 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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NOTES

Permitted to the first and to the third and to the
fifth – ישית
ִ ׁ ישית ו ַּב ֲח ִמ
ִ ׁ אשוֹנָ ה ו ַּב ׁ ּ ְש ִל
ׁ מו ָּּתר ָ ּב ִר: The early
authorities point out that the mishna did not need
to list five women to establish the principle of this
halakha, as it would have been suﬃciently clear had
it mentioned only three. However, the tanna wanted
to teach us that even in a situation involving many
women, which might cause confusion due to their
large number and their complicated family relationships, the same basic principle applies (Meiri; see
Tosafot on 54b).

,״מ ָתה ִא ׁ ְש ְּתךָ ״
ֵ :מתני׳ ָא ְמר ּו לוֹ
נָשא
ׂ ָ ְ ו,״מ ָתה״
ֵ ;יה
ָ חוֹת ּה ֵמ ָא ִב
ָ נָשא ֲא
ׂ ָ ְו
חוֹת ּה
ָ נָשא ֲא
ׂ ָ ְ ו,״מ ָתה״
ֵ ;חוֹת ּה ֵמ ִא ָּמ ּה
ָ ֲא
,חוֹת ּה ֵמ ִא ָּמ ּה
ָ נָשא ֲא
ׂ ָ ְ ו,״מ ָתה״
ֵ ;יה
ָ ֵמ ָא ִב
אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ וְ נִ ְמצְ א ּו ּכו ָּּלן ַקיָּ ימוֹת – מו ָּּתר ָ ּב ִר
,רוֹת ֶיהן
ֵ ָּפוֹטרוֹת צ
ְ ישית ו
ִ ׁ ישית ו ַּב ֲח ִמ
ִ ׁ ו ַּב ׁ ּ ְש ִל

mishna

Witnesses said to a husband: Your wife is
dead, and he married her paternal sister,B
and witnesses subsequently told him that his second wife was dead
and he married her maternal sister; afterward witnesses said that
this one too was dead and he married her paternal sister; finally
they told him that she was dead and he married the last woman’s
maternal sister, and then they were all discovered to be alive. In
this case he is permitted to his first wife, and to the third and to
the fifth.N Since these women are not sisters, his betrothal to them is
eﬀective. Consequently, if he died and one of them entered into
levirate marriage, they exempt their rival wives.

יאת
ַ  וְ ֵאין ִ ּב,יﬠית
ִ  וְ ָאס ּור ַ ּב ׁ ּ ְשנִ יָּ ה ו ָּב ְר ִבBut he is forbidden to the second and fourth wife, each of whom
.וֹט ֶרת ָצ ָר ָת ּה
ֶ  ַא ַחת ֵמ ֶהן ּפis the sister of his original wife. Therefore, if he passed away and
the yavam had relations with one of them, his relations with any one
of them does not exempt her rival wife, as she was forbidden to
his brother, which means there was no mitzva of levirate marriage
here at all.
יתת
ַ וְ ִא ם ָ ּבא ַﬠל ַה ׁ ּ ְשנִ יָּ ה ְל ַא ַח ר ִמ
יﬠית
ִ אשוֹנָ ה – מו ָּּתר ַ ּב ׁ ּ ְשנִ יָּ ה ו ָּב ְר ִב
ׁ ָה ִר
ֶ רוֹת
ֵ ָּפוֹטרוֹת צ
ְ ו
ישית
ִ ׁ  וְ ָאס ּור ַ ּב ׁ ּ ְש ִל,יהן
וֹט ֶרת
ֶ יאת ַא ַחת ֵמ ֶהן ּפ
ַ  וְ ֵאין ִ ּב,ישית
ִ ׁ ו ַּב ֲח ִמ
.ָצ ָר ָת ּה

And if he had relations with the second woman in the aforementioned list after the death of the first, i.e., the first one indeed died
but the other rumors were all false, in that case he is permitted
to the second and the fourth, who are his lawful wives, and they
exempt their rival wives, and he is forbidden to the third and
the fifth, the sisters of the women married to him, and the sexual
relations of the brother with any one of them does not exempt her
rival wife.

וֹסל
ֵ ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד – הוּא ּפ
.וֹס ִלין ַﬠל יָ דוֹ
ְ  וְ ָה ַא ִחין ּפ,ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַא ִחין
וֹס ִלין
ְ  וְ ָה ַא ִחין ּפ,וֹסל ְּת ִח ָּלה
ֵ ֶא ָּלא הוּא ּפ
.ְּת ִח ָּלה וָ סוֹף

§ The mishna addresses a diﬀerent issue: If a boy aged nine years

ֵּכיצַ ד? ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא
 ָ ּבא ּו.ַﬠל יְ ִב ְמ ּתוֹ – ּ ָפ ַסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַא ִחין
, נָ ְתנ ּו ֵ ּגט, וְ ָﬠ ׂש ּו ָ ּב ּה ַמ ֲא ָמר,יה ַא ִחין
ָ ָﬠ ֶל
.וֹס ִלין ַﬠל יָ דוֹ
ְ אוֹ ָח ְלצ ּו – ּפ

The mishna explains: How so? A boy aged nine years and one day
who had relations with his yevama has disqualified his brothers,
as they are no longer eligible to marry her. If his brothers had
relations with her, or performed levirate betrothal with her, or
gave her a bill of divorce, or performed ĥalitza with her, they
permanently disqualify him from engaging in relations with her.

