Perek X
Daf 95 Amud a
 דִּ ְב ֵמזִ יד ָלא ֲא ִס ָירא,ֲאחוֹת ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
. ְ ּב ׁשוֹגֵ ג ָלא ָ ּגזְ ר ּו ָ ּב ּה ַר ָ ּבנַ ן,יתא
ָ ְאוֹרי
ַ ְִּמד
– ״אוֹת ּה״
ָ
:ו ְּמ ַנָלן דְּ ָלא ֲא ִס ָירא – דְּ ַתנְיָא
 וְ ֵאין ׁ ְש ִכ ַיבת,אוֹס ְר ָּת ּה
ַ אוֹת ּה ׁ ְש ִכ ָיב ָת ּה
ָ
.אוֹס ְר ָּת ּה
ַ חוֹת ּה
ָ ֲא

However, with regard to a wife’s sister, where even if the sister sins
intentionally the wife is not forbidden to him by Torah law, if he
did so unwittingly the Sages did not decree with regard to him.
And from where do we derive that she is not forbidden? As it is
taught in a baraita that in the verse: “A man, when his wife goes
aside…and a man lies with her” (Numbers : – ), the emphasis
of “her” teaches: It is her intercourse with another man that renders her forbidden to her husband, but the intercourse of her
sister does not render her forbidden.

 ּו ַמה ְ ּב ָמקוֹם: וַ ֲהל ֹא דִּ ין הוּא,ׁ ֶשיָּ כוֹל
 ָמקוֹם,אוֹסר
ֵ ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַﬠל ִא ּיסוּר ַקל נֶ ֱא ָסר ָה
ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַﬠל ִא ּיסוּר ָחמוּר ֵאינוֹ דִּ ין ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ָסר
.אוֹסר
ֵ ָה

As, were it not for this verse, one might have thought: Could this
not be derived through an a fortiori inference: And if in a case
where he has relations subject to a light prohibition, the one
causing her to be rendered prohibited is forbidden, then in a situation where he has intercourse subject to a severe prohibition, is
it not right that the one causing her to be rendered prohibited
should be forbidden? This a fortiori inference will be explained later
in the Gemara.

 ל ֹא נֶ ְח ְלק ּו ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
וֹסל ֶאת
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ּפ,ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל ְ ּב ָבא ַﬠל ֲחמוֹתוֹ
 ַﬠל ַמה ֶּנ ְח ְלק ּו – ְ ּב ָבא ַﬠל ֲאחוֹת.ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
 ו ֵּבית,וֹסל
ֵ  ּפ:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי,ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
:יוֹסי
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.וֹסל
ֵ  ל ֹא ּפ:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ ִה ֵּלל
ל ֹא נֶ ְח ְלק ּו ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל ְ ּב ָבא
.וֹסל ֶאת ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
ֵ  ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ּפ,ַﬠל ֲאחוֹת ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
 ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבית,ַﬠל ַמה ֶּנ ְח ְלק ּו – ְ ּב ָבא ַﬠל ֲחמוֹתוֹ
:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל,וֹסל
ֵ  ּפ:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ ׁ ַש ַּמאי
,וֹסל
ֵ ל ֹא ּפ

Rabbi Yehuda said: Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not
disagree with regard to one who has relations with his motherin-law, that he renders his wife disqualified from remaining
married to him. With regard to what case did they disagree? With
regard to one who has relations with his wife’s sister, as Beit
Shammai say that he renders his wife disqualified, and Beit Hillel
say he does not render her disqualified. Rabbi Yosei said: Not so,
as Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not disagree with regard to
one who has relations with his wife’s sister, that he does not
render his wife disqualified from remaining married to him. With
regard to what did they disagree? With regard to one who has
relations with his mother-in-law, as Beit Shammai say he renders
his wife disqualified and Beit Hillel say he does not render her
disqualified.

ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ְּת ִח ָּלה הוּא מו ָּּתר ְ ּב ָכל ַה ּנ ׁ ִָשים
נָשים
ִ ׁ  וְ ִהיא מו ֶּּת ֶרת ְ ּב ָכל ָה ֲא,עוֹלם
ָ ׁ ֶש ָ ּב
אוֹס ָר ּה וְ ִהיא
ְ  ִקדְּ ׁ ָש ּה – הוּא.עוֹלם
ָ ׁ ֶש ָ ּב
 ְמרו ֶ ּּבה ִא ּיסוּר ׁ ֶש ֲא ָס ָר ּה ֵמ ִא ּיסוּר.ֲּא ָס ַר ּתו
נָשים
ִ ׁ  ׁ ֶשהוּא ֲא ָס ָר ּה ְ ּב ָכל ֲא,ּׁ ֶש ֲא ָס ַר ְתהו
 וְ ִה יא ל ֹא ֲא ָס ַר ְתה ּו ֶא ָּלא,עוֹל ם
ָ ׁ ֶש ָ ּב
.יה
ָ רוֹבוֹת
ֶ
ִ ּב ְק

Rabbi Yosei explains why Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not
disagree with regard to the case of one who has relations with
his wife’s sister. This is because at first, before the marriage, he is
permitted to all the women in the world and she is permitted to
all the men in the world. After he has betrothed her as his wife, he
renders her forbidden to all men, and she renders him forbidden
to her relatives. Consequently, the prohibition by which he renders
her forbidden is greater than the prohibition by which she renders him forbidden, as he renders her forbidden to all the men
in the world and she renders him forbidden by their betrothal
only to her relatives.

