 ֲ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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NOTES

Why is it stated: “Sons” – ל ָּמה נֶ ֱא ַמר ָ ּבנִים:ָ Even Rabbi Shimon, who expounds this word to exclude daughters, would
agree that this is not the primary source of that halakha, as
he merely cites the verse in support of a halakha that he
derives by way of an a fortiori inference (Otzar HaShitot).
HALAKHA

From them you should count – מ ֶהם ְמנֵ ה:ֵ Egyptian and
Edomite converts, both males and females, are disqualified
from entering into the congregation until the third generation. Consequently, it is prohibited for the son of an Egyptian
convert to enter into the congregation, but it is permitted for
his grandson to do so (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei
Bia 12:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:3).
Follow their disqualification – ה ֵּלךְ ַא ַחר ּ ְפסו ָּלן:ַ If a convert
who is disqualified from entering into the congregation
unlawfully married a Jew, the status of the child born to
them follows the unfit parent (Rambam Sefer Kedusha,
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 12:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:6).
A pregnant Egyptian woman who converted – ִמצְ ִרית
מעו ֶ ּּב ֶרת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַ ּגיְּ ָירה:ְ If a pregnant Egyptian woman converted,
the child born to her is considered a second-generation
Egyptian convert (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia
12:20; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:4).

 ִאם נֶ ֱא ַמר ָ ּבנִים – ָל ָּמה:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
 וְ ִאם נֶ ֱא ַמר דּ וֹרוֹת ָל ָּמה,נֶ ֱא ַמר דּ וֹרוֹת
נֶ ֱא ַמר ָ ּבנִים? ִאם נֶ ֱא ַמר ָ ּבנִים וְ ל ֹא
אשוֹן
ׁ  ֶ ּבן ִר:אוֹמר
ֵ יתי
ִ ִנֶ ֱא ַמר דּ וֹרוֹת ָהי
ִ ׁ  ׁ ְש ִל,וְ ׁ ֵשנִי – ָאסוּר
 ְל ָכ ְך,ישי – מו ָּּתר
.נֶ ֱא ַמר דּ וֹרוֹת

The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states with respect to Egyptian and Edomite converts that “the sons of the third generation
that are born to them may enter to them, the congregation of the
Lord” (Deuteronomy : ). If it is stated “sons” why is it also
stated “generation,” and if it is stated “generation” why is it also
stated “sons”?N One of these terms seems superfluous. The baraita
explains: If it had stated only “sons” and not stated “generation,”
I would say that the prohibition depends on the number of the son,
meaning that the first and second sons of an Egyptian convert are
forbidden, whereas the third is permitted. Therefore, it is stated
“generation” to indicate that the prohibition depends not on the
number of the son but on his generation.

 וְ ִאם נֶ ֱא ַמר דּ וֹרוֹת וְ ל ֹא נֶ ֱא ַמר ָ ּבנִיםAnd conversely, if it had stated only “generation” and not stated
עוֹמ ִדים ַﬠל ַהר
ְ אוֹתן ָה
ָ  ְל:אוֹמר
ֵ “ ָהיִ ִיתיsons,” I would say that the generations are counted from those
standing on Mount Sinai, so that any Egyptian born after three
. ְל ָכךְ נֶ ֱא ַמר ָ ּבנִים,ִסינַי
generations have passed from the time of the giving of the Torah
would be permitted. Therefore, it is stated “sons” to indicate that
certain sons are prohibited in later generations as well.
״ל ֶהם״ – ַה ֵּל ְך
ָ ,״ל ֶהם״ – ֵמ ֶהם ְמנֵ ה
ָ The verse states: “The sons of the third generation that are born to
. ַא ַחר ּ ְפסו ָּלןthem may enter to them, the congregation of the Lord.” The Sages
expounded each of the two instances of the words “to them”: The
first mention of “to them” teaches that from them you should
count.H The count of generations begins with the converts themselves, as they are considered the first generation, and therefore
their grandchildren are permitted. The second mention of “to them”
teaches that you should follow their disqualification.H If a male
Egyptian convert married a Jewish woman, or if a female Egyptian
convert married a Jewish man, the halakha with regard to the oﬀspring born to them is that although one of the parents is not disqualified from entering into marriage, the status of the child follows
the unfit parent, who disqualifies his or her oﬀspring until the third
generation.
ְ״ל ֶהם״ וְ ִאיצְ ְט ִריך
ָ וְ ִאיצְ ְט ִריךְ ְל ִמ ְיכ ַּתב
 דְּ ִאי ָּכ ַתב.״א ׁ ֶשר יִ ָּו ְלדוּ״
ֲ יכ ַּתב
ְ ְל ִמ
:״א ׁ ֶשר יִ ָּו ְלדוּ״ ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א
ֲ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
.״ל ֶהם״
ָ  ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א,נֵיהם ְמנֵ ה
ֶ ִמ ְ ּב
״ל ֶהם״ – ֲהוָ ה
ָ וְ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
 ִמצְ ִרית ְמעו ֶ ּּב ֶרת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַ ּגיְּ ָירה:ָא ִמינָ א
״א ׁ ֶשר
ֲ  ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א,ִהיא ו ְּבנָ ּה – ַחד
.יִ ָּו ְלדוּ״

The Gemara comments: And it is necessary to write “to them,” and
it is also necessary to write “that are born.” As, if the Merciful
One had written only “that are born,” I would say that one should
count the generations from the converts’ sons. Therefore, the
Merciful One writes “to them” to teach that the converts themselves are counted as the first generation. And if the Merciful One
had written only “to them,” I would say that in the case of a pregnant Egyptian woman who converted,H she and her child, i.e., the
fetus, are considered one generation, as the fetus is deemed to be a
part of its mother. Therefore, the Merciful One writes “that are
born,” to indicate that each birth marks a new generation, and
accordingly the fetus is regarded as a second-generation Egyptian
convert.

,״ל ֶהם״ ָה ָכא
ָ יכ ַּתב
ְ יך ְל ִמ
ְ  וְ ִאיצְ ְט ִרThe verse concerning a mamzer states: “A mamzer shall not enter
.יכ ַּתב ״לוֹ״ ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַמ ְמזֵ ר
ְ  וְ ִאיצְ ְט ִריךְ ְל ִמinto the congregation of the Lord; even to the tenth generation shall
none of his [lo] enter into the congregation of the Lord” (Deuteronomy : ). And it is necessary to write “to them” here, with
regard to an Egyptian convert, to teach that the child’s status
follows the disqualified parent in his case, and it is also necessary
to write “to him [lo]” with regard to a mamzer, to teach that a
similar halakha applies to a mamzer. In the translation of the verse,
lo is translated as: Of his, i.e., of his ilk. However, lo can also be
translated as: To him.
 דְּ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ָה ָכא – ִמ ׁ ּש ּוםLo is written with regard to both the Egyptian and the mamzer, as,
 ֲא ָבל ַמ ְמזֵ ר דְּ ָבא, דְּ ָבא ִמ ִּט ּ ָיפה ּ ְפסו ָּלהif the Merciful One had written it only here, with regard to an
Egyptian, one might have said that only in this case does the child’s
.ימא ָלא
ָ ִמ ִּט ּ ָיפה ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה – ֵא
status follow the disqualified parent, because the Egyptian comes
from an unfit drop of semen, that of a gentile. But as for a mamzer,
who comes from a fit drop of semen, as his parents were proper
Jews despite their grave sin, one might say that there is no room for
such stringency. Therefore, the Torah teaches that the same halakha
applies to a mamzer.
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 וְ ִאי ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַמ ְמזֵ ר – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ֵאיןAnd conversely, if the Merciful One had written this stringent halakha
–  ֲא ָבל ָה ָכא,עוֹלם
ָ  ָראוּי ָלבֹא ַ ּב ָ ּק ָהל ְלonly with regard to a mamzer, one might have said that this is because
he is forever unfit to enter into the congregation, but here, with
.יכא
ָ  צְ ִר,ימא ָלא
ָ ֵא
regard to an Egyptian convert, I might say that this is not the case.
Therefore, both verses are necessary.
:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַ ּבר ָחנָ ה ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
אשוֹנָ ה – ְ ּבנָ ּה
ׁ ָשא ִמצְ ִרית ִר
ׂ ָ ִמצְ ִרי ׁ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש ּנ
יה
ִ ׁ ׁ ְש ִל
ּ  ָ ּב ַתר דִּ ֵיד: ַא ְל ָמא ָק ָס ַבר.ישי ֲהוַ אי
,יה
ּ ׁ ָש ֵדינַן ֵל

