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        Maseches Yevamos, Daf  בפ  – Daf חפ  

 

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 ב פ ---82--------------------------------------- 

• Q: According to Reish Lakish, since the Braisa is discussing a dissolved piece of meat, why in the second case of 
the Braisa, where the tahor chatas meat gets mixed into the tahor chullin meat, does the chatas not become 
nullified (since a dissolved piece of meat is so insignificant)!? A: R’ Shisha the son of R’ Idi said, the first case of 
the Braisa is discussing where the meat became tamei with a tumah D’Rabanan, and that is why it is batul. 
However, the second case of the Braisa is dealing with allowing the chatas meat to be eaten by non-Kohanim, 
which is an issur D’Oraisa. 

o Q: If the Braisa is discussing tumah D’Rabanan, meaning that meat that was tamei D’Oraisa would not be 
nullified, why does the Tanna have to bring a contrasting case with a tahor piece of meat that gets 
mixed into chullin? Why can’t he just say, that if it is tamei D’Rabanan it is nullified, and if it is tamei 
D’Oraisa it is not nullified, which shows the same contrasting result!? A: The Tanna thought it was a 
bigger chiddush to teach that tahor meat that got mixed into tahor meat does not become nullified. 

o A: Rabbah said, the first case of the Braisa only deals with an issur that is a lav (not to eat tamei 
kodashim) and therefore it is batul. The second case of the Braisa is dealing with an issur that carries 
kares (a non-Kohen eating kodashim). 

▪ Q: Rabbah himself says that once we are dealing with an issur D’Oraisa, we don’t treat it 
differently, whether it is a lav or kares!? A: KASHYEH. 

o A: R’ Ashi said, the reason why the second case is not batul is because it is a “davar sheyeish lo matirin” 
– the entire mixture may be eaten by a Kohen even if the kodashim is not batul, and that is why it does 
not become batul.  

▪ This is actually not correct. Davar sheyeish lo matirin means that something that is currently 
assur will become mutar to someone for whom it is currently assur. In this case, the kodashim is 
mutar to the Kohen all along, and is assur to a Yisrael (and will remain assur to him) all along.  

• Q: We said earlier that R’ Yochanan said that terumah in today’s days is D’Oraisa. However, a Braisa says that if 
there are 2 boxes – one holding chullin and one holding terumah, and 2 smaller keilim – one holding chullin and 
the other holding terumah, and one keili fell into one box and the other into the other box, we may assume that 
the chullin fell into the chullin and that the terumah fell into the terumah. R’ Yochanan says on that Braisa, that 
is true even if the chullin in the box was not more than the terumah in the keili (they were equal). Now, if he 
holds terumah is D’Oraisa, how could he be so lenient? A: He will say that this Braisa is following the view that 
terumah in today’s times is D’Rabanan. However, he himself follows the view of R’ Yose, who says it is D’Oraisa.  

o Q: Does R’ Yochanan really hold that we don’t need a majority when dealing with issurim D’Rabanan? 
We find that R’ Yochanan explains a Mishna regarding a mikveh to mean that one may put in passul 
water and remove valid water from the valid mikveh, only “ahd rubo” (until the majority). This suggests 
that he does require a majority even regarding this passul water for the mikveh, which is only passul 
according to the Rabanan!? A: He means that he may not take out more than half of the valid water (but 
having an equal amount of valid water and passul water would be okay, since it is only D’Rabanan. A2: It 
may be that he generally requires a majority even for an issur D’Rabanan. The reason why he allows the 
case where they are equal with the terumah and chullin is because there is the added chance that the 
terumah keili fell into the terumah box and the chullin fell into the chullin. It may be that there is no 
issur that must become batul altogether.  

• Q: Our Mishna says that an androginas “nosei”, which suggests that he may get married l’chatchila, which would 
seem to support R’ Yochanan’s view, that an androginas is treated as a definite male!? A: Reish Lakish would 
say that the Mishna should be read as saying “if he gets married”, meaning that he should not get married 
l’chatchila. Just as the next part of the Mishna that says the androginas may not marry a male means even 
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b’dieved, the beginning of the Mishna also is discussing where he married a woman, b’dieved. R’ Yochanan 
would say that the word “nosei” still means that it may be done even l’chatchila.  

o Q: From the fact that R’ Eliezer says in the Mishna that an androginas who lives with a male is chayuv 
skila, it must be that the T”K holds that he would not be chayuv misah, because the T”K is obviously 
uncertain whether the androginas is treated like a male or a female. This is problematic according to R’ 
Yochanan!? A: R’ Yochanan would say that the T”K and R’ Eliezer agree that he would be chayuv misah. 
They argue whether they are chayuv misah only for having bi’ah in a homosexual way or even for having 
bi’ah using the female organ of the androginas. R’ Eliezer says he would only be chayuv if done in the 
homosexual way, and the T”K says he would be chayuv misah even if done with the female organ of the 
androginas. 

