Perek XI
Daf 98 Amud a
NOTES

A gentile has no patrilineage – אין ָאב ְלגּוֹי:ֵ Patrilineage is not recognized with regard to gentiles
because, unlike matrilineage, patrilineage is a
legal rather than a natural status. This is true not
only because matrilineage is easily established,
but because of the close connection between a
child and his mother throughout pregnancy and
his upbringing. It is for this reason that one’s status as a Jew is established through matrilineage.
However, a gentile inherits his father’s estate, as
that is a legal, monetary issue unrelated to personal status.
Where the brother married her while he was
still a gentile – נָס ָבא ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ּגוֹי
ְ ְּד: The Meiri maintains that if their marital relationship continued
after conversion, she is still considered his wife,
even if they did not formalize their Jewish marriage. This ruling is supported by the Jerusalem
Talmud.
And said two statements – וְ ָא ַמר ׁ ְשנֵי דְּ ָב ִרים: The
connection between the statements is as follows:
Just as a convert is considered reborn, so too is
one who repents for his sin. With regard to his
prophecy to the people of Nineveh, Jonah failed
to understand this idea (see Jonah 4:1–3 and
Arukh LaNer).
BACKGROUND

Cities overseas – כ ַר ֵּכי ַהיָּ ם:ְּ This expression is
understood by some scholars as referring to Caesarea or Cyprus. In fact, the stories in the Talmud
that involve cities overseas usually invoke them in
order to solve a linguistic puzzle, since in the cities
overseas a certain word is used with a specific
meaning, or to describe an unusual occurrence,
oftentimes an incidence of sin or an atypical halakhic practice. For this reason, it is likely that when
the Sages used this term they did so less to point
to a geographic place and more to create a setting
for pedagogic purposes.

ּ יכא! הוּא ַהדִּ ין דַּ ֲא ִפ
יל ּו
ּ ָהא ִא
ָּ יסו ָּרא ִא
יתנֵי
ְ  וְ ַאיְּ ֵידי דְּ ָב ֵﬠי ְל ִמ,יכא
ָּ ִא ּיסו ָּרא נַ ִמי ֵל
״אין
ֵ ישא
ָ ׁ ״א ָבל ַחיָּ ִיבין״ ָּתנָ א נַ ִמי ֵר
ֲ ֵס ָיפא
.ַחיָּ ִיבין״

there is a rabbinic prohibition, contrary to Rav Aĥa’s opinion. The
Gemara answers: The same is true that there is no prohibition, either.
And since the baraita wanted to teach in the latter clause that if they
were born in sanctity they are liable, it also taught in the first clause
that they are not liable. For this reason, the baraita mentions only the
absence of liability.

, ָהא דַּ ֲאמוּר ַר ָ ּבנַן ֵאין ָאב ְלגוֹי:ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דִּ ׁ ְשטו ֵּפי ְ ּבזִ ָּמה דְּ ָלא:ימא
ָ ָלא ֵּת
ּ  ֶא ָּלא ֲא ִפ,ישינַ ן
יל ּו
ִ ׁ ְיﬠ ָחי  ֲא ָבל יְ ִד,יﬠ יְ ִד
.ישינַן
ִ ׁ ְיﬠ נַ ִמי ָלא ָחי דִּ ִיד

Rava said: With regard to that which the Sages said, that a gentile
has no patrilineage,N do not say that it is because they are so steeped
in licentiousness that they do not know the identity of their fathers
with certainty, but if that identity is known, we are concerned that the
paternity is recognized, with regard to the prohibition of intercourse
with forbidden paternal relatives and other halakhic issues. Rather, even
when it is known, we are still not concerned.
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.מוֹרים ְ ּב ָ ׂש ָרם וְ זִ ְר ַמת סו ִּסים זִ ְר ָמ ָתם״
ִ ֲח

The proof is from the case of two identical twin brothers, who were
one drop that was divided into two and obviously have the same father,
and yet it is taught in the latter clause of the baraita: They do not
perform ĥalitza and they do not perform levirate marriage, although
they certainly have the same father. Learn from this that the Merciful
One dispossesses the male gentile of his oﬀspring, as it is written with
regard to Egyptians: “Whose flesh is the flesh of donkeys, and whose
semen is the semen of horses” (Ezekiel : ), i.e., the oﬀspring of a
male gentile is considered no more related to him than the oﬀspring of
donkeys and horses.

 ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה:יוֹסי
ֵ  דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
,ָשא ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָא ִחיו ֵמ ִא ּמוֹ
ׂ ָ נִיפ ַטיִ ים ַה ֵ ּגר ׁ ֶש ּנ
ְ ְ ּב
 ֵאין:ּ וְ ָא ְמרו,ו ָּבא ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ִל ְפנֵי ֲח ָכ ִמים
 ָה ִכי נַ ִמי, וְ ֶא ָּלא ֵ ּגר דְּ ָק ֵד ׁיש.ִא ׁישוּת ְלגֵ ר
 ֵאין:ימא
ָ  ֵא,ָלא ָּת ְפ ֵסי ָ ּב ּה ִקידּ ו ׁ ִּשין?! ֶא ָּלא
נָס ָבא
ְ ְּ ַמאי ָלאו ד.ִא ּסוּר ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָאח ְלגֵ ר
!ָאח ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ֵ ּגר

The Gemara resumes its discussion of the dispute between Rav Aĥa bar
Ya’akov and Rav Sheshet. Come and hear another proof, as Rabbi Yosei
said: An incident took place involving Niftayim the convert, who
married the wife of his maternal half brother, and the incident came
before the Sages, and they said that there is no valid marriage for a
convert. The Gemara asks: Is this possible? And if a convert betroths
a woman who is not related to him, is his betrothal to her indeed ineffective? Rather, modify the baraita and say that with regard to a convert there is no prohibition proscribing a brother’s wife. The Gemara
concludes: What, is the baraita not referring to a case where the brother,
her first husband, married her when he was already a convert, thereby
proving that a convert is permitted to marry the wife of his deceased
brother who was also a convert, even if they were maternal brothers?

LANGUAGE

Bench [safsal] – ס ְפ ָסל:ַ From the Latin subsellium, bench or seat. It was adopted in Hebrew
and Aramaic.

 ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ּגוֹי ַמאי.נָס ָבא ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ּגוֹי
ְ ְּ ד, ַלאThe Gemara answers: No, the baraita is referring to a case where the
N
 ִליגְ זוֹר ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ּגוֹי:ימא
ָ ימ ָרא? ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת
ְ  ְל ֵמbrother married her while he was still a gentile, and since he converted
they are no longer married. The Gemara asks: If he married her while
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ַא ּט ּו ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ֵ ּגר
he was a gentile, what is the purpose of stating this obvious halakha?
The Gemara answers: Lest you say the Sages should decree that the
marriage is prohibited even in a case where the first husband married
her while he was a gentile, due to the prohibition against their marriage
if the brother married her when he was already a convert. The baraita
therefore teaches us that there is no such decree.
 ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָה ַל ְכ ִּתי:אסיָ ין
ִ ָ דְּ ָא ַמר ֶ ּבן י,ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
ָשא ֵא ׁ ֶשת
ׂ ָ אתי ֵ ּגר ֶא ָחד ׁ ֶש ּנ
ִ ִָל ְכ ַר ֵּכי ַהיָּ ם ָמצ
? ָ ִמי ִה ְר ׁ ְשך, ְ ּבנִי: ָא ַמ ְר ִּתי לוֹ.ָא ִחיו ֵמ ִא ּמוֹ
 ַﬠל,נֶיה
ָ  ֲה ֵרי ִא ׁ ּ ָשה וְ ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה ָ ּב:ָא ַמר ִלי
 וְ ָא ַמר ׁ ְשנֵי,ַס ְפ ָסל זֶ ה יָ ׁ ַשב ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
 וְ ָא ַמר,נוֹשא ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָא ִחיו ֵמ ִא ּמוֹ
ׂ ֵ  ֵ ּגר:דְּ ָב ִרים
– ״וַ יְ ִהי דְּ ַבר ה׳ ֶאל יוֹנָ ה ׁ ֵשנִית ֵלאמֹר״
ישית ל ֹא
ִ ׁ  ׁ ְש ִל,ׁ ֵשנִית דִּ ְ ּב ָרה ִﬠ ּמוֹ ׁ ְש ִכינָ ה
נוֹשא
ׂ ֵ  ֵ ּגר:יהת
ַ  ָק ָתנֵי ִמ.דִּ ְ ּב ָרה ִﬠ ּמוֹ ׁ ְש ִכינָ ה
נָס ָבא ָא ִחיו
ְ ְּ ַמאי ָלאו ד.ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָא ִחיו ֵמ ִא ּמוֹ
!ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ֵ ּגר
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Come and hear another proof, as ben Yasiyan said: When I went to
cities overseas,B I found one convert who married the wife of his
maternal half brother. I said to him: My son, who permitted this to
you? He said to me: There is a local woman and her seven sons to
whom this was permitted. On this very bench [safsal],L Rabbi Akiva
sat and said two statements:N He said that a convert may marry the
former wife of his maternal half brother, and he said that the verse
“And the word of the Lord came to Jonah a second time, saying”
( Jonah : ) implies that the Divine Presence spoke with him only a
second time. However, a third time the Divine Presence did not speak
with him, i.e., Jonah did not receive any more prophecies. In any event,
this baraita teaches that a convert may marry the wife of his maternal
brother. What, is it not referring to a case where the convert’s brother
married her when he himself was already a convert?