Rabba bar bar Ĥana said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: If a secondgeneration male Egyptian convert married a first-generation female
Egyptian convert, her child is considered a third-generation convertN
for whom it is permitted to enter the congregation. The Gemara comments: Apparently Rabbi Yoĥanan maintains that we assign the child
to him, the father, and not to the mother.

כוֹלין
ִ ְ י:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ַט ְרפוֹן:יוֹסף
ֵ ְמ ִתיב ַרב
– נָשא ׁ ִש ְפ ָחה
ׂ ָ  ֵּכיצַ ד? ַמ ְמזֵ ר,יט ֵהר
ָּ ַמ ְמזֵ ִרים ִל
 ַא ְל ָמא.חוֹרין
ִ  ׁ ִש ְח ְררוֹ – נִ ְמצָ א ֶ ּבן,ַה ָּו ָלד ֶﬠ ֶבד
 דְּ ָא ַמר,יה! ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם
ּ ָ ּב ַתר דִּ ָיד ּה ׁ ָש ֵדינַן ֵל
ָ ״ה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה וִ ָיל ֶד
ָ ְק ָרא
.דוֹנֶיה״
ָ יה ִּת ְהיֶ ה ַל ֲא

Rav Yosef raised an objection from the following mishna (Kiddushin
a): Rabbi Tarfon says: Mamzerim can purify themselvesH over the
course of the generations. How so? If a mamzer married his nonJewish maidservant, the child born to them is a slave. If the slave’s
master, the mamzer who owns the maidservant, subsequently freed
the child, he becomes a free man and is fit to enter into the congregation. Apparently we assign the child to her, the mother, and not to
the father, as the child is deemed a slave rather than a mamzer. The
Gemara answers: It is diﬀerent there, in the case of the slave, as
the verse states: “The wife and her children shall be her master’s”
(Exodus : ). The words “her children” indicate that the children
born to a non-Jewish maidservant are assigned to her.

 ִמנְיָ ִמין ֵ ּגר ִמצְ ִרי: ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְהו ָּדה,ְמ ִתיב ָר ָבא
: וְ ָא ַמר,ָהיָ ה ִלי ָח ֵבר ִמ ַּת ְל ִמ ֵידי ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
,אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ אתי ִמצְ ִרית ִר
ִ נָש
ׂ ָ ְ ו,אשוֹן
ׁ ֲאנִי ִמצְ ִרי ִר
ַא ּ ִ ׂשיא ִל ְבנִי ִמצְ ִרית ׁ ְשנִיָּה ְּכ ֵדי ׁ ֶשיְּ ֵהא ֶ ּבן ְ ּבנִי
יה
ּ  וְ ִאי ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתךְ ַ ּב ְת ֵר.ָראוּי ָלבֹא ַ ּב ָ ּק ָהל
אשוֹנָ ה נַ ִמי! ָהא
ׁ יה – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִר
ּ יה ׁ ָש ֵדינַן ֵל
ּ דִּ ֵיד
ָ יה ַר ִ ּבי
.אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ  ְּתנֵי ִר:יוֹחנָן ְל ַת ָּנא
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל

Rava raised an objection from a previously mentioned baraita: Rabbi
Yehuda said: Minyamin, an Egyptian convert, was a friend of mine
from among the students of Rabbi Akiva, and he said: Following my
conversion I was a first-generation Egyptian convert, and so I married
another first-generation Egyptian convert.N I will marry oﬀ my son,
who is a second-generation Egyptian convert, to another secondgeneration Egyptian convert, so that my grandson will be fit to enter
into the congregation. Now, if it enters your mind to say that we
assign the child to the father, even if he marries oﬀ his son to a firstgeneration Egyptian convert his grandson should be permitted. The
Gemara answers: Didn’t Rabbi Yoĥanan already say to the tanna
reciting the baraita: You should teach that Minyamin sought to marry
oﬀ his son to a first-generation Egyptian convert.N

 ִמצְ ִרי ׁ ֵשנִי:יוֹחנָן
ָ ימי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ִ ִּ ִּכי ֲא ָתא ַרב דWhen Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said
.אשוֹנָ ה – ְ ּבנָ ּה ׁ ֵשנִי ֲהוַ אי
ׁ ָשא ִמצְ ִרית ִר
ׂ ָ  ׁ ֶש ּנthat Rabbi Yoĥanan said just the opposite: If a second-generation
male Egyptian convert married a first-generation female Egyptian
.יה
ֵּ  ָ ּב ַתר ִא:ַא ְל ָמא
ּ יה ׁ ָש ֵדינַן ֵל
ּ ימ
convert,H her son is considered a second-generation convert who
is prohibited from entering the congregation. Apparently, Rabbi
Yoĥanan maintains that we assign the child to the mother and not to
the father.

HALAKHA

Mamzerim can purify themselves – כוֹלין ַמ ְמזֵ ִרים
ִ ְי
יט ֵהר
ָּ ל:ִ If a mamzer had intercourse with a gentile
woman, the child born to them is a gentile. If the
child subsequently converts, he is a full-fledged
Jew. Similarly, if a mamzer had intercourse with
a maidservant, their child is a slave, and if he is
subsequently set free, he is a Jew. Therefore, a
mamzer may marry a maidservant ab initio, in
order to allow their children to enter the congregation once the children have been released. The
halakha follows the opinion of Rabbi Tarfon, as
the Gemara in Kiddushin rules in accordance with
his opinion, against the other Sages who disagree
with him (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei
Bia 15:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:20).
A second-generation male Egyptian convert
married a first-generation female Egyptian
convert – אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ ָשא ִמצְ ִרית ִר
ׂ ָ מצְ ִרי ׁ ֵשנִי ׁ ֶש ּנ:ִ If a
second-generation male Egyptian convert married a first-generation female Egyptian convert,
their child is a second-generation Egyptian
convert, in accordance with the latter version of
Rabbi Yoĥanan’s statement. The early authorities
disagree about the rationale of this ruling and
about the connection between this halakha and
the subsequent ones. Therefore, they disagree
about whether the mother’s status always
determines that of the child, so that the child
of a first-generation male Egyptian convert and
a second-generation female Egyptian convert
is a third-generation convert (Ramban; Tur), or
whether even this child is regarded as a secondgeneration convert, as only one whose parents
are both second-generation converts is considered a third-generation Egyptian, as the Rambam
rules (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia
12:20; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:6).
One who set aside a pregnant animal as a sinoﬀering – ה ַּמ ְפ ִר ׁיש ַח ָּטאת ְמעו ֶ ּּב ֶרת:ַ If one set aside a
pregnant animal as a sin-oﬀering and it gave birth
to a female, it is as though he had separated two
sin-oﬀerings as a guarantee (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:6).

