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        Maseches Yevamos, Daf  ה – Daf יא 

 

Daf In Review is being sent l’zecher nishmas R’ Avrohom Abba ben R’ Dov HaKohen, A”H  
vl’zecher nishmas Habachur Yechezkel Shraga A”H ben R’ Avrohom Yehuda 

 

---------------------------------------Daf 5---ה--------------------------------------- 

• Q: We said that R’ Yishmael says that the Torah’s use of the word “beged” means wool and linen, which is why 
the words “tzemer u’fishtim” were extra and available for a drasha. However, the Rabanan who don’t say like R’ 
Yishmael need the words “tzemer u’fishtim” to teach that shaatnez is made of wool and linen. They don’t have 
these words as extra, so how will they learn that a mitzvah assei overrides a lo saasei? A: They learn it from the 
extra word by a metzora, which teaches that there is an assei for a metzorah to shave his entire head, even 
though there is a lo saasei that one may not shave his entire head.  

o Q: We can say that we can’t learn from there to all lo saasei’s, because this lo saasei only applies to men, 
not women!? A: We will learn it from the pasuk that says that the metzorah must shave his beard off as 
well, which a Kohen may not do based on a lo saasei. That is not needed to teach that a lo saasei that 
doesn’t apply to all is overridden by an assei, because we already learn that from the case of shaving his 
head. Therefore, it must be teaching that even a regular lo saasei is overridden by an assei. 

▪ Q: We can’t use this source for a regular assei, because it may be that this lo saasei is different in 
that it applies only to Kohanim. We would think that since Kohanim are subject to so many 
mitzvos, this lo saasei would not be overridden. That is why we are taught that it is overridden. 
However, this cannot be used as the source for a regular lo saasei!? A: The source for a regular 
lo saasei is from another drasha on the word “rosho” regarding a metzorah. The extra word 
teaches that the assei to shave his head even applies to a nazir who is a metzorah, although a 
nazir has a lo saasei that he may not cut his hair. It is from here that we learn out that an assei 
overrides a lo saasei. 

▪ Q: We can ask, that maybe only the lo saasei of a nazir is overridden, because one can be 
released his nezirus by being matir neder!? A: We must say that we learn that an assei overrides 
a lo saasei from tzitzis, and the extra word that teaches this to us is the fact that the Torah says 
“gedilim” instead of the word “tzitzis”. 

▪ Q: The word “gedilim” is used to teach that we must use 4 strings on each corner, and as such, is 
not extra to teach this!? A: The extra word that we will use for the drasha is “yachdav” in the 
pasuk of “lo silbash shaatnez tzemer ufishtim yachdav”.  

▪ Q: The word “yachdav” is used to teach that it is only shaatnez when the wool and linen are 
sewn together with at least a full stitch (the thread going through the materials twice), and once 
would not be enough!? A: The pasuk could have said “lo silbash tzemer ufishtim yachdav”. The 
word “shaatnez” is extra, and teaches us that an assei overrides a lo saasei.  

▪ Q: The word “shaatnez” is needed to teach that the materials must be smoothed, spun and 
woven (“Shua, tavi, v’uz”)!? A: We can learn out both things from the word shaatnez. 

• Q: We have now learned that an assei overrides a simple lo saasei. How do we know that an assei also overrides 
a lo saasei that carries the kares penalty, which is why we needed the gezeira shava on the word “aleha” to 
teach that a wife’s sister may not be taken in yibum? We can’t say to learn it from the assei of milah which 
overrides the lo saasei of Shabbos (which carries the kares penalty), because it may be that the assei of milah is 
different than a typical assei, because the word “bris” is written in the Torah 13 times in association with milah. 
We also can’t say to learn it from the assei of Korbon Pesach, which overrides the lo saasei of Shabbos, because 
the assei of Korbon Pesach is different than a typical assei in that it itself is also subject to the kares penalty. We 
also can’t say to learn it from the assei of Korbon Tamid, which overrides the lo saasei of Shabbos, because the 
assei of Korbon Tamid is different than a typical assei in that it is brought every single day. We also can’t learn it 
out from a “tzad hashava” from any of these 2, because each pair is special in a particular way (milah and Pesach 
each carry a kares penalty, Pesach and Tamid were both brought for Hashem, milah and Tamid were both 
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mitzvos given before Matan Torah). We also can’t learn from all 3 together, because all 3 are unique in that they 
were all mitzvos that were given before Matan Torah. If so, we are left with the question, why would we think 
that an assei overrides a lo saasei that carries the kares penalty? A: We would learn it from kibud av v’eim. A 
Braisa says, the pasuk says “ish imo v’aviv tira’u v’es shabsosai tishmoru” to teach that this mitzvah does not 
override Shabbos (presumably this refers to where a parent asks a son or daughter to shecht or cook etc. for him 
on Shabbos). This suggests, that if not for the drasha in the pasuk, we would say that the assei overrides the lo 
saasei of Shabbos which carries a kares penalty.  

o Q: It may be that the pasuk is referring to where a parent asks their child to lead an animal on Shabbos, 
which does not carry the kares penalty, and it is only for such a case that the pasuk is needed to teach 
that in this case the assei will not override the lo saasei!? 

