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Mishnah Yevamot 1:4

Up to this point, the discussions
were based on the assumption that
not only may a forbidden relative
not enter into levirate marriage, but
her rival wife is also exempt.
However, this issue is subject to a
long-standing dispute. Beit
Shammai permit the rival wives to
the brothers, as they did not accept
the interpretation of the verses that
indicates that rival wives are
prohibited. And Beit Hillel forbid
them. The previousmishnayot are in
accordance with the opinion of Beit
Hillel. If any of the rival wives of the
brother performed ḥalitza, Beit
Shammai disqualify her from
marrying into the priesthood, as in
their opinion these rival wives were
�t for levirate marriage, which
means that the ḥalitzawas fully
valid. Consequently, they are
disquali�ed frommarrying a priest,
like all other womenwho perform
ḥalitza. And Beit Hillel deem them
�t, as theymaintain that no legal
act of ḥalitzawas performed here at
all. If they entered into levirate
marriage, Beit Shammai deem
them �t for the priesthood, as in

א׳:ד׳יבמותמשנה
ית איבֵּ מַּ ירִיןשַׁ רוֹתמַתִּ הַצָּ

לוּבֵיתלָאַחִים, אוֹסְרִים.הִלֵּ
יתחָלְצוּ, איבֵּ מַּ מִןפּוֹסְלִיןשַׁ

הֻנָּה, לוּבֵיתהַכְּ ירִים.הִלֵּ מַכְשִׁ
מוּ, יתנִתְיַבְּ איבֵּ מַּ ירִים,שַׁ מַכְשִׁ

לוּבֵית יעַלאַףפּוֹסְלִין.הִלֵּ פִּ
אֵלּוּ ירִין,וְאֵלּוּאוֹסְרִיןשֶׁ אֵלּוּמַתִּ

ירִין,וְאֵלּוּפּוֹסְלִין נִמְנְעוּלאֹמַכְשִׁ
ית איבֵּ מַּ אשַׁ ָ שּׂ יםמִלִּ יתנָשִׁ מִבֵּ

ל, לבֵיתוְלאֹהִלֵּ יתהִלֵּ מִבֵּ
אי. מַּ לשַׁ הֳרוֹתכָּ מְאוֹתהַטָּ וְהַטֻּ
הָיוּ וְאֵלּוּמְטַהֲרִיןאֵלּוּשֶׁ

אִין, יןנִמְנְעוּלאֹמְטַמְּ עוֹשִׂ
יעַלאֵלּוּטָהֳרוֹת בֵּ אֵלּוּ:גַּ
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their opinion, this is a fully legal
levirate marriage. And Beit Hillel
disqualify them, because they
engaged in licentious sexual
relations as the rival wives of a
forbidden relative. § Themishna
comments: Although Beit Hillel
prohibit the rival wives to the
brothers and Beit Shammai permit
them, and although these
disqualify these women and those
deem them �t, Beit Shammai did
not refrain frommarryingwomen
from Beit Hillel, nor did Beit Hillel
refrain frommarrying women from
Beit Shammai. Furthermore, with
regard to all of the disputes
concerning the halakhot of ritual
purity and impurity, where these
rule that an article is ritually pure
and those rule it ritually impure,
they did not refrain from handling
ritually pure objects eachwith the
other, as Beit Shammai and Beit
Hillel frequently used each other’s
vessels.

Yevamot 14a:1-7

Reish Lakish said to him:Do you
hold that Beit Shammai actually
acted in accordance with their
own statement? Beit Shammai did
not in fact act in accordance with
their own statement, as the dispute

א:א׳-ז׳י״דיבמות
יתעָשׂוּסָבְרַתְּמִי איבֵּ מַּ שַׁ

דִבְרֵיהֶם? יתעָשוּׂלאֹכְּ איבֵּ מַּ שַׁ
דִבְרֵיהֶם. יכְּ עָשוּׂאָמַר:יוֹחָנָןוְרַבִּ