:יוֹחנָן
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלAbaye said to him: But what, then, will you say about that which
–  ָרצָ ה, ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש ַח ָּטאת ְמעו ֶ ּּב ֶרת וְ יָ ְל ָדהRabbi Yoĥanan said: If one set aside a pregnant animal as a sinoﬀering,H and the animal later gave birth to a female, if he wishes he
. ָרצָ ה – ִמ ְת ַּכ ּ ֵפר ִ ּבוְ ָל ָד ּה,ִמ ְת ַּכ ּ ֵפר ָ ּב ּה
may gain atonement with the mother itself, in which case the young
is left to graze until it develops a blemish that renders it unfit for sacrifice, whereupon it is sold and the proceeds are used for a gift oﬀering;
and if he wishes he may gain atonement with the animal’s young, and
the mother is left to graze until it develops a blemish.

NOTES

Her child is a third-generation convert – ישי ֲהוַ אי
ִ ׁ בנָ ּה ׁ ְש ִל:
ְּ
The early authorities explain that this does not contradict the
teaching that the child’s status is determined by the parent
with the greater disqualification, as that principle applies only
to a marriage that involves a transgression. If the marriage
itself is permitted, the child’s status follows that of the father.
The Gemara therefore raises a diﬃculty from the statement of
Rabbi Tarfon, whose example of the marriage of a mamzer and a
maidservant constitutes a transgression, and even so the child’s
status is not aﬀected by the parent’s disqualification (Rashba).

And I married another first-generation Egyptian convert –
אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ אתי ִמצְ ִרית ִר
ִ נָש
ׂ ָ ְו: See HALAKHA for the dispute among
the halakhic authorities concerning the halakha in practice,
whether the child’s status is determined based on the mother,
the father, or the more impaired partner. The Ramban maintains
that the mother’s status determines that of the child in all cases,
but this gives rise to a diﬃculty: Why did Minyamin marry a
first-generation Egyptian? Had he married a second-generation
convert, it would have already been permitted for his own son
to enter into the congregation. One answer is that Minyamin

was essentially saying that he made a mistake when he married
a first-generation Egyptian, but that he would take care not to
repeat that error with his son.
Teach a first-generation convert – אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ תנֵי ִר:ְּ This is precisely
the Jerusalem Talmud’s version of the text. The Gemara there
also quotes the continuation of the baraita that records the dissenting view of Rabbi Akiva that the third-generation Egyptian
who is permitted is one who comes from three generations of
Jews on both sides of his family.
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HALAKHA

One who sets aside two sin-oﬀerings as a guarantee –
ה ַּמ ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ְש ֵּתי ַח ָּטאוֹת ְל ַא ֲח ָריוּת:ַ If one set aside two sinoﬀerings for the same sin, as a guarantee in case one of
the animals becomes unavailable for sacrifice, he may
sacrifice either animal as he chooses. The other must be
left to graze until it develops a blemish, after which it
may be redeemed and the money used for gift oﬀerings
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:5).

ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא עו ָ ּּבר ָלאו יֶ ֶרךְ ִא ּמוֹ
יה ְּכ ַמ ְפ ִר ׁיש ׁ ְש ֵּתי ַח ָּטאוֹת
ּ הוּא – ֲהוָ ה ֵל
 ִה ְפ ִר ׁיש:אוֹש ֲﬠיָ א
ַ ׁ  וַ ֲא ַמר ַרב,ְל ַא ֲח ָריוּת
ׁ ְש ֵּתי ַח ָּטאוֹת ְל ַא ֲח ָריוּת – ִמ ְת ַּכ ּ ֵפר
. וְ ַה ׁ ּ ְשנִיָּה ִּת ְר ֶﬠה,ְ ּב ַא ַחת ֵמ ֶהן

The young of a sin-oﬀering – וְ ַלד ַח ָּטאת: If an animal
that had been set aside for a sin-oﬀering subsequently
conceived and gave birth, the oﬀspring goes to its death
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:1).
A pregnant gentile woman who converted – גּ וֹיָ ה
מעו ֶ ּּב ֶרת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַ ּגיְּ ָירה:ְ If a pregnant gentile woman converted,
her child does not require immersion. If the court that
converted her did not know that she was pregnant, there
is uncertainty as to whether her immersion counts for the
fetus as well (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia
13:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 268:6).
Interposition with regard to immersion – חצִ יצָ ה ִ ּב ְט ִב ָילה:ֲ
Nothing may interpose between the object or individual
requiring immersion and the water. If an interposition
is present, the immersion is invalid. By Torah law, a substance is considered an interposition only if it covers
the majority of one’s body and is a substance that he is
ordinarily particular to remove. However, by rabbinic law,
even if one is not particular about the substance but it
covers the majority of his body, or if it does not cover the
majority of his body but he is particular about removing
it, it is considered an interposition that disqualifies the
immersion.
As for the immersion of a nidda, in practice women
are stringent to remove all interpositions of any kind
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 1:12; Shulĥan Arukh,
Yoreh De’a 198:1).

–  ֶא ָּלא ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת עו ָ ּּבר יֶ ֶרךְ ִא ּמוֹ הוּאBut if you say that a fetus is considered the thigh of its motherN and
 וּוְ ַלד ַח ָּטאת,יה וְ ַלד ַח ָּטאת
ּ  ֲהוָ ה ֵלis regarded as part of her, it is the young of a sin-oﬀering, and the
young of a sin-oﬀering goes to its death.H Such an animal is not left
!יתה ָאזֵ יל
ָ ְל ִמ
to graze. Rather, it is put into isolation and caused to die, as it has
been sanctified as a sin-oﬀering through its mother but cannot be
sacrificed on the altar and used to gain atonement. In summary, it
would appear that Rabbi Yoĥanan himself maintains that a fetus is
not considered a part of its mother. Why, then, in the case of the
Egyptian convert is the child assigned to the mother and not to the
father?
ְ ׁ ִא
 דִּ ְל ָמא ׁ ָשאנֵי:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל.יש ִּתיק
״א ׁ ֶשר יִ ָ ּו ְלדוּ״ – ַה ָּכתוּב
ֲ : דִּ ְכ ִתיב,ָה ָתם
, ַק ְר ַק ּ ָפנָ א:יה
ּ ְּת ָלאוֹ ְ ּב ֵל ָידה? ָא ַמר ֵל
יש ְך ֵ ּבינֵי ַﬠ ּמו ֵּדי ִּכי ֲא ַמר
ָ ׁ יה ְל ֵר
ֵ ֲִחז
ּ ית
,יוֹחנָן ְל ָהא ׁ ְש ַמ ֲﬠ ָתא
ָ ַר ִ ּבי

Rav Dimi was silent, momentarily unable to find an answer. Abaye
said to him: Perhaps it is diﬀerent there, with regard to Egyptian
converts, as it is written with regard to them: “The sons of the third
generation that are born to them may enter to them, the congregation of the Lord” (Deuteronomy : ), indicating that the verse
made their prohibition dependent on birth, and therefore the child
of Egyptian converts is assigned to the mother. Rav Dimi said to him:
Man of great skull,N i.e., man of distinction, I saw your head between
the pillarsB of the study hall when Rabbi Yoĥanan taught this halakha. In other words, you grasped the meaning as though you were
actually present in the study hall and heard the statement from Rabbi
Yoĥanan himself.