 ׁ ֶש ֲא ָס ָר ּה, ּו ָמה הוּא:וַ ֲהל ֹא דִּ ין הוּא
 ׁ ָשגְ גָ ה ָ ּב ָאס ּור,עוֹלם
ָ נָשים ׁ ֶש ָ ּב
ִ ׁ ְ ּב ָכל ֲא
 ִהיא ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא,ָל ּה – ֵאינָ ּה נֶ ֱא ֶס ֶרת ַ ּב ּמו ָּּתר ָל ּה
 ׁ ָשגַ ג ָ ּב ָאסוּר,יה
ָ רוֹבוֹת
ֶ
ֲא ָס ַר ְתה ּו ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ְק
!?לוֹ ֵאינוֹ דִּ ין ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא נֶ ֱא ַסר לוֹ ַ ּב ּמו ָּּתר לוֹ

Rabbi Yosei’s explanation continues. Could this halakha of a wife’s
sister not be derived through an a fortiori inference: And if he
prohibited her through their betrothal to all men in the world, and
yet she was unwitting with one forbidden to her, i.e., she had relations with another man by mistake, she is not forbidden to he who
is permitted to her, her husband; she, who prohibited him only
to her relatives, if he was unwitting with one forbidden to him,
her sister, is it not right that we should not render him forbidden
to her, she who is permitted to him, namely his wife?

לוֹמר
ַ  ְל ֵמזִ יד ִמ ּנַיִ ן? ַּת ְלמוּד, וְ זֶ ה ַהדִּ ין ְל ׁשוֹגֵ גAnd this is the a fortiori inference and the reason for the halakha
of an unwitting sinner, i.e., that if he had unwitting relations with
 וְ ֵאין,אוֹס ְר ָּת ּה
ַ אוֹת ּה ׁ ְש ִכ ָיב ָת ּה
ָ – ״אוֹת ּה״
ָ
one of his wife’s relations the wife is not thereby rendered forbidden
.אוֹס ְר ָּת ּה
ַ חוֹת ּה
ָ ׁ ְש ִכ ַיבת ֲא
to him. With regard to one whose act was intentional, from where
is the halakha derived? The verse states: “Her,” meaning that it is
her intercourse with another man that renders her forbidden to
her husband, but the intercourse of her husband with sister does
not render her forbidden to him.
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 ַמאי:ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי ֲא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
״ב ֵא ׁש
ּ ָ ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה – דִּ ְכ ִתיב
יִ ְ ׂש ְרפ ּו אוֹתוֹ וְ ֶא ְת ֶהן״ וְ ִכי ָּכל ַה ַ ּביִ ת ּכוּלּ וֹ
ִ ּב ְ ׂש ֵר ָפה? ִאם ֵאינוֹ ִﬠנְיָ ן ִל ְ ׂש ֵר ָפה ְּתנֵ ה ּו
.ִﬠנְיָ ן ְל ִא ּיסו ָּרא

Rabbi Ami said that Reish Lakish said: What is the reason of
Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that one who has intercourse with
his mother-in-law is forbidden to his wife? As it is written: “They
shall be burned in fire, he and they” (Leviticus : ). This verse
is puzzling: And shall the entire house be punished by burning?
Why should both women be punished when only one of them
transgressed? If it does not refer to the matter of burning, refer
it to the matter of a prohibition, that they are both forbidden to
him. This teaches that he is forbidden not only to the woman with
whom he sinned, but also to his wife.

 ֵאין ֲה ָל ָכה:ָא ַמר ַרב יְהו ָּדה ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
יס ּו ָרא
ּ  ַההוּא דַּ ֲﬠ ַבד ִא.ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
 ֲא ַמר.יה
ּ יה ַרב יְ הו ָּדה נַ גְ ֵד
ּ ֵ ַא ְתי,יה
ּ ַ ּב ֲח ָמ ֵת
 ִאי ָלאו דְּ ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ֵאין ֲה ָל ָכה:יה
ּ ֵל
ָ ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ָא ְס ִר
יס ּו ָרא
ּ ית ּה ֲﬠ ָל ְך ִא
.דְּ ָﬠ ָלם

Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda.H The Gemara relates: A
certain individual performed a transgression by having relations
with his mother-in-law. Rav Yehuda had him brought for judgment and ordered that he be flogged. He said to him: If it were
not for the fact that Shmuel said the halakha is not in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, I would render your wife
forbidden to you permanently.N

 ַמ ֲחזִ יר: § ַמאי ִא ּיסוּר ַקל? ֲא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ אAt the start of the baraita the tanna stated an a fortiori inference
,ִשאת
ׂ ֵ ּ  ְ ּגרו ׁ ָּשתוֹ ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ּנthat is not entirely clear: If in a place where he has relations subject
to a light prohibition, the one causing her to be rendered prohibited is forbidden. The Gemara asks: What is this light prohibition?
Rav Ĥisda said: It is referring to one who remarries his divorcée
after she married another man.
 ָ ּבא,יה דְּ ַהאי
ָ  ָ ּבא ָﬠ ֶלThe Gemara explains that according to this interpretation the
ּ יה ַהאי ֲא ָס ָר ּה ֲﬠ ֵל
.יה דְּ ַהאי
ָ  ָﬠ ֶלa fortiori inference should be understood as follows: If this one,
ּ יה ִא ָידךְ ֲא ָס ָר ּה ֲﬠ ֵל
the second husband, has relations with her, he has rendered her
forbidden to that one, the first husband. And if the second man
divorced her and then the other one, the first husband, had relations with her, he has likewise rendered her forbidden to this
one. This demonstrates that even with regard to a light prohibition
the man who renders her forbidden is also forbidden by this
intercourse.

HALAKHA

One who has relations with his wife’s relative – ַה ָ ּבא ַﬠל
רוֹבת ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
ַ ק:ְ If one engages in relations with any of the
women forbidden to him due to his wife, i.e., her mother,
mother’s mother, daughter, daughter’s daughter, or her
sister; whether he did so unwittingly or intentionally his
wife is forbidden to him, even if he sinned in a manner
that renders him liable to receive the death penalty. The
halakha follows Rabbi Yosei, as Shmuel ruled in accordance with his opinion, not that of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 2:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 15:27).
NOTES

I would render your wife forbidden to you permanently –
א ְס ִר ָית ּה ֲﬠ ָל ְך ִא ּיסו ָּרא דְּ ָﬠ ָלם:
ָ The early authorities question
this ruling in light of the halakha that one who is accused
of having relations with a woman who is forbidden to
him is forbidden to her daughter. Here there is more than
an accusation, as he actually violated a prohibition. Some
commentaries explain that this halakha of an accusation
means only that he may not marry her ab initio, but if he
went ahead and married her the court does not force them
to divorce (Ramban). This certainly applies in this case, as
the sin with his mother-in-law occurred after he married
the daughter. The Jerusalem Talmud cites a similar incident,
in which Rabbi Mana forced a man who had sinned with
his mother-in-law to divorce his wife. There, however, the
reason was that as long as they remained married the
presence of his mother-in-law in their house might tempt
him to sin.
And her prohibition applies to the majority – וְ ִא ּיסו ָּר ּה
ברוֹב:ּ ְ According to Rashi, this means that she is forbidden
to most men. Others explain that the majority of men can
render her forbidden to him (Tosafot; see Ritva).

