrast, the Rif and Rambam maintain
that Rabbi Yishmael does not in fact disagree with the first tanna
at all, as his statement refers to one whose testicle was removed
not by way of an injury but at the hand of Heaven, i.e., by natural
causes. A man of this kind is not disqualified.
This dispute among the early authorities is further complicated by the Jerusalem Talmud. The Ra’avad maintains that the

Jerusalem Talmud proves that this case is that of the removal
of a testicle, as the Gemara there diﬀerentiates between the
right and left testicle (see HALAKHA and Yam shel Shlomo).
Those who disagree argue that the Jerusalem Talmud demonstrates that this case is that of one who was injured at the
hand of Heaven. They claim additional proof from the fact
that the Gemara later joins Rabbi Yishmael’s opinion to that
of Shmuel, who states that all of these blemishes render one
disqualified only if inflicted by man. Another point of discussion
is the contention stated in the Jerusalem Talmud that according to Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yoĥanan, a man with only
one testicle cannot father children, and yet he is still fit to
enter into the congregation. On this point it has been noted
that generally, a man with a single testicle can father children;
see the early and later authorities in this regard, in particular
the Ritva.
Can it enter your mind that he is a eunuch by natural causes
[seris ĥamma] – ס ִריס ַח ָּמה ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָת ְך:ְ The Rid and the Meiri
explain this as follows: A seris ĥamma is a man with a physical
abnormality that prevents him from having children, whereas
this individual merely suﬀers from a blemish in his testicles.
. פרק ח׳ דף עה. Yevamot . Perek VIII . 75a
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Thorn [silva] – ס ְילוָ א:ִ The meaning of this word is like the
Arabic ﺳﻼء, sullā’, the thorn of a palm tree. These are the
small leaves found on palm fronds that become hard and
thorny over time and whose stabs can be very painful. The
term seems to parallel the word sol found in the Mishna,
and it may also be related to the word silon appearing in the
Bible (Ezekiel 2:6, 28:24), which also refers to a prickly thorn.
BACKGROUND

A thorn punctured him in the testicles – יה ִס ְילוָ א
ּ ֵַח ְרז
ב ֵביצִ ים:ּ ְ The mere fact that a testicle was pierced does not
necessarily lead to infertility, but only if the wound did not
cause an infection. An infected wound would likely cause
irreversible damage. The emission of what the Gemara terms
a thread of pus might have served as proof of an infected
wound. Furthermore, palm fronds are coated with a substance that by itself can cause an allergic reaction.
Spermatic cords of the testicles – חו ֵּטי ֵ ּביצִ ים: While it is
possible to explain this as referring to the thin vessels in
the testicles themselves, the context indicates that it refers
to the vas deferens, the spermatic artery, as well as other
nerves and blood vessels that connect the testicles to the
penis.
HALAKHA

A man wounded with crushed testicles at the hand of
Heaven – ּﬠ דַּ ָּכא ִ ּב ֵידי ׁ ָש ַמיִ ם פצו:ְ ּ The categories of a man with
crushed testicles and a man with a severed penis refer to disabilities caused by man, whether by intentional injury or by
accident. However, if the disability was caused at the hand
of Heaven, e.g., it is congenital or the result of illness, one is
fit (Rambam). Rashi and the Rosh maintain that if the disability was caused by illness, it is regarded as caused by man,
and only one who is born with this condition is considered
impaired at the hand of Heaven (Rambam Sefer Kedusha,
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 16:9; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 5:10).
Wounded applies to all of them – ּﬠ ְ ּבכו ָּּלן פצו:ָ ּ These blemishes of wounding, crushing, severing, and perforation
disqualify the injured party whether they involve the penis,
the testicles, or the spermatic cords, in accordance with the
opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia
16:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 5:2).