 ָהא,״א ׁ ֶשר יִ ָּו ְלדוּ״
ֲ ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דִּ ְכ ִתיב
,יה
ּ ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא – ָ ּב ַתר ֲאבו ּּה ׁ ָש ֵדינַ ן ֵל
 גּ וֹיָ ה ְמעו ֶ ּּב ֶרת:ֶא ָּלא ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
.יך ְט ִב ָילה
ְ ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַ ּגיְּ ָירה – ְ ּבנָ ּה ֵאין צָ ִר
?ַא ַּמאי ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ְט ִב ָילה

The Gemara draws an inference: The reason that the child is assigned
to its Egyptian mother is that it is written: “That are born to them.”
But generally, with regard to others for whom it is prohibited to enter
into the congregation, we assign the child to the father. The Gemara
asks: But what about that which Rava said: If a pregnant gentile
woman converted, then her son, who was a fetus at the time of the
conversion, does not require immersionH after he is born. But if
the child is not assigned to its mother, why should he not require
immersion?

 דְּ ָא ַמר,ימא ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק
ָ וְ ִכי ֵּת
 רו ּּבוֹ ו ַּמ ְק ּ ִפיד, דְּ ַבר ּת ָוֹרה:ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק
 רו ּּבוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ַמ ְק ּ ִפיד ָﬠ ָליו,ָﬠ ָליו חוֹצֵ ץ
,ֵאינוֹ חוֹצֵ ץ

And if you would say that this is because of a statement of Rabbi
Yitzĥak, there is still a diﬃculty. As Rabbi Yitzĥak said: By Torah
law, if some substance is found on a person’s body during immersion,
and it covers the majority of his body, and he is particular and wants
the substance removed, only then is it considered an interposition
that invalidates immersion in a ritual bath. If, however, the substance
covers the majority of his body, but he is not particular about that
substance, it is not considered an interposition.H Accordingly, it
may be argued that although the fetus is covered by its mother, since
it is not particular about this necessary covering, the fetus itself is
regarded as having undergone valid immersion.

NOTES

A fetus is the thigh of its mother – עו ָ ּּבר יֶ ֶרךְ ִא ּמוֹ הוּא: The
later authorities raise a basic question: What is the connection between these two issues? There seems to be no
reason that one’s lineage should be aﬀected by the ruling
on whether or not a fetus is considered part of its mother.
One answer is that this is a special case, as the question
is not one of disqualification, with regard to which the
status of both the father and the mother determines that
of the child, but rather of the number of generations. If
a fetus is part of its mother, the generations are counted
only through her, but if it is considered a separate creature from the time of its conception, the generations can
include the father’s side as well (Keren Ora).
Man of great skull – ק ְר ַק ּ ָפנָ א:ַ The Arukh cites two interpretations of this term, either a man with a large skull
(see Rabbeinu Ĥananel), or a great and important man,
as explained by Rashi on Eiruvin 22b. With regard to the
issue itself, Tosafot explain that Rabba, Abaye’s teacher
or head, figuratively speaking, studied Torah with Rabbi
Yoĥanan in Eretz Yisrael. However, there is no clear proof
for this in the Talmud, and chroniclers of the generations
maintain that Rabba was never in Eretz Yisrael. If so, Rav
Dimi was merely using a picturesque manner of speech
(see Maharit).

Granted, if you say that a fetus is not considered the thigh, i.e., a
part, of its mother but rather a separate creature, despite the fact
that it is still attached to her, then an individual in this situation is
like one who sets aside two sin-oﬀerings as a guarantee,H i.e., one
who, owing to his concern that his sin-oﬀering might become lost,
sets aside two animals from the outset with the intention of using
whichever one he chooses. And Rav Oshaya said with regard to
such a case: If one set aside two sin-oﬀerings as a guarantee, so
that if one is lost he may gain atonement with the other, he gains
atonement with one of them, and the second is left to graze until
it develops a blemish and can be redeemed.

BACKGROUND

Between the pillars – בינֵי ַﬠ ּמו ֵּדי:
ּ ֵ Both from written sources
and from the archaeological excavations conducted at the
site, it seems that the synagogue and the study hall in Tiberias,
where Rabbi Yoĥanan lived, were built in the form of a basilica, a
building whose roof rests on a row of pillars. Consequently, Rav
Dimi’s expression: Between the pillars, is essentially describing
the structure of this study hall.

Floor of ancient synagogue in Tiberias with remains of pillars
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Perek VIII
Daf 78 Amud b
, ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא רו ּּבוֹ: וְ ָהא ָא ַמר ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ אHowever, this is diﬃcult, as didn’t Rav Kahana say that they
 ֲא ָבל ּכו ּּלוֹ – חוֹצֵ ץ! ׁ ָשאנֵי עו ָ ּּבר דְּ ַהיְ ינ ּוtaught this halakha that if one is not particular about the
substance it is not considered an interposition only when the
.יה
ֵ ְר ִב
ּ ית
substance covers just a majority of his body; but if it covers all
of it, it is considered an interposition by Torah law, even if
he is not particular about it. The Gemara answers: A fetus is
diﬀerent, as this is its natural manner of growth.N Its mother’s
womb cannot be considered an interposition, as it is the fetus’
natural place of development, and therefore the fetus itself is
regarded as having undergone immersion.
–  ָ ּבאו ּּמוֹת:יוֹחנָן
ָ ִּכי ֲא ָתא ָר ִבינָ א ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 נִ ְת ַ ּגיְ יר ּו – ַה ֵּל ְך ַא ַחר,ַה ֵּל ְך ַא ַחר ַהזָּ ָכר
״באו ּּמוֹת ַה ֵּל ְך ַא ַחר
ּ ָ .נֵיהם
ֶ ּ ָפגוּם ׁ ֶש ִ ּב ׁ ְש
 ִמ ּנַיִ ן ְל ֶא ָחד ִמן ָהאו ּּמוֹת:ַהזָּ ָכר״ – ִּכ ְד ַתנְיָא
 ׁ ֶש ַא ָּתה,הוֹליד ֵ ּבן
ִ ְנַﬠנִית ו
ֲ ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַﬠל ַה ְּכ
ַר ׁ ּ ַשאי ִל ְקנוֹתוֹ ְ ּב ֶﬠ ֶבד – ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ״וְ גַ ם ִמ ְ ּבנֵי
.וֹש ִבים ַה ָ ּג ִרים ִﬠ ָּמ ֶכם ֵמ ֶהם ִּת ְּקנוּ״
ָ ׁ ַה ּת

When Ravina came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that
Rabbi Yoĥanan said: With respect to lineage, among the other
nations of the world, i.e., while they are still gentiles, follow
the male,H but if they married after they converted, follow the
more flawed in lineage of the two. The Gemara explains: Among
the nations, follow the male, as it is taught in a baraita: From
where is it derived that if one from the other nationsN had
relations with a Canaanite womanH and had a son from her,
you are permitted to purchase him as a slave, and he is not
considered a Canaanite who may not be allowed to remain in
Eretz Yisrael? As it is stated: “And also from the children of
the strangers that dwell among you, of them may you buy,
and of their families that are with you, which they have begotten
in your land; and they may be your possession” (Leviticus : ).

