״מצְ ִרי״ וְ ל ֹא ִמצְ ִרית! ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָכא דִּ ְמ ָפ ַר ׁש
ִ
״ﬠל ֲא ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא ִקדְּ מ ּו
ַ :ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דִּ ְק ָרא
ֶא ְת ֶכם ַ ּב ֶּל ֶחם ו ַּב ַּמיִ ם״ – דַּ ְר ּכוֹ ׁ ֶשל ִא ׁיש
 ָהיָ ה. וְ ל ֹא דַּ ְר ָּכ ּה ׁ ֶשל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ְל ַקדֵּ ם,ְל ַקדֵּ ם
נָשים
ִ ׁ נָשים ִל ְק ַראת ֲא
ִ ׁ ָל ֶהם ְל ַקדֵּ ם ֲא
ְ ׁ נָשים! ִא
ִ ׁ נָשים ִל ְק ַראת
ִ ׁ ְו
.יש ִּתיק

Doeg retorted: If so, say that it is prohibited for only an Egyptian
man to enter into the congregation, but not an Egyptian woman.
Abner answered: Here it is diﬀerent, as the reason for the
prohibition recorded in this verse with regard to Ammonites is
explicit: “Because they did not meet you with bread and with
water on the way, when you came forth out of Egypt” (Deuteronomy : ). Since it is the way of a man to go forth to meet
guests but it is not the way of a woman to go forth, females were
not included in this prohibition. Doeg countered: Still, the men
should have gone forth to meet the men, and the women to
meet the women. Abner was silent, as he did not know how to
respond to this objection.

ֹאמר ַה ֶּמ ֶל ְך ׁ ְש ַאל ַא ָּתה ֶ ּבן ִמי
ֶ  ״וַ יּ:ִמיָּ ד
 ָה ָכא,״נַﬠר״
ַ יה
ל
ֵ
י
ר
ֵ
ק
ָ
ם
ת
ָ
ה
ָ
.ם״
זֶ ה ָה ָﬠ ֶל
ּ
:יה
ֶ יה
ּ  ָה ִכי ָקא ָא ַמר ֵל,״ﬠ ֶלם״
ּ ָק ֵרי ֵל
 צֵ א ו ׁ ְּש ַאל ְ ּב ֵבית, ֲָה ָל ָכה נִ ְת ַﬠ ְּל ָמה ִמ ְּמך
״ﬠ ּמוֹנִי״ וְ ל ֹא
ַ :יה
ּ  ָא ְמר ּו ֵל, ׁ ָש ַאל,ַה ִּמ ְד ָר ׁש
.מוֹא ִבית
ָ ״מוֹא ִבי״ וְ ל ֹא
ָ
,ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית

Immediately: “And the king said, inquire you whose son is this
lad” Samuel : ). The Gemara comments: There, in the
previous verse, Saul calls him youth [na’ar], and here he calls
him lad [elem]. This change in the wording hints at the following
discussion. Saul said to Doeg as follows: The halakha is hidden
[nitalma] from you, and you are ignorant of the law. Go and
inquire about the matter in the study hall. He went to the study
hall and asked. They said to him: The halakha is: An Ammonite
man is forbidden, but not an Ammonite woman; a Moabite man
is forbidden, but not a Moabite woman.
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,יתא
ָ ָוֹאג ָּכל ָהנֵי ק ּו ׁ ְשי
ֵ ַּא ְק ׁ ֵשי ְלה ּו ד
 ִמיָּ ד,יה
ְ ׁ ִא
ּ  ָ ּב ֵﬠי ְל ַא ְכר ּוזֵ י ֲﬠ ֵל,יש ִּתיק ּו
״וַ ֲﬠ ָמ ָ ׂשא ֶבן ִא ׁיש ו ׁ ְּשמוֹ יִ ְת ָרא ַהיִּ ְ ׂש ְר ֵא ִלי
 ו ְּכ ִתיב,ֲא ׁ ֶשר ָ ּבא ֶאל ֲא ִביגַ ל ַ ּבת נָ ָח ׁש״
 ְמ ַל ֵּמד:אלי״ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
ִ ״יֶ ֶתר ַהיִּ ׁ ְש ְמ ֵﬠ
 ָּכל ִמי:ׁ ֶש ָחגַ ר ַח ְר ּבוֹ ְּכיִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל וְ ָא ַמר
,ﬠ ֲה ָל ָכה זוֹ – יִ דָּ ֵקר ַ ּב ֶח ֶרב וֹמ
ֵ ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ׁש
ָּכ ְך ְמקו ְ ּּב ַלנִי ִמ ֵ ּבית דִּ ינוֹ ׁ ֶשל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
״מוֹא ִבי״
ָ
,״ﬠ ּמוֹנִי״ וְ ל ֹא ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית
ַ :ָה ָר ָמ ִתי
.מוֹא ִבית
ָ וְ ל ֹא

:ימן? וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא ָא ַמר ַרב
ָ ו ִּמי ְמ ֵה
 ִאם,ָּכל ַּת ְל ִמיד ָח ָכם ׁ ֶש ּמ ֶוֹרה ֲה ָל ָכה ו ָּבא
 וְ ִאם,וֹמ ִﬠין לוֹ
ְ קוֹדם ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ֲא ָמ ָר ּה – ׁש
ֶ
 דְּ ָהא,וֹמ ִﬠין לוֹ! ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָכא
ְ ָלאו – ֵאין ׁש
.ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ו ֵּבית דִּ ינוֹ ַקיָּ ים

Doeg raised before them all those objections from the others
who are disqualified from entering into the congregation, and
they were silent, not knowing how to respond. Doeg then
wanted to proclaim that David was disqualified from entering
into the congregation. He was immediately answered. Here it
says: “Now Amasa was the son of a man, whose name was Jithra
the Israelite, that went into Abigal the daughter of Nahash”
( Samuel : ), and yet elsewhere it is written that Amasa’s
father was named “Jether the Ishmaelite” Chronicles : ).
Rava said: This teaches that he girded his sword like Ishmael,N
i.e., like an Arab, and said: Whoever does not accept this
halakha and act accordingly shall be stabbed with the sword.
This is the tradition that I received from the court of Samuel
from Rama: An Ammonite man is prohibited from entering into
the congregation, but not an Ammonite woman; a Moabite
man is prohibited from entering into the congregation, but not
a Moabite woman.
The Gemara asks about this incident: And is he trusted to oﬀer
such testimony? But didn’t Rabbi Abba say that Rav said: With
regard to every Torah scholar who issues a halakhic rulingN
based on a tradition he claims to have received from his teacher,
and that ruling has practical ramifications for himself as well, if
he stated the ruling already before the incident, i.e., before it had
a bearing on his own case, one listens to him; but if not, if he
reported the tradition only after it was personally relevant to him,
one does not listen to him,H as he is an interested party. Since
Amasa was the son of Jesse’s daughter Abigail, as stated in the
aforementioned verse in Chronicles, the matter certainly aﬀected
his own status. The Gemara answers: Here it is diﬀerent, as
Samuel and the other members of his court were still living,N
and the truth of Amasa’s report could be easily verified.
HALAKHA