?ימ ָרא
ְ  ַמאי ְל ֵמ.נָס ָבא ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא גּ וֹי
ְ ְּ ד, ָלאThe Gemara answers: No, the baraita is referring to a case where
 נִ גְ זוֹר ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא גּ וֹי ַא ּט ּו:ימא
ָ  ַמה ּו דְּ ֵתthe brother married her while he was still a gentile. The Gemara
asks: If so, what is the purpose of stating this obvious halakha?
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ֵ ּגר
The Gemara answers: Lest you say we should decree that marriage
between a convert and the former wife of his brother is prohibited
even if the brother married her while he was still a gentile, due to
the prohibition against their marrying if the brother married her
when he was already a convert. The baraita therefore teaches us that
there is no such decree.
ימן? וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא ָא ַמר ַרב
ָ ו ִּמי ְמ ֵה
 ָּכל ַּת ְל ִמיד ָח ָכם ׁ ֶש ּמ ֶוֹרה:הוּנָ א ָא ַמר ַרב
קוֹדם ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ֲא ָמ ָר ּה
ֶ  ִאם,ֲה ָל ָכה ו ָּבא
!וֹמ ִﬠין לוֹ
ְ  וְ ִאם ָלאו ֵאין ׁש,וֹמ ִﬠין לוֹ
ְ ׁש

And is that convert who cited Rabbi Akiva a reliable witness, despite
the fact that the ruling aﬀects him personally? Didn’t Rabbi Abba
say that Rav Huna said that Rav said: With regard to any Torah
scholar who teaches a ruling of halakha in a certain case and it
comes to be, if he said it before the incident, one listens to him.
And if not, if the ruling followed the incident, one does not listen
to him.

יב ֵﬠית
ּ ָ  וְ ִא.מוֹרה ו ָּבא ָהיָ ה
ֶ :ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ ִא
 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָק ָא ַמר ֲה ֵרי ִא ׁ ּ ָשה וְ ׁ ִש ְב ָﬠה:ימא
ָ ֵא
, ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָכא:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִא.נֶיה
ָ ָ ּב
.דְּ ָק ָא ַמר ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ַא ֲח ִרינָ א ַ ּב ֲה ָד ּה

The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that the convert taught the
ruling, and only afterward it came to be that he himself married his
sister-in-law. And if you wish, say that he is reliable because he
supported his ruling by stating that there was a practical case involving a woman and her seven sons, in which Rabbi Akiva ruled that
this kind of marriage is permitted. And if you wish, say that here it
is diﬀerent, as the convert stated a diﬀerent incident with it.N Since
he cited an unrelated teaching of Rabbi Akiva in the same testimony,
this teaching is also considered reliable.

ֲא ַמר ָמר ״וַ יְ ִהי דְּ ַבר ה׳ ֶאל יוֹנָ ה ׁ ֵשנִית
ישית
ִ ׁ  ׁ ְש ִל,ֵלאמֹר״ ׁ ֵשנִית דִּ ְ ּב ָרה ִﬠ ּמוֹ ׁ ְש ִכינָ ה
 וְ ָהא ְּכ ִתיב ״הוּא ֵה ׁ ִשיב.ל ֹא דִּ ְ ּב ָרה ִﬠ ּמוֹ
]את[ ְ ּגבוּל יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ִמ ְּלבוֹא ֲח ָמת ַﬠד יָ ם
ֶ
ה׳…א ׁ ֶשר דִּ ֶ ּבר ְ ּביַ ד ַﬠ ְבדּ וֹ
ֲ
ָה ֲﬠ ָר ָבה ִּכ ְד ַבר
!יוֹנָ ה ֶ ּבן ֲא ִמ ַּתי ַה ָּנ ִביא״

The Master said that Rabbi Akiva inferred from the verse “And the
word of the Lord came to Jonah a second time, saying” that the
Divine Presence spoke with him only a second time. However, a
third time the Divine Presence did not speak with him. The Gemara
asks: Isn’t it written with regard to King Jeroboam ben Joash: “He
restored the border of Israel from the entrance of Hamath to
the Sea of the Arabah, according to the word of the Lord, the
God of Israel, which He spoke by the hand of His servant Jonah
the son of Amittai, the prophet” ( Kings : )? Evidently, Jonah
prophesied at least once more.