נַﬠנִים ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַﬠל
ֲ יָ כוֹל ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֶא ָחד ִמן ַה ְּכ
הוֹליד ֵ ּבן ׁ ֶש ַא ָּתה
ִ ְַא ַחת ִמן ָהא ּו ּמוֹת ו
לוֹמר
ַ ַר ׁ ּ ַשאי ִל ְקנוֹתוֹ ְ ּב ֶﬠ ֶבד – ַּת ְלמוּד
הוֹלידוֹ ְ ּב ַא ְרצְ ֶכם״ – ִמן ַהנּ ָוֹל ִדים
ִ ״א ׁ ֶשר
ֲ
ּ
. וְ ל ֹא ִמן ַה ָג ִרים ְ ּב ַא ְרצְ ֶכם,ְ ּב ַא ְרצְ ֶכם

One might have thought that even if one from the Canaanite
nations had relations with a woman from one of the other
nations and had a son from her, you are permitted to purchase
him as a slave. Therefore, the same verse states: “Which they
have begotten in your land,” which indicates that slaves may be
bought only from those begotten in your land, i.e., from those
whose father was a non-Canaanite and whose mother was a
Canaanite. It is the way of women to remain in their own land,
and so a child born in Eretz Yisrael was certainly born to a
Canaanite mother. But slaves may not be bought from those
dwelling in your land. If a child is born to a Canaanite man and
a non-Canaanite woman outside of Eretz Yisrael, and that oﬀspring later returns to dwell in Eretz Yisrael, the oﬀspring may
not be acquired as a slave, because his lineage follows his father.
He is regarded as a Canaanite, who may not be allowed to remain
in Eretz Yisrael.

HALAKHA

Among the other nations, follow the male – ָ ּבאו ּּמוֹת ַה ֵּל ְך
א ַחר ַהזָּ ָכר:ַ If a male Ammonite married a female Egyptian,
their child is an Ammonite. If the male is Egyptian and
the female an Ammonite, the child is an Egyptian, as with
respect to gentiles the child’s status is determined by the
male, as stated by Ravina (Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:7).
One from the other nations had relations with a Canaanite woman – נַﬠנִית
ֲ א ָחד ִמן ָהאו ּּמוֹת ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַﬠל ַה ְּכ:
ֶ If a gentile
had relations with a Canaanite maidservant belonging to a
Jew, a child resulting from this union would be a Canaanite
slave. However, if a Canaanite slave had relations with a
gentile woman, a child from this union would not be a
slave, as his status is determined by his mother’s lineage
(Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Avadim 9:3 and Kesef Mishne
and Leĥem Mishne there).

NOTES

This is its growth – יה
ּ היְ ינ ּו ְר ִב ֵית:ַ An interposition involves an
object or substance that serves as a barrier between the item
or individual requiring immersion and the water. As stated
above, for a substance to be considered an interposition, the
one involved must be particular about it and desire its removal.
However, in the case discussed here, not only is the fetus not
particular about the interposition, i.e., its mother’s body, but it
actually wants it to be there, as it cannot survive without it. A
further relevant point is that since this is the natural manner of
growth of the fetus, the mother’s body cannot be viewed as
an interposition at all. Therefore, in light of the vital connection
between a fetus and its mother’s body, even if the fetus is not
regarded as part of its mother, her body cannot be regarded
as an interposition.

From where is it derived that if one from the other
nations – מ ּנַיִ ן ְל ֶא ָחד ִמן ָהאו ּּמוֹת:ִ Rashi and the Rambam disagree
with regard to the basic meaning of this passage. According to
Rashi the question concerns the Canaanite who is the object
of the mitzva: “You shall not let any soul live” (Deuteronomy
20:16). Does the mother or the father determine the child’s
status in this regard? The Rambam, as explained by the Maggid
Mishne, maintains that the question pertains to a child born to
a Canaanite slave or maidservant belonging to a Jew. Is such a
child considered a Canaanite slave? According to this opinion,
if the mother is a maidservant the child’s status is based on hers,
but if it is the father who is a slave, since a slave has no lineage,
the oﬀspring’s status is based on the mother, and if she is from
one of the other nations, her child is considered free.
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HALAKHA

If they converted, follow the more flawed – ,ּנִ ְת ַ ּגיְ ירו
ה ֵּל ְך ַא ַחר ַה ּ ָפגוּם:ַ The status of a child of converts from
diﬀerent nations is determined based on the more
impaired of his two parents, as explained in the
Gemara. Consequently, if a male Ammonite convert
and a female Egyptian convert have a son, he is an
Ammonite, whereas their daughter is considered an
Egyptian.
If a convert from any of the nations has relations
with a gentile woman, some say that their child is
assigned to the mother, while others maintain that
its status is determined by the more impaired of the
two (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 12:20;
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:7, and in the comment
of Rema).
Mamzerim and Gibeonites – מ ְמזֵ ִרים וּנְ ִתינִים:ַ Mamzerim
and Gibeonites, both males and females, are permanently prohibited from entering into the congregation,
against the opinion of Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 15:21; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 4:1).

.נֵיהם״
ֶ  ַה ֵּל ְך ַא ַחר ּ ָפגוּם ׁ ֶש ִ ּב ׁ ְש,ּ״נִ ְת ַ ּגיְ ירו
– ָשא ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית
ׂ ָ ימא ְ ּב ִמצְ ִרי ׁ ֶש ּנ
ָ ְ ּב ַמאי? ִא ֵיל
נֵיהם ִאית ָ ּב ּה? ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי
ֶ ַמאי ּ ָפגוּם ׁ ֶש ִ ּב ׁ ְש
ָשא
ׂ ָ וְ ל ֹא ַﬠ ּמוֹנִית! ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי ׁ ֶש ּנ
,יה ָ ּב ַתר ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי
ּ ֵ ִאי זָ ָכר ָהוֵ י – ׁ ַש ְדי,ִמצְ ִרית
.יה ָ ּב ַתר ִמצְ ִרית
ּ ִָאי נְ ֵק ָבה ָהוֵ י – ׁ ַש ְדי

 וְ ִא ּיסו ָּרן,מתני׳ ַמ ְמזֵ ִרין וּנְ ִתינִין ֲאסו ִּרין
. ֶא ָחד זְ ָכ ִרים וְ ֶא ָחד נְ ֵקבוֹת,עוֹלם
ָ ִא ּיסוּר

It was taught above in the name of Rabbi Yoĥanan that if they married
after they converted, follow the more flawedH in lineage of the two.
The Gemara asks: To what circumstances is this referring? If we say
it is referring to a male Egyptian convert who married a female
Ammonite convert, what is the meaning of: More flawed in lineage
of the two, in this case? The halakha is that an Ammonite man is
barred from entering into the congregation, but not an Ammonite
woman, and so she is not flawed at all. Rather, it must be referring
to a male Ammonite convert who married a female Egyptian convert. If the child is male, assign him to his Ammonite father, so that
he is permanently barred from entering the congregation. If it is a
female, assign her to her Egyptian mother, so that she is treated like
a second-generation Egyptian convert.