▪ Q: If this assei does not override this lo saasei, we should learn from here to every other place 
that an assei does not override a lo saasei!? A: It must be that the pasuk is discussing even 
where the parent asks the child to do something that carries the kares penalty. Still, we cannot 
say that we would learn out the case of arayos by yibum from here, because over here, doing 
what the parent asks is the only way to perform the mitzvah of kibud av v’eim, and that is why 
we would think it should override a lo saasei with kares. However, with regard to yibum, one 
can do chalitzah, and in that way not have to override the lo saasei with kares of marrying one’s 
wife’s sister. If so, we are left with the question as to why we need “aleha” to teach that the 
assei will not override the lo saasei with kares. 

 

---------------------------------------Daf 6---ו--------------------------------------- 

• It must be that we would learn from the building of the Beis Hamikdash that an assei overrides a lo saasei with 
kares. A Braisa says, the pasuk says “Es shabsosai tishmoru u’mikdashi tira’u” to teach that building the Beis 
Hamikdash does not override Shabbos. Now, presumably this refers to actual building (which carries the kares 
penalty), and if not for the pasuk teaching us, we would say that the assei overrides the lo saasei with kares! 

o Q: It may be that the pasuk is referring to leading an animal on Shabbos, which does not carry the kares 
penalty, and it is only for such a case that the pasuk is needed to teach that in this case the assei will not 
override the lo saasei!? 

▪ Q: If this assei does not override this lo saasei, we should learn from here to every other place 
that an assei does not override a lo saasei!? A: It must be that the pasuk is discussing even 
actual building on Shabbos, which carries the kares penalty. Still, we cannot say that we would 
learn out the case of arayos by yibum from here, because in the case of yibum there is another 
way to do the mitzvah without having to override the lo saasei – namely, chalitzah. If so, we are 
left with the question as to why we need “aleha” to teach that the assei will not override the lo 
saasei with kares. 

o Q: Based on this, the pasuk of kibud av v’eim and the pasuk of the building of the Beis Hamikdash are 
teaching the same thing!? A: The pasuk regarding the Beis Hamikdash is teaching something else. It 
teaches what is taught in a Braisa, that one should not fear the actual Beis Hamikdash, but should rather 
fear Hashem, Who has commanded regarding the Beis Hamikdash. If so, we are again left with the 
question as to why we need “aleha” to teach that the assei will not override the lo saasei with kares. 

o The Gemara says, the reason we need the gezeirah shava of “aleha” is because we would think that we 
should learn from the lo saasei of “havara” (lighting a fire) on Shabbos. The pasuk there says “lo siva’aru 
aish b’chol moshvoseichem”. The word moshvoseichem generally teaches that a halacha applies even 
outside of Eretz Yisrael. Now, it seems unnecessary to teach this regarding Shabbos, since it is a mitzvah 
that is in no way tied to Eretz Yisrael. R’ Yishmael explains, the reason the word moshvoseichem is 
written, is to be used as a gezeirah shava to teach that Beis Din may not put someone to death on 
Shabbos. The pasuk feels it necessary to teach this even though the assei of putting someone to death is 
overriding a lo saasei with kares. We see that typically such a lo saasei would be overridden. That is why 
we need the gezeirah shava of “aleha” to teach that the assei of yibum does not override the lo saasei 
with kares of marrying one’s wife’s sister.  
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▪ R’ Simi bar Ashi says, it may be that the reason we need the gezeirah shava of 
“moshvoseichem” is not because typically an assei overrides such a lo saasei. The reason is that 
we would think that Beis Din putting someone to death would override Shabbos based on a kal 
v’chomer – if putting someone to death overrides the Avodah (based on a pasuk), and the 
Avodah overrides Shabbos, then putting someone to death should also override Shabbos. It is 
for this reason that we need the gezeirah shava to teach that it does not. However, we have no 
source that would teach that an assei overrides a lo saasei with kares.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf 7---ז--------------------------------------- 