 ַרב. ַﬠל ִﬠ ְס ֵקי נִינְ וֵ ה ָק ָא ַמר:ֲא ַמר ָר ִבינָ א
״כ ְד ַבר
ִּ : ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר,נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק ָא ַמר
ה׳…א ׁ ֶשר דִּ ֶ ּבר ְ ּביַ ד ַﬠ ְבדּ וֹ ַה ָּנ ִביא״ – ְּכ ׁ ֵשם
ֲ
ימי
ֵ  ָּכ ְך ִ ּב,טוֹבה
ָ ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ְה ּ ַפ ְך ְלנִינְ וֵ ה ֵמ ָר ָﬠה ְל
יוֹא ׁש נֶ ְה ּ ַפ ְך ָל ֶהם ְליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
ָ יָ ָר ְב ָﬠם ֶ ּבן
.ֵמ ָר ָﬠה ַל ּט ָוֹבה

Ravina said: Rabbi Akiva was saying that Jonah did not prophesize
a third time about the issue of Nineveh. Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak
said that this is the meaning of the phrase “According to the word
of the Lord, the God of Israel, which He spoke by the hand of His
servant Jonah the son of Amittai, the prophet”: It is not that Jonah
had prophesized about the conquests of Jeroboam ben Joash, but
rather that just as the fortune of Nineveh turnedN from bad to good,
so too, in the days of Jeroboam ben Joash, Israel’s fortune turned
from bad to good.

 ֵ ּגר ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה ֵל ָידתוֹ ִ ּב ְקד ּו ׁ ּ ָשה:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
הוֹרתוֹ ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ִ ּב ְקד ּו ׁ ּ ָשה – יֵ ׁש לוֹ ׁ ְש ֵאר
ָ ְו
נָשא
ׂ ָ ? ֵּכיצַ ד. וְ ֵאין לוֹ ׁ ְש ֵאר ָה ָאב,ָה ֵאם
. ִמן ָה ָאב – יְ ַקיֵּ ים,ֲאחוֹתוֹ ִמן ָה ֵאם – יוֹצִ יא
,ֲאחוֹת ָה ָאב ִמן ָה ֵאם – יוֹצִ יא

The Gemara resumes discussion of the dispute between Rav Aĥa bar
Ya’akov and Rav Sheshet. Come and hear another proof: A convert
whose birth was in sanctity but whose conception was not in
sanctity has maternal kinship,N i.e., his relationship to his mother’s
relatives is recognized. However, he does not have paternal kinship.H How so? If he married his maternal half sister, who was born
before him and converted, he must divorce her. Although by Torah
law they are considered unrelated, the Sages rendered it prohibited
for them to marry, lest he marry a maternal half sister who was born
after him and is forbidden to him. If she is his paternal half sister, he
may maintain her as his wife. If he married his father’s maternal half
sister, he must divorce her.

NOTES

As the convert stated a diﬀerent incident with it –
דְּ ָק ָא ַמר ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ַא ֲח ִרינָ א ַ ּב ֲה ָד ּה: The Ritva explains that a
scholar is not suspected of dishonesty in ruling. Rather,
there is suspicion that his personal interest will lead
to inaccuracies. Therefore, if he cites another teaching
in the same testimony, he is assumed to be citing a
tradition that was handed down to him in a precise
manner.
Just as the fortune of Nineveh turned – ְְּכ ׁ ֵשם ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ְה ּ ַפך
לנִינְ וֵ ה:ְ Why does the verse compare Israel’s fortune
specifically to Nineveh and not to other peoples
whose fortunes turned from bad to good? Ramat
Shmuel says that the verse hints to the ultimate fate
of the people of Nineveh, who eventually returned to
their sinful ways and whose divine punishment was
therefore reinstated. Similarly, Israel’s improved state
did not last, as their deeds did not improve along with
their improved situation.
Has maternal kinship – יֵש לוֹ ׁ ְש ֵאר ָה ֵאם:
ׁ According to
Rashi, this decree is based on the concern that this type
of convert might marry his half sister who was born
after him. Since they were both born as Jews, they are
recognized as siblings and intercourse between them
is prohibited. However, most commentaries explain
that the decree’s objective is to prevent the conclusion
that converts went from a greater sanctity to a lesser
one (Tosafot; Ramban; Rashba). According to the latter
opinion, this decree applies to all converts, not only to
those who were born in sanctity. According to Rashi’s
opinion, it does not.