mishna

Mamzerim and the GibeonitesH who converted to Judaism in the days of Joshua are
prohibited from entering into the congregation and marrying a
woman who was born Jewish. Their prohibition is eternal, for all
generations, and it applies to both males and females.

gemara

Reish Lakish said: A mamzeret, a female
 ְל ַא ַחר, ַמ ְמזֶ ֶרת:גמ׳ ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
mamzer, is permitted after ten generations.N
 יָ ֵליף ֲﬠ ִ ׂש ִירי.ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה דּ וֹרוֹת מ ו ֶּּת ֶרת
Why? He derived this halakha by way of a verbal analogy between
 ַמה ְּל ַה ָּלן נְ ֵקבוֹת,ּמוֹא ִבי
ָ  ֲﬠ ִ ׂש ִירי ֵמ ַﬠ ּמוֹנִי וthe word “tenth” stated in relation to an Ammonite and a Moabite
. מו ָּּתרוֹת – ַאף ָּכאן נְ ֵקבוֹת מו ָּּתרוֹתin the verse “An Ammonite or a Moabite shall not enter into the
congregation of the Lord; even to the tenth generation shall none of
them enter into the congregation of the Lord forever” (Deuteronomy
: ), and the word “tenth” stated in relation to a mamzer in the verse
“A mamzer shall not enter into the congregation of the Lord; even to
the tenth generation shall none of his enter into the congregation of
the Lord” (Deuteronomy : ) He explained the analogy as follows:
Just as below, with regard to an Ammonite and a Moabite, females
are permitted, so too here, with regard to a mamzer, females are
permitted.
 ַמה ְּל ַה ָּלן ִמיָּ ד ַאף ָּכאן ִמיָּ ד! ִּכי ַא ֲהנֵי, ִאיThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: Or perhaps one should say that just
. ְ ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ׁ ָשוָ ה – ֵמ ֲﬠ ִ ׂש ִירי וְ ֵא ָילךas below, with regard to an Ammonite and a Moabite, their females
are permitted immediately, so too here, a mamzeret is permitted
immediately. The Gemara answers: The verbal analogy is eﬀective
only from the tenth generation and onward.
 ַמ ְמזֵ ִרים ּונְ ִתינִין ֲא ס ּו ִרין:וְ ָה ֲאנַ ן ְּתנַ ן
 ֶא ָחד זְ ָכ ִרים וְ ֶא ָחד,עוֹלם
ָ וְ ִא ּיסו ָּרן ִא ּיסוּר
 ָהא – ְּכ ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר,נְ ֵקבוֹת! ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
,דּ וֹן ִמ ָּינ ּה ו ִּמ ָּינ ּה

The Gemara raises another diﬃculty: But didn’t we learn in the
mishna that mamzerim and Gibeonites are prohibited, and their
prohibition is eternal for all generations, and it applies to both males
and females? The Gemara answers: This is not diﬃcult for Reish
Lakish, as he understands that there is a dispute in this regard: This
opinion, that of Reish Lakish, is in accordance with the tanna who
said that the application of a verbal analogy is extended by way of the
principle: Infer from it, and again from it.N In other words, after
deducing case B from case A, all of the characteristics of case A are
applied to case B. In the case discussed here, although the verbal
analogy comes primarily to render a mamzer permanently forbidden,
it is extended and understood to mean that a mamzeret is permitted
after ten generations.

NOTES

A mamzeret…after ten generations – מ ְמזֶ ֶרת ְל ַא ַחר ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה דּ וֹרוֹת:ַ
In the Jerusalem Talmud Reish Lakish’s opinion is attributed to a
tanna. The Gemara here indicates likewise, as it does not reject
Reish Lakish’s opinion although it contradicts the mishna.

principle that there cannot be half a verbal analogy, and so the
inferences drawn with it must be bilateral, but there is disagreement as to the extent of the comparison between the diﬀerent
issues. Are they equated in all regards, based on the principle of:
Infer from it, and again from it, i.e., in addition to the halakha for
Infer from it, and again from it – דּ וֹן ִמ ָּינ ּה ו ִּמ ָּינ ּה: Expositions based which the verbal analogy was initially applied, one may proceed
on verbal analogies raise many diﬃculties. Some of these diﬃcul- to derive other halakhot as well? Or perhaps the comparison
ties stem from the fact that this mode of exegesis is not derived extends to only one particular matter, based on the principle
from logical reasoning but is a kind of biblical decree by which, in of: Infer from it, and leave it in its place, which means that the
accordance with special indications and traditions, two verses and association between the two topics pertains only to the specific
the halakhot derived from them are combined. It is an established issue with regard to which there is a tradition.
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אוֹקי
ֵ ְ ָהא ְּכ ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר דּ וֹן ִמ ָּינ ּה וThat other opinion, i.e., the mishna, is in accordance with the tanna
. ְ ּב ַא ְת ָראwho said that the application of a verbal analogy is limited, according
to the principle: Infer from it, and then leave it in its place. That is
to say, after the main provision of case A is applied to case B, case B
is recognized as having its own character and specific rules that apply
to it. Accordingly, in the case discussed here, the verbal analogy
teaches one specific halakha that a mamzer is prohibited permanently,
but nothing else.
 ַמ ְמזֶ ֶרת ְל ַא ַחר:יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ׁ ָש ֲאל ּו ֶאת ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
 ִמי יִ ֵּתן ִלי:ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה דָּ ֵרי ַמהוּ? ָא ַמר ָל ֶהם
 ַא ְל ָמא ָק ָס ַבר.ּישי וַ ֲא ָט ֲה ֶרנּ ו
ִ ׁ דּ וֹר ׁ ְש ִל
: וְ ֵכן ֲא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א,ַמ ְמזְ ָרא ָלא ַחיֵּ י
,ַמ ְמזְ ָרא ָלא ַחיֵּ י

The Gemara relates that the students asked Rabbi Eliezer: With
regard to a mamzeret after ten generations, what is the halakha? He
said to them: Who will give me a third-generation mamzer so that
I will declare him pure? The Gemara comments: Apparently he
maintains that a mamzer does not survive.N Mamzerim perish at the
hand of Heaven, and therefore this question is not a practical one.
And similarly, Rav Huna said that a mamzer does not survive.

יסו ָּרן
ּ  ַמ ְמזֵ ִרין ֲאסו ִּרין וְ ִא:וְ ָהא ֲאנַ ן ְּתנַ ן
 ְל ִד ִידי:עוֹלם! ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא
ָ יסוּר
ּ ִא
– יﬠ  דִּ ִיד:ֵיה דְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
ּ ְמ ָפ ְר ׁ ָשא ִלי ִמ ּינ
יﬠ וְ ָלא  דִּ ִיד.יﬠ – ָלא ַחיֵּ י  דְּ ָלא יְ ִד,ַחיֵּ י
. ְט ֵפי ָלא ַחיֵּ י,יﬠ – ַﬠד ְּת ָל ָתא דָּ ֵרי ַחיֵּ י יְ ִד

The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: But didn’t we learn in the mishna that
mamzerim are prohibited from entering into the congregation, and
their prohibition is eternal for all generations? How is this possible
if they do not even live long enough to produce three generations?
Rabbi Zeira said: This matter was explained to me by Rav Yehuda
himself: One who is known to be a mamzer will survive, as there is
no concern that there will be any mingling of his seed. On the other
hand, one who is not known as a mamzer will not survive, as he will
die at the hand of Heaven so that there will be no mingling of his seed.
As for one who is known and not known, i.e., one who is under
suspicion, but it is unclear whether or not he is actually a mamzer, his
descendants will survive for three generations, but more than this
they will not survive.

,יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי
ּ  ַההוּא דְּ ָהוֵ י ְ ּב ׁ ִש ְבבו ֵּתIt is related that a certain person lived in Rabbi Ami’s neighbor. ָ ּב ֵכי וְ ָאזֵ יל.יה דְּ ַמ ְמזְ ָרא ֲהוָ ה
ּ  ַא ְכ ֵריז ֲﬠ ֵלhood, and following an investigation Rabbi Ami declared him to be
a mamzer. The man went about weeping until Rabbi Ami said to
. ָ ַחיִּ ים נָ ַת ִּתי ְלך:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
him: You should not be upset, as now I have given you life. As
explained above, once one is publicly known as a mamzer, he and his
descendants may survive.
 נְ ִתינִים – דָּ וִ ד:ָא ַמר ַרב ָחנָ א ַ ּבר ַאדָּ א
 ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ״וַ יִּ ְק ָרא ַה ֶּמ ֶל ְך,יהם
ֶ ָ ּגזַ ר ֲﬠ ֵל
יהם וְ ַה ִ ּג ְבעוֹנִים
ֶ ֹאמר ֲא ֵל
ֶ ַל ִ ּג ְבעוֹנִים וַ יּ
.ל ֹא ִמ ְ ּבנֵי יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ֵה ָּמה״ וגו׳

§ Rav Ĥana bar Adda said: As for the Gibeonites,

ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא ָ ּגזַ ר ֲﬠ ַליְ יה ּו – דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״וַ יְ ִהי
ימי דָּ וִ ד ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ָשנִים ׁ ָשנָ ה ַא ַחר
ֵ ָר ָﬠב ִ ּב
 ׁ ֶש ָּמא:אשוֹנָ ה ָא ַמר ָל ֶהם
ׁ  ׁ ָשנָ ה ִר.ׁ ָשנָ ה״
בוֹדה זָ ָרה יֵ ׁש ָ ּב ֶכם דִּ ְכ ִתיב
ָ עוֹב ֵדי ֲﬠ
ְ
״וַ ֲﬠ ַב ְד ֶּתם ֱאל ִֹהים ֲא ֵח ִרים וְ ִה ׁ ְש ַּת ֲחוִ ֶיתם
ָל ֶהם…וְ ָﬠצַ ר ֶאת ַה ׁ ּ ָש ַמיִ ם וְ ל ֹא יִ ְהיֶ ה
.ְּמ ַטר״ וגו׳ – ָ ּב ְדק ּו וְ ל ֹא ָמצְ או

The Gemara asks: What is the reason that David decreed that they
may not enter into the congregation? In order to answer this question,
the Gemara recounts all the relevant background events. As it is
written: “And there was a famine in the days of David three years,
year after year” ( Samuel : ). In the first year David said to the
Jewish people: Perhaps there are idol worshippers among you, this
being a sin that can lead to drought, as it is written: “Take heed to
yourselves, lest your heart be deceived, and you turn aside, and serve
other gods, and worship them; and the anger of the Lord be kindled
against you, and He shut up the heaven, so that there shall be
no rain, and the ground shall not yield her fruit” (Deuteronomy
: – ). They examined the matter but did not findN sinners of
this kind.

עוֹב ֵרי ֲﬠ ֵב ָירה ׁיֵש
ְ  ׁ ֶש ָּמא:ׁ ְשנִיָּה ָא ַמר ָל ֶהם
קוֹש
ׁ  דִּ ְכ ִתיב ״וַ יִּ ָּמנְע ּו ְר ִב ִיבים ו ַּמ ְל,ָ ּב ֶכם
– ל ֹא ָהיָה ו ֵּמצַ ח ִא ׁ ּ ָשה זוֹנָ ה ָהיָה ָלךְ ״ וגו׳
.ָּ ּב ְדק ּו וְ ל ֹא ָמצְ או

In the second year of the drought David said to them: Perhaps
there are transgressors in sexual matters among you, as this too
can lead to drought, as it is written: “Therefore the showers have
been withheld, and there has been no latter rain; yet you had a
harlot’s forehead, you refused to be ashamed” ( Jeremiah : ), which
indicates that licentious behavior can lead to a cessation of rainfall.
Again they examined the matter, but did not find sinners of this
kind either.

NOTES

A mamzer does not survive – מ ְמזְ ָרא ָלא ַחיֵּ י:ַ In the Jerusalem Talmud this is explained slightly diﬀerently and
in greater detail. Rav Huna states there that a mamzer
cannot survive for longer than thirty days. As for the
possibility of generations of mamzerim, it is mentioned
there in the name of Rav Ĥanina that once every sixty
or seventy years a plague strikes the world that wipes
out, among others, the mamzerim among the Jews.
They examined but did not find – ב ְדק ּו וְ ל ֹא ָמצְ א ּו:ּ ָ The
later authorities explain that they first thought that the
drought was precisely the type that is a divine punishment for particular sins, and therefore there was no
cause to inquire through the Urim VeTummim. However,
once they realized it was not the result of a widespread
sin among the people David concluded that it must
be caused by a sin of the king, as he represents the
entire nation. In fact, although David was not directly
responsible for the sins, both in the case of Nob, the
city of priests, and in the case of Saul’s eulogy, he was
ultimately the indirect cause for these events (see Riaf
and Iyyun Ya’akov).
HALAKHA

The prohibition with regard to Gibeonites – יסוּר
ּ ִא
ה ְּנ ִתינִים:ַ According to the Rambam, by Torah law it is not
prohibited for a convert from one of the seven Canaanite
nations to enter into the congregation. Rather, it was
Joshua who issued a decree against the Gibeonites, and
therefore the prohibition with regard to them is rabbinic.
This is also the opinion of Rashi and the Razah. Others
(Ramban; Rashba; Tur) maintain that first-generation
Gibeonites are forbidden by Torah law, whereas their
descendants are forbidden by decree of the Sages (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 12:22).

H

it was King
David who decreed that they may not enter into the congregation,
as it is stated: “And the king called the Gibeonites and said to them.
Now the Gibeonites are not of the children of Israel, but of the
remnant of the Amorites” ( Samuel : ). This verse indicates that
it was David who ruled that they are not part of the Jewish people
and that they are barred from the congregation even though they
converted.
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BACKGROUND

He killed Nob, the city of priests – וֹך ׁ ֶש ָה ַרג נוֹב ִﬠיר
ְ ִמ ּת
ה ּכ ֲֹהנִים:ַ While David was fleeing from King Saul, who
perceived him as a threat to his monarchy, Ahimelech,
the priest in the city of Nob, oﬀered him bread and Goliath’s sword, believing him to be on a secret mission in
the service of the king. Doeg the Edomite reported this
to King Saul, who then ordered the destruction of the
city (see I Samuel, chapters 21–22).