ֵיה
ְ יה ִס
ּ  וּנְ ַפק ִמ ּינ,ילוָ א ְ ּב ֵביצִ ים
ּ ֵוְ ַח ְרז
 ָהא ׁ ָש ַלח.אוֹליד
ֵ ְ ו,ְּכח ּוט דְּ מ וּגְ ָלא
 צֵ א:יה
ּ  וַ ֲא ַמר ֵל,יה דְּ ַרב
ּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ְל ַק ֵּמ
.וְ ַחזֵּ ר ַﬠל ָ ּבנָיו ֵמ ַאיִ ן ֵהם

and a thorn [silva]L from the tree punctured him in the
testicles,B and semen resembling a thread of pus issued from
him, as the thorn had perforated his testicle, and yet he later had
children. The Gemara answers: Didn’t Shmuel send this case
before Rav, who said to him: Go out and inquire about his
children where they come from, as he doubted that this man
could father children, and therefore his wife must have committed
adultery.

ﬠ  ּ ְפצ ּו: ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלRav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: A man wounded with
H
 ַהיְ ינ ּו: ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא. דַּ ָּכא ִ ּב ֵידי ׁ ָש ַמיִ ם ָּכ ׁ ֵשרcrushed testicles at the hand of Heaven, e.g., from birth or as
the result of an illness, is fit to marry a woman who was born
.ּﬠ״ ״ה ּ ָפצו
ַ ּﬠ״ וְ ָלא ָק ֵרינַן ״פצו
ְ ּ דְּ ָק ֵרינַן
Jewish. Rava said: This is the reason that we read in the Torah:
“A man wounded with crushed testicles,”N and we do not read:
The man wounded with crushed testicles. In the Hebrew text, the
latter phrase: The man wounded, can be understood to include
one whose testicles have always been crushed, whereas “a man
wounded” indicates that he was wounded, i.e., his disability is the
result of injury.
ּﬠ״  נֶ ֱא ַמר ״ל ֹא יָ בֹא ּ ְפצו:נִיתא ָּתנָ א
ָ  ְ ּב ַמ ְתA similar idea was taught in a baraita. It is stated: “A man
ּ
ּ
 וְ נֶ ֱא ַמר ״ל ֹא יָ בֹא ַמ ְמזֵ ר״ ַמה ְל ַה ָלן ִ ּב ֵידיwounded [petzua] with crushed testicles [dakka] or a severed
[kerut] penis shall not enter into the congregation of the Lord”
.ָא ָדם – ַאף ָּכאן ִ ּב ֵידי ָא ָדם
(Deuteronomy : ), and it is stated in the very next verse:
“A mamzer shall not enterN into the congregation of the Lord”
(Deuteronomy : ). Just as there, with regard to a mamzer, his
blemish was created at the hands of man, i.e., by his parents
who sinned, so too, here, with regard to one with crushed testicles, the verse must be speaking about one whose mutilation was
at the hands of man.
 ָּכרוּת, דַּ ךְ ְ ּבכו ָּּלן,ּﬠ ְ ּבכו ָּּלן  ּ ָפצו:ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
,ּﬠ ְ ּבכו ָּּלן – ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפצַ ע ַה ִ ּגיד  ּ ָפצו.ְ ּבכו ָּּלן
 ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפצְ ע ּו חו ֵּטי,ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפצְ ע ּו ֵ ּביצִ ים
, דַּ ְך ְ ּבכו ָּּלן – ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ּנִידָּ ְך ַה ִ ּגיד.ֵ ּביצִ ים
 ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ּנִידְּ כ ּו חו ֵּטי,ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ּנִידְּ כ ּו ֵ ּביצִ ים
]בכו ָּּלן[ – ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְכ ַרת
ּ ְ  ָּכרוּת.ֵ ּביצִ ים
 ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְכ ְרת ּו, ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְכ ְרת ּו ֵ ּביצִ ים,ַה ִ ּגיד
.חו ֵּטי ֵ ּביצִ ים

Rava said: The verse dealing with injured genitals speaks of three
types of injury: Wounded [petzua], crushed [dakka], and severed
[kerut]. Wounded applies to all of them;HN crushed applies to all
of them; and severed applies to all of them, as will immediately
be explained. Wounded applies to all of them, whether the
member was wounded, or the testicles were wounded, or the
spermatic cordsB were wounded. Similarly, crushed applies to
all of them, whether the member was crushed, or the testicles
were crushed, or the spermatic cords were crushed. And
severed also applies to all of them, whether the member was
severed, or the testicles were severed, or the spermatic cords
were severed.