ִשאת ׁ ֶש ֵּכן
ׂ ֵ ּ  ַמה ְּל ַמ ֲחזִ יר ְ ּגר ּו ׁ ָשתוֹ ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ּנThe Gemara refutes this interpretation: What about the fact that
יסו ָּר ּה
ּ יסו ָּר ּה ְ ּברוֹב וְ ִא
ּ  נִ ְט ָמא ַהגּ וּף וְ ִאone who remarries his divorcée after she married another man
cannot be considered to have violated a light prohibition, as the
!עוֹלם
ָ ִא ּיסוּר
prohibition is stringent in several regards: As the body is defiled
by this intercourse, for the Torah states “after she has been defiled”
(Deuteronomy : ); and her prohibition applies to the
majorityN of the Jewish people, not to select groups; and her
prohibition is an irrevocable prohibition, as she is no longer
permitted to her first husband after having relations with her second husband. This last stringency is not true of his wife’s sister, who
is permitted to him after the death of his wife.
 יְ ָב ָמה. יְ ָב ָמה:ֶא ָּלא ֲא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
, וְ ִכ ְד ַרב ַה ְמנוּנָ א,ימא ְל ַא ֵחר
ָ ְל ַמאן? ִא ֵיל
וֹמ ֶרת ָיָבם ׁ ֶשזִּ ְּינ ָתה
ֶ  ׁש:דַּ ֲא ַמר ַרב ַה ְמנוּנָ א
.ֲאסו ָּרה ִל ָיב ָמ ּה

Rather, the Gemara rejects this explanation in favor of the following one that Reish Lakish said: The baraita is referring to relations
with a yevama, which is called a light prohibition, as the man who
has relations with her is forbidden to her. The Gemara clarifies:
With regard to this yevama, with whom did she engage in intercourse? If we say that she had relations with another man, not her
yavam, this would mean that the ruling is in accordance with
the opinion of Rav Hamnuna. As Rav Hamnuna said: A widow
waiting for her yavam who engaged in licentious sexual relations
with another man is forbidden to her yavam. The argument would
be as follows: Although the yavam renders the yevama forbidden
to every other man, if she has relations with another she becomes
forbidden to him as well.

 וְ ִא ּיסו ָּר ּה,נִט ָמא ַהגּ וּף
ְ  ַמה ִל ָיב ָמה ׁ ֶש ֵּכןHowever, this argument can also be challenged: What about the
! ְ ּברוֹבfact that in the case of a yevama who engages in this forbidden
relationship, the body is defiled and her prohibition applies
equally to the majority of the people. Therefore, one cannot derive
the prohibitions of one’s wife’s relatives from this halakha.
. פרק י׳ דף צה. Yevamot . Perek X . 95a
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 ֲﬠ ַבד ָ ּב ּה ַמ ֲא ָמר.ֶא ָּלא ָיְב ָמה ָל ַא ִחין
יה
ָ  ָ ּבא ָﬠ ֶל,יה דְּ ַהאי
ּ ַהאי – ֲא ָס ָר ּה ֲﬠ ֵל
 ַמאי.יה דְּ ַהאי
ּ ִא ָיד ְך – ֲא ָס ָר ּה ֲﬠ ֵל
יה ׁ ֵשנִי? ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֲﬠ ַבד
ָ ִא ְיריָ א ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ָﬠ ֶל
!ָ ּב ּה נַ ִמי ַמ ֲא ָמר

Rather, the baraita must be referring to a case of a yevama to
the brothers, as follows: If this brother performed levirate
betrothal [ma’amar]B with her he has rendered her forbidden
to that one, the other brothers, as she is eﬀectively betrothed to
him. If one of the other brothers, who had not performed levirate
betrothal with her, subsequently has relations with her, he has
rendered her forbidden to this one who had performed levirate
betrothal with her. The Gemara asks: If that is the meaning of the
baraita, why specifically state that the second had relations
with her?N Even if he performed levirate betrothal with her
too, he thereby renders her forbidden to the first brother, which
proves that it is not the act of intercourse itself that causes the
prohibition.

 דְּ ָא ַמר,יאל
ֵ  ְּכ ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל, ָהא ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ אThe Gemara refutes this suggestion: This is not diﬃcult, as it can
 ֶא ָּלא ֲא ִפילּ ּו. ֵאין ַמ ֲא ָמר ַא ַחר ַמ ֲא ָמרbe explained in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Gamliel, who said: There is no levirate betrothal after a levirate
! וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ָח ַלץ ָל ּה,נָ ַתן ָל ּה ֵ ּגט
betrothal, i.e., if one brother performed levirate betrothal with
the yevama, no other levirate betrothal is of any eﬀect. However,
this explanation can still be refuted, as her prohibition to the
yavam is not due to the act of intercourse, as even if the other
brother gave her a bill of divorce, or even if he performed
ĥalitza with her, he has likewise rendered her forbidden to the
first brother, who performed levirate betrothal.
סוֹטה
ָ .סוֹטה
ָ :יוֹחנָ ן
ָ ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 ָ ּבא ָﬠ ֶל ָיה ַ ּב ַﬠל,ימא ַל ַ ּב ַﬠל
ָ ְל ַמאן? ִא ֵיל
 ַמאי ִא ְיריָ א ָ ּבא,בוֹﬠל
ֵ ְּיה ד
ּ ֲא ָס ָר ּה ֲﬠ ֵל
 וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ָא ַמר,ָﬠ ֶל ָיה? ֲא ִפילּ ּו נָ ַתן ָל ּה ֵ ּגט
!ֵאין ֲאנִי ַמ ׁ ְש ֶקה

Rather, Rabbi Yoĥanan said: The light prohibition is that of a
sota. The Gemara asks: This sota, to whom is she forbidden? If
we say that she is forbidden to the husband, the explanation
would be as follows: If her husband has relations with her,
despite the fact that she is forbidden to him after she disobeyed
his warning not to seclude herself with a certain man, he has
rendered her forbidden to the fornicator, as she is barred from
marrying him even if her husband divorces her. However, why
is this true specifically in a case in which he had relations with
her? Even if her husband only gave her a bill of divorce and did
not have relations with her after her seclusion, or even if he said:
I will not force her to drink the waters of a sota, she is likewise
forbidden to the other man.