וֹס ֵקי צְ ָד ָקה
ְ  ׁ ֶש ָּמא ּפ:ישית ָא ַמר ָל ֶהם
ִ ׁ ׁ ְש ִל
 דִּ ְכ ִתיב,נוֹתנִין
ְ ָ ּב ַר ִ ּבים יֵ ׁש ָ ּב ֶכם וְ ֵאין
ּח וְ גֶ ׁ ֶשם ָאיִ ן ִא ׁיש ִמ ְת ַה ֵּלל יאים וְ רו
ִ ״נְש
ִׂ
.ְּ ּב ַמ ַּתת ׁ ָש ֶקר״ – ָ ּב ְדק ּו וְ ל ֹא ָמצְ או

In the third year he said to them: Perhaps there are among you
those who pledge money to charity in public, but do not actually
give any charity. As it is written: “As vapors and wind without
rain, so is he that boasts himself of a false gift” (Proverbs : ),
teaching that one who falsely boasts of making a gift prevents the
rain from falling. Once again they examined the matter, but could
not find such sinners.

–  ִמיָּ ד, ֵאין ַהדָּ ָבר ָּתלוּי ֶא ָּלא ִ ּבי: ָא ַמרHaving unsuccessfully searched the Jewish people for sins that
 ״וַ ַיְב ֵ ּק ׁש דָּ וִ ד ֶאת ּ ְפנֵי ה׳״ ַמאי ִהיא? ָא ַמרcause drought, David said: The matter depends on nothing other
than myself. Immediately it is stated: “And David sought the
. ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ַאל ָ ּבאו ִּרים וְ תו ִּמים:ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
presence of the Lord” ( Samuel : ). The Gemara asks: What is
this? How did David seek God? Reish Lakish said: He inquired
through the Urim VeTummim, the stones embedded in the High
Priest’s breastplate, which served as a means of communicating
with God.
 ָא ְתיָ א:ַמאי ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
 ְּכ ִתיב ָה ָכא ״וַ ַיְב ֵ ּק ׁש דָּ וִ ד ֶאת,״פנֵי״
ְ ּ ״פנֵי״
ְּ
ּ ְפנֵי ה׳״ ו ְּכ ִתיב ָה ָתם ״וְ ׁ ָש ַאל לוֹ ְ ּב ִמ ׁ ְש ּ ַפט
.ָהאו ִּרים ִל ְפנֵי ה׳״

The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that David’s
seeking was by way of the Urim VeTummim? Rabbi Elazar said:
This is derived by way of a verbal analogy between the word “presence” used here and the word “presence” used elsewhere. It is
written here: “And David sought the presence of the Lord,” and
it is written there: “And he shall stand before Eleazar the priest,
who shall inquire for him by the judgment of the Urim in the
presence of the Lord” (Numbers : ). Consequently, the “presence of the Lord” sought by David must have involved the Urim
VeTummim.

ֹאמר ה׳ ֶאל ׁ ָשאוּל וְ ֶאל ֵ ּבית ַהדָּ ִמים ַﬠל
ֶ ״וַ יּ
– ״אל ׁ ָשאוּל״
ֶ .ֲא ׁ ֶשר ֵה ִמית ַה ִ ּג ְבעוֹנִים״
–  ״וְ ֶאל ֵ ּבית ַהדָּ ִמים״,נִס ּ ַפד ַּכ ֲה ָל ָכה
ְ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
יכן
ָ  וְ ִכי ֵה.״ﬠל ֲא ׁ ֶשר ֵה ִמית ַה ִ ּג ְבעוֹנִים״
ַ
,ָמצִ ינ ּו ְ ּב ׁ ָשאוּל ׁ ֶש ֵה ִמית ַה ִ ּג ְבעוֹנִים? ֶא ָּלא
וֹך ׁ ֶש ָה ַרג נוֹב ִﬠיר ַה ּכ ֲֹהנִים ׁ ֶש ָהי ּו
ְ ִמ ּת
יקין ָל ֶהם ַמיִ ם ו ָּמזוֹן – ַמ ֲﬠ ֶלה ָﬠ ָליו
ִ ַמ ְס ּ ִפ
.ַה ָּכתוּב ְּכ ִאילּ ּו ֲה ָרגָ ן

The verse continues: “And the Lord said: It is for Saul, and for
his bloody house, because he put to death the Gibeonites”
( Samuel : ). The Gemara explains: “For Saul” means that the
Jewish people were punished because he was not eulogized
properly.N “And for his bloody house” is “because he put to death
the Gibeonites.” The Gemara is puzzled by this explanation: Now,
where do we find that Saul put to death the Gibeonites? The
Gemara clarifies: Rather, because he killedN the people of Nob,
the city of priests,B who would provide the Gibeonites with water
and food in exchange for their services, the verse ascribes to him
as if he himself had killed them.

נִס ּ ַפד ַּכ ֲה ָל ָכה
ְ ָקא ָּת ַבע ֶאל ׁ ָשאוּל ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
!?וְ ָקא ָּת ַבע ַﬠל ֲא ׁ ֶשר ֵה ִמית ַה ִ ּג ְבעוֹנִים
 ַמאי דִּ ְכ ִתיב: דַּ ֲא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש,ִאין
״ב ְּק ׁש ּו ֶאת ה׳ ָּכל ַﬠנְ וֵ י ָא ֶרץ ֲא ׁ ֶשר ִמ ׁ ְש ּ ָפטוֹ
ַּ
, ַ ּב ֲא ׁ ֶשר ִמ ׁ ְש ּ ָפטוֹ – ׁ ָשם ּ ָפ ָﬠלוֹ,ּ ָפ ָﬠלוּ״

The Gemara questions this understanding: On one hand, God
demands retribution because Saul was not eulogized properly,
while on the other hand, He demands retribution because Saul
himself put to death the Gibeonites. The Gemara answers:
Yes, this is how it should be. As Reish Lakish said: What is the
meaning of that which is written: “Seek the Lord, all the humble
of the earth, that have executed [pa’alu] His justice” (Zephaniah
: )? Where mention is made of the justice to be carried out
against a person, his good deeds [pa’alo] should be mentioned
there as well.

 ׁ ָשאוּל נְ ַפק ּו ְלה ּו: ֲא ַמר דָּ וִ דDavid said: With regard to the eulogy for Saul, there have already
passed

NOTES

Saul, because he was not eulogized properly – נִס ּ ַפד
ְ ׁ ָשאוּל ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
כ ֲה ָל ָכה:ַּ The Maharatz Ĥayyut points out that Saul is the only king
for whom a great and lengthy eulogy is recorded, delivered by
David himself (see II Samuel, chapter l). Rather, the Gemara means
that Saul was not eulogized properly because David’s eulogy,
due to its very length and poetic style, was that of one private
individual for another private individual; it was inappropriate for
a king of Israel.
The later authorities note that although the verse does not
mention the lack of honor paid to Saul, this misconduct can
be inferred from the fact that David later brought the bones of
Saul and his sons and buried them in a dignified manner in their
ancestral graves.
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Rather because he killed – וֹך ׁ ֶש ָה ַרג
ְ א ָּלא ִמ ּת:
ֶ In the Jerusalem
Talmud in tractate Kiddushin it is stated that Saul did in fact kill
seven Gibeonites in the course of his destruction of Nob, which is
why they asked for seven of his own sons in return. The Maharsha
suggests that it was the Gibeonites who had provided the priests
with food and water and that they were upset now that they were
deprived of this sacred service.
As for the entire people being held responsible for the sin
committed by Saul, the Riaf explains that since all of the Jewish
people swore to safeguard the Gibeonites’ lives and welfare, any
suﬀering of the Gibeonites was a desecration of God’s name.
Therefore, the restitution to them was also exaggerated in order
to sanctify the name of God.