• The Gemara now gives a different reason why we need the pasuk to teach that the mitzvah of yibum does not 
override the lo saasei with kares of marrying one’s wife’s sister. We would have said that the ervah of “eishes 
ach” (one’s brother’s wife) was included in the generality of all the arayos, and was then singled out as being 
overridden by the mitzvah of yibum. We would say that when something of the generalization is singled out, it 
teaches regarding everything in that generalization, and therefore teaches that all arayos are overridden for 
yibum. That is why we need the pasuk to teach otherwise. We find this concept in a pasuk which singles out a 
Korbon Shelamim as making one who eats it while tamei to be subject to kares, even though the pasuk already 
stated this in a generalization regarding all korbanos. We said there that Shelamim was singled out to teach that 
the entire generalization only applies to animals destined to be brought on the Mizbe’ach, as opposed to those 
animals brought for bedek habayis.  

o Q: In the case of the Shelamim, the generalization is a prohibition and the one singled out is also written 
for that same issur. However, regarding arayos, the generalization speaks of the issur, and the one 
singled out speaks of a when it is mutar!? If anything, the case of eishes ach is more similar to the rule 
that says that when something was included in a generalization, and is then singled out with a new 
Halacha (as here, where the eishes ach is permitted to the brother for yibum), that thing may not be 
returned to be included in the generalization unless we are specifically told to do so by the pasuk!? 
Therefore, we would not learn the case of a wife’s sister from the case of eishes ach, and the question 
returns as to why the Torah had to teach that the case of the wife’s sister remains assur even in the case 
of yibum!? A: We would think that we would learn an analogy (a “mah matzinu”) from eishas ach. We 
would say that just like eishes ach is an ervah, and yet is mutar in the case of yibum, so too a wife’s 
sister, which is an ervah, becomes mutar in the case of yibum.  

▪ Q: The cases are different and can’t be compared!? The case of eishes ach is only one issur, 
whereas the case of the wife’s sister is 2 issurim – she is his wife’s sister and is his brother’s wife 
– and maybe that is why it can’t be overridden!? A: We would say that once one issur is 
removed the other issur gets removed along with it. We find this concept in a Braisa regarding 
when a metzorah on his 8th day of tahara (when he must stick parts of his body into the Azarah) 
becomes a baal keri (who is not allowed to go into the Azarah). If this 8th day falls on Erev 
Pesach, we allow him to stick these parts into the Azarah even though he is a baal keri. Ulla 
explained the Braisa to mean, that since it is mutar for him to do even though he is a metzorah, 
we allow him to do it even though he is a baal keri as well. 

• Q: In Ulla’s case, he was first a metzorah (the issur that is first lifted) and then became a 
baal keri. Our case would only be similar to that when the woman first became his 
eishes ach (she married the dead brother) and then became his wife’s sister (the 
living  brother then married the sister). What would be the reason to say this when she 
was first assur to him as his wife’s sister!? Also, even in this second case, it would only 
be like Ulla’s case when the brother married her, he died, and then the living brother 
married the sister. In that case, since she was mutar for a moment, we would think that 
she should remain mutar even if she now becomes his wife’s sister. However, if she 
became his wife’s sister while the first brother still alive, and she therefore never 
became mutar to him, that would be like a case where the metzorah became a baal keri 
on the night going into the 8th day, in which case even Ulla would agree that he may not 
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have any body parts enter the Azarah!? A: We must say that the word “aleha” and the 
drasha that says that his wife’s sister is not allowed in yibum is only needed in a case 
where the first brother died before the second brother married the sister. It is only in 
that case that we would think that since she was mutar she would no longer become 
assur. We need the pasuk to teach that she does become assur. 

 

---------------------------------------Daf 8---ח--------------------------------------- 
• Another reason we would think that one could marry his wife’s sister (or any of the other arayos) in a yibum 

situation is based on a hekesh of R’ Yonah, which compares all arayos to each other based on a pasuk. Based on 
that, we would say that just like the ervah of eishes ach gets removed to allow for yibum, so too all the other 
arayos should get removed for yibum. That is why we need the pasuk of ”aleha” by achos ishto to teach that 
yibum is not allowed.  

o Q: R’ Acha Midifti asked Ravina, why are we more inclined to compare the other arayos to achos ishto 
and disallow yibum, maybe we should compare the other arayos to eishes ach and allow yibum!? A: 
When we have a choice to compare with a resulting chumrah or to compare with a resulting kula, we 
choose to compare with a resulting chumra. A2: The case of eishes ach only needs to have one ervah 
removed, whereas all the other arayos need to have 2 arayos removed to allow for yibum (the ervah 
itself, in addition to the ervah of eishes ach). Therefore we compare all the other arayos to achos ishto 
which would also need to have 2 layers of ervah removed.  