HALAKHA

The halakhot of forbidden relatives with regard to converts –
דִּ ינֵי ֲﬠ ָריוֹת ְ ּבגֵ ִרים: If a gentile man is married to a relative forbidden
to him by the Noahide mitzvot, e.g., his mother or his maternal
sister, and they both convert, they must separate. However, if he
is married to a relative forbidden only to Jews and they convert,

they must separate only for three months, in order to discern
between a child conceived in sanctity and one conceived before
their conversion (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 14:13;
Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 269:2–3; see Shakh).
. פרק י״א דף צח. Yevamot . Perek XI . 98a
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And all other forbidden relatives are permitted to
him – ו ׁ ְּש ָאר ָּכל ָה ֲﬠ ָריוֹת מו ָּּתרוֹת לוֹ: Some commentaries
maintain that the purpose of the decree prohibiting
a convert from marrying his maternal relatives is to
prevent converts from concluding that they went from
a greater to a lesser sanctity. This concern does not
apply to paternal relatives, because it is well known
that neither a gentile nor a convert is considered
related to his paternal family. The Ritva adds that this
is true even when these relatives are forbidden by
gentile law. Forsaking gentile law is not considered a
lessening of sanctity.
One who married a woman and her daughter,
etc. – נָשא ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ו ִּב ָּת ּה וכו׳:
ׂ ָ Rashi and Tosafot explain
that the baraita is referring to a gentile man who
married a gentile mother and daughter, and they all
subsequently converted. However, the Rambam rules
that this halakha applies to any man who marries a
mother and daughter who are converts. The reason
he must divorce one of them is due to the concern
that a man will marry a mother and daughter who
are Jews from birth.
The prohibition against engaging in intercourse
with one’s mother-in-law is weakened after his
wife’s death – יסו ָּרא
ּ יה ִא
ָ חמוֹתוֹ ְל ַא ַחר ִמ:ֲ
ּ יתה ָק ַלשׁ ֵל
Tosafot ask: How can Rabbi Akiva consider this a weakened prohibition when he concedes that the man and
his mother-in-law are liable to receive karet? They suggest that the prohibition against marrying a mother
and a daughter who are converts is a rabbinic decree
that reflects the severity of the prohibition to engage
in intercourse with a mother and daughter who are
Jews from birth, upon which it is modeled. The Ramban maintains that a man who engaged in intercourse
with his mother-in-law after his wife’s death is not
liable to receive karet. He cites the Gemara’s interpretation as support.
HALAKHA

Forbidden relatives with regard to converts – ֲﬠ ָריוֹת
בגֵ ִרים:
ּ ְ Although a convert is considered like a newborn, the Sages rendered it prohibited for him to marry
his maternal relatives. However, they did not prohibit
him from marrying his paternal relatives. Consequently,
a convert may marry his father’s brother’s wife, his son’s
wife, and his father’s wife, as well as his mother’s paternal sister and his own paternal sister. The Tur maintains
that all relatives that are forbidden to any descendant
of Noah remain forbidden to a convert, and therefore
his father’s wife and sister are forbidden to him as well.
The Rema mentions only that his father’s wife is forbidden, not his father’s sister (Rambam Sefer Kedusha,
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 14:13, and Kesef Mishne there; Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 269:2–3, and Biur HaGra there).
One who married a woman and her daughter – נָשא
ָׂ
א ׁ ּ ָשה ו ִּב ָּת ּה:
ִ If a man married two converts who are
mother and daughter, or who are two maternal sisters,
he may maintain one of them as his wife but must
divorce the other (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 269:5).
If his wife died, he is permitted to maintain his
mother-in-law as his wife – מ ָתה ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ מו ָּּתר ַ ּב ֲחמוֹתוֹ:ֵ
If a man married a convert and she died, he may then
marry her mother, as the Sages prohibited this marriage only during the wife’s lifetime. This ruling is in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, following
the principle that Rabbi Akiva’s opinion is accepted
when only a single colleague of his disagrees with it
(Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 269:6).
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–  ֲאחוֹת ָה ֵאם ִמן ָה ֵאם,ִמן ָה ָאב – יְ ַקיֵּ ים
, יוֹצִ יא:אוֹמר
ֵ  ִמן ָה ָאב – ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר.יוֹצִ יא
 ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר. יְ ַקיֵּ ים:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים
–  ָּכל ֶﬠ ְרוָ ה ׁ ֶש ִהיא ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ׁ ְש ֵאר ָה ֵאם:אוֹמר
ֵ
ּ
. ִמ ׁשוּם ָה ָאב – יְ ַקיֵּ ים.יוֹצִ יא

If she is his father’s paternal half sister, he may maintain her as
his wife. If she is his mother’s maternal half sister, he must
divorce her. If she is his mother’s paternal half sister, Rabbi Meir
says he must divorce her, and the Rabbis say he may maintain
her. This is as Rabbi Meir would say: Any relative forbidden due
to kinship with the mother, whether the woman is his paternal
relative, e.g., his father’s maternal half sister, or his maternal relative, he must divorce her. However, if she is forbidden due to the
father, he may maintain her.