A scholar who issues a halakhic ruling – ח ָכם ַה ּמ ֶוֹרה ֲה ָל ָכה:ָ
With regard to a scholar who issues a halakhic ruling that has
practical ramifications for himself, if he had already stated

NOTES

He girded his sword like Ishmael – חגַ ר ַח ְר ּבוֹ ְּכיִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל:ָ
The Maharsha raises the following diﬃculty, citing the Yefe
Toar: Why is girding a sword connected here to Ishmael?
After all, the sword was traditionally associated with Esau.
Several answers have been suggested (see Riaf ). According
to one suggestion, Ishmael is mentioned here because it
says about him: “His hand will be against all, and the hand
of all against him” (Genesis 16:12), and Amasa maintained
his opinion in opposition to all his peers (Iyyun Ya’akov). The
Arukh LaNer explains that the reference is to Ishmael, son of
Nethaniah, who girded his sword and killed Gedaliah (see
Jeremiah 40–41).
With regard to the incident itself, while it is generally
prohibited to bring weapons into the study hall, there were
times when this rule was disregarded in order to aﬃrm and
establish a particular halakha (see Gilyonei HaShas).
Every Torah scholar who issues a halakhic ruling – ָּכל
ת ְל ִמיד ָח ָכם ׁ ֶש ּמ ֶוֹרה ַה ָל ָכה:ַּ Rabbeinu Tam explains that this
does not refer to all scholars who issue practical rulings
but only to those who are personally involved, as their
testimony might be compromised. Most early authorities
accept this opinion, as it is stated in the Jerusalem Talmud
in tractate Sanhedrin that the reference is in fact to a case of
this kind. However, some commentaries maintain that any
novel ruling in a practical case is suspect because the scholar
in question is personally involved, as he seeks to verify his
own ruling. Rabbeinu Avraham min HaHar attributes this
interpretation to Rashi (see Meiri).
Samuel and his court were still living – ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ו ֵּבית דִּ ינוֹ
קיָּ ים:ַ According to Rashi, there is no concern that one might
be lying about a matter that can easily be verified. The Ritva
states that one does not suspect a Torah scholar of outright
falsehood; the only concern is that in his attempt to establish
his own opinion, he might report a ruling that he thinks
he heard from his teacher when he did not actually do so.
However, when his teacher is still alive, it is assumed that his
report will be precise.

the halakha before the personal incident arose, his ruling is
accepted; but if not, the ruling is not accepted (Shulĥan Arukh,
Yoreh De’a 242:36, and in the comment of Rema).
. פרק ח׳ דף עז. Yevamot . Perek VIII . 77a
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NOTES

The king’s daughter is all glorious within – ָּכל ְּכבוּדָּ ה
נִימה
ָ בת ֶמ ֶל ְך ּ ְפ:
ּ ַ The Maharshal, in his Yam shel Shlomo,
explains that this verse does not refer to Ammonite or
Moabite women, as they certainly are not considered
modest; rather, it is speaking of Jewish women. The idea
is that since Jewish women stay in their homes, their
gentile counterparts cannot greet them with bread and
water.
An Ammonite man but not an Ammonite woman –
ﬠ ּמוֹנִי וְ ל ֹא ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית:ַ Tosafot raise the following diﬃculty: Why
doesn’t Rabbi Yehuda likewise expound: An Egyptian
man and not an Egyptian woman? Tosafot Yeshanim
and the Ramban explain that with respect to Egyptian
converts, Rabbi Yehuda relies on the phrase “that are
born to them” (Deuteronomy 23:9), which makes the
issue dependent on birth, a matter that applies equally
to males and females.
Because they did not meet you – ַﬠל דְּ ַבר ֲא ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא ִקדְּ מ ּו
א ְת ֶכם:ֶ The details of this exposition involve many diﬃculties. The Rashba raises the point that the verse “Because
they did not meet you” refers only to Ammonites,
whereas David’s case concerned Moabites. He answers
that since the Bible deals with the two nations together,
they must be treated the same way. The Ramban, in his
Commentary on the Torah, asks the following question:
It is stated explicitly: “You shall sell me food for money…
as the Moabites, who dwell in Ar, did to me” (Deuteronomy 2:28–29); doesn’t this indicate that the Moabites
did ultimately provide them with food and water? One
suggestion is that only a few Moabites, i.e., the residents
of Ar and certain others, acted in this manner (see Meiri).
The clearest answer is oﬀered in the Jerusalem Talmud:
With regard to the Moabites the verse states that the
reason they are barred from entering into the congregation is “because they hired Balaam” (Deuteronomy 23:5),
and it is certainly not the way of women to be involved
in such a transaction.
You have loosened my bands – מוֹס ָרי
ֵ פ ַּת ְח ָּת ְל:ִ ּ The Riaf
states that this exposition refers to the beginning of the
verse, which states: “I am Your servant, the son of Your
maidservant; You have loosened my bands [moserai].”
Ruth calls herself “your maidservant Ruth” (Ruth 3:9), and
this verse refers to the prohibitions [issurim] relating to
her.
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״כל
ָּ :ִּמ ָּכל ָמקוֹם ַק ׁ ְשיָ א! ָה ָכא ַּת ְר ְ ּגמו
 ְ ּב ַמ ַﬠ ְר ָבא,נִימה״
ָ ְּכבוּדָּ ה ַ ּבת ֶמ ֶל ְך ּ ְפ
 ָא ַמר ְק ָרא:ימא ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק
ָ ית
ֵ  וְ ִא,ָא ְמ ִרי
.ֹאמר ּו ֵא ָליו ַאיֵּ ה ׁ ָש ָרה ִא ׁ ְש ֶּתךָ ״ וגו׳
ְ ״וַ יּ

The Gemara asks: In any case, the unanswered question raised by
Doeg is diﬃcult. The Gemara answers: Here, in Babylonia, they
explained the matter based on the verse: “The king’s daughter is all
glorious within” (Psalms : ),N which indicates that it is unbefitting for a woman to venture outside at all, and therefore the Ammonite women would not have been expected to go forth to meet the
Jewish women. In the West, Eretz Yisrael, they say, and some say it
was Rabbi Yitzĥak who said: The verse states: “And they said to
him: Where is Sarah your wife? And he said: Behold, in the tent”
(Genesis : ), which teaches that it is praiseworthy for a woman to
remain inside her home.