• Rava said, in truth we would know that the arayos cannot be subject to yibum. The pasuk is only needed to 
teach that even the co-wives are not subject to yibum.  

o Q: The Braisa quoted earlier specifically said that the word “aleha” teaches that the ervah of achos ishto 
is not subject to yibum. We see that the pasuk is needed for that!? A: The Braisa says that as an 
introduction to teach that the co-wife is not subject to yibum, but in truth the pasuk is not needed to 
teach that about the ervah herself.  

o Q: A Braisa says, Rebbi says that the pasuk says “vilakcha” instead of “vilakach” and “viyibma” instead of 
“viyibeim” to teach that the arayos and the tzaros are assur. We see that a pasuk is needed for the 
arayos themselves!? A: The Braisa means to say that the “tzaros of the arayos” are assur based on these 
words. 

▪ Q: There are 2 words for the drasha, which would mean that one is used for the arayos 
themselves!? A: One word teaches to assur the tzara for yibum, and one serves to allow her to 
marry her tzara’s ervah in any other circumstance.  

• R’ Ashi said, our Mishna infers this as well, because it says that “15 women patur their 
tzaros”. It doesn’t say anything about the fact that they themselves are patur.  

o Q: The reason we don’t need a pasuk to teach that the ervah herself is assur for yibum is because we 
wouldn’t think that the assei could override the lo saasei that has kares. If so, for this same reason we 
should also not need a pasuk for the tzara!? A: The word “aleha” in the pasuk is only needed to teach 
that the tzara is mutar in a situation other than yibum.  

o Q: Rami bar Chama asked Rava, according to this reasoning, maybe we should say that the ervah herself 
is mutar when it is not the situation of yibum? A: We would say a kal v’chomer – if she is assur even 
when there is a mitzvah, for sure she would be assur when there is no mitzvah. 

▪ Q: The kal v’chomer is no good, because the case of tzara shows that one could be assur when 
there is a mitzvah and mutar when there is no mitzvah!? A: The pasuk regarding achos ishto 
teaches that she is assur “b’chayeha” – in all circumstances.  

• Q: That word is needed to teach that the sister is only assur as long as the wife is alive!? 
A: The pasuk uses the plural (“litzror”) and the singular (“ervasa”). This teaches that at 
times the ervah and tzara are both assur (at the time of yibum) and at times only the 
ervah is assur (when there is no yibum).  
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o Q: Maybe the word “aleha” comes to teach that even the ervah herself is mutar for yibum!? A: That 
can’t be, because then we wouldn’t have a case where one is assur and one is mutar (between the ervah 
and the tzara). At the time of yibum both would be mutar and at any other time both would be assur.  

• Q: The Braisa quoted earlier said that Rebbi said, the pasuk says “vilakcha” instead of “vilakach” and “viyibma” 
instead of “viyibeim” to teach that the arayos and the tzaros are assur. Where does the pasuk say anything 
about tzaros? Also, we said that we learn the Halacha of tzaros from “litzror”!? A: Rebbi uses “litzror” for a 
different drasha, like R’ Shimon. With regard to the first question, he darshens the pasuk of “ulikacha” to refer 
to 2 takings, and it means that when there is the possibility of 2 takings (two co-wives), and one may not be 
taken, the other may not be taken either.  

o The Rabanan who argue on Rebbi, say that “ulikacha” teaches that once he does yibum he would need 
a “get” to divorce her, and after doing so he would be allowed to remarry her. “Viyibma” teaches that 
yibum may be done even against the woman’s will. 

▪ Rebbi learns the first Halacha from fact that the pasuk refers to her as “a wife”, and learns the 
second Halacha from the words “yevama yavo aleha”. 