BACKGROUND

He married her…sister, etc. – חוֹת ּה וכו׳
ָ נָשא ֲא:
ׂ ָ Eliav married Leah,
who gave birth to Maĥla. Eliav subsequently died and Leah married
Ĥetzron and gave birth to Noa. Ĥetzron proceeded to marry Mikhal,
who bore Ĥogla. Ĥetzron died and Mikhal married Yoav and had a
child called Tirtza. Yoav married Efrat who named her daughter Milka.
Consequently, there are four sets of half sisters, e.g., Maĥla and Noa,
or Noa and Ĥogla, while the others, e.g., Maĥla and Ĥogla, or Noa
and Tirtza, are not sisters from either side.
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and one day had relations with his yevama he thereby disqualifies
his brothers from levirate marriage, despite the fact that as a minor
he has not acquired the yevama through this act of intercourse, and
the brothers likewise disqualify the woman from him if they have
intercourse with the yevama. However, there is a diﬀerence between
them, as he disqualifies them only if he engaged in relations with her
first, and the brothers disqualify him whether they had relations
first or last.

gemara

The mishna states: And if he had relations
אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ יתת ִר
ַ גמ׳ ַא ּט ּו ּכו ְּּלה ּו ָלאו ְל ַא ַחר ִמ
with the second after the death of the first.
אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ  ְל ַא ַחר ִמ ַיתת ִר:נִינְ הוּ? ֲא ַמר ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
The Gemara asks: Is that to say that all of them, all the other cases in
. וַ דַּ איthe mishna, are not dealing with a situation after the death of the first
woman? The entire case starts with the report: Your wife is dead. Rav
Sheshet said: After the definite death of the first one. In other words,
the mishna means that this did not follow a mere rumor that she was
dead, but it was positively established that she had actually died.
 ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם.״בן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים״ וכו׳
ֶּ
 ַ ּב ּסוֹף ָלא ּ ָפ ֵסיל? וְ ָה ָתנֵי, ְּת ִח ָּלה ּ ָפ ֵסיל,ֶא ָחד
עוֹשה ַמ ֲא ָמר
ׂ ֶ  ָה:אוֹש ֲﬠיָ א
ַ ׁ ַרב זְ ִביד ַ ּבר ַרב
 ׁ ֶשהוּא ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע,ִ ּב ִיב ְמ ּתוֹ וְ ַא ַחר ָּכךְ ָ ּבא ָא ִחיו
!יה – ּ ְפ ָס ָל ּה
ָ  ָﬠ ֶל,ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד

§ The mishna teaches that a boy aged nine years and one day who
had relations with his yevama has disqualified her from his brothers.
Throughout this discussion, whenever the Gemara refers to a nineyear-old boy, it is understood that he is actually nine years and one day
old. The Gemara asks: Does a boy aged nine years and one day disqualify her to the brothers only if he had relations with her first, but
if he had relations last he does not disqualify them? But didn’t Rav
Zevid bar Rav Oshaya teach: One who performs levirate betrothal
with his yevama, and afterward his brother, who is nine years and
one day old, had relations with her, he has disqualified her. This
indicates that the intercourse of a nine-year-old disqualifies his brother
even if it occurred after that of his brother.

ּ יאה ּ ָפ ֵסיל ֲא ִפ
–  ַמ ֲא ָמר,יל ּו ַ ּב ּסוֹף
ָ  ִ ּב:ָא ְמ ִרי
יאה ֲא ִפילּ ּו
ָ  ו ִּב. ַ ּב ּסוֹף ָלא ּ ָפ ֵסיל,ְּת ִח ָּלה ּ ָפ ֵסיל
וֹסל
ֵ  ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶשהוּא ּפ:ַ ּב ּסוֹף ּ ָפ ֵסיל? וְ ָהא ָק ָתנֵי
 ֵּכיצַ ד? ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים, וְ ֵהן ְּת ִח ָּלה וָ סוֹף,ְּת ִח ָּלה
!וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַﬠל ִיְב ְמ ּתוֹ וְ כוּ׳

They say in response: The intercourse of a nine-year-old disqualifies
his brothers even if it happens last; however, in the case of a boy who
merely performed levirate betrothal with her, if he did so first he
disqualifies his brothers, whereas if he was last, he does not disqualify his brothers. The Gemara asks: And do the sexual relations
of a nine-year-old disqualify his brothers even when performed last?
But isn’t it taught in the mishna: However, he disqualifies them only
if was first, and the brothers disqualify him whether they were first
or last. How so? A boy aged nine years and one day who had relations with his yevama has disqualified his brothers. The example the
mishna uses for a boy who disqualifies his brothers first is an act of
intercourse.

 ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים:יח ְּס ָרא וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָתנֵי
ַ ַח ּסו ֵּרי ִמ
וֹס ִלין
ְ  וְ ֵהן ּפ,וֹסל ְּת ִח ָּלה
ֵ  הוּא ּפ,וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד
, ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ְ ּב ַמ ֲא ָמר.ְּת ִח ָּלה וָ סוֹף
ּ וֹס ֶלת ֲא ִפ
 ֶ ּבן: ֵּכיצַ ד.יל ּו ַ ּב ּסוֹף
ֶ יאה ּפ
ָ ֲא ָבל ִ ּב
ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד ַה ָ ּבא ַﬠל ִיְב ְמ ּתוֹ ּ ָפ ַסל
.ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַא ִחין

The Gemara answers: The mishna is incomplete and this is what
it is teaching: With regard to a boy aged nine years and one day,
he disqualifies his brothers first, and they disqualify him first and
last. In what case is this statement said? This is said with regard to
levirate betrothal, i.e., if they performed levirate betrothal with her.
However, if the minor had relations with her, he disqualifies them
even if he did so last. How so? If a boy aged nine years and one day
had relations with his yevama after his brother performed levirate
betrothal with her, he has disqualified his brothers.

?יה ַמ ֲא ָמר ְּכ ָלל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַא ִחין
ּ ּו ִמי ִאית ֵל
וֹסל
ֵ  ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד הוּא ּפ:וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
וֹס ִלין ַﬠל יָ דוֹ ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה
ְ ְ ּב ָד ָבר ֶא ָחד וְ ָה ַא ִחין ּפ
,יאה
ָ וֹסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַא ִחין ְ ּב ִב
ֵ  הוּא ּפ.דְּ ָב ִרים
, ְ ּב ַמ ֲא ָמר,יאה
ָ וֹס ִלין ַﬠל יָ דוֹ ְ ּב ִב
ְ וְ ָה ַא ִחין ּפ
! ַ ּב ֲח ִליצָ ה,ְ ּבגֵ ט

The Gemara asks: And does a nine-year-old boy have the ability to
perform levirate betrothal at all that would have any eﬀect with
regard to the eligibility of his brothers in levirate marriage? But isn’t
it taught in a baraita: With regard to a boy aged nine years and one
day, he disqualifies the yevama to his brothers in one way, and the
brothers disqualify him in four ways. How so? He disqualifies the
brothers by relations, i.e., the yevama is forbidden to the other
brothers if she has sexual relations with him, and the brothers disqualify him by relations, by levirate betrothal, by a bill of divorce,
and by ĥalitza. The tanna does not mention the levirate betrothal of
a minor at all.