אוְעָשוּׂ. רַבוּבִפְלוּגְתָּ [דְּ
מוּאֵל]. רַבושְּׁ עָשוּׂלאֹאוֹמֵר:דְּ

https://www.sefaria.org/Yevamot.14a.1-7
https://www.sefaria.org/Yevamot.14a.1-7


wasmerely theoretical. And Rabbi
Yoḥanan said: Beit Shammai
certainly did act in accordance with
their opinion. The Gemara
comments: And this is also re�ected
in the dispute between Rav and
Shmuel, as Rav says: Beit
Shammai did not act in
accordance with their own
statement, and Shmuel said: They
certainly did act in that manner.
The Gemara inquires:When does
this question apply? If we say that it
is referring to the period prior to the
Divine Voice that declared that the
halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of Beit Hillel, thenwhat is
the rationale of the onewho said
that Beit Shammai did not act in
accordance with their opinion? But
rather, if one would say it is
referring to after theDivine Voice,
what is the reason for the onewho
said that they did act in accordance
with their opinion? After all, the
Divine Voice established that the
halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of Beit Hillel. The Gemara
answers: Neither of these options
poses a dif�culty. If youwish, say
that it is referring to the period
prior to theDivine Voice, and if
youwish, say instead that it is after
theDivine Voice. The Gemara
elaborates: If youwish, say it is
prior to theDivine Voice, and it is

ית איבֵּ מַּ דִבְרֵיהֶם,שַׁ מוּאֵלכְּ ושְּׁ
אֵימַת?וְעָשוּׂ.עָשׂוּאמֵֹר:

ימָא תקוֹדֶםאִילֵּ מַאי—קוֹלבַּ
מַאןטַעְמָא אָמַרדְּ עָשוּׂ?לאֹדְּ
תלְאַחַרוְאֶלָּא מַאי—קוֹלבַּ

מַאןטַעְמָא אָמַרדְּ אִיעָשוּׂ?דְּ
עֵית תקוֹדֶםאֵימָאבָּ וְאִיקוֹל,בַּ
עֵית תלְאַחַראֵימָאבָּ אִיקוֹל.בַּ
עֵית תקוֹדֶםאֵימָאבָּ וּכְגוֹןקוֹל,בַּ
בֵית לדְּ א,הִלֵּ אָמַרלְמַאןרוּבָּ דְּ

הָא—עָשׂוּלאֹ יתדְּ לבֵּ א.הִלֵּ רוּבָּ
אָמַרומַּאן יעָשׂוּ,דְּ תַראָזְלִינַןכִּ בָּ
א כִיהֵיכָא—רוּבָּ נִינְהוּ.הֲדָדֵידְּ
יתהָכָא, איבֵּ מַּ דִישַׁ טְפֵי.מְחַדְּ

עֵיתוְאִי תלְאַחַראֵימָאבָּ קוֹל,בַּ
אָמַרמַאן הָא—עָשוּׂלאֹדְּ דְּ

תנְפַקָא אֲמַרומַּאןקוֹל,בַּ עָשוּׂדַּ
י— עַרַבִּ אָמַר:הִיא,יְהוֹשֻׁ אֵיןדְּ

יחִין גִּ בַתמַשְׁ אֲמַרומַּאןקוֹל.בְּ דַּ
אןקָרֵינַןעָשוּׂ, תִתְגּוֹדְדוּ״״לאֹכָּ

עָשוּׂלאֹ— אֲגוּדּוֹת!אֲגוּדּוֹתתֵּ
יֵי:אֲמַר יאַבָּ ״לאֹאָמְרִינַןכִּ

גוֹן—תִתְגּוֹדְדוּ״ יכְּ תֵּ ישְׁ תֵּ בָּ
עִירדִינִים לוּאַחַת,בְּ מוֹרִיםהַלָּ
דִבְרֵי יתכְּ אי,בֵּ מַּ לוּשַׁ מוֹרִיםוְהַלָּ
דִבְרֵי יתכְּ ל.בֵּ יאֲבָלהִלֵּ תֵּ ישְׁ תֵּ בָּ
ידִינִים תֵּ שְׁ לַןלֵית—עֲיָירוֹתבִּ
הּ. יתוְהָארָבָא:לֵיהּאֲמַרבַּ בֵּ

אי מַּ לוּבֵיתשַׁ יהִלֵּ תֵּ שְׁ יכִּ תֵּ בָּ



referring to the periodwhen Beit
Hillel formed themajority of the
Sages. Therefore, according to the
onewho said that Beit Shammai
did not act in accordance with their
opinion, the reason is that Beit
Hillelwas themajority, and the
halakha is in accordance with the
majority. And the onewho said
that they did act in accordance with
their opinionmaintains thatwhen
dowe follow themajority? It is in a
casewhere the disputing parties are
equal in wisdom to one another.
Here, however, Beit Shammai are
sharper than Beit Hillel, and
therefore they acted in accordance
with their own opinion despite the
fact that they were in theminority.
And if youwish, say instead that it
was after theDivine Voice. The one
who said that Beit Shammai did
not act in accordance with their
opinion would say that this was due
to the pronouncement of the
Divine Voice. And the onewho
said that they did do so, this is in
accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yehoshua, who said,with
regard to the Divine Voice that
emerged and proclaimed that the
halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in the case
of the oven of akhnai (BavaMetzia
59b), that one disregards a
Heavenly Voice. Just as he