 

---------------------------------------Daf 9---ט--------------------------------------- 
• Q: We said that Rebbi has a different source to teach that a wife’s sister (and every ervah) is not subject to 

yibum. What will he use the extra word of “aleha” to teach? A: He uses it teach that one is only chayav a chatas 
for doing an aveirah b’shogeg, if the aveirah is the type for which one would be chayuv kares if it was done 
b’meizid. Rebbi says in a Braisa, we learn this from a gezeirah shava. The pasuk says regarding the tzibbur who 
must bring a chatas, “V’noda hachatas asher chatu aleha”. He says that there is a gezeirah shava from the pasuk 
of a wife’s sister (on the word “aleha”), and this teaches that just like a wife’s sister is something that carries a 
kares penalty, so too a chatas is only brought for an inadvertent aveirah that carries the kares penalty if it were 
to be done b’meizid. The other groups/types of people who must bring a chatas are then learned from this (via 
gezeirah shavos, and other forms of drasha). 

o Q: How do the Rabanan (who use “aleha” to teach regarding yibum) learn this concept? A: They learn it 
from the drasha of R’ Yehoshua, who says, the pasuk immediately before the pasuk of Avodah Zara says, 
“Torah achas yihiyeh lachem l’oseh bishgagah”, and thereby makes a hekesh from avodah zara to the 
shogeg of every other aveirah, and teaches that just like avodah zarah is something that carries kares 
when done b’meizid and chatas when done b’shogeg, so too for all aveiros, one is only chayuv a chatas 
for a shogeg if the aveirah carries the kares penalty when done b’meizid. The other groups/types of 
people who must bring a chatas are then learned from this (via gezeirah shavos, and other forms of 
drasha).  

▪ Q: What does Rebbi darshen with this pasuk? A: He darshens it as it is darshened in a Braisa. 
The Braisa says, we would think that since we treat an individual who worships avodah zara 
differently than a majority of a city who does so (the former is killed with stoning and his 
possessions are passed to his inheritors, whereas the latter are killed by the sword and their 
possessions are destroyed), that their korbanos for having done the aveirah b’shogeg should 
also be different. The pasuk of “Torah achas” therefore teaches that they all bring the same 
korbon.  

• Q: R’ Chilkiyah of Hagrunya asked, what else would we think that the majority should 
bring? Every other possible animal is already brought for another category of chatas!? 
A: We would think that either they should bring a par for a chatas and a sa’ir for an olah 
(which is a unique combination not brought for any aveirah), or that they have no form 
of kaparah whatsoever. 

• Levi asked Rebbi, why does the Mishna only list 15 women? Why doesn’t it mention a 16th woman as well? 
Rebbi said, Levi was very wrong for suggesting that there should be a 16th woman who would fit the category. 
You (Levi) think that the 16th woman should be a case where a man rapes a woman and has a son from that act, 
and this woman then marries a different son of that man, and her husband then dies without children. The 
woman would then fall to her own son for yibum. This would seem to be a 16th case of a situation where a 
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woman would be patur from yibum, and would patur her tzaros, etc. However, that case would be subject to a 
machlokes between R’ Yehuda and the Rabanan (R’ Yehuda says that one is forbidden to marry a woman who 
was raped by his father), and our Mishna does not list any case which would be subject to a machlokes.  

o Q: The next perek lists cases of “issur mitzvah” (a ervah D’Rabanan) and “issur kedusha” (e.g. a 
mamzeres), which are subject to a machlokes between R’ Akiva and the Rabanan!? A: In our perek the 
Mishna does not speak of cases of machlokes.  

o Q: Our Mishna only follows B”H, because B”S allow the tzaros for yibum!? A: Since we clearly follow 
B”H, we don’t consider a machlokes with B”S to be a case of machlokes. 

o Q: The case in the Mishna of the wife of a brother who died before the other brother was born, is 
subject to a machlokes between R’ Shimon and the Rabanan (R’ Shimon says that the wife of the 
brother does fall to yibum to the brother who was born after the first brother’s death), and yet it is 
listed in the Mishna!? A: The Mishna is referring to a case where even R’ Shimon would agree that she is 
assur to him – the case is where the new brother is born after the first brother’s death, but before 
another brother did yibum to her. 

o Q: Rav and R’ Chiya both say that it is possible for all 15 cases of the Mishna to be a case where 2 
brothers, who were married to 2 sisters, die without children, and these 2 sisters fall for yibum to 2 
other brothers, and one sister is totally assur to one brother and totally mutar to the other brother, and 
the second sister is totally assur to the other one and totally mutar to the first one. R’ Safra explained, 
that the only way that this scenario can exist in the case of a brother who was born after the childless 
brother died is according to R’ Shimon. We see that the Mishna does discuss cases subject to 
machlokes!? A: Rebbi does not agree with Rav and R’ Chiya, and holds that this scenario would not be 
able to apply to the case of the later born brother in our Mishna. 