״מוֹא ִבי״
ָ
,״ﬠ ּמוֹנִי״ וְ ל ֹא ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית
ַ ְּכ ַת ָּנ ֵאי
 ַר ִ ּבי, דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,מוֹא ִבית
ָ וְ ל ֹא
״ﬠל דְּ ַבר ֲא ׁ ֶשר ל ֹא ִקדְּ מ ּו
ַ :אוֹמר
ֵ ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ֶא ְת ֶכם ַ ּב ֶּל ֶחם ו ַּב ַּמיִ ם״ – דַּ ְר ּכוֹ ׁ ֶשל ִא ׁיש
.ְל ַקדֵּ ם וכו׳

The Gemara comments that this disagreement with regard to the
source of the halakha that it is permitted for an Ammonite or Moabite
woman to enter into the congregation is like the following dispute
between tanna’im: The verse states: “An Ammonite or a Moabite”
(Deuteronomy : ); an Ammonite man is barred from entering into
the congregation, but not an Ammonite woman,N and similarly, a
Moabite man is barred from entering into the congregation, but not
a Moabite woman. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, who
derives the halakha from the masculine form of these two terms.
Rabbi Shimon says: The verse states: “Because they did not meet
youN with bread and with water on the way” (Deuteronomy : ).
Since it is the way of a man, but not the way of a woman, to go forth
to meet guests, females were not included in the prohibition.

״פ ַּת ְח ָּת
ִ ּ  ַמאי דִּ ְכ ִתיב:דָּ ַר ׁש ָר ָבא
ְדוֹש ָ ּברוּך
ׁ מוֹס ָרי״ ָא ַמר דָּ וִ ד ִל ְפנֵי ַה ָ ּק
ֵ ְל
מוֹסרוֹת
ֵ  ׁ ְשנֵי,עוֹלם
ָ  ִר ּבוֹנוֹ ׁ ֶשל:הוּא
וֹא ִביָּ ה
ֲ  רוּת ַה ּמ,ׁ ֶש ָהי ּו ָﬠ ַלי ּ ִפ ַּת ְח ֶּתם
.נַﬠ ָמה ָה ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית
ֲ ְו

With regard to the same issue, Rava taught: What is the meaning
of that which is written: “You have loosened my bands” (Psalms
: )?N David said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: Master
of the Universe, You have loosened the two bands that were on me,
on account of which I and my entire family might have been disqualified, i.e., Ruth the Moabite woman and Na’ama the Ammonite
woman. Owing to the allowance granted to Moabite and Ammonite
women, we are permitted to enter the congregation.

ית
ָ  ַמאי דִּ ְכ ִתיב ַ״ר ּבוֹת ָﬠ ִ ׂש:דָּ ַר ׁש ָר ָבא
ָבוֹתיך
ֶ אוֹתיךָ ו ַּמ ְח ׁ ְש
ֶ ַא ָּתה ה׳ ֱאל ַֹהי נִ ְפ ְל
,״א ֵלינוּ״
ֵ נֶא ַמר ֶא ָּלא
ֱ ״א ַלי״ ל ֹא
ֵ ,ֵא ֵלינוּ״
יוֹשב ְ ּב ֵחיקוֹ ׁ ֶשל
ֵ ׁ ְמ ַל ֵּמד ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה ְר ַח ְב ָﬠם
 ָﬠ ַלי וְ ָﬠ ֶליךָ נֶ ֶא ְמר ּו ׁ ְש ֵּתי: ָא ַמר לוֹ,דָּ וִ ד
.ִּמ ְק ָראוֹת ַה ָּללו

Rava further taught: What is the meaning of that which is written:
“Many things have You done, O Lord my God, Your wonders and
Your thoughts are upon us” (Psalms : )? Upon me is not stated,
but rather “upon us,” which teaches that Rehoboam, son of Solomon and grandson of David, was sitting on the lap of David, who
said to him: These two verses were stated about me and about you,
as Rehoboam’s mother was Na’ama the Ammonite.

ָ  ַמאי דִּ ְכ ִתיב:דָּ ַר ׁש ָר ָבא
״אז ָא ַמ ְר ִּתי
ִ ִה ֵּנה ָ ּב
,אתי ִ ּב ְמגִ ַּילת ֵס ֶפר ָּכתוּב ָﬠ ַלי״
 וְ ל ֹא,אתי
ִ  ֲאנִי ָא ַמ ְר ִּתי ַﬠ ָּתה ָ ּב:ָא ַמר דָּ וִ ד
 ָה ָתם.יָ ַד ְﬠ ִּתי ׁ ֶש ִ ּב ְמגִ ַּילת ֵס ֶפר ָּכתוּב ָﬠ ַלי
אתי
ִ ָ״מצ
ָ ״ה ִּנ ְמצָ אוֹת״ ָה ָכא ְּכ ִתיב
ַ ְּכ ִתיב
.דָּ וִ ד ַﬠ ְבדִּ י ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ֶמן ָק ְד ׁ ִשי ְמ ׁ ַש ְח ִּתיו״

With regard to the same issue, Rava also taught: What is the meaning
of that which is written: “Then I said: Behold, I have come; in
the scroll of a book it is written about me” (Psalms : )? David
said: I had said that I have come only now; my life was created only
recently, at the time of my birth. But I did not know that it was
already written about me in the scroll of a book, that an ancient
text already hints at my existence. There, with regard to the daughters
of Lot, it is written: “And your two daughters that are found
here” (Genesis : ), and here, with regard to David, it is written:
“I have found David, My servant; I have anointed him with My holy
oil” (Psalms : ). The lost article that was found among the
daughters of Lot, the mothers of Ammon and Moab, is David and his
royal house.

 ַ ּבת ֵ ּגר:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ָא ַמר עו ָּּלא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
יה ָר ָבא
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל.ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה ִל ְכהו ָּּנה
 ְּכ ַמאן? ִאי ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי:ַ ּבר עו ָּּלא ְלעו ָּּלא
 ַ ּבת ֵ ּגר זָ ָכר ְּכ ַבת:יְ הו ָּדה – ָהא ָא ַמר
 ָהא,יטא
ָ יוֹסי – ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
ֵ  וְ ִאי ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי.ָח ָלל זָ ָכר
יּוֹרת ִ ּב ּתוֹ ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה
ֶ ָשא ִ ּג
ׂ ָ  ַאף ֵ ּגר ׁ ֶש ּנ:ָא ַמר
!ִל ְכהו ָּּנה

Ulla said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: The daughter of an Ammonite
convert is fit not only to marry an ordinary Israelite, but even to
marry into the priesthood. Rava bar Ulla said to Ulla: In accordance with whose opinion did you state this halakha? If it is in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, didn’t he say that
the daughter of a male convert is like the daughter of a male ĥalal,
one rendered unfit for the priesthood, which means that the daughter
of any convert should be disqualified from the priesthood? And if
you spoke in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, it is obvious that this is the case, as he said that even if a male convert marries
a female convert, his daughter is fit to marry into the priesthood.