עִירדִינִים מֵי!אַחַתבְּ אדָּ אָמַראֶלָּ
ירָבָא: תִתְגּוֹדְדוּ״״לאֹאָמְרִינַןכִּ

גוֹן— יתכְּ יןבֵּ עִירדִּ לַגאַחַת,בְּ פְּ
דִבְרֵימוֹרִין יתכְּ אי,בֵּ מַּ ופְּלַגשַׁ
דִבְרֵימוֹרִין יתכְּ ל.בֵּ אֲבָלהִלֵּ
י תֵּ ישְׁ תֵּ עִירדִינִיןבָּ —אַחַתבְּ
הּ.לַןלֵית בַּ



disregarded the Divine Voice in his
dispute with Rabbi Eliezer, so too,
one disregards the Divine Voice that
proclaimed that the halakha is in
accordance with the opinion of Beit
Hillel. And yet the question remains:
According to the onewho said that
Beit Shammai acted in accordance
with their opinion,we should read
here: “You shall not cut
yourselves” (Deuteronomy 14:1),
which is interpreted tomean:Do
not become numerous factions.
Abaye said:Whenwe say that the
prohibition: “You shall not cut
yourselves” applies, we are
referring to a casewhere two
courts are located in one city, and
these rule in accordance with the
statement of Beit Shammai and
those rule in accordance with the
statement of Beit Hillel. However,
with regard to two courts located in
two different cities, we have no
problemwith it. Rava said to him:
But the dispute between Beit
Shammai and Beit Hillel is
considered like a case of two
courts in one city, as these two
schools of thought were found
everywhere, not in any speci�c
place. Rather, Rava said:Whenwe
say that the prohibition: “You shall
not cut yourselves” applies, we are
referring to a casewhere there is a
court in one city, a section of



which rules in accordance with
the statement of Beit Shammai
and another section rules in
accordance with the statement of
Beit Hillel. However,with regard to
two courts located in one city, we
have no problemwith it.

Yevamot 14a:15-14b:2

§ The Gemara continues to discuss
the question of whether Beit
Shammai followed their own
rulings. Come and hear that which
is taught in themishna: Although
Beit Hillel prohibit and Beit
Shammai permit, and these
disqualify the women and those
deem them �t, Beit Shammai did
not refrain frommarryingwomen
from Beit Hillel, nor did Beit Hillel
refrain frommarrying women from
Beit Shammai. Granted, if you say
that Beit Shammai did not act in
accordance with their opinion, it is
due to that reason that they did
not have to refrain frommarrying
women from Beit Hillel.However, if
you say that they did act in
accordance with their opinion,why
didn’t they refrain frommarrying
one another? The Gemara
elaborates:Granted, Beit Shammai
did not refrain frommarrying into
Beit Hillel, as even if Beit Shammai

ב:ב׳א:ט״ו-י״די״דיבמות
א מַע:תָּ יעַלאַףשְׁ אֵלּוּפִּ שֶׁ

ירִיםוְאֵלּוּאוֹסְרִים לאֹ—מַתִּ
יתנִמְנְעוּ איבֵּ מַּ אשַׁ ָ ישּׂ יםמִלִּ נָשִׁ
ית ל,מִבֵּ יתוְלאֹהִלֵּ לבֵּ יתהִלֵּ מִבֵּ

אי. מַּ לָמָאאָמְרַתְּאִישַׁ שְׁ לאֹבִּ
וּםעָשוּׂ, אנִמְנְעוּ.לאֹהָכִימִשּׁ אֶלָּ

איעָשוּׂ,אָמְרַתְּאִי נִמְנְעוּ?לאֹאַמַּ
לָמָא שְׁ יתבִּ איבֵּ מַּ יתשַׁ למִבֵּ הִלֵּ

בְניֵנִמְנְעוּ,לאֹ יבֵידִּ לָאוִיןחַיָּ
אנִינְהוּ. יתאֶלָּ לבֵּ יתהִלֵּ מִבֵּ
אי מַּ אישַׁ ניֵנִמְנְעוּ?לאֹאַמַּ בְּ
יבֵי רֵיתוֹתחַיָּ מַמְזֵרִים—כָּ
ימָאוְכִינִינְהוּ? יתקָסָבְרִיתֵּ בֵּ