 ו ְּב ֵא ׁ ֶשת ֲא ִחי, וּמו ָּּתר ְ ּב ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָא ִחיו ֵמ ִא ּמוֹAnd he is permitted to marry his maternal brother’s wife and
 ְל ִא ּיתוּיֵ י, ו ׁ ְּש ָאר ָּכל ָה ֲﬠ ָריוֹת מו ָּּתרוֹת לוֹ, ָא ִביוhis father’s brother’s wife, and all other forbidden relatives are
also permitted to him.N The expression: And all other relatives
.ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָה ָאב
are also permitted to him, is added to include the father’s wife.H
,נָשא ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ו ִּב ָּת ּה – ּכוֹנֵס ַא ַחת וּמוֹצִ יא ַא ַחת
ׂ ָ With regard to one who married a woman and her daughterNH
 ֵמ ָתה ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ – מו ָּּתר. ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה ל ֹא יִ ְכנוֹסand they converted, he may remarry one but must divorce the
other one. He should not marry her ab initio. If his wife, the
. ָאסוּר ַ ּב ֲחמוֹתוֹ:יכא דְּ ָתנֵי
ָּ  וְ ִא.ַ ּב ֲחמוֹתוֹ
daughter, died, he is permitted to maintain his mother-in-law as
his wife. And some teach that he is prohibited from maintaining
his mother-in-law.
ַ ָק ָתנֵי ִמ
 ַמאי, מו ָּּתר ְ ּב ֵא ׁ ֶשת ָא ִחיו:יהת
נָס ָב ּה
ְ ְּ ד,נָס ָב ּה ָא ִחיו ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ֵ ּגר? ָלא
ְ ְָּלאו – ד
:ימא
ָ ימ ָרא? ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת
ְ  ַמאי ְל ֵמ.ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא גּ וֹי
 ָקא,ִליגְ זוֹר ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא גּ וֹי ַא ּט ּו ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא ֵ ּגר
.ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן

In any event, this baraita teaches that he is permitted to marry
his brother’s wife. The Gemara asks: What, is it not referring to
a case where his brother married her when he was already a
convert? The Gemara answers: No, it is referring to a case where
he married her while he was a gentile. The Gemara asks: If so,
what is the purpose of stating this obvious halakha? The Gemara
answers: Lest you say that the Sages should decree that the marriage is prohibited if the brother married her while he was a gentile, due to the prohibition against their marriage if the brother
married her when he was already a convert. The baraita therefore
teaches us that there is no such decree.

נָשא ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ו ִּב ָּת ּה – ּכוֹנֵ ס ַא ַחת
ׂ ָ :ֲא ַמר ָמר
 ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא. ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה ל ֹא יִ ְכנוֹס,וּמוֹצִ יא ַא ַחת
יב ֲﬠיָ א?! ָה ָתם
ּ ָ ַא ּפו ֵּקי ַמ ּ ֵפיק – ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה ִמ
–  ַהךְ דַּ ֲאמוּר ַר ָ ּבנַן יְ ַקיֵּ ים: וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר,ָק ֵאי
.ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה ל ֹא יִ ְכנוֹס

The Master said: If one married a woman and her daughter and
they converted, he may remarry one but must divorce the other
one. He should not marry her ab initio. The Gemara asks: Now
that he must divorce her, is it necessary to state that he should
not marry her ab initio? The Gemara answers: That statement is
standing there, i.e., it is referring to the previous sentence, and
this is what it is saying: Those wives that the Sages said that he
may maintain, e.g., his paternal half sister, he should not marry
them ab initio.

:יכא דְּ ָתנֵי
ָּ  וְ ִא, ֵמ ָתה ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ – מו ָּּתר ַ ּב ֲחמוֹתוֹThe baraita taught: If his wife, the daughter, died, he is permitted
H
 ֲח ָדא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל וַ ֲח ָדא. ָאסוּר ַ ּב ֲחמוֹתוֹto maintain his mother-in-law as his wife. And some teach that
he is prohibited to maintain his mother-in-law. The Gemara
.ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
comments: One of the teachings is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, and the other one is in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva.
 ֲחמוֹתוֹ: דַּ ֲא ַמר,ַמאן דְּ ָא ַסר – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל
 וְ גַ ֵ ּבי ֵ ּגר ָ ּגזְ ר ּו,ימא
ָ ְיתה ְ ּב ִא ּיסו ָּרא ַקיּ
ָ ְל ַא ַחר ִמ
: דַּ ֲא ַמר, ו ַּמאן דְּ ׁ ָש ֵרי – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא.יה ַר ָ ּבנַן
ּ ֵ ּב
 וְ גַ ֵ ּבי,יה ִא ּיסו ָּרא
ּ ֲחמוֹתוֹ ְל ַא ַחר ִמ ָיתה ָק ַלשׁ ֵל
.יה ַר ָ ּבנַן
ּ ֵ ּגר – ָלא ָ ּגזְ ר ּו ֵ ּב
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The one who prohibits the convert from maintaining his motherin-law is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, who
said that one’s mother-in-law after his wife’s death remains forbidden to him to the same degree as during her lifetime. And
therefore, with regard to a convert, the Sages decreed that she
is forbidden to him, lest one marry his mother-in-law who is a Jew
from birth after his wife’s death. And the one who permits him
to maintain her is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva,
who said that the prohibition against engaging in intercourse
with one’s mother-in-law is weakened after his wife’s death,N as
they are not liable to receive the death penalty. And therefore,
with regard to a convert, the Sages did not decree that she is
forbidden to him.