– יאה דְּ ָפ ְס ָלה ֵ ּבין ַ ּב ְּת ִח ָּלה ֵ ּבין ַ ּב ּסוֹף
ָ  ִ ּבThe Gemara rejects this claim: No proof can be derived from that
 ַ ּב ּסוֹף, ַמ ֲא ָמר דְּ ַב ְת ִח ָּילה ּ ָפ ֵסיל,יה
ּ  ּ ְפ ִס ָיקא ֵלsource, as with regard to the sexual relations of a minor, which disqualifies his brothers whether it came first or last, the tanna can teach
.יה
ּ ָלא ּ ָפ ֵסיל – ָלא ּ ְפ ִס ָיקא ֵל
a definite ruling, i.e., he can state this halakha in an unambiguous and
unqualified manner. Conversely, with regard to the levirate betrothal
of a minor, which if it occurred first disqualifies his brothers but if it
happened last, after one of the brothers performed levirate marriage
with her, it does not disqualify them, the tanna cannot teach it in a
definite and unqualified manner, but would have to elaborate and
explain the precise circumstances. Therefore he omitted this case
entirely.
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 ָא ַמר ַרב יְ ה ּו ָדה ָא ַמר,ית ַמר נַ ִמי
ְּ ִא
 וְ ֵכן ָא ַמר ַרב ַּת ֲח ִל ָיפא. ׁיֵש לוֹ ֵ ּגט:ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 ַּתנְ יָ א נַ ִמי. יֵ ׁש לוֹ ַמ ֲא ָמר:ימי
ִ ַ ּבר ֲא ִב
 דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי, יֵ ׁש לוֹ ֵ ּגט וְ יֵ ׁש לוֹ ַמ ֲא ָמר:ָה ִכי
.ֵמ ִאיר

:וְ ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר יֵ ׁש לוֹ ֵ ּגט? וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א
.יאת ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ְּכ ַמ ֲא ָמר ְ ּבגָ דוֹל
ַ ָﬠ ׂש ּו ִ ּב
 ָﬠ ׂש ּו ֲח ִליצַ ת ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ּ ִ וְ ִאם ִא ָיתא – ִל ְיתנֵי ְּכג.ְּכגֵ ט ְ ּבגָ דוֹל
?יטוֹ
 ִאית:ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ ֲא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר
.יה וְ זו ָּטר
ּ ֵל

§ It was also stated by other amora’im: Rav Yehuda said that
Shmuel said: A minor boy has the ability to give a bill of divorce
in the case of a yevama, i.e., if he gave her a bill of divorce he has
disqualified her to his brothers. And similarly Rav Taĥalifa bar
Avimi said: He has the ability to perform levirate betrothal.N The
Gemara comments: This is also taught in a baraita: A minor has
the ability to give a bill of divorce and he has the ability to perform levirate betrothal; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir.
The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Meir hold that a minor boy
has the ability to give a bill of divorce? But isn’t it taught in a
baraita: They established the sexual relations of a nine-year-old
like a levirate betrothalN performed by an adult. Rabbi Meir
says: They established the ĥalitza of a nine-year-old like a bill
of divorce of an adult. The Gemara explains the diﬃculty: And
if it is so, let Rabbi Meir teach: They established the ĥalitza of a
nine-year-old like his own bill of divorce,N as he too can give a
yevama a bill of divorce. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said:
He does have the ability to give a bill of divorce, but it is less
powerful than the bill of divorce of an adult yavam, as explained
by Rav Huna below.

– יאל דְּ ָא ַמר ֵאין ֵ ּגט ַא ַחר ֵ ּגט
ֵ  ְל ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִלRav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, elaborates: According to the
ֵּ  ָהנֵי ִמopinion of Rabban Gamliel, who said that there is no bill of
ילי ְ ּבגָ דוֹל ַא ַחר ָ ּגדוֹל וְ ָק ָטן ַא ַחר
divorce after a bill of divorce for a yevama, i.e., if one of the broth. ֲא ָבל ָ ּגדוֹל ַא ַחר ָק ָטן – ְמ ַה ּנֵי,ָק ָטן
ers gave her a bill of divorce, no bill of divorce given later by a
diﬀerent brother is of any significance, this applies only when the
bill of divorce was given by an adult after an adult, or by a minor
after a minor. However, if an adult gave a bill of divorce after a
minor, the bill of divorce of the adult is eﬀective and disqualifies
the yevama, as the bill of divorce of a minor is of less importance.
 ְל ַר ָ ּבנַן דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי יֵ ׁש ֵ ּגט ַא ַחר ֵ ּגט – ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּיליAccording to the opinion of the Rabbis, who say that there is a
, אוֹ ְ ּב ָק ָטן ַא ַחר ָק ָטן, ְ ּבגָ דוֹל ַא ַחר ָ ּגדוֹלbill of divorce after a bill of divorce, this applies only to the case
of an adult after an adult, or to a minor after a minor. However,
.ֲא ָבל ָק ָטן ַא ַחר ָ ּגדוֹל – ָלא ְמ ַה ּנֵי
they too agree that the bill of divorce of a minor after an adult is
not eﬀective, as a minor’s bill of divorce is certainly weaker than
that of an adult. For this reason Rabbi Meir said that they established the ĥalitza of a nine-year-old like a bill of divorce of an adult,
to emphasize that a subsequent bill of divorce of a minor is of
no account.

NOTES

Ĥalitza and a bill of divorce by a minor – ח ִליצָ ה וְ גֵ ט ְ ּב ָק ָטן:ֲ The
opinions of Shmuel and Rav Taĥalifa can be explained in two
ways. Most commentaries maintain that their statements apply
only to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, whereas the Rabbis claim
that a minor may neither perform ĥalitza, nor perform levirate
betrothal, nor give a bill of divorce. In contrast, others claim that
even the Rabbis, who dispute Rabbi Meir’s opinion, concede
that a minor may perform ĥalitza, levirate betrothal, or give a bill
of divorce. However, they maintain that these actions are not as
powerful as his sexual relations, as they disqualify the brothers
only if they are performed first (Rabbeinu Yeruĥam). It has also
been noted that the Rambam, who states in his Commentary
to the Mishna that a minor can both perform ĥalitza and give a
bill of divorce, apparently later retracted this ruling in the Mishne
Torah, in favor of the opinion of the Rabbis.

the Ramban understands in the opposite manner. He cites support for his opinion from Rashi on tractate Kiddushin 19a, who
claims that the relations of a nine-year-old with his yevama is a
fully valid acquisition by Torah law, but the Sages decreed that it
should be considered merely like levirate betrothal. His reasoning is that although a minor cannot marry a woman by means
of sexual relations, this is because he is not legally competent.
In the case of a yevama, by contrast, as her acquisition does not
require legal competence, any intercourse, including that with
a nine-year-old, serves to acquire the yevama.