 

---------------------------------------Daf 10---י--------------------------------------- 

• R’ Ada Karchina in the name of Rava said, it may be that Rebbi agrees with the rules of Rav and R’ Chiya. The 
reason why Rebbi felt that the case of “anusas aviv” cannot be listed in our Mishna is because that case is 
impossible to fit within the rules of Rav and R’ Chiya (it is impossible to have the scenario where there are 2 
sisters married to 2 brothers after having been raped by the brothers’ father, where one of those sisters would 
be assur to only one of the other brothers as his mother, and mutar to the other brother, because the mother’s 
sister would be assur to this man as well, since a mother’s sister is also an ervah. The only way we can say that 
we can create such a case would be where these 2 women who were raped were not sisters, but then the 
element of them being 2 sisters would be missing. Therefore, it is impossible to fit within these rules, and it 
cannot be added to the list in our Mishna). 

• R’ Ashi said, it may be that Rebbi argues with Rav and R’ Chiya, and he also would agree that our Mishna lists 
cases which are subject to machlokes. The reason he said that the case of anusas aviv cannot be added to the 
Mishna is because he said that we can prove that our Mishna actually follows the shita of R’ Yehuda, who says 
that one is prohibited to marry a woman who was raped by his father. We can prove this from the next Mishna 
(which is a continuation of our Mishna) which says that there are 6 arayos which are different than the listed 15, 
in that they are impossible to fall for yibum to the relative. The Mishna lists a mother, a father’s wife, a father’s 
sister, etc. and says that these women can only marry other people (i.e. they can never marry one’s paternal 
brother) and that is why they are different. Now, a father’s wife seems to include a mother as well. It must be 
that the case of the mother is when it was never one’s father’s wife (i.e. the father had raped this woman), and 
still the Mishna says that she may only marry “other people”, meaning not any of the father’s sons. This Mishna 
seems to clearly follow R’ Yehuda, which means that our Mishna does as well. That is why Rebbi told Levi that 
he is clearly wrong for thinking that this case can be added to our Mishna.  

o Q: Ravina asked, even according to R’ Yehuda it is possible to have a case where one of the sons 
married the anusa of his father, since it is assur with a lav, but not with kares. Therefore, although not 
allowed, if a son went through with a marriage, the marriage would take effect. If that son then died 
without children, it is conceivable that this woman can fall to yibum to her own son. If so, why can’t this 
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be listed in the Mishna even according to R’ Yehuda!? A: Our Mishna does not discuss cases where one 
entered into a marriage unlawfully. 

▪ Q: R’ Ashi asked, it is possible to have this scenario even without an unlawful marriage. The case 
would be where a father-in-law raped his daughter-in-law, and a son was born from the act. In 
that case, the woman is lawfully married to her husband although she was raped by her father-
in-law, and if her husband dies without children, she would fall to her own son for yibum. If so, 
why isn’t it listed in our Mishna!? A: R’ Kahana answered, the Mishna is only dealing with cases 
in which the brothers were born through mutar marriages, and not in cases like the above, 
where the brother was born from a case of rape. 

• Although Rebbi told Levi that he was wrong, Levi still added this case of anusas aviv to a Braisa that he taught. 
He said that this case should be added to the other 15 listed in the Mishna.  

o Q: Reish Lakish asked R’ Yochanan, according to Levi who says that the Mishna is dealing with cases of 
unlawful (although effective) marriages, there should be another case listed in the Mishna. The case 
would be where one of the brothers gave chalitza to a yevama and then married her. Once he gives 
chalitza, he is only assur to her with a regular lav (the kares penalty comes off for this brother only – 
according to Reish Lakish – based on a pasuk). If he then remarries her and she falls to yibum to the 
other brothers, she would be assur to them, since they retain the initial kares penalty for this woman. If 
so, this woman should be another case listed in the Mishna!? A: R’ Yochanan said, this woman would 
patur her tzaros, but could never get to a situation of having her tzaros patur their future tzaros 
(because she becomes assur to all the brothers, and no brother could marry her or her tzara, thus 
ending the chain at that point). Because of that, this case is different than the other cases of our Mishna, 
and was therefore not added to the list.  

▪ Q: Why didn’t R’ Yochanan say that in fact the other brothers would be chayuv to do yibum or 
chalitza to her, because R’ Yochanan holds (not like Reish Lakish) that when any brother does 
chalitza, that woman now becomes assur to all of them only through a lav, and no longer 
through kares!? A: R’ Yochanan was giving an answer that can even work according to the shita 
of Reish Lakish. 