וֹﬠל – ַהאי ִא ּיסוּר ַקל
ֵ סוֹטה ַל ּב
ָ  ֶא ָּלאRather, the baraita is referring to a sota who had relations with
 דְּ ַהיְ ינ ּו ֵא ׁ ֶשת, הוּא? ִא ּיסוּר ָחמוּר הוּאthe fornicator, thereby rendering herself permanently forbidden
to her husband, as she was a married woman at the time.H Yet this
!ִא ׁיש
too is puzzling: Is this a light prohibition? It is a severe prohibition, as this is the prohibition proscribing a married woman,
one of the most serious of all prohibitions.

BACKGROUND

Levirate betrothal [ma’amar] – מ ֲא ָמר:ַ In the context of
levirate marriage, ma’amar is referring to an ordinary act of
betrothal that is performed prior to actual levirate marriage.
As stated in the first mishna in tractate Kiddushin, betrothal
between Jews can be performed with money or its equivalent,
e.g., a ring, with a legal document, or through sexual inter-

course. By Torah law there is no betrothal for levirate marriage,
which can be established only by means of sexual intercourse.
The Sages ruled that when the yavam gives his yevama money
and states that he is betrothing her by means of this money,
they are betrothed by rabbinic law.

NOTES

Why specifically state that the second had relations with
her – יה ׁ ֵשנִי
ָ מאי ִא ְיריָ א ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ָﬠ ֶל:ַ This same diﬃculty could
apparently have been raised with regard to one who remarries his divorcée, as she is forbidden to her husband as soon
as she has been betrothed to another. Some commentaries
suggest that the Gemara wanted to provide an explanation

that would accord with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei ben Keifar,
who maintains that a woman may return to her first husband
even after she was betrothed to another, provided that she
had not engaged in sexual relations with her betrothed (Ritva).
This is explained in the Jerusalem Talmud in precisely the
same manner.

HALAKHA

The prohibition with regard to a sota – סוֹטה
ָ יסוּר
ּ א:
ִ If a
husband suspected his wife of being unfaithful to him with
another man, and he warned her against secluding herself
with him but she disregarded his warning, she is forbidden
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to her husband until she drinks the sota waters. She is likewise permanently forbidden to the adulterer (Rambam Sefer
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:12).

Perek X
Daf 95 Amud b
 וְ ֵכן ִּכי ֲא ָתא. ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש:ֶא ָּלא ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
 ו ַּמאי ָק ֵרי, ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש:יוֹחנָן
ָ ָר ִבין ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
אוֹס ָר ּה ָּכל
ְ אוֹס ָר ּה
ְ ָל ּה ִא ּיסוּר ַקל – ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָה
 ַא ָ ּבא ָחנָן ֲא ַמר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם, ַּתנְיָא נַ ִמי ָה ִכי.יָ ָמיו
. ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש:ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר

Rather, Rava saidN that the light prohibition is actually that of a
married woman.N And similarly, when Ravin came from Eretz
Yisrael, he said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said that the baraita is referring to a married woman. And for what reason does the tanna
call this a light prohibition? The reason is that it diﬀers from and
is more lenient than other prohibitions in that her husband, who
renders her forbidden, does not render her forbidden for his
whole lifetime, as he can negate the prohibition by giving her a
bill of divorce. This is also taught in a baraita: Abba Ĥanan said
in the name of Rabbi Elazar: The baraita is referring to a married
woman.

יסוּר ַקל ׁ ֶש ֵאין
ּ ו ַּמה ִ ּב ְמקוֹם ַה ָ ּבא ַﬠל ִא
– אוֹסר
ֵ  נֶ ֱא ָסר ָה,אוֹס ָר ּה ָּכל יָ ָמיו
ְ אוֹס ָר ּה
ְ ָה
אוֹס ָר ּה
ְ אוֹס ָר ּה
ְ  ׁ ֶש ָה,ַה ָ ּבא ַﬠל ִא ּיסוּר ָחמוּר
ְ  ֵאינוֹ דִּ ין ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ָסר ָה,ָּכל יָ ָמיו
!?אוֹס ָר ּה

The Gemara explains that according to this opinion the a fortiori
inference should be understood as follows: And if in a case where
he has relations with a married woman, which is a light prohibition, due to the fact that he who renders her forbidden does not
render her forbidden for his whole lifetime, and yet the one
who renders her forbidden is forbidden, as the husband of a
woman who committed adultery is permanently barred from
having relations with her, then the following conclusion is correct:
One who has relations subject to a severe transgression, e.g., a
wife’s sister, which is severe because the one who renders his wife
forbidden renders her forbidden for her whole lifetime, since
as long as his wife remains alive he is forbidden to her sister, is it
not right that the one who renders her forbidden should be
forbidden?