Let him teach, like his own bill of divorce – ל ְיתנֵי ְּכגִ ּיטוֹ:ִ The
Ritva is puzzled by the wording of the Gemara here, as the entire
halakha that a bill of divorce can be given to a yevama is apparently merely a decree due to ĥalitza. How, then, can ĥalitza be
dependent on a bill of divorce? He suggests two answers. First,
They established the sexual relations of a nine-year-old like the language is indeed imprecise, as the main idea is that a
a levirate betrothal – יאת ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ְּכ ַמ ֲא ָמר
ַ ﬠ ׂש ּו ִ ּב:ָ Rashi here, fol- minor’s bill of divorce and ĥalitza are equivalent. Alternatively,
lowed by most commentaries, maintains that by Torah law the his bill of divorce is in fact preferable to his ĥalitza. The reasoning
sexual relations of a minor does not acquire the woman. Yet as behind this claim is that as he writes a valid bill of divorce he has
his intercourse is significant with regard to prohibitions, since if performed a more important action than ĥalitza, which cannot
she is an adult she is liable to be punished on his account and cancel a regular marriage. Other commentaries add that this bill
is also barred from marrying into the priesthood, the Sages of divorce must have been written by the minor himself, as he
were stringent with regard to the intercourse of a minor with a does not have the legal capacity to appoint a scribe as his agent
yevama and ruled that it is like a levirate betrothal. Conversely, to do so on his behalf (Meiri).
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מתני׳ ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַﬠל
יה ָא ִחיו ׁ ֶשהוּא ֶ ּבן
ָ  וְ ַא ַחר ָּכךְ ָ ּבא ָﬠ ֶל,ִיְב ְמ ּתוֹ
 ַר ִ ּבי.וֹסל ַﬠל יָ דוֹ
ֵ ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד – ּפ
 ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים.וֹסל
ֵ  ל ֹא ּפ:אוֹמר
ֵ ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
 וְ ַא ַחר ָּכךְ ָ ּבא,וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַﬠל ִיְב ְמ ּתוֹ
 ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן,וֹסל ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַﬠצְ מוֹ
ֵ ַﬠל ָצ ָר ָת ּה – ּפ
.וֹסל
ֵ  ל ֹא ּפ:אוֹמר
ֵ

mishna

If a boy aged nine years and one day
had sexual relations with his yevama,H and
afterward his brother, who is also nine years and one day old,
had relations with her, the second brother disqualifies
her to the first one. Rabbi Shimon says he does not disqualify
her. If a minor aged nine years and one day had relations with
his yevama, and afterward that same boy had relations with
her rival wife, he thereby disqualifies her to himself, and both
women are now forbidden to him. Rabbi Shimon says he does
not disqualify her.

gemara

It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon
: ָא ַמר ָל ֶהם ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ַל ֲח ָכ ִמים,גמ׳ ַּתנְיָא
said to the Rabbis: If the first sexual act
יאה ׁ ְשנִיָּ יה
ָ יאה – ִ ּב
ָ אשוֹנָ ה ִ ּב
ׁ יאה ִר
ָ ִאם ִ ּב
of a nine-year-old is considered a proper act of sexual relations,
אשוֹנָ ה ֵאינָ ּה
ׁ יאה ִר
ָ  וְ ִאם ִ ּב,יאה
ָ  ֵאינָ ּה ִ ּבthen the second act is not an act of consequence, just as the inter.יאה
ָ יאה ׁ ְשנִיָּ יה נַ ִמי ֵאינָ ּה ִ ּב
ָ יאה – ִ ּב
ָ  ִ ּבcourse of one adult yavam after that of another adult yavam is of
no eﬀect. And if you say that the first sexual act is not considered
a sexual act, the second act of himself or his brother is also not a
sexual act. However, the Rabbis maintain that as the intercourse
of a nine-year-old is like a levirate betrothal, one sexual act can take
eﬀect after another.
 ֶ ּבן ַﬠזַּ אי, דְּ ַתנְיָא,נִיתין דְּ ָלא ְּכ ֶבן ַﬠזַּ אי
ִ  ַמ ְתThe Gemara comments that according to this explanation, the
mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of ben Azzai. As
ֵ
 יֵ ׁש ַמ ֲא ָמר ַא ַחר ַמ ֲא ָמר ִ ּב ׁ ְשנֵי ָיְב ִמין:אוֹמר
it is taught in a baraita that ben Azzai says: There is levirate
,וִ ָיב ָמה ַא ַחת
betrothal after levirate betrothal in a case of two yevamin and
one yevama. In other words, if they both performed levirate
betrothal with her, their actions are eﬀective and she is forbidden
to them both. The reason is that she has ties to each of the two men,
which means that each levirate betrothal is eﬀective in forbidding
the other man.
 וְ ֵאין ַמ ֲא ָמר ַא ַחר ַמ ֲא ָמר ִ ּב ׁ ְש ֵּתי יְ ָבמוֹתBut there is no levirate betrothal after a levirate betrothal in a
. וְ ָיָבם ֶא ָחדcase of two yevamot and one yavam, as the yavam did not have a
full-fledged levirate bond with both of them. Therefore, if he performs a levirate betrothal with one of them, he has completed the
bond. In contrast, the conclusion of the mishna is that the sexual
relations of a nine-year-old with two yevamot is eﬀective, and as the
intercourse of a boy of this age is considered like a levirate betrothal
the tanna of the mishna evidently maintains that there is levirate
betrothal after levirate betrothal even in a case of one yavam.