, ְ ּב ָהנָ ךְ דִּ ְראוּיִ ן ָלבֹא ַ ּב ָ ּק ָהל:ימא
ָ  וְ ִכי ֵּתAnd if you would say that Rabbi Yosei spoke only of those converts
, ֲא ָבל ַהאי דְּ ֵאין ָראוּי ָלבֹא ַ ּב ָ ּק ָהל – ָלאwho are fit to enter into the congregation, but with regard to this one,
an Ammonite convert, who is not fit to enter into the congregation,
?יה
ּ ְמנָ א ֵל
his daughter is not fit to marry a priest, there is a diﬃculty: From where
does he derive this distinction?
 ַמה ְּלכ ֵֹהן. דְּ יָ ֵליף ִמ ּכֹ ֵהן ָ ּגדוֹל ְ ּב ַא ְל ָמנָ הThe Gemara answers: He derives this from the case of a High Priest
.יאתוֹ ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵב ָירה
ָ  ָ ּגדוֹל ְ ּב ַא ְל ָמנָ ה ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ִ ּבwho married a widow, a woman whom he is prohibited from marrying.
Just as his daughter is disqualified from marrying into the priesthood, so
too is the daughter of an Ammonite convert disqualified from marrying
into the priesthood. However, an objection may be raised: What comparison can be made to a High Priest who married a widow, which is a
stringent prohibition, as his intercourse involves a transgression? Can
one say the same with regard to the daughter of an Ammonite convert,
who could be born from a permitted relationship, e.g., from a male
Ammonite convert who married a female Ammonite convert?
 ַמה ְּל ָח ָלל – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן יְ צִ ָירתוֹ,יח יוֹכ
ִ  ָח ָללThe Gemara answers: Let the case of a ĥalal prove that this is not rele, ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵב ָירהvant, as his intercourse does not involve a transgression and yet his
children are also ĥalalim, who are prohibited from marrying into the
priesthood. However, another objection may be raised: What comparison can be made to a ĥalal, seeing that his essential formation involved
a transgression, and therefore it is understandable that his disqualification extends to his oﬀspring. Can one say the same with regard to
the daughter of an Ammonite convert who was not the product of a
forbidden union?
, וְ ָחזַ ר ַהדִּ ין,יח יוֹכ
ִ  ּכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹלThe Gemara answers: Let the case of a High Priest who marries a widow
prove that this is not relevant, as he was not the product of a forbidden
union but nevertheless his daughter is disqualified from marrying into
the priesthood. And the derivation has reverted to its starting point,N
and the discussion can go back and forth.
 וְ ל ֹא ְר ִאי זֶ ה ִּכ ְר ִאי,ל ֹא ְר ִאי זֶ ה ִּכ ְר ִאי זֶ ה
 ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ְ ּברוֹב: ַה ַ ּצד ַה ׁ ּ ָשוֶ ה ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ֶהן,זֶ ה
 ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ, ו ִּב ּתוֹ ּ ְפסו ָּלה – ַאף ָּכאן,ָק ָהל
.ְ ּברוֹב ָק ָהל ו ִּב ּתוֹ ּ ְפסו ָּלה

At this point, however, the halakha can be derived from a combination
of the two sources: The aspect of this case, that of a High Priest, is not
like the aspect of that case, that of a ĥalal, and the aspect of that case
is not like the aspect of this case; their common denominator is that
he is not included in the majority of the congregation, i.e., the man is
governed by a halakha that diﬀers from that of most Jews. The High
Priest’s intercourse with a widow involves a transgression, and the ĥalal
is the product of a forbidden union. And in each case, the man’s daughter is disqualified from marrying into the priesthood. So too, an Ammonite convert is not included in the majority of the congregation, as it
is prohibited for him to enter the congregation of Israel, and so his
daughter is also disqualified from marrying into the priesthood.

 ַמה ְּל ַהצַ ד ַה ׁ ּ ָשוֶ ה ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ֶהן ׁ ֶש ֵּכן יֵ ׁש ָ ּב ֶהןThe Gemara objects: What is the common denominator between the
–  צַ ד ֲﬠ ֵב ָירהcase of the High Priest and that of the ĥalal that prevents one from utilizing it as a paradigm for other cases? Both of those cases include an
aspect of transgression; the High Priest engaged in a forbidden act of
intercourse, and the ĥalal is the product of a forbidden union. Perhaps
that is the reason that the daughter in each of these cases is prohibited
from marrying into the priesthood. In the case of the Ammonite convert,
however, there is no transgression.
יִש ָר ֵאל
ׂ ְ ָשא ַ ּבת
ׂ ָ  דִּ ְל ָמא וַ דַּ אי ְ ּב ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי ׁ ֶש ּנThe Gemara answers: Perhaps you spoke of an Ammonite convert who
– יאתוֹ ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵב ָירה
ָ  ַאף ַﬠל ַ ּגב דְּ ִב, ָק ָא ְמ ַר ְּתmarried the daughter of a Jew, and Rabbi Yoĥanan wished to teach that
although his intercourse involves a transgression, as it is prohibited
, ִאין:יה
ּ ִ ּב ּתוֹ ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה? ָא ַמר ֵל
for him to enter into the congregation, his daughter is nevertheless fit
to marry into the priesthood. Ulla said to him: Yes, this was Rabbi
Yoĥanan’s teaching.
NOTES

The derivation has reverted to its starting point – חזַ ר ַהדִּ ין:ָ This problem is discovered in the second case, the discussion reverts
style of argumentation is often utilized when the Gemara tries back to the first case, which does not involve the present diﬃculty.
to derive a halakha by means of analogy [binyan av]. If it cannot Therefore, as the argument goes back and forth between these
be proven from one case, as the comparison between the two two proofs, the Gemara combines them in order to find their comhalakhot is subject to refutation, the Gemara will cite a second case mon denominator, a shared aspect from which one can derive the
to which the previous diﬃculty does not apply. When a diﬀerent halakha that can be applied to other cases.
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HALAKHA

The daughter of an Ammonite convert in forbidden marriage with a woman of Jewish birth – ַ ּבת
 ֵ ּגר ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי: If an Ammonite convert or a second-generation Egyptian convert married a woman of Jewish
birth, the daughter is fit to marry even into the
priesthood, in accordance with Rabbi Yoĥanan’s ruling cited by Ravin (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot
Issurei Bia 19:13).