NOTES

This is the reason that we read: A man wounded with
crushed testicles [petzua] – היְ ינ ּו דְּ ָק ֵרינַן ּ ְפצו ַּﬠ:ַ Rashi indicates
that the diﬀerence here is between: The man with crushed
testicles [hapatzua], a formulation that would include any man
suﬀering from that blemish, no matter its source, and: A man
with crushed testicles [petzua], which refers specifically to the
victim of an injury. The Yam shel Shlomo and others wonder
why the Rosh asserts that Rashi disagrees with the Rambam
with regard to one whose blemish was caused by an illness.
Rabbeinu Ĥananel has a diﬀerent version of the text in which
the distinction is between the words petzua and petzia. He
understands that petzua is a passive form referring to one who
was injured by others, whereas petzia is an adjective that can
be applied to anyone suﬀering from this blemish.
And it is stated: A mamzer shall not enter – וְ נֶ ֱא ַמר ל ֹא יָ בֹא ַמ ְמזֵ ר:
In the Babylonian Talmud the only opinion cited is that one who
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was wounded at the hand of Heaven is not disqualified, but in
the Jerusalem Talmud a dispute in this regard is mentioned, as
there is an opinion that even one injured at the hand of Heaven
is unfit. There, too, the Gemara derives a proof from the case
of a mamzer that this disqualification must be the result of
human action. Some, however, see this as a proof supporting
the contrary opinion: Since the actual creation of a mamzer
is in the hand of Heaven, here too the case must be that of a
congenital defect.
Wounded applies to all of them – ּﬠ ְ ּבכו ָּּלן פצו:ָ ּ If the same
halakha applies to both testicles and penis, whether they were
crushed or severed, why does the Torah choose the particular
formulation: “A man wounded with crushed testicles or a severed penis” (Deuteronomy 23:2)? It may be suggested that this
formulation is used because it is more likely for the penis to be
severed and for the testicles to be crushed.

 ִמ ַּמאי:יה ַההוּא ֵמ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ְל ָר ָבא
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ימא
ָ ּﬠ דַּ ָּכא ְ ּבאוֹתוֹ ָמקוֹם? ֵא דְּ ַהאי ּ ְפצו
יה
ׁ ֵמר
ּ  ִמדְּ ָלא ָמנָ ה ֵ ּב:יה
ּ ֹאשוֹ! ֲא ַמר ֵל
. ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה – ְ ּבאוֹתוֹ ָמקוֹם,דּ וֹרוֹת

§ One of the Sages said to Rava: From where is it derived that this
phrase “petzua dakka,” literally meaning wounded by crushing, is
referring to a man who suﬀered an injury in that place,N i.e., his
genitals? Say that perhaps it is referring to one who was injured on
his head. Rava said to him: From the fact that the verse does not
mention the number of generations of his descendants that may
not enter into the congregation, as do the verses with regard to a
mamzer or an Ammonite or Moabite, learn from this that it is referring to a man who suﬀered an injury in that place. The blemish is
evidently one that prevents him from having children, and therefore
he has no generations of descendants.