mishna

מתני׳ ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַﬠל
נָשא
ׂ ָ .יב ֶמת
ּ ֶ ַחוֹלצֶ ת וְ ל ֹא ִמ ְתי
ֶ –  וָ ֵמת,ִיְב ְמ ּתוֹ
 ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים. וָ ֵמת – ֲה ֵרי זוֹ ּ ְפטו ָּרה,ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
 ו ִּמ ׁ ּ ֶש ִהגְ דִּ יל,וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַﬠל יְ ִב ְמ ּתוֹ
 ִאם ל ֹא יָ ַדע ֶאת, וָ ֵמת,נָשא ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ַא ֶח ֶרת
ָׂ
חוֹלצֶ ת
ֶ אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ אשוֹנָ ה ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ִהגְ דִּ יל – ָה ִר
ׁ ָה ִר
חוֹלצֶ ת אוֹ
ֶ  אוֹ, וְ ַה ׁ ּ ְשנִיָּ יה,יב ֶמת
ּ ֶ ַוְ ל ֹא ִמ ְתי
.יב ֶמת
ּ ֶ ִַמ ְתי

If a boy aged nine years and one day had
relations with his yevama and died,H
that yevama performs ĥalitza and may not enter into levirate
marriage. If the minor married a womanN in a regular manner and
died,H she is exempt from levirate marriage and ĥalitza, as by
Torah law a minor cannot marry. If a boy aged nine years and
one day had relations with his yevama, and after he matured he
married a diﬀerent womanH and then died childless, if he did not
carnally know the first woman after he matured, but only when
he was a minor, the first one performs ĥalitza and may
not enter into levirate marriage, as she is in essence a yevama
who had relations with a minor, and the second woman either
performs ĥalitza or enters into levirate marriage, as she is his fullfledged wife.

,יבם ְל ֵאי זוֹ ׁ ֶשיִּ ְרצֶ ה
ּ ֵ ַ ְמי:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
 ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶשהוּא ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ָשנִים.חוֹלץ ַל ׁ ּ ְשנִיָּ יה
ֵ ְו
 וְ ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶשהוּא ֶ ּבן ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא,וְ יוֹם ֶא ָחד
.ֵה ִביא ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְ ׂש ָﬠרוֹת

Rabbi Shimon says: The brother consummates levirate marriage
with whichever woman he chooses,N and performs ĥalitza
with the second one. The mishna comments: This is the halakha
both for a boy who is nine years and one day old, and also for
one who is twenty years old who has not developed two pubic
hairs. He has the status of a nine-year-old boy in this regard, as his
intercourse is not considered a proper act of intercourse.

HALAKHA

Nine-year-old minors who had intercourse with
the yevama – בנֵי ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ּו ַﬠל ַה ָיְב ָמה:ּ ְ If a boy aged
nine years and one day had relations with his yevama
and afterward had intercourse with her rival wife, or if
his brother, also nine years and one day old, had relations with that yevama, she is disqualified from levirate
marriage with the first brother (Rambam Sefer Nashim,
Hilkhot Yibbum VaĤalitza 5:20; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 170:16).
If a boy aged nine years…had relations with his
yevama and died – ע…ש ָ ּבא ַﬠל ִיְב ְמ ּתוֹ וָ ֵמת
ֶ ׁ בן ֵּת ׁ ַש:
ּ ֶ If a
nine-year-old boy had relations with his yevama and
died, she must perform ĥalitza and may not enter into
levirate marriage, as she is tied by the bond of two yevamin (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaĤalitza
6:30; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 174:6).
If he married a woman and died – נָשא ִא ׁ ּ ָשה וָ ֵמת:
ׂ ָ The
betrothal of a boy aged nine years and one day is of
no account. Even if he had relations with the woman
before he died, she is exempt from both ĥalitza and
levirate marriage (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaĤalitza 6:8; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 167:1).
A nine-year-old who had relations with his yevama
and married another – נָשא
ׂ ָ ְֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא ַﬠל ִיְב ְמ ּתוֹ ו
א ֶח ֶרת:
ַ In the case of a boy aged nine years and one
day who had relations with his yevama and matured
and married another woman, if he did not engage
in intercourse with his yevama after he reached the
age of maturity, both of his wives perform ĥalitza but
may not enter into levirate marriage. The halakha is
not in accordance with the mishna here, but follows
the earlier mishna on daf 31b, which states that the
Sages decreed that a woman who has the bond of two
deceased brothers may not perform levirate marriage,
due to her rival wife. Consequently, they both require
ĥalitza (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaĤalitza
6:8; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 167:2).
NOTES

A minor who married a woman – ָשא ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
ׂ ָ ק ָטן ׁ ֶש ּנ:ָ
Some commentaries state that although the Sages
did not institute marriage for an underage boy, as the
reasons they did so for a girl do not apply to him, his
act is not a transgression and can sometimes even be
a mitzva (Tosafot). Some claim that in a case of this kind
the father can betroth the woman on behalf of his son,
and this marriage is valid, as the son is the beneficiary
of his father’s action.
He consummates levirate marriage with whichever
he chooses – יבם ְל ֵאי זוֹ ׁ ֶשיִּ ְרצֶ ה
ּ ֵ ַמי:ְ In Rabbi Shimon’s
opinion the bond of two yevamin cannot be created
by the levirate betrothal or sexual relations of a minor
boy, as he maintains that these are uncertain cases and
the Sages do not apply their decrees to situations of this
kind (Tosefot Yom Tov; see Yam shel Shlomo).
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NOTES

They certainly did – ﬠ ׂש ּו וְ ָﬠ ׂש ּו:ָ This is an expression
of emphasis and confirmation. Some commentaries
explain that not only did the Sages establish the intercourse of a minor to be like levirate betrothal with regard
to the disqualification of a yevama, they also did so for
the other halakhot of levirate betrothal, such as a widow
of two deceased husbands (Ritva).
This is a dispute between tanna’im – ת ָּנ ֵאי ִהיא:ַּ Some
commentaries explain that this dispute is derived from
the question of whether the halakha that the wife of two
deceased husbands cannot enter into levirate marriage
applies by Torah law, as maintained by one opinion in
the Gemara, or whether it is a decree of the Sages. Consequently, the dispute between tanna’im is whether the
Sages can enact a decree due to this prohibition, or if this
would constitute a decree issued to prevent violation of
another decree (Tosefot HaRosh; Ritva, citing Tosafot). The
Ritva maintains that the issue is whether this situation is
common enough for the Sages to enact another decree
on account of it, or whether it is an unusual case to
which the Sages did not apply their decree.
HALAKHA