ל אֵיןהִלֵּ רֵיתוֹתמֵחַיָּיבֵימַמְזֵרדְּ כָּ
יוְהָאָמַר— עַלאַףאֶלְעָזָר:רַבִּ
י נּחְֶלְקוּפִּ יתשֶׁ איבֵּ מַּ וּבֵיתשַׁ

ל צָרוֹת,הִלֵּ אֵיןמוֹדִיםבְּ מַמְזֵרשֶׁ
יאֶלָּא אִיסּורּוֹמִמִּ עֶרְוָהאִיסּורּשֶׁ

רֵת!וְעָנושּׁ אכָּ מַעלָאואֶלָּ שְׁ
עָשוּׂ,לְעוֹלָםלָא,עָשוּׂ!לאֹמִינַּהּ,
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maintain in a certain case that a
rival wife required levirate marriage
or ḥalitza, if she went ahead and
married another man their children
are born to a union whose partners
are liable by a regular prohibition:
“The wife of the deadman shall not
bemarried outside” (Deuteronomy
25:5). Since this transgression does
not entail karet, the children of this
relationship are notmamzerim.
However, why did Beit Hillel not
refrain frommarrying into Beit
Shammai? In the opinion of Beit
Hillel the children of these rival
wives who entered into levirate
marriage are born of a union whose
partners are liable to receive karet,
as the prohibition of a brother’s wife
was never nulli�ed in this case,
whichmeans that the children are
mamzerim. If so, how could Beit
Hillel allow these marriages? And if
youwould say that Beit Hillel
maintain that the child of a union
whose partners are liable to receive
karet is not amamzer, as amamzer
is only one whose parents violated a
prohibition that entails the death
penalty, didn’t Rabbi Elazar say:
Although Beit Shammai and Beit
Hillel disagreedwith regard to
rival wives, they concede that a
mamzer is only from a union
whose prohibition is a prohibition
of forbidden relations punishable

מוֹדְעִי י.לְהוּדְּ נָמֵיוְהָכִיופָּרְשִׁ
רָא, בְּ קָתָניֵמִסְתַּ לסֵיפָא:דְּ כָּ
הָרוֹת מָאוֹתוְכׇלהַטְּ הָיוּהַטְּ שֶׁ

אִיןוְאֵלּוּמְטַהֲרִיןאֵלּוּ —מְטַמְּ
יםנִמְנְעוּלאֹ עַלאֵלּוּטְהָרוֹתעוֹשִׂ
י בֵּ לָמָאאָמְרַתְּאִיאֵלּוּ.גַּ שְׁ בִּ

מוֹדְעִי וּם—לְהוּדְּ לאֹהָכִימִשּׁ
אנִמְנְעוּ, לָאאָמְרַתְּאִיאֶלָּ דְּ
לָמָאלְהוּ,מוֹדְעִי שְׁ יתבִּ איבֵּ מַּ שַׁ
ית למִבֵּ —נִמְנְעוּלאֹהִלֵּ

טְמָאוֹת בֵיתדִּ ל,דְּ לְבֵיתהִלֵּ
אי מַּ אנִינְהוּ.טְהָרוֹתשַׁ יתאֶלָּ בֵּ
ל יתהִלֵּ אימִבֵּ מַּ השַׁ לאֹלָמָּ

בֵיתטְהָרוֹתנִמְנְעוּ? אי,דְּ מַּ שַׁ
ללְבֵית אנִינְהוּ!טְמָאוֹתהִלֵּ אֶלָּ
מוֹדְעִילָאו מַעלְהוּ,דְּ מִינַּהּ.שְׁ



by karet? Consequently, the
children of rival wives aremamzerim
according to Beit Hillel. Rather,
isn’t it correct to conclude from
here that Beit Shammai did not act
in accordance with their own
opinion? The Gemara rejects this
conclusion:No; actually, Beit
Shammai did act in accordance with
their opinion. As for the problem
with these marriages, the answer is
that they would inform Beit Hillel
and Beit Hillel wouldwithdraw
from thematch.When those who
acted in accordance with the
opinion of Beit Hillel would come to
marry women from those who
followed the rulings of Beit
Shammai, they would be noti�ed
that certain children were born of
rival wives and that those people
were consideredmamzerim in the
opinion of Beit Hillel, who therefore
declared them forbidden in
marriage. The Gemara comments:
And so too, it is reasonable that
this is the case, as the mishna
teaches in the latter clause:With
regard to all of the disputes
concerning the halakhot of ritual
purity and impurity, where those,
Beit Hillel, rule an article ritually
pure and these, Beit Shammai, rule
it ritually impure, they did not
refrain from handling ritually
pure objects eachwith the other.