–  וְ ִד ְל ָמא ַהאי דְּ ָלא ָמנָ ה ּבוֹ דּ וֹרוֹתThe Gemara asks: But perhaps the fact that the Torah does not
– יה
ּ יה ו ַּבר ְ ּב ֵר
ּ  ְ ּב ֵר, דְּ ִאיה ּו הוּא דְּ ָאסוּרmention the number of generations of his descendants that may
not enter into the congregation is due to a halakhic reason rather
?ָּכ ׁ ֵשר
than a biological one, i.e. that only he is prohibited from entering
into the congregation, whereas his son and his son’s son are fit to
do so?
 ַמה ְּכרוּת ׁ ָש ְפ ָכה, דּ ו ְּמיָ א דִּ ְכרוּת ׁ ָש ְפ ָכהThe Gemara explains that the identity of a petzua dakka is derived in
 ְ ּבאוֹתוֹ ָמקוֹם – ַאף ַהאי נַ ִמי ְ ּבאוֹתוֹa diﬀerent way: The case of a petzua dakka is similar to that of one
whose penis has been severed, mentioned immediately afterward:
.ָמקוֹם
Just as one whose penis has been severed suﬀered an injury in that
place, so too, this man was injured in that place.
 ִמ ַּמאי דִּ ְבאוֹתוֹ,יה
ּ  ו ְּכרוּת ׁ ָש ְפ ָכה גּ ו ֵּפThe Gemara asks: As for the one whose penis has been severed
״ש ְפ ָכה״
ָ ׁ !יה
ָ [ ָמקוֹם הוּא? ֵאkerut shofkha] himself, from where is it derived that the phrase
ּ ימא ִמ ּ ִ ׂש ְפ ֵת
kerut shofkha, literally meaning severed emission, is referring to a
. ְ ְ ּב ָמקוֹם ׁ ֶש ׁ ּש ֵוֹפך,ְּכ ִתיב
man who suﬀered an injury in that place, i.e., his genitals? Say
that perhaps it is referring to one who was injured to his lips, from
where spittle is discharged. The Gemara answers: It is written
“shofkha,” which indicates that the injury was in a place that pours
out [shofekh], whereas spittle is spat out.
פוֹך״
ְ ״ב ׁ ְש
ּ ִ חוֹטמוֹ! ִמי ְּכ ִתיב
ְ ימא ֵמ
ָ וְ ֵא
 ִמי ׁ ֶש ַﬠל יְ ֵדי,״כרוּת ׁ ָש ְפ ָכה״ ְּכ ִתיב
ְּ
 ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ְּכ ִר ָיתה ֵאינוֹ, ְְּכ ִר ָיתה ׁש ֵוֹפך
 ְל ַא ּפו ֵּקי ַהאי דְּ ִא ִידי,ח  ֶא ָּלא ְמ ַק ֵּל, ְׁש ֵוֹפך
.וְ ִא ִידי ׁש ֵוֹפךְ הוּא

The Gemara asks further: But say that perhaps it is referring to
one who suﬀered an injury to his nose. The Gemara answers: Is it
written bishpokh, which would indicate a place from which there is
a discharge even if nothing was severed? Rather, it is written “kerut
shofkha,” implying something that pours out as a result of an organ
having been severed. But in the absence of an organ having been
severed, the semen does not pour out; rather, it is ejected out. This
comes to exclude this possibility of the nose, as whether it is in this
state or that state, i.e., severed or not, the mucus pours out.

NOTES

From where is it derived that this…is referring to an
injury in that place – אי…באוֹתוֹ ָמקוֹם
ְ
מ ַּמאי דְּ ַה:ִ This question is also raised in the Jerusalem Talmud, where it is
inferred from the juxtaposition of the two injuries that
these blemishes are located in close proximity on the
body. The Gemara there suggests that the verse might
be referring to a wound in the eye, as it is near the nostril,
which also emits liquid, and thus a wound in that area
can be called kerut shofkha, literally meaning severed
emission. The Gemara rejects this suggestion with the
argument that the word dakka also means low, and no
part of a sitting male is lower than the testicles.
HALAKHA

ּ ַ If a
Punctured opposite the corona – נִיקב ְּכנֶ גֶ ד ֲﬠ ָט ָרה:
man’s penis is punctured from one side at the corona,
and the puncture ended on the other side above the
corona, he is unfit to enter the congregation, as the
entire corona must be intact. This is in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi (Rambam Sefer
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 16:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 5:5).
The hairsbreadth of which they spoke – ְמלוֹא ַהחוּט
ש ָא ְמר ּו:
ֶ ׁ If one suﬀered an injury such that the head of
penis was severed, leaving only a hairsbreadth of the
corona all the way round the member, he is fit. This is
the Rambam’s ruling, in accordance with his reading of
the Gemara, which omits the words: Toward its head. The
Rosh and Rabbeinu Yeruĥam had a version that reads: A
hairsbreadth over all of it, and toward its head. According
to this opinion, he is fit to enter into the congregation
only if the entire circumference of the corona is covered
by skin on the side closer to the body. The Tur accepts
the version of the text cited here and therefore rules that
if most of the corona is covered on the side toward the
body, he is fit. The Rosh’s opinion is accepted as halakha (Baĥ; Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 16:4;
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 5:2).