They certainly did – ﬠ ׂש ּו וְ ָﬠ ׂש ּו:ָ The sexual act of a boy
aged nine years and one day is like the levirate betrothal
of an adult in all regards, both concerning the disqualification of the yevama from marriage to others as well
as the fact that it prevents her rival wife from performing
levirate marriage. The halakha is in accordance with the
opinions of Shmuel and Rabbi Yoĥanan, as the halakha
follows Rabbi Yoĥanan in his disputes with Rav (Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 167:1).

gemara

If a brother performed levirate betrothal
ּ ַ ִ ָהא דַּ ֲאמוּר ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ז:גמ׳ ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
יקת
with a yevama and died, she has a levirate
יח ַל ץ ָח ְל צָ ה יַ ּב ּו ֵמי ָלא
ֲ ׁ ְשנֵי יְ ָב ִמין ִמ
bond in relation to the remaining brothers from two deceased
,יכא ָצ ָרה
ָ ימא ֵה
ָ  ָלא ֵּת, ִמיַּ ְ ּב ָמהbrothers. Rava said: With regard to that which the Rabbis said,
ָּ יכא דְּ ִא
,יכא ְל ִמגְ זַ ר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ָצ ָרה
ָּ  דְּ ִאthat when the bond of two yevamin exists, she performs ĥalitza
and she does not enter into levirate marriage, you should not
say that this applies only when there is a rival wife, as there is
reason to decree due to a rival wife. The suggestion is that as
the rival wife can enter into levirate marriage by Torah law, if the
woman who performed levirate betrothal with the second brother
was also permitted to enter into levirate marriage, people might
mistakenly permit levirate marriage to two rival wives from the
same family.
יח ַלץ ָח ְלצָ ה
ֲ יכא ָצ ָרה – ִמ
ָּ  דְּ ָהא ָה ָכא ֵלThe proof that this is not the case is that here, in the first clause of
.יַבו ֵּמי לא ִמיַּ ְ ּב ָמה
ּ the mishna, there is no rival wife, as it is referring to one woman,
which means that this yevama who had relations with the nine-yearold is tied by the bonds of both her first husband and the underage
yavam, whose intercourse is like levirate betrothal, and even so she
performs ĥalitza but she does not enter into levirate marriage.

§ The mishna teaches that if a nine-year-old boy married a woman
ָׂ
 ָּתנֵינָ א ְל ָהא דְּ ָתנ ּו.״נָשא ִא ׁ ּ ָשה וָ ֵמת״ כו׳
ֶ  ׁש: ַר ָ ּבנַןand died, she is exempt from levirate marriage and ĥalitza. The
ָשא ּו וָ ֵמת ּו – ׁנְש ֵוֹת ֶיהן
ׂ ְ וֹטה וְ ָק ָטן ׁ ֶש ּנ
Gemara comments: We already learned this, as the Sages taught
.יבוּם
ּ ִּ ְפטוּרוֹת ִמן ַה ֲח ִליצָ ה ו ִּמן ַהיּ
in a baraita: With regard to an imbecile and a minor who married
women and died, their wives are exempt from ĥalitza and from
levirate marriage, as the marriage of a minor or an imbecile is of
no account.
 וְ יַ ֲﬠ ׂש ּו.״מ ׁ ּ ֶש ִהגְ דִּ יל״ וכו׳
ִ ״בן ֵּת ׁ ַשע״ וכו׳
ֶּ
 וְ ִתדָּ ֶחה,יאת ֶ ּבן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ְּכ ַמ ֲא ָמר ְ ּבגָ דוֹל
ַ ִ ּב
יאת ֶ ּבן
ַ  ל ֹא ָﬠ ׂש ּו ִ ּב:ָצ ָרה ִמיִּ ּבוּם! ָא ַמר ַרב
 ָﬠשׂ ּו: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר,ֵּת ׁ ַשע ְּכ ַמ ֲא ָמר ְ ּבגָ דוֹל
.ּיוֹחנָן ָﬠ ׂש ּו וְ ָﬠ ׂשו
ָ  וְ ֵכן ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.ּוְ ָﬠ ׂשו

§ The mishna further teaches the case of a nine-year-old boy
who had relations with his yevama and after he matured married
another woman. The Gemara asks: And let the Sages at least establish the sexual relations of a nine-year-old to be like the levirate
betrothal of an adult, and it would therefore override the requirement of the rival wife to enter into levirate marriage, in accordance with the halakha of the rival wife of a woman who has the
bond of two yevamin. Rav said: They did not establish the intercourse of a nine-year-old to be like the levirate betrothal of an
adult in all regards, and Shmuel said: They certainly did.NH And
similarly, Rabbi Yoĥanan said: They certainly did.

 ַה ְך ַּת ָּנא דְּ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה, וְ יַ ֲﬠ ׂשוּ? ַּת ָּנ ֵאי ִהיאIf so, the question remains: And let them establish the sexual
, ַא ִחין ָ ּגזַ ר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ָצ ָרהrelations of a nine-year-old to be considered like levirate betrothal.
Why is he able to perform levirate marriage with her rival wife? The
Gemara answers: This is a dispute between tanna’im.N This tanna
who discusses the case of four brothers, one of whom died, followed by the brother who performed levirate betrothal with the
yevama ( b), he maintains that the yevama and her rival wife may
not perform levirate marriage with one of the surviving brothers.
The reason is that he maintains that the Sages decreed that a
woman who has the bond of two deceased brothers may not perform levirate marriage due to a rival wife. They must both perform
ĥalitza so that people will not say that two yevamot from one family
can perform levirate marriage.
 וְ ַהאי, וְ ַא ׁ ְש ָמ ִﬠינַן ְ ּבגָ דוֹל וְ הוּא ַהדִּ ין ְ ּב ָק ָטןAnd that tanna taught us this halakha with regard to an adult
, דַּ ֲא ַמר ָ ּגדוֹל ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דִּ ְבגָ דוֹל ָק ֵאיbrother who performed levirate marriage, and the same is true
of a minor who had relations with her. And the reason that he
stated the case of an adult in particular is because he was referring
to an adult.
 וְ ל ֹא,ּיה ָﬠ ׂשו
ּ וְ ַהאי ַּת ָּנא דְּ ָה ָכא ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
 וְ ַא ׁ ְש ָמ ִﬠינַ ן ְ ּב ָק ָטן וְ הוּא,ָ ּגזַ ר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ָצ ָרה
 וְ ַהאי דְּ ָק ָא ַמר ְ ּב ָק ָטן – דִּ ְב ָק ָטן.ַהדִּ ין ְ ּבגָ דוֹל
.ָק ֵאי
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And conversely, this tanna, of the mishna here, holds that they
established the sexual relations of a minor entirely like the levirate
betrothal of an adult, and he maintains that the Sages did not
decree that a woman who has the bond of two deceased brothers
may not perform levirate marriage due to the case of a rival wife.
And he taught us this halakha with regard to a minor, and the
same is true of an adult. And the reason that he stated the case of
a minor in particular is because he was referring to a minor.