mishna

With regard to five womenN whose oﬀ,דוֹת ֶיהן
ֵ נָשים ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָﬠ ְרב ּו וְ ָל
ִ ׁ מתני׳ ָח ֵמ ׁש
spring were mixed,H i.e., their lineage
– נָשים וָ ֵמת ּו
ִ ׁ נָשא ּו
ׂ ְ ְִהגְ דִּ יל ּו ַה ַּת ֲﬠרוֹבוֹת ו
became indeterminate, and they had other sons as well who were
יבם
ּ ֵ ַ וְ ֶא ָחד ְמי,חוֹלצִ ין ְל ַא ַחת
ְ  ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠהnot mixed, and the mixed sons matured and married women and
.אוֹת ּה
ָ
subsequently died, then four sons who were not mixed, each one
from a diﬀerent mother, must perform ĥalitza with one of the
widows, as she might be the sister-in-law of any of them. And one
son of the mother whose sons did not perform ĥalitza may perform levirate marriage with her instead of ĥalitza; even if she is
not his sister-in-law, once she has received ĥalitza from the others
she may marry any man.
 וְ ֶא ָחד,חוֹל צִ ין ְל ַא ַחת
ְ
 הוּא ּו ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשהSubsequently, he and three of the four other sons must perform
יבוּם
ּ ִ נִ ְמצְ א ּו ַא ְר ַ ּבע ֲח ִליצוֹת וְ י.יבם
ּ ֵ ַ ְמיĥalitza with one of the remaining widows, and the other one may
perform levirate marriage. When this process has been com.ְל ָכל ַא ַחת וְ ַא ַחת
pleted for all the widows, four ĥalitzot and a levirate marriage
are found altogether for each and every widow.

gemara

The Gemara infers from the mishna that
 ֲא ָבל,יַבו ֵּמי
ּ יח ַלץ וַ ֲה ַדר
ֲ גמ׳ וְ ַדוְ ָקא ִמ
ĥalitza specifically is performed first,
יב ָמה
ָ  דְּ ָק ָפגַ ע ִ ּב,ישא – ָלא
ָ ׁ יַ ּב ּו ֵמי ְ ּב ֵר
and afterward levirate marriage. However, levirate marriage
. ַל ׁ ּשוּקmay not be performed first, as that would breach the prohibition
against a yevama engaging in intercourse with a member of the
public, if she is not his sister-in-law.
חוֹלצִ ין ְל ַא ַחת״? דְּ ָלא
ְ ַמאי ״הוּא ו ׁ ְּשל ׁ ָֹשה
 ֶא ָּלא ָּכל,ּיַב ִמינְ ה ּו ַחד ְלכו ְּּלהו
ּ ְ ימא ְל
ָ ֵּת
 דִּ ְל ָמא ִמ ְת ַר ְמיָ א,יבם ֲח ָדא
ּ ֵ ַַחד וְ ַחד ְמי
.יה
ּ יה דִּ ֵיד
ּ ֵל

The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the mishna’s ruling that
the son who performed levirate marriage and three of the four
others must perform ĥalitza with one of the remaining widows,
and the remaining son may perform levirate marriage? Why can’t
the same son who performed levirate marriage with the first widow
be the one to perform levirate marriage with the other widows, too,
after the other four sons perform ĥalitza? The Gemara answers:
Do not say that one of the brothers may perform levirate marriage with all of them. Rather, each one of them should perform
levirate marriage with one, as perhaps one will happen upon his
ownN sister-in-law, whereas if one performs levirate marriage with
all of them, the others will not have a chance to perform the mitzva.