ּﬠ  נֶ ֱא ַמר ״ל ֹא יָ בֹא ּ ְפצו:נִיתא ָּתנָ א
ָ  ְ ּב ַמ ְתWith regard to this issue, it was taught in a baraita as follows: It is
 דַּ ָּכא״ וְ נֶ ֱא ַמר ״ל ֹא יָ בֹא ַמ ְמזֵ ר״ ַמה ְּל ַה ָּלןstated: “A man wounded with crushed testicles shall not enter
into the congregation,” and it is stated: “A mamzer shall not enter
.ְ ּבאוֹתוֹ ָמקוֹם – ַאף ָּכאן ְ ּבאוֹתוֹ ָמקוֹם
into the congregation.” Just as there, the blemish of a mamzer comes
from that place, through sexual misconduct, so too, here, a man
with crushed testicles is one who suﬀered an injury in that place that
is connected to cohabitation.
ַּ
 ׁ ֶש ְּכנֶ גְ דוֹ ְל ַמ ְﬠ ָלה,נִיקב ְל ַמ ָּטה ֵמ ֲﬠ ָט ָרה
 ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא,ֵמ ֲﬠ ָט ָרה
 ָה ִכי ֲא ַמר:יה ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסי
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל.ְל ַא ְכ ׁשו ֵּרי
 ֲﬠ ָט ָרה ָּכל ׁ ֶש ִהיא:ﬠ ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְַר ִ ּבי י
.ְמ ַﬠ ֶּכ ֶבת

 יְ ֵתיב ָר ִבינָ א.נִש ַּתיֵּ יר ֵמ ֲﬠ ָט ָרה״ כו׳
ְ ׁ ״וְ ִאם
–  ְמל ֹא ַהחוּט ׁ ֶש ָא ְמר ּו:יה
ּ ָ וְ ָק ִמ
ּ יב ֲﬠיָ א ֵל
יה
ּ ַﬠל ּ ְפנֵי ּכו ָּּל ּה אוֹ ַﬠל ּ ְפנֵי רו ָ ּּב ּה? ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ְמל ֹא ַהחוּט ַﬠל:וֹס ָפ ָאה ְל ָר ִבינָ א
ְ ָר ָבא ּת
.ישא
ָ ׁ  ו ְּכ ַל ּ ֵפי ֵר,ּ ְפנֵי רו ָ ּּב ּה

§ The Gemara considers the following case: If a man’s member was
punctured from one side below the corona, i.e., at the corona itself,
and the puncture ended on the opposite side above the corona
which is nearer the body,H Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Abba thought to render
him fit for marriage on the grounds that on one side the puncture
was below the corona. Rabbi Asi said to him: This is what Rabbi
Yehoshua ben Levi said: A puncture in the corona of any size
impedes the man’s fitness, even if one end of the puncture is below
the corona, as any puncture in the corona aﬀects his fertility.
It is taught in the mishna that if there remains a portion of the
corona, even as much as a hairsbreadth, he is still fit. Ravina sat and
raised the following dilemma: This hairsbreadth of which they
spoke,H must it surround the entire member or only a majority of
it? Rava Tosfa’a said to Ravina: A hairsbreadth of the corona must
surround a majority of the member, and toward its head, that is, in
the portion closer to the body.
: פרק ח׳ דף עה. Yevamot . Perek VIII . 75b
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NOTES

Like a quill – כקו ְּלמוֹס:ְּ In the Jerusalem Talmud a distinction is drawn between a cut from below, like an
actual quill, where the man remains fit, and an incision
from above, like an upside-down quill, which disqualifies him. The Yam shel Shlomo rules accordingly.
To mislead Mareimar – ימר
ָ ל ׁ ַש ּבו ׁ ֵּשי ִל ְמ ֵר:ְ The word mislead is rather surprising in this context, and there are
several diﬀerent versions of the text. The Ritva explains
that after stating his novel halakha that a man is fit no
matter how he was cut, Ravina did not want Mareimar
to raise any diﬃculties, and he therefore distracted him
with a diﬀerent question.