• We learned, when a brother does chalitza to one of the wives, Reish Lakish said, that brother to that woman is 
only now assur via a lav, but all other brothers to all the wives would be assur with kares, and even the brother 
who gave chalitza, would be assur with kares to all the other wives. R’ Yochanan said, all the brothers to all the 
wives become assur only via a lav. 

o The shita of Reish Lakish is based on the pasuk of the lav “Asher lo yivneh” – from which we darshen 
that once he does chalitza he may no longer marry her. This only applies to the one who did chalitza and 
to the woman to which it was done. R’ Yochanan says that he was doing the shlichus of his brothers by 
doing that chalitza, and she was doing the shlichus of all the wives by accepting the chalitza. Therefore, 
they are all included in the pasuk, and are all now assur only via a lav.  

o Q: R’ Yochanan asked, a Braisa says, if one did chalitza and then married that woman, and he then died 
without children, the other brothers must do chalitza. That only makes sense according to R’ Yochanan, 
because according to Reish Lakish the brothers should be patur from doing so since they are assur to 
her with kares!? Reish Lakish asked back, the end of that Braisa says that if one of the other brothers 
married this woman, she may marry another man without even getting a divorce. Now, that makes 
sense only according to Reish Lakish, because according to him the marriage cannot take effect since 
she is assur with a kares penalty!? A: R’ Sheishes said, the end of the Braisa can be explained according 
to R’ Yochanan. It may be that she is only assur to the other brothers with a lav. The reason that the 
marriage cannot take effect is because the Braisa is following R’ Akiva, who says that a marriage does 
not take effect between people who are assur to each other even if only via a lav.  

▪ Q: If so, the Braisa should say “according to R’ Akiva she can get married to another man 
without receiving a divorce”!? A: That remains a KASHYEH.  
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---------------------------------------Daf  11---יא--------------------------------------- 

• R’ Ashi said that the first part of the Braisa quoted previously (that said that if one brother did chalitza, then 
married the woman, then died without children, the other brothers must do chalitzah) can be answered 
according to the shita of Reish Lakish by following the view of R’ Shimon, and the Braisa is referring to a brother 
who was born after the brother did the chalitza and after he married her, which is why this new brother is mutar 
to her and must do chalitza. When the Braisa then says that if one of the brothers who was born before the 
chalitza married the yevama after the chalitza was done, the marriage is ineffective, that follows Reish Lakish 
that after chalitza the woman is assur to the other brothers with a kares penalty. Ravina said, the first part of 
the Braisa means that a chalitza would be needed by any of the brothers, and this follows R’ Yochanan who says 
that the woman is only assur to them with a lav, and that is why a chalitza is needed. The later part of the Braisa 
(that said that if after the above scenario, one of the brothers gave her kiddushin, she does not need a divorce 
from him) can be answered according to the shita of R’ Yochanan by following the view of the Rabanan who 
argue on R’ Shimon, and the later part of the Braisa is referring to where a brother who was born after the 
chalitza went and married her. According to the Rabanan, that would carry the kares penalty and would 
therefore not be an effective marriage. 

o It was taught, R’ Acha and Ravina argue, in a case where a brother did yibum, and then another brother 
went ahead and was “boel” one of the tzaros of the woman who got chalitza, one says he would be 
chayuv kares and one says he has only transgressed an assei. The one who says he gets kares follows 
Reish Lakish, and the one who says he only transgressed an assei follows R’ Yochanan. 

• R’ Yehuda in the name of Rav said that the tzara of a woman who was mezaneh while married to her husband, 
is patur from yibum. The reason is that the pasuk refers to such a woman with the term “tumah”, which is the 
same term used when describing arayos.  

o Q: R’ Chisda asked, R’ Shimon says in a Mishna that a woman who got remarried based on witness 
testimony that her husband had died, when in fact he was alive (in which case she is treated like a 
woman who was mezaneh), and her first husband died without children, if she gets yibum or chalitza, 
her tzaros become patur. We see that the tzara of a woman who was mezaneh is chayuv in yibum or 
chalitza!? A: Rav would say, “I made a statement regarding a woman who was truly mezaneh D’Oraisa, 
and you ask me from a case where she is only considered to have been mezaneh D’Rabanan (because 
D’Oraisa she was allowed to believe the testimony of the witnesses)”! 

▪ R’ Chisda felt, that any Rabbinic enactment is made to mimic the case of a D’Oraisa, and would 
therefore be treated in the same way. 

o Q: R’ Ashi asked, a Mishna says that a woman who secluded with a man (but no witnesses saw the 
zenus) needs chalitza!? A: Rav would say, “I was talking about a women who was proven to have been 
mezaneh, and you are asking me from a case where she was uncertain to have been mezaneh”! 