Granted, if you say that they
noti�ed them, it is due to that
reason that they did not need to
refrain from using their objects.
However, if you say that they did
not notify them, granted, it is
logical that Beit Shammai did not
refrain from handling items
belonging to Beit Hillel, as ritually
impure objects for Beit Hillel are
ritually pure for Beit Shammai,
and therefore no special care is
necessary.However, why didn’t
Beit Hillel refrain from touching
articles that belonged to Beit
Shammai? After all, ritually pure
objects for Beit Shammai are
ritually impure for Beit Hillel.
Rather, is it not the case that Beit
Shammai noti�ed Beit Hillel that
these items were ritually pure only
in their own opinion, and Beit Hillel
separated themselves from them?
The Gemara summarizes the
discussion: Conclude from here
that this is the correct
interpretation.

Mishnah Sheviit 5:9

Awomanmay lend to her neighbor
who is suspect of transgressing the
laws of the sabbatical year, a sifter, a
sieve, a hand-mill, or an oven. But
shemay not sift or grind with her.

ה׳:ט׳שביעיתמשנה
אֶלֶת המַשְׁ ָ הּאִשּׁ לַחֲבֶרְתָּ

בִיעִיתעַלהַחֲשׁוּדָה ְ נָפָההַשּׁ
לאֹאֲבָלוְתַנּורּ.וְרֵחַיִםוּכְבָרָה
הּ.תִטְחַןוְלאֹתָבוֹר תעִמָּ אֵשֶׁ
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The wife of a haver may lend to the
wife of an am haaretz a sifter and a
sieve andmay even sift, grind, or sift
�our with her. But once she poured
water [over the �our], she may not
touch [it] with her, for onemay not
aid those who commit a
transgression. And all these things
were only allowed in the interests of
peace. Theymay offer
encouragement to Gentiles during
the sabbatical year, but not to Jews.
In the interests of peace, onemay
also offer greetings to Gentiles.

אֶלֶתחָבֵר תמַשְׁ הָאָרֶץעַםלְאֵשֶׁ
וְטוֹחֶנֶתוּבוֹרֶרֶתוּכְבָרָה,נָפָה

הּ.ומַּרְקֶדֶת ילאֲבָלעִמָּ טִּ תַּ ֶ מִשּׁ
יִם, אֵיןאֶצְלָהּ,תִגַּעלאֹהַמַּ שֶׁ

ןעֲבֵרָה.עוֹבְרֵייְדֵימַחְזִיקִין וְכֻלָּ
ניֵאֶלָּאאָמְרוּלאֹ לוֹם.דַרְכֵימִפְּ שָׁ

בִיעִית,נָכְרִיםיְדֵיומַּחֲזִיקִין ְ שּׁ בַּ
רָאֵל.יְדֵילאֹאֲבָל וְשׁוֹאֲלִיןיִשְׂ

לוֹמָן, שְׁ ניֵבִּ לוֹם:דַרְכֵימִפְּ שָׁ

י״ב:ט״זכהנאדרבפסיקתא
אתמלמדשהואמהיתרו,פרשתהעינין,מןלמעלהכת'מה[טז]

יח:כא),(שמותוגו'חילאנשיהעםמכלתחזהואתהשנ'משה,
(משלינפשומרתיודעלבשלמה,אמרהשלישי,בחדשכךואחר
היוישר'הקב"האמ'(שם).זריתערבלאובשמחתולפיכך,יד:י),

השקטביתובתוךיושבויתרובמצריםובלבניםבטיטמשועבדים
אתמשהוישלחלפיכך,בניי,עםהתורהבשמחתלראותובאובטח
ד"איט:א).(שםוג'השלישיבחדשכךואח'יח:כז),(שמותחותנו
כשבאאחתמצוהאםומהאמ'וחומר,מקלמשהדרשכן,למה

(שםבויאכללאנכרבןכלאמרהפסחמצותאתליתןהקב"ה
כאןיתרויהאלישר'התורהכלאתליתןבאשהואעכשיויב:מג),
ואח'יח:כז),(שםוגו'חותנואתמשהוישלחלפיכךאתנו.ויראה

יט:א).(שםהשלישיבחדשכך

Source Sheet created on Sefaria by Alex Ozar

https://www.sefaria.org/Pesikta_DeRav_Kahana.12.16
https://www.sefaria.org/profile/alex-ozar