NOTES

Rather, Rava said – א ָּלא ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא:ֶ The problem is that the
previous questions apparently apply to this interpretation
as well, as she too is forbidden to most men and her
body is defiled. Some commentaries answer that the
Gemara initially sought an actual light transgression, i.e., a
regular prohibition. When this attempt failed, the Gemara
retracted from this premise entirely and tried to apply the
argument to a prohibition that entails strangulation, e.g.,
the adultery of a married woman, which is lighter than
others in that it is temporary (Tosefot HaRosh, citing Rivan).
Others explain similarly that the prohibition in this case
is not permanent, and therefore the Gemara is not concerned about the other two diﬃculties (Otzar HaShitot).
Rava said a married woman – א ַמר ָר ָבא ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש:ָ Some
commentaries ask: Isn’t the prohibition proscribing a married woman more severe than that proscribing a wife’s
sister, as it is punishable by the death penalty rather than
karet (Tosafot; see Tosafot Yeshanim and Tosefot HaRosh)?
Others understand from Rashi that Rava is not referring
to all married women but specifically to a sota, and he
is responding to the previous diﬃculty concerning the
severity of her prohibition (Ritva). This interpretation
resolves several diﬃculties, since this situation entails
neither the death penalty nor bodily impurity, as the
transgression was not definitely committed; she is forbidden merely because she disobeyed her husband’s
warning (see Ritva).

 ַמאי.וֹסל״ וכו׳
ֵ אוֹמר ָּכל ׁ ֶש ּפ
ֵ יוֹסי
ֵ ַ״ר ִ ּבי
ימא דְּ ָק ָא ַמר ַּת ָּנא
ָ יוֹסי? ִא ֵיל
ֵ ָק ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ַק ָּמא דְּ ָאזֵ יל ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ וְ גִ יסוֹ ִל ְמ ִדינַ ת ַהיָּ ם
,ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִ ּגיסוֹ ֲא ִס ָירא וְ ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ ׁ ַש ְריָ א

§ The mishna taught: Rabbi Yosei says: Whoever disqualifies

What is it Rabbi Yosei is saying – יוֹסי
ֵ מאי ָק ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי:ַ The
Jerusalem Talmud cites Reish Lakish’s explanation, which
avoids all of these diﬃculties. He maintains that Rabbi
Yosei distinguishes between one’s wife’s married sister,
whose extramarital sexual relations disqualify her from
others, i.e., her husband, and therefore also disqualifies
his wife to him, and his wife’s unattached sister, whose
intercourse does not forbid her to another.

others also disqualifies himself, and whoever does not disqualify
others does not disqualify himself. The Gemara asks: What is it
Rabbi Yosei is saying?N If we say that the first tanna said that
one’s wife and brother-in-law went overseas and he mistakenly
had relations with his wife’s sister, who is married to his brotherin-law, and consequently the wife of his brother-in-law is forbidden to the brother-in-law, and his wife is permitted to him, this
is problematic.

Whoever does not disqualify, what is its purpose – ָּכל
יה
ֵ ש ֵאינוֹ ּפ:
ֶ ׁ The early authorities ask why
ּ  ַמאי ֲﬠ ִב ְיד ֵּת,וֹסל
the Gemara does not explain this as referring to his wife’s
unattached sister. A similar question is asked in the Jerusalem Talmud. They answer that Rabbi Yosei’s wording
does not suit this interpretation, as the sister is unmarried,
and therefore it cannot be said about her that she does
not disqualify others, as there are no relevant others here
at all (Ramban; Rosh).

יכי דְּ ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
ִ  ִּכי ֵה:יוֹסי
ֵ יה ַר ִ ּבי
ּ וְ ָק ָא ַמר ֵל
״כל
ָּ  ִאי ָה ִכי,ׁ ַש ְריָ א ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִ ּגיסוֹ נַ ִמי ׁ ַש ְריָ א
וֹסל ַﬠל
ֵ וֹסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ֲא ֵח ִרים ֵאין ּפ
ֵ ׁ ֶש ֵאין ּפ
ֵ ״כל ׁ ֶש ֵאין ּפ
וֹסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַﬠצְ מוֹ
ָּ ?יְ ֵדי ַﬠצְ מוֹ״
!יה
ּ ָ וֹסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ֲא ֵח ִרים״ ִמ
ֵ ֵאינוֹ ּפ
ּ יב ֲﬠיָ א ֵל

The Gemara elaborates: And according to this explanation, Rabbi
Yosei says to the first tanna: Just as his wife is permitted to him,
the wife of his brother-in-law is also permitted to her husband.
Rabbi Yosei’s reasoning is that if he has not disqualified his wife
to himself, due to the accidental nature of his relations with her
sister, he should not disqualify the sister to her husband either.
The Gemara continues: If so, the formulation of Rabbi Yosei’s
statement is imprecise, as instead of saying: Whoever does not
disqualify others does not disqualify himself, he should have
said: Whoever does not disqualify himself, i.e., his sexual relations do not render his wife forbidden to him, does not disqualify
others, i.e., the wife of the other man.

אוֹת ּה ׁ ְש ִכ ָיב ָת ּה
ָ – ״אוֹת ּה״
ָ
לוֹמר
ַ  ַּת ְלמוּדThe verse therefore states: “Her,” from which it is derived: It is
her intercourse that renders her forbidden, but the intercourse
.אוֹס ְר ָּת ּה
ַ חוֹת ּה
ָ אוֹס ְר ָּת ּה וְ ֵאין ׁ ְש ִכ ַיבת ֲא
ַ
of her sister does not render her forbidden.

 ִּכי ֵה ִיכי דְּ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִ ּגיסוֹ ֲא ִס ָירא ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ, וְ ֶא ָּלאBut rather, one might explain Rabbi Yosei’s teaching in the reverse
״כל
ֵ ״כל ׁ ֶש ּפ
ָּ ,וֹסל״
ָּ  נַ ִמי ֲא ִס ָירא – ָה ֵתינַ חmanner: Just as the wife of his brother-in-law is forbidden to
her husband, his own wife is also forbidden to him. This works
?יה
ֵ ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ּפ
ּ וֹסל״ ַמאי ֲﬠ ִב ְיד ֵּת
out well with regard to the clause that starts with: Whoever disqualifies, as he disqualifies others, i.e., his brother-in-law’s wife to
his brother-in-law, and therefore he also disqualifies his wife to
himself. However, the continuation of the statement: Whoever
does not disqualify, what is its purpose?N This clause has no
apparent relevance to Rabbi Yosei’s statement.
: פרק י׳ דף צה. Yevamot . Perek X . 95b
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NOTES