 ַ ּבת ֵ ּגר:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ דְּ ִכי ֲא ָתא ָר ִבין ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
:יוֹחנָ ן ָא ַמר
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי,ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי ו ַּבת ִמצְ ִרי ׁ ֵשנִי
 ֵר ׁיש. ּ ְפסו ָּלה: וְ ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ָא ַמר,ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה
 דְּ יָ ֵליף ָל ּה ִמ ּכ ֵֹהן ָ ּגדוֹל,ָל ִק ׁיש ָא ַמר ּ ְפסו ָּלה
,יוֹחנָן ָא ַמר ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי.ְ ּב ַא ְל ָמנָ ה

As, when Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that
Rabbi Yoĥanan said: With regard to the daughter of an Ammonite
convert who is the oﬀspring of his forbidden marriage with a woman
of Jewish birth,H and similarly, with regard to the daughter of a secondgeneration Egyptian convert from his forbidden marriage with a
woman of Jewish birth, Rabbi Yoĥanan said that she is fit to marry into
the priesthood, whereas Reish Lakish said that she is disqualified from
marrying a priest. Reish Lakish said she is disqualified, as he derives
from the halakha governing a High Priest who married a widow that
the daughter of any forbidden union is disqualified from the priesthood.
Rabbi Yoĥanan said she is fit,

ָ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
״כי
ִּ :יוֹחנָ ן
ּ דְּ ָתנֵי ַר ִ ּבי זַ ַּכאי ַק ֵּמ
ִאם ְ ּבתו ָּלה ֵמ ַﬠ ָּמיו יִ ַ ּקח ִא ׁ ּ ָשה״ – ְל ָה ִביא
ֶ ִ ּג
 וַ ֲא ַמר.יּוֹרת ִמ ַּכ ָּנ ּה ׁ ֶש ִהיא ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה ִל ְכהו ָּּנה
״מ ַﬠ ָּמיו״ – ְל ָה ִביא
ֵ ״ﬠ ָּמיו״
ַ  ֲאנִי ׁשוֹנֶ ה:יה
ּ ֵל
 וְ ַא ְּת ָא ְמ ַר ְּת,ְ ּבתו ָּלה ַה ָ ּב ָאה ִמ ׁ ּ ְשנֵי ֲﬠ ָמ ִמין
ֶ ִ ּג
?יּוֹרת ִמ ַּכ ָּנ ּה וְ ת ּו ָלא

as Rabbi Zakkai taught the following baraita before Rabbi Yoĥanan:
That which is stated with regard to a High Priest: “But a virgin of his
own people shall he take to wife” (Leviticus : ), comes to include
an established female convert,N one who was a convert from birth, i.e.,
who was born to a father and mother who converted after their marriage
but prior to her birth, and this indicates that she is fit to marry into the
priesthood. And Rabbi Yoĥanan said to him: I teach that the words
“his own people” and the more inclusive phrase “of his own people”
come to include a virgin who comes from two peoples, from a union
of converts hailing from two diﬀerent peoples, and you say only an
established female convert and no more?

ָשא
ׂ ָ ימא ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי ׁ ֶש ּנ
ָ ַמאי ׁ ְשנֵי ֲﬠ ָמ ִמין? ִא ֵיל
 דִּ זְ ָכ ִרים, ּו ַמאי ִמ ׁ ּ ְשנֵי ֲﬠ ָמ ִמין,ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית
יּוֹרת
ֶ ֲאסו ִּרין וּנְ ֵקבוֹת מו ָּּתרוֹת – ַהיְ ינ ּו ִ ּג
.יִש ָר ֵאל
ׂ ְ ָשא ַ ּבת
ׂ ָ ִמ ַּכ ָּנ ּה! ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי ׁ ֶש ּנ

The Gemara asks: What are these two peoples? If we say this is referring
to an Ammonite man who married an Ammonite woman, and what
is the meaning of “from two peoples,” that they are legally considered
like two separate peoples, as their males are prohibited from entering
into the congregation, whereas their females are permitted to do so,
there is a diﬃculty. In that case, this is the same as an established
female convert, as the daughter of such a union is a proper convert in
all regards. Rather, it must refer to an Ammonite man who married
the daughter of a Jew, as they belong to two separate peoples.

 ֲאנִי ׁשוֹנֶ ה:יה
ָּ וְ ִא
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל,יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
״מ ַﬠ ָּמיו״ – ְל ָה ִביא ְ ּבתו ָּלה ַה ָ ּב ָאה
ֵ ״ﬠ ָּמיו״
ַ
 ו ֵּמ ַﬠם ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ּבוֹ ׁ ְשנֵי ֲﬠ ָמ ִמין,ִמ ׁ ּ ְשנֵי ֲﬠ ָמ ִמין
?יּוֹרת ִמ ַּכ ָּנ ּה וְ ת ּו ָלא
ֶ וְ ַא ְּת ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ִ ּג

And there are those who say an alternative version of this discussion.
Rabbi Yoĥanan said to Rabbi Zakkai: I teach that the words “his own
people” and the more inclusive phrase “from his own people” come
to include a virgin who comes from two peoples, i.e., whose mother
was Jewish from birth and whose father was a convert, and that convert
is from a people that itself consists of two peoples, i.e., an Ammonite
or a Moabite, who hail from peoples whose males are prohibited from
entering into the congregation, while it is permitted for their females to
do so, and you say only an established female convert and no more?

 ַ ּבת ִמצְ ִרי ׁ ֵשנִי דִּ ְכ ׁ ֵש ָרה,ישנָ א
ָ ּ ׁ ו ְּל ַה ְך ִל
ימא דְּ יָ ֵליף
ָ יה? וְ ִכי ֵּת
ּ ִל ְכהו ָּּנה ְמנָ א ֵל
ָשא ַ ּבת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל – ַמה ְּל ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי
ׂ ָ ֵמ ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי ׁ ֶש ּנ
!יִש ָר ֵאל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ֵנְקבוֹת מו ָּּתרוֹת
ׂ ְ ָשא ַ ּבת
ׂ ָ ׁ ֶש ּנ

The Gemara asks: And according to this second version,N from where
does Rabbi Yoĥanan derive that the daughter of a second-generation
Egyptian convert who had entered into a forbidden marriage with a
woman of Jewish birth is fit to marry into the priesthood, as with
respect to Egyptian converts, there is no diﬀerence between males and
females? And if you would say that he derives this from the case of an
Ammonite convert who married the daughter of a Jew, the following
diﬃculty arises: What comparison can be made to an Ammonite convert who married the daughter of a Jew and had a daughter, who is
permitted to enter the congregation although she is an Ammonite, as
female Ammonite converts are entirely permitted? Perhaps for this
reason it is permitted for the daughter to marry into the priesthood as
well. Can one say the same with regard to the daughter of a secondgeneration Egyptian convert who had entered into a forbidden marriage
with a woman of Jewish birth, when it is prohibited for female Egyptian
converts, like their male counterparts, to enter into the congregation
until the third generation?