– ״מ ְקצָ ָתן ַא ִחין ו ִּמ ְקצָ ָתן ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַא ִחין
ִ
.יב ִמין״
ּ ְ ַ וְ ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַא ִחין ְמי,חוֹלצִ ין
ְ ָה ַא ִחין
: ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר,ַמאי ָק ָא ַמר? ֲא ַמר ַרב ָס ְפ ָרא
ִמ ְקצָ ָתן ַא ִחין ִמן ָה ָאב ו ִּמ ְקצָ ָתן ַא ִחין ִמן
 וְ ַא ִחין ִמן,חוֹלצִ ין
ְ ָה ֵאם – ַא ִחין ִמן ָה ֵאם
.יב ִמין
ּ ְ ַָה ָאב ְמי

§ A continuation of a case in the mishna is stated in a baraita: If

– ִמ ְקצָ ָתן ּכ ֲֹהנִים ו ִּמ ְקצָ ָתן ׁ ֶש ֵאינָן ּכ ֲֹהנִים
.יב ִמין
ּ ְ ַ ׁ ֶש ֵאינָן ּכ ֲֹהנִים – ְמי,חוֹלצִ ין
ְ ּכ ֲֹהנִים
– ִמ ְקצָ ָתן ּכ ֲֹהנִים ו ִּמ ְקצָ ָתן ַא ִחין ִמן ָה ֵאם
,יב ִמין
ּ ְ ַחוֹלצִ ין וְ ל ֹא ְמי
ְ ֵאלּ ּו וָ ֵאלּ ּו

The baraita continues: If some of them are priests and some
of them are not priests, the priests perform ĥalitza, and
those who are not priests perform levirate marriage, as it is
prohibited for a priest to marry a woman who underwent ĥalitza.
If some of them are priests and some of them are maternal half
brothers, both these and those perform ĥalitza and not levirate
marriage.

HALAKHA

Women whose oﬀspring were mixed – נָשים ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ָﬠ ְרב ּו
ִׁ
יהן
ֶ דוֹת
ֵ וְ ָל: If five women had sons who were known to be
theirs, and they all gave birth together in hiding, and their
children from these births were mixed, and these sons
subsequently got married and died, leaving their wives
with levirate bonds to the sons who were not mixed, four
of the sons must perform ĥalitza with one of the wives,
and the fifth may marry her. This procedure is performed
with all of the women (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot
Yibbum 8:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 176:8).
If some of them are brothers, etc. – מ ְקצָ ָתן ַא ִחין וכו׳:ִ If
some of the sons who were not mixed are priests and
others are not, the priests perform ĥalitza but not levirate
marriage, while the others may perform levirate marriage.
Similarly, if a number of these sons are paternal brothers of
some of the mixed sons and maternal half brothers of others, those brothers perform ĥalitza and the other paternal
brothers may perform levirate marriage. If some were
priests and the others maternal half brothers, all of them
perform ĥalitza and not levirate marriage, in accordance
with the ruling of the baraita, as explained by Rav Safra
(Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 176:8).

some of them are brothers,H and some of them are not brothers,
the brothers perform ĥalitza and those who are not brothers
perform levirate marriage. The Gemara asks: What is the baraita
saying? Rav Safra said that this is what it is saying: If some of
the sons who were not mixed are only paternal brothers of the
mixed sons, and some of them, in addition to being paternal half
brothers, are also maternal half brothers of other members of
the mixed group, then the maternal half brothers must perform
ĥalitza with all of the women, since each of them might be his
maternal sister-in-law, who is forbidden to him, as levirate marriage applies only to a paternal sister-in-law. And those who are
only paternal brothers perform levirate marriage.

NOTES

Five women – נָשים
ִ ׁ ח ֵמ ׁש:ָ Why does the mishna refer to a case
of five women when its ruling applies to a case of two or three
women as well? In Melekhet Shlomo, it is explained that it is
common for the mishna to use a quantity that is constantly
readily accessible, like the five fingers of a hand. In Tosefot
Yom Tov, it is suggested that since there is a mishna in Kiddushin that discusses a case involving five women, the mishna

here uses the same number, although here it has no special
significance.
Perhaps one will happen upon his own – יה
ּ דִּ ְל ָמא ִמ ְת ַר ְמיָא ֵל
יה
ּ דִּ ֵיד: It is pointed out in Arukh LaNer that although if one
brother performs levirate marriage with all of the widows, that
will guarantee that the mitzva of levirate marriage will be per-

formed once, it is preferable that each brother perform levirate
marriage once, as this way there is a chance that more than
one of the them will fulfill the mitzva. Furthermore, having
five wives is normally a significant burden. The latter rationale
also explains why the mishna discusses a case involving five
women.
: פרק י״א דף צח. Yevamot . Perek XI . 98b
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