Based on the testimony of witnesses, who does not disqualify, etc. – וֹסל וכו׳
ֵ ﬠל ּ ִפי ֵﬠ ִדים דְּ ֵאינוֹ ּפ:ַ How can one be
sure that the first tanna maintains that if she married based
on the testimony of witnesses she does not become disqualified? Apparently, the first tanna disagrees with Rabbi
Shimon in this regard, and claims that she may not return
to her husband even if she married on the basis of witness
testimony. The commentaries suggest two answers. First,
Rabbi Yosei agrees with the first tanna with regard to the
halakha in practice; however, he contends that as the first
tanna prohibits her to her husband by rabbinical decree, it
cannot be said that the intercourse of one who married
based on the testimony of witnesses actually disqualifies
her to her husband. Second, Rabbi Yosei indeed takes issue
with the opinion of the first tanna, as he agrees with Rabbi
Shimon that a woman who married based on the testimony
of witnesses may return to her husband (Rashba).
Disqualify others – וֹסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ֲא ֵח ִרים
ֵ פ:ּ Many of the disputes
of the early authorities with regard to this issue stem from
the various opinions concerning the source of the halakha
that a married woman who married another man by mistake is forbidden to her original husband, even if she acted
based on witnesses testimony. Some say that this halakha is
a penalty imposed on the woman to ensure that a wife will
examine any testimony with regard to her husband’s death
with great care, the same reason why the Sages accepted
the wife’s own testimony in that case. These commentaries
claim that the Sages did not diﬀerentiate between one
witness and two in this regard. Others maintain that she is
forbidden to her husband by a decree so that people should
not say that this man divorced her and the other one married her. Yet others contend that some tanna’im take both of
these considerations into account. These diﬀerent opinions
have ramifications both with regard to the ruling of halakha
as well as the meaning of the discussion of the Gemara.
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yosei – יוֹסי
ֵ ה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי:ֲ Many early authorities claim that
as it is unclear to which explanation of Rabbi Yosei’s opinion Shmuel’s ruling is referring to, the stringencies of both
rulings are accepted. Furthermore, even if one’s wife and
brother-in-law went overseas, he may not return to his
wife (Rambam). Although others disagree and contend that
this conclusion does not follow even from a combination
of both stringencies (Ra’avad; Rashba), the Ramban in Sefer
HaZekhut agrees with the Rambam. Some commentaries
accept Rabbi Yosei’s opinion as explained by Rabbi Yitzĥak
Nappaĥa, as the other explanation of Shmuel’s statement
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hamnuna (see
Rid and Meiri).
HALAKHA

The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yosei – יוֹסי
ֵ ה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי:ֲ If a man’s wife and brother-in-law
went overseas, and people came and told him that they
were both dead, and after he married his wife’s sister the
missing pair arrived, his wife’s sister requires a bill of divorce
from him in any case, whether she married based on the
testimony of one witness or two, and she is forbidden to
the brother-in-law. As for his wife, she is forbidden to him
whether she was married or betrothed to him. The reason is
that it is unclear whether Shmuel’s ruling in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei follows Rabbi Yitzĥak Nappaĥa’s
explanation or that of Rabbi Ami, and therefore the stringencies of both opinions are accepted. In other words, there
is concern that the betrothal might have been conditional,
as stated by Rabbi Yitzĥak Nappaĥa, and therefore he is forbidden to his betrothed either way, and the halakha is also
stringent with regard to a wife who married on the basis
of one witness, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Ami (Rif; Ramban; Rosh; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 15:28).
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נִיסת ַﬠל ּ ִפי ֵ ּבית
ֵּ ,ישא
ָ ׁ  ַא ֵר:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי
 ַﬠל ּ ִפי.דִּ ין – ֵּתצֵ א ו ְּפטו ָּרה ִמן ַה ָ ּק ְר ָ ּבן
 יָ ֶפה ּכֹחוֹ.ֵﬠ ִדים – ֵּתצֵ א וְ ַחיֶּ ֶיבת ְ ּב ָק ְר ָ ּבן
.ׁ ֶשל ֵ ּבית דִּ ין ׁ ֶש ּ ְפ ָט ָר ּה ִמן ַה ָ ּק ְר ָ ּבן

Rabbi Ami said: Rabbi Yosei’s statement does not refer to this
halakha, but to the first mishna of the chapter, which taught that
if a woman whose husband went overseas was informed that he
was dead and she married by permission of the court she must
leave her new husband and is exempt from bringing an oﬀering.
If she married based on the testimony of witnesses, without the
authorization of the court, she must leave and is liable to bring
an oﬀering. In this regard, the power of the court is enhanced,
as she is exempt from an oﬀering.

 ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א ַﬠל ּ ִפי ֵﬠ ִדים: וְ ָק ָא ַמר ַּת ָּנא ַק ָּמאRabbi Ami explains: And accordingly, if his wife and brother-in וְ ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א ַﬠל ּ ִפי ֵ ּבית, דְּ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִ ּגיסוֹ ׁ ַש ְריָ אlaw went overseas and witnesses came and testified that they were
both dead, the first tanna says that it is no diﬀerent whether the
,דִּ ין דְּ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִ ּגיסוֹ ֲא ִס ָירא
wife of his brother-in-law married him based on the testimony of
witnesses alone, in which case the wife of his brother-in-law is
permitted to her husband, as she is considered as having acted
under duress, having heard testimony that her husband was dead,
and it is no diﬀerent if she married him by permission of the
court, as although the wife of his brother-in-law is prohibited,
his own wife remains permitted to him.
 ַﬠל ּ ִפי ֵ ּבית דִּ ין:יוֹסי
ֵ יה ַר ִ ּבי
ּ וְ ָק ָא ַמר ֵל
וֹסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי
ֵ פוֹסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ֲא ֵח ִרים – ּפ
ֵ ְּד
וֹסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי
ֵ  ַﬠל ּ ִפי ֵﬠ ִדים דְּ ֵאינוֹ ּפ,ַﬠצְ מוֹ
.וֹסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַﬠצְ מוֹ
ֵ ֲא ֵח ִרים – ֵאינוֹ ּפ

Rabbi Ami continues his explanation. And Rabbi Yosei says to
the first tanna: One who married by permission of the court, who
disqualifies others, he also disqualified himself to his own wife;
however, in the case of one who married based on the testimony
of witnesses who does not disqualifyN others,N I agree that he
does not disqualify himself, and his wife is permitted to him.