▪ Q: We find in a Braisa that discusses the prohibition to remarry one’s divorcee if she had 
married someone else after the divorce, that the word “tumah” is even used to describe a 
woman who secluded with another man, without testimony of zenus. Based on this , she should 
be treated like a woman who is known to have been mezaneh!? A: The Braisa actually refers to 
a woman who was mezaneh (not just secluded), and the Braisa says that she only secluded, 
because it wanted to use a more refined expression.  

• Q: A pasuk already uses the word “tumah” to describe a woman who was definitely 
mezaneh, so why would this pasuk need to say it again!? A: The Torah wants to make it 
assur with a lav for the first husband to have tashmish with the confirmed zonah.  

• Q: R’ Yehuda asked R’ Sheishes, if a man remarried his divorcee after she had married another man following 
the divorce, and he then died without children, is her tzara subject to yibum? According to R’ Yose ben Kipar, 
who says that the word tumah is written in reference to such a woman, it would be clear that her tzara would be 
like her, and would therefore not be subject to yibum. However, according to the Rabanan, since they say that 
the word tumah in that pasuk refers to a woman who was mezaneh (and not the case of a remarried divorcee), 
maybe this tzara would be chayuv in yibum? Another version says that according to the Rabanan she would 
clearly be chayuv, and the question is according to R’ Yose ben Kipar. A: A Mishna says, if the brother died 
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without children and left over 2 wives – one who is “qualified” and one who is “disqualified”, if the brother plans 
to do chalitza, he should do it to the disqualified wife, and if he plans to do yibum, he should do it to the 
qualified wife. Now, presumably the disqualification referred to is one in which she is only disqualified to the 
brothers, but not to others men, and the case must be that she was remarried to the dead brother after she 
divorced and married another man, and we see that the tzara (the “qualified” one) would be subject even to 
yibum! 

o It may be that the disqualification refers to a general disqualification to Kohanim. The Mishna is teaching 
that one should not give chalitza to a qualified woman (one who may marry a Kohen), because that 
would prevent her from marrying a Kohen. Rather he should give chalitza to the disqualified woman, 
who is anyway passul to a Kohen.  

o Q: A Braisa says that this remarried divorcee and her tzara may do chalitza. Clearly this can’t mean 
“and”, and must mean “or”. We see that the tzara can do chalitza but not yibum!? A: Once you are 
changing words of the Braisa, change it to read that she, herself, may only get chalitza, but her tzara 
may even be taken in yibum.  

• R’ Chiya bar Abba said, R’ Yochanan asked, if one remarries his divorcee after she married someone else, and he 
then died without children, may this woman’s co-wives have yibum done to them? R’ Ami responded, why are 
you only asking about the co-wife? Why are you not asking whether this woman herself may be taken in yibum? 
R’ Yochanan said, I have no question that the divorcee herself is assur for yibum, based on a kal v’chomer – if 
she is assur to someone to whom she was originally mutar (her husband), surely she will be assur to one whom 
she was always assur (her husband’s brother). It is regarding the co-wife that I am unsure whether this kal 
v’chomer will prevent her from doing yibum or not? 

o R’ Nachman bar Yitzchak had a version of the above conversation which said that R’ Yochanan was 
certain that the kal v’chonmer would not assur the tzara. His only question was whether the kal 
v’chomer would assur the divorcee from doing yibum. 

o R’ Ami answered, a Mishna says, if the brother died without children and left over 2 wives – one who is 
“qualified” and one who is “disqualified”, if the brother plans to do chalitza, he should do it to the 
disqualified wife, and if he plans to do yibum, he should do it to the qualified wife. Now, presumably the 
disqualification referred to is one in which she is only disqualified to the brothers, but not to other men, 
and the case must be that she remarried the dead brother after she was divorced and married to 
another, and we see that the tzara (the “qualified” one) would be subject even to yibum! 

▪ It may be that the disqualification refers to a general disqualification to Kohanim. The Mishna is 
teaching that one should not give chalitza to a qualified woman (one who may marry a Kohen), 
because that would prevent her from marrying a Kohen. Rather he should give chalitza to the 
disqualified woman, who is anyway passul to a Kohen.  

▪ Q: A Braisa says that this remarried divorcee and her tzara may do chalitza. Clearly this can’t 
mean “and”, and must mean “or”. We see that the tzara can do chalitza but not yibum!? A: 
Once you are changing words of the Braisa, change it to read that she, herself, may only get 
chalitza, but her tzara may even be taken in yibum. 

 
 