Perek VIII
Daf 77 Amud b
NOTES

An established [mikanna] female convert – יּוֹרת
ֶ ִ ּג
מ ַּכ ָּנ ּה:ִ The early authorities disagree with regard
to the meaning of this term. According to Rashi, it
is similar to mimekhona, meaning a convert who
comes from well-established lineage, from converts whose marriage did not involve a transgression. The Arukh explains that mikana means from
her ken, her base. In other words, one whose base,
i.e., her mother, was also a convert (see Gilyonei
HaShas).
And according to this version – ישנָ א
ָ ּ ׁ ו ְּל ַה ְך ִל: The
Rashba is puzzled by this passage, as the question and answer with regard to the daughter of
a second-generation Egyptian convert is relevant
only according to the first version, not the second.
He maintains that the Gemara could have made
this point briefly, but preferred to do so at length
in the form of a discussion. In sum, the question
applies only according to the first version.
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.יח יוֹכ
ִ ָשא ִמצְ ִרית ׁ ְשנִיָּה
ׂ ָ  ִמצְ ִרי ׁ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש ּנThe Gemara responds: Let the case of a second-generation male
Egyptian convert who married a second-generation female Egyptian convert prove that this is not relevant, as it is permitted for their
daughter, a third-generation Egyptian convert, to enter the congregation, even though she belongs to the Egyptian people, whose female
converts are prohibited in the same manner as their male converts.
ׂ ָ  ַמה ְל ִמצְ ִרי ׁ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש ּנThe Gemara refutes this proof: What comparison can be made to a
– ָשא ִמצְ ִרית ׁ ְשנִיָּה
!יאתוֹ ַ ּב ֲﬠ ֵב ָירה
ָ  ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ֵאין ִ ּבsecond-generation male Egyptian convert who married a secondgeneration female Egyptian convert, seeing that his intercourse
does not involve a transgression, as it is permitted for him to marry
her? Can one say the same with regard to a second-generation
Egyptian convert who entered into a forbidden marriage with the
daughter of a Jew?

NOTES

Go out and teach it outside – פוֹק ְּתנֵי ְל ָב ָרא:ּ This
expression indicates that a baraita quoted in the study
hall is viewed by the Sage as insuﬃciently established,
either because it contains an internal contradiction or
due to its unclear wording. Such a baraita is unsuitable for discussion in the study hall. Even if the scholar
teaching the baraita knows that it represents a tradition, the text must be clarified properly before it is
presented for debate.

 וְ ָחזַ ר,יח יוֹכ
ִ ָשא ַ ּבת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
ׂ ָ  ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי ׁ ֶש ּנThis leads back to the first proof: Let an Ammonite man who married
. ַהדִּ ין וכו׳the daughter of a Jew prove that this is not irrelevant, as they too
entered into a forbidden union, and yet it is permitted for the daughter
of that marriage to marry into the priesthood. And the derivation has
reverted to its starting point, and the discussion can go back and forth.
The two cases diﬀer in their particular aspects, but their common
denominator is that it is permitted for the daughter to marry into
the priesthood. So too, it is permitted for the daughter of a secondgeneration Egyptian convert who married a woman who was born
Jewish to marry into the priesthood.
יה ְל ַרב
ֵ  ֲא ַמר ַרבRav Yosef said: This is what I heard Rav Yehuda say in his lecture
ּ  ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ ׁ ַש ַמ ֲﬠנָ א ֵל:יוֹסף
״מ ַﬠ ָּמיו״ וְ ָלא
ֵ ״ﬠ ָּמיו״
ַ  יְ הו ָּדה דַּ ֲא ַמרabout the phrases “his own people” and “from his own people,” and
at the time I did not know what he was saying. Now I understand
.יָ ַד ֲﬠנָ א ַמאי ָק ָא ַמר
that he was saying that it is permitted for the daughter of an Ammonite
convert who married a Jewish woman to marry into the priesthood,
as taught by Rabbi Yoĥanan.
,ִּכי ֲא ָתא ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר יְ הו ָּדה ֲא ַמר
, ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה:יה
ּ ָה ִכי ָּתנָ א ַק ֵּמ
, ו ִּב ָּת ּה ֵמ ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה,ְ ּבנָ ּה ֵמ ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי ּ ָפסוּל
ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ְ ּב ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי וְ ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית
. ֲא ָבל ִ ּב ָּת ּה ֵמ ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי – ּ ְפסו ָּלה,ּׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַ ּגיְ ירו

When Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia,
he said that Rabbi Zakkai taught before Rabbi Yoĥanan as follows:
An Ammonite woman is fit, her son from an Ammonite is unfit, and
her daughter from an Ammonite is fit. In what case is this statement
said? It is said with regard to an Ammonite man and an Ammonite
woman who converted, but her daughter from an Ammonite who
did not convert is unfit.

 ַמאי דְּ ָא ְמ ַר ְּת. ּפוֹק ְּתנֵי ְל ָב ָרא:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה – ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי וְ ל ֹא
 דְּ ָהא ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי, ְ ּבנָ ּה ֵמ ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי ּ ָפסוּל,ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית
,הוּא

Rabbi Yoĥanan said to him: Go out and teach it outside,N i.e., this
baraita is not in accordance with the accepted halakha, and therefore
it should not be made part of the regular learning in the study hall.
What you said, that an Ammonite woman is fit, is well known and
need not be taught because it is just another way of saying that a male
Ammonite is barred from entering the congregation but not a female
Ammonite. As for the teaching that her son from an Ammonite is
unfit, this too is unnecessary, as he is an Ammonite.

ימא
ָ  ְל ַמאי? ִא ֵיל, ו ִּב ָּת ּה ֵמ ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרהBut that which you said: Her daughter from an Ammonite is fit, with
 ִהיא, ָלבֹא ַ ּב ָ ּק ָהל – ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא ִא ָּמ ּה ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרהregard to what issue did you teach this? If we say that she is fit to
enter into the congregation, this too is redundant: Now that it was
.יב ֲﬠיָ א? ֶא ָּלא ִל ְכהו ָּּנה
ּ ָ ִמ
taught that even her mother is fit to enter the congregation, is it
necessary to say that she herself, the daughter, is fit to do so? Rather,
you must mean to say that she is fit to marry into the priesthood.
ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ְ ּב ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי וְ ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית
. ֲא ָבל ִ ּב ָּת ּה ֵמ ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי – ּ ְפסו ָּלה,ּׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַ ּגיְ ירו
ימא ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי
ָ יל
ֵ ַמאי ִ ּב ָּת ּה ֵמ ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי? ִא
.יּוֹרת ִמ ַּכ ָּנ ּה
ֶ ָשא ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית – ַהיְ ינ ּו ִ ּג
ׂ ָ ׁ ֶש ּנ
 ָא ַמר.ָשא ַ ּבת יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
ׂ ָ  ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי ׁ ֶש ּנ,ֶא ָּלא
. ּפוֹק ְּתנֵי ְל ָב ָרא:יה
ּ ֵל

The baraita continues: In what case is this statement said? It is said
with regard to an Ammonite man and an Ammonite woman who
converted, but her daughter from an Ammonite man is unfit. What
is meant here by her daughter from an Ammonite? If we say it means
an Ammonite man who married an Ammonite woman, and they
converted prior to the birth of their daughter, this is an established
female convert, who was previously declared fit to marry into the
priesthood. Rather, it must mean an Ammonite convert who unlawfully married the daughter of a Jew, and according to what is stated
here, their daughter is unfit to marry a priest. Rabbi Yoĥanan, however,
ruled that such a woman is fit, and therefore he said to Rabbi Zakkai:
Go out and teach it outside, as this baraita is unreliable.
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NOTES