,עוֹלם ַא ֵּס ָיפא
ָ  ְל:ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק נַ ּ ָפ ָחא ֲא ַמר
 וְ ָהא דִּ נְ ִסיב,)הא דִּ נְ ִסיב ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִ ּגיסוֹ
ָ
 ָהא דְּ ָאזְ ֵלי ֲאר ּו ָסתוֹ,(ֲאר ּו ַסת ִ ּגיסוֹ
 וְ ָק ָא ַמר, ָהא דְּ ָאזְ ֵלי ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ וְ גִ יסוֹ,וְ גִ יסוֹ
 וְ ָלא, ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ וְ גִ יסוֹ:ַּת ָּנא ַק ָּמא
ׁ ְשנָ א ֲארו ָּסתוֹ וְ גִ יסוֹ – ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִ ּגיסוֹ ֲא ִס ָירא
,וְ ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ ׁ ַש ְריָ א

Rabbi Yitzĥak Nappaĥa said: Actually, Rabbi Yosei is referring
to the latter clause of the mishna, and the explanation is as follows: This is referring to one who married his brother-in-law’s
wife, and that case is referring to one who married his brotherin-law’s betrothed. Alternatively, this involves a situation where
his betrothed and his brother-in-law went overseas, whereas
that concerns a situation when his wife and his brother-in-law
went abroad. And the first tanna said: It is no diﬀerent whether
the ones who left were his wife and his brother-in-law, and it is
no diﬀerent whether they were his betrothed and his brotherin-law. Either way his brother-in-law’s wife is forbidden to her
husband and his own wife or betrothed is permitted to him.

ֵ יה ַר ִ ּבי
, ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ וְ גִ יסוֹ:יוֹסי
ּ וְ ָק ָא ַמר ֵל
,נִשו ִּאין
ׂ ּ יה ְ ּב
ַ דְּ ֵל ָּיכא ְל ֵמ
ּ ימר ְּתנָ ָאה ֲהוָ ה ֵל
וֹסל ַﬠל
ֵ וֹסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַא ֵחר – ֵאינוֹ ּפ
ֵ דְּ ֵאינוֹ ּפ
ימר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָּ  דְּ ִא, ֲארו ָּסתוֹ וְ גִ יסוֹ,יְ ֵדי ַﬠצְ מוֹ
ּפוֹסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי
ֵ יה ְ ּב ִקידּ ו ׁ ִּשין ו
ּ ְּתנָ ָאה ֲהוָ ה ֵל
.וֹסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַﬠצְ מוֹ
ֵ ֲא ֵח ִרים – ַאף ּפ

Rabbi Yitzĥak Nappaĥa continues his interpretation. And Rabbi
Yosei said to the first tanna: If his wife and his brother-in-law left,
in which case it cannot be said that he had a condition with
regard to his marriage to his wife, i.e., that the finalization of the
marriage was pending on the fulfillment of some condition, everyone would realize that his marriage to her sister was a mistake and
she is therefore permitted to his brother-in-law. Consequently, as
he does not disqualify another, he does not disqualify himself
either. If, however, it was his betrothed and his brother-in-law
who left, when it can be mistakenly said that he had a condition
with regard to his betrothal and the condition was unfulfilled, his
brother-in-law’s wife is therefore prohibited from returning to his
brother-in-law. And therefore, as he disqualifies others he also
disqualifies himself, and his betrothed is forbidden to him.

 ֲה ָל ָכה:ֲא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ֲא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 ו ִּמי ֲא ַמר:יוֹסף
ֵ  ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב.יוֹסי
ֵ ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
: ַרב ָא ַמר, ָיְב ָמה:ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָה ִכי? וְ ָה ִא ְּת ַמר
: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר,ֲה ֵרי ִהיא ְּכ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש
: וְ ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א.ֵאינָ ּה ְּכ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש
 וְ ָה ַלךְ לוֹ,ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ִּקדֵּ ׁש ָא ִחיו ֶאת ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
 וְ ָﬠ ַמד, וְ ׁ ָש ַמע ׁ ֶש ֵּמת ָא ִחיו,ִל ְמ ִדינַ ת ַהיָּ ם
.נָשא ֶאת ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
ׂ ָ ְו

§ Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei.NH Rav Yosef strongly
objects to this: And did Shmuel actually say this? But wasn’t it
stated that they disputed the status of a yevama: Rav said that she
is like a married woman, and Shmuel said that she is not like a
married woman. And Rav Huna said that this dispute concerns
a case where his brother betrothed a woman and that brother
went oﬀ overseas, and the one left behind heard that his brother
was dead and he arose and married his brother’s wife, in levirate
marriage, and subsequently the missing brother returned.

 וַ ֲאסו ָּרה, ֲה ֵרי ִהיא ְּכ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש: דְּ ַרב ָא ַמרAs Rav said that she is like a married woman who married
, ֵאינָ ּה ְּכ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר, ַליָּ ָבםanother man based on testimony that her husband was dead and
is therefore forbidden to the yavam,NH i.e., to her first husband,
.יה
ּ וְ ׁ ַש ְריָ א ֵל
who is called the yavam after his brother married her. And Shmuel
said that she is not like a married woman, and is permitted
to him. This apparently contradicts Rav Yehuda’s ruling in the
name of Shmuel that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as here too people might mistakenly think that
the original betrothal included an unfulfilled condition and she
should therefore be forbidden to him as the wife of his brother.
 ו ִּמ ַּמאי דְּ ִכי ֲא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
יוֹסי ַאדְּ ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק נַ ּ ָפ ָחא
ֵ ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
ָק ָא ַמר? דִּ ְל ָמא ַאדְּ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי ָק ָא ַמר? וְ ִאי
,וֹסל
ֵ  ִמ ַּמאי דְּ ַא ּפ,נַ ִמי ַאדְּ ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק נַ ּ ָפ ָחא

Abaye said to Rav Yosef: And from where do you know that
when Shmuel said that the halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, he was speaking of the explanation of
Rabbi Yitzĥak Nappaĥa with regard to Rabbi Yosei’s opinion?
Perhaps he was speaking of the explanation of Rabbi Ami, that
Rabbi Yosei is referring to the diﬀerence between one who married by permission of the court and one who did so based on the
testimony of witnesses. And even if one accepts the claim that
Shmuel’s ruling endorses the interpretation of Rabbi Yitzĥak
Nappaĥa, from where do you know that he was referring to the
clause: One who disqualifies?