–  ְּכ ַמ ְרזֵ ב, ְּכקו ְּלמוֹס ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה:ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א
 וְ ַהאי – ָלא, ַהאי – ׁ ָש ֵליט ָ ּב ּה ֲאוִ ָירא.ּ ְפסו ָּלה
–  ְּכ ַמ ְרזֵב: וְ ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א ֲא ַמר.ׁ ָש ֵליט ָ ּב ּה ֲאוִ ָירא
, ַהאי – ָ ּג ֵריד, ְּכקו ְּלמוֹס – ּ ְפסו ָּלה,ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה
.וְ ַהאי – ָלא ָ ּג ֵריד

Rav Huna said: If a man’s member was cut like a quill [kulmus],NL
which is sharp on all sides, he is fit; but if it was cut like a gutter,B
which is partly open, he is unfit. He explains: In this case, where
it was cut like a gutter, he is unfit because the air penetrates and
this interferes with the proper flow of his semen; whereas in that
case, where it was cut like a quill, he remains fit because the air
does not penetrate and the semen is unaﬀected. And Rav Ĥisda
said the reverse: If a man’s member was cut like a gutter, he is fit;
but if it was cut like a quill, he is unfit. This is because in this case,
where it was cut like a gutter, the member rubs against the woman’s
sexual organ and becomes aroused, whereas in that case, where it
was cut like a quill, it does not rub against it, as it is too thin and
insubstantial.

ֵ ָ ְּכו:ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
,יה דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א ִמ ְס ַּת ְ ּב ָרא
ּ ות
 וְ ַהאי – ׁ ָש ֵליט,ַהאי – ָלא ׁ ָש ֵליט ָ ּב ּה ֲאוִ ָירא
 ִאי ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ְ ּג ִרידו ָּתא – ִמ ֵידי דַּ ֲהוָ ה.ָ ּב ּה ֲאוִ ָירא
.יתא
ָ ַא ַ ּב ְרזָ א דְּ ָח ִב

Rava said: It stands to reason in accordance with the opinion of
Rav Huna, that in this case the air penetrates, whereas in that
case the air does not penetrate. With respect to the rubbing, this
is just as it is in the case of a stopper of a barrel.B Although one
end of the stopper tapers to a sharp point, the stopper nevertheless
closes the hole when it is jammed inside and its other end makes
contact with the sides of the hole. Here, too, suﬃcient contact and
friction can be created by the upper end of the man’s member.

 ָה ִכי ֲא ַמר ָמר,ימר
ָ יה ָר ִבינָ א ִל ְמ ֵר
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ֵ ּבין, ִה ְל ְכ ָתא:יה דְּ ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
ּ זו ְּט ָרא ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
, ִמיה ּו.ְּכקו ְּלמוֹס ֵ ּבין ְּכ ַמ ְרזֵ ב – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה
? ְל ַמ ָּטה ֵמ ֲﬠ ָט ָרה אוֹ ְל ַמ ְﬠ ָלה:יה
ּ ָ ִמ
ּ יב ֲﬠיָ א ֵל
 דְּ ִאי ָס ְל ָקא,יטא דִּ ְל ַמ ֲﬠ ָלה ֵמ ֲﬠ ָט ָרה
ָ ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
דַּ ֲﬠ ָתךְ ְל ַמ ָּטה ֵמ ֲﬠ ָט ָרה – ֲא ִפילּ ּו נִ ְכ ַרת ַה ִ ּגיד
.ימר הוּא דְּ ָב ֵﬠי
ָ  ְל ׁ ַש ּבו ׁ ֵּשי ִל ְמ ֵר:נַ ִמי! וְ ָר ִבינָ א

Ravina said to Mareimar that Mar Zutra said in the name of
Rav Pappa as follows: The halakha is that whether the man’s
member was cut like a quill or like a gutter,H he is fit. However,
he raised a dilemma as to whether this is referring to a cut below
the corona, i.e., on the corona itself, or above it, on that part of the
penis that is closer to the body. The Gemara answers: It is obvious
that this is referring to a cut above the corona, as, if it enters your
mind that it is referring to below the corona, i.e., on the corona
itself, this would be diﬃcult because even if the end of the member
was completely severed, he would also be fit, provided that a
hairsbreadth of the corona remained. The Gemara adds: And
Ravina asked this question only because he wanted to mislead
MereimarN and test his understanding of the issue.