What refutation – מאי ְּת ׁשו ָּבה:ַ In the Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, a simple answer is provided
to Rabbi Shimon’s argument: There is a diﬀerence
between the prohibitions governing Egyptians and
Edomites and those relating to Ammonites and
Moabites. In the case of Egyptians and Edomites the
Torah does not provide a reason for their prohibition,
and therefore there are no grounds for supposing that
the halakha of females diﬀers in any way from that of
males. This is not the case with regard to Ammonites
and Moabites. The later authorities point out that the
fact that the Gemara does not suggest this answer
poses no diﬃculty, as the mishna does not specify
the response Rabbi Shimon received, and therefore
it is possible that the Rabbis had recourse to several
arguments, not all of which are cited by the Gemara.
I am stating a halakha – אוֹמר
ֵ ה ָל ָכה ֲאנִי:ֲ This does not
mean that if it is a tradition the Rabbis would accept
Rabbi Shimon’s opinion as the actual halakha, as they
did not rescind their view even after he aﬃrmed that
he had learned it by tradition. Rather, they meant that
if it is a tradition, they will allow it to remain unchallenged while they will preserve their own traditional
teachings (Rabbi Yehuda al-Madari).

 ַמאי.דוֹמי ֵאינָן ֲאסו ִּרין״ וכו׳
ִ ״מצְ ִרי וַ ֲא
ִ It is taught in the mishna that Egyptian and Edomite converts are
? ְּת ׁשו ָּבהprohibited from entering into the congregation only for three generations, both males and females, while Rabbi Shimon permits females
immediately based on the following a fortiori inference. If regarding
Ammonites and Moabites, where the Torah prohibited the males with
an eternal prohibition, it permitted the females immediately, then
regarding Egyptians and Edomites, where it prohibited the males
for only three generations, the females should certainly be permitted
immediately. Rabbi Shimon’s colleagues informed him that there is a
refutation of his argument. The Gemara asks: What is this refutationN
mentioned by the mishna?
:יוֹחנָן
ָ ֲא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַ ּבר ָחנָ ה ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
,ּיוֹכיחו
ִ  ֲﬠ ָריוֹת:ימר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָּ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ִא
ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ָא ַסר ָ ּב ֶהן ֶא ָּלא ַﬠד ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
. ֶא ָחד זְ ָכ ִרים וְ ֶא ָחד נְ ֵקבוֹת,דּ וֹרוֹת

Rabba bar bar Ĥana said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: It is because it may
be said that those with whom relations are forbidden, i.e., incestuous
relationships, prove that the above-mentioned factor is irrelevant, as
the Torah prohibits them only for up to three generations, i.e., up to
his granddaughter, and yet it prohibits both males and females, i.e., the
daughter of his son and the daughter of his daughter.

.יח יוֹכ
ִ  ַמ ְמזֵ ר. ַמה ַּל ֲﬠ ָריוֹת ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ָּכ ֵרתThe Gemara rejects this proof: What comparison can be made to those
with whom relations are forbidden, which involve stringent prohibitions, as they entail the punishment of karet? The Gemara answers: Let
the prohibition with regard to a mamzer prove that this is not relevant,
as its violation does not involve the punishment of karet and yet it
applies equally to males and females.
 ַמה ְּל ַמ ְמזֵ ר ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ֵאינוֹ ָראוּי ָלבֹא ַ ּב ָ ּק ָהלThe Gemara rejects this argument: What comparison can be made to a
, וְ ָחזַ ר ַהדִּ ין.ּיוֹכיחו
ִ  ֲﬠ ָריוֹת,עוֹלם
ָ  ְלmamzer, seeing that he is governed by the stringency that he is forever
unfit to enter into the congregation for all generations? The Gemara
counters: Let those with whom relations are forbidden prove that
this is not relevant, as the Torah prohibits them only for up to three
generations. And the derivation has reverted to its starting point, and
the discussion can go back and forth.
ל ֹא ְר ִאי זֶ ה ִּכ ְר ִאי זֶ ה וְ ל ֹא ְר ִאי זֶ ה ִּכ ְר ִאי
, ׁ ֶש ֲאס ּו ִרין: ַה ַ ּצד ַה ׁ ּ ָשוֶ ה ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ֶהן,זֶ ה
 ַאף ֲאנִי,וְ ֶא ָחד זְ ָכ ִרים וְ ֶא ָחד נְ ֵקבוֹת
,ָא ִביא ִמצְ ִרי ו ִּמצְ ִרית ׁ ֶשיִּ ְהי ּו ֲאסו ִּרין
.ֶא ָחד זְ ָכ ִרים וְ ֶא ָחד נְ ֵקבוֹת

However, the halakha with regard to an Egyptian can be derived from
a combination of the two sources. The aspect of this case, that of incestuous relationships, is not like the aspect of that case, that of a mamzer,
and the aspect of that case is not like the aspect of this case; their
common denominator is that their prohibition applies to both males
and females. I will also bring the additional halakha of a male Egyptian convert and a female Egyptian convert that they are forbidden,
both males and females.

 ַמה ְּל ַהצַ ד ַה ׁ ּ ָשוֶ ה ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ֶהן ׁ ֶש ֵּכן יֵ ׁש ָ ּב ֶהןThe Gemara objects: What is unique about the common denominator
. צַ ד ָּכ ֵרתbetween the cases of incestuous relationships and a mamzer that prevents utilizing it as a paradigm for other cases? Both include an aspect
of karet, either with respect to the act of incestuous intercourse itself
or with respect to the conception of the mamzer, as a mamzer is the
oﬀspring of a union punishable by karet. However, the prohibition
concerning an Egyptian, which does not include an aspect of karet, may
apply only to males, but not females.
יבי ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה ו ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ ָ דְּ ַחיּ, ֵמ ָח ָלל: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ןAnd the Rabbis, who reject Rabbi Shimon’s proof, derive the prohibi.יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
ֶ  ֱא ִלtion applying to female Egyptians from the halakha governing a ĥalal,
one rendered unfit for the priesthood. A ĥalal is the child of a union for
which the parties involved are liable to receive punishment for the
transgression of a positive mitzva, e.g., the child of a High Priest and a
woman who was not a virgin when he married her, and this status
applies to males and females alike. And this is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, who ruled that the child of such
a relationship is a ĥalal.
:ּו ַמאי ״ל ֹא ִּכי״? ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר ְלה ּו
יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ְל ִד ִידי – ָלא ְס ִב ָירא ִלי דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
 ְל ִד ְידכ ּו דִּ ְס ִב ָירא ְלכ ּו ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי,ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב
.אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר ֶ ּבן יַ ֲﬠקֹב – ֲה ָל ָכה ֲאנִי
ֶ ֱא ִל
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The Gemara asks: And what did Rabbi Shimon mean when he
responded: Not so? The Gemara explains that this is what he said to
them: According to my own opinion, I do not hold in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, and therefore your refutation is not valid for me. But even according to you, who do maintain
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, I am
nevertheless stating a halakhaN handed down to me by my teachers that
female Egyptians and Edomites are permitted.