NOTES

And is forbidden to the yavam – וַ ֲאסו ָּרה ַליָּ ָבם: Rashi
explains that in this context the yavam is the woman’s
betrothed, who is now considered a brother-in-law. Others maintain that the yavam is the betrothed’s brother,
and the dispute is whether this woman can return
to the second man if it later became known that the
betrothed man indeed died, or whether the fact that he
was obligated to divorce her during the betrothed man’s
lifetime and she was forbidden to him means that he
must divorce her even after the betrothed man’s death
(Rabbeinu Ĥananel; see Ritva).
HALAKHA

A betrothed woman who entered into levirate marriage by mistake – יב ָמה ְ ּב ָטעוּת
ּ ְ ַארו ָּסה ׁ ֶשנִ ְתי:
ֲ If a man
betrothed a woman and traveled overseas, and his
brother, thinking he was dead, consummated levirate
marriage with her, then when the betrothed man subsequently returns she requires a bill of divorce from her
husband, the brother of the betrothed man, and she is
forbidden to her betrothed. This ruling follows Rav Huna’s
explanation of the dispute in accordance with the opinion of Rav, as the halakha follows him rather than Shmuel
in cases involving prohibitions (Rambam Sefer Nashim,
Hilkhot Geirushin 10:8; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 159:4).

Perek X
Daf 96 Amud a
 ִמ ַּמאי:וֹסל? ִאי נַ ִמי
ֵ וְ ִד ְל ָמא ַא ֵאינוֹ ּפ
יתא דְּ ַרב
ָ  דִּ ְל ָמא ֵל,יתא ִל ְד ַרב הוּנָ א
ָ דְּ ִא
 דְּ ָא ַמר. ו ִּב ְד ַרב ַה ְמנוּנָא ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י,הוּנָא ְּכ ָלל
וֹמ ֶרת ָיָבם ׁ ֶשזִּ ְּינ ָתה ֲאסו ָּרה
ֶ  ׁש:ַרב ַה ְמנוּנָ א
,ִל ָיב ָמ ּה

But perhaps Shmuel’s ruling in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yosei is referring to the ruling that he does not disqualify
his brother-in-law’s wife to his brother-in-law, in a case where his
wife and brother-in-law left. Alternatively, the contradiction can
be resolved in the following manner: From where do we know
that there is a reason to accept the explanation of Rav Huna with
regard to the dispute between Rav and Shmuel? Perhaps there is
no cause to agree with Rav Huna at all, and it can be explained
that Rav and Shmuel disagree with regard to the statement of
Rav Hamnuna. As Rav Hamnuna said: A widow waiting for her
yavam who engaged in licentious sexual relationsH is forbidden
to her yavam.

 ֲה ֵרי ִהיא ְּכ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש ו ִּמ ּ ַיפ ְס ָלא:דְּ ַרב ֲא ַמר
 ֵאינָ ּה ְּכ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ֲא ַמר,ִ ּבזְ נוּת
 וְ ִאי נַ ִמי ְ ּב ִקדּ ו ׁ ִּשין,יפ ְס ָלא ִ ּבזְ נוּת
ַ ּ וְ ָלא ִמ
 ֲה ֵרי: דְּ ַרב ֲא ַמר,ּת ְוֹפ ִסין ִ ּב ָיב ָמה ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י
,ִהיא ְּכ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש וְ ָלא ָּת ְפ ֵסי ָ ּב ּה ִקדּ ו ׁ ִּשין
 ֵאינָ ּה ְּכ ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש וְ ָת ְפ ֵסי:ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ֲא ַמר
– ָ ּב ּה ִקדּ ו ׁ ִּשין

According to this interpretation, the dispute is as follows: As Rav
said, she is like a married woman and she is therefore disqualified by licentious sexual relations. And Shmuel said that she is
not like a married woman and is not disqualified by licentious
sexual relations. And alternatively, one can explain that Rav and
Shmuel disagree with regard to the issue of whether betrothal
takes eﬀect with a yevama: As Rav said, she is like a married
woman with regard to all men other than her yavam, and therefore
betrothal performed by anyone else does not takes eﬀect with
her. And Shmuel said that she is not like a married woman, and
this means that betrothal does take eﬀect with her.

HALAKHA

A widow waiting for her yavam who engaged in
licentious sexual relations – וֹמ ֶרת ָיָבם ׁ ֶשזִּ ְּינ ָתה
ֶ ש:ׁ If a
woman awaiting levirate marriage had sexual relations
with another man, she is permitted to the yavam, as
the Gemara in tractate Sota (18b) does not rule in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hamnuna (Rambam Sefer
Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaĤalitza 2:20; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 159:3).

ימנָ א! ֲח ָדא ִמ ְּכ ָלל
ְ ִ וְ ָהא ִא ְפ ִליג ּו ָ ּב ּה ֲח ָדא זThe Gemara asks with regard to this last answer: How can the
.ית ַמר
ְּ  דַּ ֲח ֶב ְר ָּת ּה ִאdispute be explained in this manner? But Rav and Shmuel already
disagreed over this once. The Sages would certainly not record
the same dispute twice. The Gemara answers: It is possible that
they did not in fact disagree twice with regard to the same case.
Rather, one ruling was stated by inference from the other. In
other words, their dispute was recorded in two diﬀerent ways, the
second time by inference from their original dispute.
. פרק י׳ דף צו. Yevamot . Perek X . 96a
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