,ֲאזַ ל ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ֲא ַמר ִל ׁ ְש ַמ ְﬠ ָּתא ֵ ּבי ִמ ְד ָר ׁ ָשא
 ׁ ְש ַמע ַר ִ ּבי.יוֹחנָ ן
ָ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ וְ ָלא ֲא ָמ ָר ּה ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
יה ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי וְ ַר ִ ּבי
ְ  ִא,יוֹחנָ ן
ָ
ּ  עוּל ְלגַ ֵ ּב.יק ּ ַפד
 ל ֹא ָּכךְ ָהיָ ה ַה ַּמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ְ ּב ֵבית:יה
ּ  ָא ְמר ּו ֵל,ַא ִסי
ֹאשוֹ
ׁ ַה ְּכנֶ ֶסת ׁ ֶשל ִט ֶ ּב ְריָ א ְ ּבנֶ גֶ ר ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ְ ּבר
,ְ ּגלו ְּס ְט ָרא

§ Rabbi Elazar went and said this halakha in the study hall,

יוֹסי ַﬠד ׁ ֶש ָ ּק ְרע ּו
ֵ ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ְח ְלק ּו ּבוֹ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר וְ ַר ִ ּבי
!? ָק ְרע ּו ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָת ְך.ֵס ֶפר ּת ָוֹרה ַ ּב ֲח ָמ ָתן
.ימא ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְק ַרע ֵס ֶפר ּת ָוֹרה ַ ּב ֲח ָמ ָתן
ָ ֶא ָּלא ֵא
יהּ  ָּת ֵמ: ָא ַמר,יס ָמא
ְ יוֹסי ֶ ּבן ִק
ֵ וְ ָהיָ ה ׁ ָשם ַר ִ ּבי
בוֹדה
ָ ֲאנִי ִאם ל ֹא יִ ְהיֶ ה ֵ ּבית ַה ְּכנֶ ֶסת זוֹ ֲﬠ
. וְ ֵכן ֲהוָ ה,זָ ָרה

And it was stated that Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Yosei argued
over this case until they became so upset with each other that
they tore a Torah scroll in their anger. The Gemara interrupts
this account to clarify exactly what happened: Tore? Can it
enter your mind that such great Sages would intentionally
tear a Torah scroll? Rather, you must say that a Torah scroll
was torn through their anger. In the heat of their debate they
pulled the scroll from one side to another until it tore. And
Rabbi Yosei ben Kisma, who was there at the time, said: I
would be surprisedN if this synagogue does not become a
place of idolatrous worship. This unfortunate event is a sign
that this place is unsuitable for a synagogue. And indeed this
eventually occurred.

but he did not state it in the name of Rabbi Yoĥanan. Instead,
he issued the halakha without attribution. Rabbi Yoĥanan
heard that Rabbi Elazar omitted mention of his name and
became angryN with him. Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi visited
Rabbi Yoĥanan, to placate him so that he would not be annoyed
with his beloved disciple. They said to him: Wasn’t there an
incident in the synagogue of Tiberias involving a bolt that
secures a door in place and that has a thick knob [gelustera]BL
at its end?H The question was whether it may be moved on
Shabbat as a vessel, or whether it is considered muktze as raw
material.

!? ַח ְברו ָּתא נַ ִמי: ֲא ַמר, ֲה ַדר ִא ְיק ּ ַפד ְט ֵפיRabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi cited this baraita to hint to Rabbi
Yoĥanan how careful one must be to avoid anger. However,
Rabbi Yoĥanan grew even angrier, saying: You are even making us colleaguesN now? Those two Sages were peers, whereas
Rabbi Elazar is merely my student.
:יה
ּ יה ַר ִ ּבי יַ ֲﬠקֹב ַ ּבר ִא ִידי ָא ַמר ֵל
ּ עוּל ְלגַ ֵ ּב
״כ ֲא ׁ ֶשר צִ ָּוה ה׳ ֶאת מ ֶֹׁשה ַﬠ ְבדּ וֹ ֵּכן צִ ָּוה מ ֶֹׁשה
ַּ
ﬠ ל ֹא ֵה ִסיר דָּ ָבר הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְﬠ וְ ֵכן ָﬠ ָ ׂשה י הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְֶאת י
 וְ ִכי ַﬠל ָּכל.ִמ ָּכל ֲא ׁ ֶשר צִ ָּוה ה׳ ֶאת מ ֶֹׁשה״
 ָּכ ְך:אוֹמר ָל ֶהם
ֵ ﬠ ָהיָ ה הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְדָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ָא ַמר י
דוֹר ׁש
ֵ ְיוֹשב ו
ֵ ׁ ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְ י,ָא ַמר ִלי מ ֶֹׁשה? ֶא ָּלא
,יוֹד ִﬠין ׁ ֶש ּת ָוֹרתוֹ ׁ ֶשל מ ֶֹׁשה ִהיא
ְ ְס ָתם וְ ַה ּכֹל
,דוֹר ׁש ְס ָתם
ֵ ְיוֹשב ו
ֵ ׁ ַָאף ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ַּת ְל ִמ ְידך
.יוֹד ִﬠין ִּכי ׁ ֶש ְּלךָ ִהיא
ְ וְ ַה ּכֹל
יוֹד ִﬠין ְל ַפיֵּ יס
ְ  ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה ִאי ַא ֶּתם:ָא ַמר ָל ֶהם
 ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא,יוֹחנָן
ָ ְּכ ֶבן ִא ִידי ֲח ֵב ֵרינוּ?! וְ ַר ִ ּבי
:ָק ֵפיד ּכו ֵּּלי ַהאי? דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרב
 וְ ִכי.עוֹל ִמים״
ָ ָ״אגו ָּרה ְ ּב ָא ָה ְלך
ָ ַמאי דִּ ְכ ִתיב
עוֹל ִמים? ֶא ָּלא
ָ ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר לוֹ ְל ָא ָדם ָלגוּר ִ ּב ׁ ְשנֵי
 ִר ּבוֹנוֹ ׁ ֶשל:דוֹש ָ ּברוּךְ הוּא
ׁ ָא ַמר דָּ וִ ד ִל ְפנֵי ַה ָ ּק
 יְ ִהי ָרצוֹן,עוֹלם
ָ