 ֲה ָל ָכה: ֲא ַמר ָל ֶהן ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן, ַּתנְיָאIt is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon said to them: I am stat:יﬠנִי
ֲ ַ ִמ ְק ָרא ְמ ַסיּ: וְ עוֹד.אוֹמר
ֵ
 ֲאנִיing a traditional halakha, and furthermore a verse supports me,
as the verse with regard to Edomites and Egyptians states: “The sons
.״בנִים״ וְ ל ֹא ָ ּבנוֹת
ָּ
of the third generation that are born to them may enter to them, the
congregation of the Lord” (Deuteronomy : ), teaching that the
prohibition applies to their sons, but not to their daughters.N
 דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי,״בנִים״ וְ ל ֹא ָ ּבנוֹת
ּ ָ :ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
 ֲה ֵרי הוּא: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה.ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
״בנִים ֲא ׁ ֶשר יִ ָּו ְלד ּו ָל ֶהם דּ וֹר
ּ ָ אוֹמר
ֵ
.ישי״ – ַה ָּכתוּב ְּת ָל ָאן ְ ּב ֵל ָידה
ִ ׁ ׁ ְש ִל

 ִאי ָלאו דַּ ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
יְ הו ָּדה ַה ָּכתוּב ְּת ָל ָאן ְ ּב ֵל ָידה – ל ֹא
 ֵּכיוָ ן.ָמצָ א יָ ָדיו וְ ַרגְ ָליו ְ ּב ֵבית ַה ִּמ ְד ָר ׁש
– ״ק ַהל ֵ ּג ִרים ִא ְיק ֵרי ָק ָהל״
ְ דַּ ֲא ַמר ָמר

The Sages taught a baraita that further clarifies the matter: The
prohibition with regard to Egyptians and Edomites applies only to
their sons, but not to their daughters; this is the statement of
Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Yehuda said: The verse states: “The sons of
the third generation that are born to them may enter to them, the
congregation of the Lord,” and the phrase “born to them” indicates
that the verse made their prohibition dependent on birth, with
regard to which there is no diﬀerence between males and females.
Rabbi Yoĥanan says: Had Rabbi Yehuda not said that the verse
made their prohibition dependent on birth, so that females are also
included in the prohibition, he would not have found his hands
and feet in the study hall, i.e., he would have been caught in a selfcontradiction. Why? Since the Master said that according to Rabbi
Yehuda a congregation of converts is also called a congregation of
the Lord,H

NOTES

Sons but not daughters – בנִים וְ ל ֹא ָ ּבנוֹת:ּ ָ The Ritva points
out that based on this verse one could just as easily claim
that sons should be permitted after three generations, while
daughters are disqualified forever. He explains that since
the verse speaks of the prohibition proscribing Egyptian
and Edomite males, and it limits the prohibition to three
generations, the implication is that whoever is not in this
category is permitted outright. The Arukh LaNer answers
that there is no reason to render females forbidden for any
longer than males, as any justification for a permanent ban
would apply more to sons than to daughters.
HALAKHA

A congregation of converts – ק ַהל ֵ ּג ִרים:ְ A congregation of
converts is not called a congregation of the Lord. Therefore,
all those for whom it is prohibited to enter into the congregation, e.g., mamzerim, are permitted to female converts,
and similarly, converts and emancipated slaves are permitted to mamzerot, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yosei and against that of Rabbi Yehuda (Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 4:22).

Perek VIII
Daf 78 Amud a
 ִמצְ ִרי ׁ ֵשנִי ְ ּב ַמאי יִ ְט ָהר? דִּ ְל ָמא דְּ ִאיhow could a second-generation Egyptian convert ever achieve
N
, ״דְּ ִאי״ ָלא ְּכ ִתיב ְק ָרא.נָסיב
ֵ ְ ָﬠ ַבר וpurity, so that it is permitted for his oﬀspring, the third generation,
to enter into the congregation? He may marry neither a Jew nor a
female Egyptian convert. The Gemara answers: Perhaps it means
that if he transgressed and married a convert or a Jewish woman,
his seed will be purified. The Gemara rejects this suggestion: A case
of: That if, is not written in the verse. In other words, the Bible does
not speak of situations that can arise only through the commission
of a transgression.
יה ְק ָרא! דְּ ִאי
ּ  ו ְּכ ָת ֵב, דְּ ִאי, ֲה ֵרי ַמ ְמזֵ רThe Gemara asks: But isn’t there the halakha of a mamzer, which is
ּ  ְל ִאa case of that if, as a mamzer is the child of a forbidden union, and
– ית ָרא
ֵּ  דְּ ִאי ְל ֶה,יסו ָּרא – ָּכ ַתב
yet the verse writes it? The Gemara answers: A case of that if that
.ָלא ָּכ ַתב
results in a prohibition, the Torah writes, but a case of that if that
leads to an allowance, the Torah does not write. The Torah teaches
the halakha of a mamzer, whose very existence is the result of his
parents having engaged in forbidden relations, in order to render it
prohibited for him to enter into the congregation. However, it would
not teach the halakha of a second-generation Egyptian convert who
transgressed and married a woman who was forbidden to him, in
order to permit his oﬀspring to enter into the congregation.

NOTES

How could a second-generation Egyptian achieve
purity – מצְ ִרי ׁ ֵשנִי ְ ּב ַמאי יִ ְט ָהר:ִ Many early authorities proposed various ways by which a second-generation Egyptian convert can achieve purity without entering into the
congregation, even according to Rabbi Yehuda (see Tosafot,
Ramban, Rashba, and Meiri). Some later authorities suggest
that he may marry a mamzeret after ten generations, in
accordance with the opinion of Reish Lakish, or that he may
marry without a betrothal, or by means of levirate marriage
(see Arukh LaNer). In the Jerusalem Talmud it is stated that
according to Rabbi Yehuda he may purify his seed by marrying an emancipated maidservant, who is not part of the
congregation of converts, and therefore he is permitted to
her, and their children will be fit from both sides.

,ית ָרא
ֵּ  דְּ ִאי ְל ֶה, ֲה ֵרי ַמ ֲחזִ יר ְ ּגרו ׁ ָּשתוֹThe Gemara raises an objection: But isn’t there the halakha governּ ָ יה! ָה ָתם ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ִﬠ
יקר ִא ּיסו ָּרא
ּ  ו ְּכ ָת ֵבing one who remarries his divorcée after she had been married to
another man? This is a case of that if that leads to an allowance, and
.יה
ּ הוּא דִּ ְכ ָת ֵב
yet the Torah writes it. The words “It is an abomination before the
Lord” (Deuteronomy : ) stated with regard to this case teach that
although the woman herself is forbidden to her first husband, if she
nevertheless remarried him, their children are fit to enter into the
congregation. The Gemara answers: There, the Torah writes that
case due to the basic prohibition, i.e., that a man may not remarry
his divorced wife after she has been married to another man, and
the allowance with regard to their children is learned incidentally.
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