יה
ּ ֵ ׁ ָש ְפי,ַההוּא עו ְּב ָדא דַּ ֲהוָ ה ְ ּב ָמ ָתא ְמ ַח ְסיָ א
 ַההוּא.יה
ּ ָמר ַ ּבר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ְּכקו ְּלמוֹס וְ ַא ְכ ׁ ְש ֵר
יס ַּת ֵּתים
ְ יתא ִא
ָ ִּעו ְּב ָדא דַּ ֲהוָ ה ְ ּבפ ּו ְמ ַ ּבד
,ּגו ְּב ָתא דְּ ׁ ִש ְכ ַבת זֶ ַרע וְ ַא ּ ֵפיק ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ְק ַט ּנִים
 ֲא ַמר ַרב,ָס ַבר ַרב ֵ ּב ָיבי ַ ּבר ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְל ַא ְכ ׁשו ֵּרי
 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָאת ּו:ּ ַפ ּ ִפי

The Gemara relates: A certain incident actually occurred in the
town of Mata Meĥasya, where a man’s member was cut like a gutter. Mar bar Rav Ashi cut back the flesh on all sides until it was
like a quill and thereby rendered him fit to enter into the congregation. A certain incident occurred in Pumbedita, where the
seminal duct of a certain man became blocked,B and he emitted
semen through the urinary duct. Rav Beivai bar Abaye thought
to render him fit, as his genitals were neither crushed nor severed.
Rav Pappi said: Because you come

LANGUAGE

Quill [kulmus] – קו ְּלמוֹס: This word derives from the
Greek κά αμος, kalamos, meaning a reed, especially
one that is fashioned into a writing utensil.

BACKGROUND

Like a quill…like a gutter – מוֹס…כ ַמ ְרזֵב
כקו ְּל:ְּ Running along both
ְּ
sides of the penis are blood vessels that enable an erection, and
on the inside is the urethra. As long as at least one of the blood
vessels is whole and there is no damage to the urethra, a man is
capable of fathering children. Damage to the penis, e.g., being cut
like a quill or a gutter, might make sexual contact diﬃcult but does
not necessarily cause infertility.

cially in the case of large barrels, a special craftsman would bore a
hole near the bottom of the barrel that would be plugged with a
conical-shaped piece of wood wrapped in rags.

The seminal duct became blocked, etc. – א ְס ַּת ֵּתים גּ ו ְּב ָתא וכו׳:
ִ
Both semen and urine exit the body through the urethra, but there
is a special mechanism of nerves and muscles that closes the urethra to urine during ejaculation. It is possible for this mechanism
Stopper of a barrel – יתא
ָ ב ְרזָ א דְּ ָח ִב:
ּ ַ Ceramic wine barrels had to malfunction due to injury or disease. In that case, the sperm
openings at their tops that were closed up by means of a stopper. might not exit normally but instead enter the bladder through
In order to pour a large quantity of wine at once, the stopper was the urethra and later exit the body in the urine. A man suﬀering
removed and the wine poured out. However, if one’s intention from this problem would be incapable of having children through
was to pour only small amounts of wine from time to time, espe- normal intercourse.
HALAKHA

Like a quill or like a gutter – כקו ְּלמוֹס ו ְּכ ַמ ְרזֵב:ְּ If a man’s member
was cut above the corona, sloping downward like a quill, he is fit.
If it was cut like a gutter, the inner portion having been removed
and only the outer layer remaining intact, Rashi and the Rosh
disqualify him in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna, following the practical ruling of Mar bar Rav Ashi. According to the
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Rambam one is fit even if his member was cut like a gutter, as
he rules in accordance with the opinion of Mar Zutra and understands that the incident of Mar bar Rav Ashi involved a diﬀerent
type of injury, not similar to a gutter (Rambam Sefer Kedusha,
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 16:4 and Kesef Mishne there; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 5:3).