Rabbi Ya’akov bar IdiP visited Rabbi Yoĥanan and said to him:
The verse states: “As God commanded His servant Moses, so
did Moses command Joshua, and so did Joshua, he left nothing undone of all that the Lord commanded Moses” ( Joshua
: ). Now did Joshua, with regard to every matter that he
said,N say to the Jews: Thus Moses said to me? Rather, Joshua
would sit and teach Torah without attributing his statements,
and everyone would know that it was from the Torah of
Moses. So too, your disciple Rabbi Elazar sits and teaches
without attribution, and everyone knows that his teaching
is from your instruction. Hearing this, Rabbi Yoĥanan was
appeased.
Later, after calming down, he said to Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi:
Why don’t you know how to appease me like our colleague
ben Idi? The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yoĥanan, what is the
reason that he was so angry about this matter? The Gemara
answers that this is as Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: What is
the meaning of that which is written: “I will dwell in Your tent
in worlds” (Psalms : ), literally, forever? And is it possible
for a person to live in two worlds simultaneously? Rather,
David said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: Master of
the Universe, let it be Your will

NOTES

Rabbi Yoĥanan was angry – יוֹחנָן
ָ א ְיק ּ ִפיד ַר ִ ּבי:ִ One explanation is that Rabbi Yoĥanan was more particular in this
regard than other Sages because he had no sons, and he
wanted his memory at least to be preserved through his
statements (Ir Binyamin).
I would be surprised, etc. – יה ֲאנִי וכו׳ּ ת ֵמ:ָּ Some commentaries explain the connection between this incident
and the ensuing punishment, when the synagogue turned
into a place of idol worship, in light of the statement of the
Sages that whoever grows angry is like one who worships
idols. Since the dispute between the scholars led to such
rage, that place is clearly unworthy of serving as a study
hall, as Torah should be studied in an atmosphere of peace
and love (Maharsha).
Even colleagues – ח ְברו ָּתא נַ ִמי:ַ Some commentaries
explain that Rabbi Yoĥanan was also annoyed at the attitude of these two students, who were implicitly reproving
Rabbi Yoĥanan. It is inappropriate for disciples to take a
stance of this kind against their rabbi (Iyyun Ya’akov).
Joshua, with regard to every matter that he said, etc. –
ﬠ וכו׳ יְהוֹש
ֻ ׁ ﬠל ָּכל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ָא ַמר:ַ Although there is a diﬀerence
between the two cases, as Joshua could speak only in
Moses’s name, as the Jews had no other teacher at the
time, it was nevertheless possible for people to assume
that Joshua was stating his own ideas. This source therefore
serves as proof that just as Joshua was not concerned about
this error, so too Rabbi Elazar, who was Rabbi Yoĥanan’s
most prominent student, was presumably issuing only
those rulings he learned from his rabbi (Maharsha).
BACKGROUND

A bolt and a knob – נֶ גֶ ר וּגְ לו ְּס ְט ָרא: Rashi and other commentaries explain that this refers to a bolt placed in the
bottom of a door, which keeps the door closed when it
is inserted into a hole in the threshold. Others claim that
it is a bar inserted through rings that serves to hold two
doors together (Rambam). With regard to the knob, some
maintain that it is the thick part of the bolt that can also
be used for pounding and is therefore a kind of vessel
(Rashi; Meiri). Others explain that the end of the bolt has
a special part shaped like a pomegranate or a square,
which signifies that this bar is no longer a crossbeam but
has been permanently changed into a vessel (Rambam).
Still other commentaries claim that the knob is a kind of
key, located on the thin end of the bolt (Rabbi Zeraĥya
HaLevi).
LANGUAGE

Knob [gelustera] – גלו ְּס ְט ָרא:ּ ְ From the Greek κλεῖστρον,
kleistron, or the Latin claustrum, meaning lock.
HALAKHA

A bolt that has a knob at its end – ֹאשוֹ ְ ּגלו ְּס ְט ָרא
ׁ נֶ גֶ ר ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ְ ּבר:
A bolt for locking a door by insertion into the ground may
not be used on Shabbat unless it was tied fast to the door.
If it had a knob on its end, i.e., a thick attachment, it does
not have to be tied fast. Rather, even if it was secured with
any kind of rope, and even if it was placed on the ground,
one may lock the door with it, as it has the status of a vessel
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 313:1).

PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi – ר ִ ּבי יַ ֲﬠקֹב ַ ּבר ִא ִידי:ַ Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi,
an amora from Eretz Yisrael, was one of the most prominent disciples of Rabbi Yoĥanan. It seems that Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi studied Torah from some of the most important amora’im of the first
generation of amora’im in Eretz Yisrael, such as Rabbi Yehoshua
ben Levi and others. When he became Rabbi Yoĥanan’s close
disciple he was already a distinguished Torah scholar. Some
say that he was even a disciple-colleague of Rabbi Yoĥanan.

After Rabbi Yoĥanan passed away, Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi
moved to the city of Tyre. As he was considered one of the
great Sages of the generation, many of the Sages of the next
generation, both in Eretz Yisrael and in Babylonia, particularly
Rabbi Zeira, would go to Tyre to ask him questions. Certain
sources from Eretz Yisrael mention that his two sons, Rabbi
Abba and Rabbi Yosei, were among the Sages of the next
generation.
: פרק י׳ דף צו. Yevamot . Perek X . 96b

173