• Rav says, the shita of R’ Yose in our Mishna (that an androginas who is a Kohen entitles his wife to eat terumah) 
is contradicted and therefore overridden by what R’ Yose says in a Braisa, where he says that an androginas is a 
distinct being, which the Chachomim weren’t certain whether to treat it as a male or female. 

o Q: Maybe the Braisa should be overridden by the Mishna? A: Since R’ Yose in the Braisa left R’ Shimon 
and made the statement in the Braisa on his own, it must be that he retracted from what he had said in 
the Mishna.  

o Shmuel says that the Braisa is overridden by the Mishna. 
▪ Q: Maybe we should say that the Mishna is overridden by the Braisa, since we find that Shmuel 

normally follows the singular opinion when it is the more stringent opinion!? A: Shmuel does 
not hold that way when the opinion uproots something that was stated in a Mishna.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf  גפ ---83--------------------------------------- 

• It was said in the Yeshiva of Rav in the name of Rav, that the Halacha follows R’ Yose regarding an androginas 
(he says in the Mishna that an androginas is considered to be a definite male) and regarding grafting (that it 
takes 2 weeks for a tree graft to take hold, and therefore, a graft done before shmitta must be done at least 30 
days and 2 weeks before the shmitta year begins). Shmuel says that the Halacha follows R’ Yose regarding a 
woman who bleeds in labor (that we can attribute her bleeding to childbirth for up to two weeks before the 
childbirth, with the result that the bleeding does not make her a zavah), and regarding making something 
kilayim (that if one spreads his vine over his friend’s grain, the grain does not become assur as kilayim, because a 
person cannot assur something that is not his own).  

o Q: How would Shmuel pasken regarding an androginas? A: We find that Shmuel told R’ Anan that the 
version of R’ Yose in our Mishna overrides the version in the Braisa. It must be that he paskens like R’ 
Yose of our Mishna. 

o Q: How would he pasken regarding grafting? A: We find that Shmuel told R’ Anan that one may graft up 
to 33 days before shmitta begins (like R’ Yehuda says, and not like R’ Yose says). 

o Q: How does Rav pasken regarding a woman in labor? TEIKU. 
o Q: How does Rav pasken regarding making something kilayim? A: R’ Yosef said, that R’ Huna in the 

name of Rav said that the Halacha does not follow R’ Yose. 
▪ Q: Abaye asked, why don’t we follow the statement of R’ Ada in the name of Rav, who said that 

the Halacha does follow R’ Yose? A: When a statement is said to be made in the “Yeshiva of 
Rav”, it refers to what R’ Huna said in the name of Rav. Therefore, we must follow what he said 
on the matter.  

R’ YEHUDA OMER TUMTUM… 

• R’ Ami asked, how will R’ Yehuda explain the tumtum of Biri, who had seven sons? R’ Yehuda would say that 
those children certainly came from another man. 

• A Braisa says, R’ Yose the son of R’ Yehuda says, a tumtum should not do chalitza, because his organs may 
become uncovered and he will be found to be a sris chama.  

o Q: Is every tumtum found to be a male? A: He means to say, that the tumtum may turn out to be a 
female, and even if it is a male, he may be a sris chama.  
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o The difference between R’ Yose (who says a tumtum is a possible sris) and his father (R’ Yehuda, who 
says he is a definite sris), would be whether the tumtum’s chalitza would prevent the other brothers 
from doing yibum, and whether the tumtum should do a chalitza when he is the only brother.  

• R’ Shmuel bar Yehuda in the name of R’ Abba the brother of R’ Yehuda bar Zavdi in the name of R’ Yehuda in 
the name of Rav said, a man who had bi’ah with an androginas would be chayuv whether he had bi’ah in the 
homosexual way, or with the female organ of the androginas.  

o Q: A Braisa says that R’ Eliezer says the man would only be chayuv if he engaged in a homosexual act 
with the androginas!? A: Rav holds like R’ Simai who says in a Braisa that he would be chayuv even if the 
bi’ah was done with the female organ.  

▪ Rava explains, R’ Simai’s view is based on the pasuk that says a man may not be with another 
man for “mishkivei isha” – plural. This refers to an androginas, and teaches that both forms of 
bi’ah are assur and make him chayuv. The Rabanan would say that the words “es zachar” teach 
that one is only chayuv when the act is done in the homosexual way.  

• Q: How do the Rabanan learn the simpler issur of a man’s bi’ah with another man? A: 
From the extra “v’es”. 

• Q: How do they know that bi’ah with an assur woman would be assur even in the 
unnatural way? A: They learn it from the word “isha”. 

• R’ Shizbi in the name of R’ Chisda said, R’ Eliezer does not consider an androginas as a definite male in every 
circumstance, because if he did, he should say that an animal that is an androginas should be valid as a korbon, 
and yet we see that he says it is passul. 

R’ ELIEZER OMER CHAYAVIN ALAV SEKILA K’ZACHAR 

• A Braisa says, that Rebbi said, when I went to learn by R’ Elazar ben Shamua, the talmidim ganged up against 
me to not allow me to stay. The one thing I was able to learn from R’ Elazar ben Shamua was that R’ Eliezer says 
that a man who has bi’ah with an androginas is chayuv sekila, as would be a man who had bi’ah with another 
man. 

 
HADRAN ALACH PEREK HE’AREL!!! 

 

---------------------------------------Daf דפ ---84--------------------------------------- 
PEREK YEISH MUTAROS -- PEREK TESHI’I 

 
MISHNA 

• There are some women who were mutar to be married to their husbands, but are assur to their yevam. There 
are some women are mutar to their yavam, but were assur to be married to their husbands. There are some 
women who are mutar to both. There are some women who are assur to both.  

o The following are women who were mutar to their husbands, but are assur to their yevam: a widow who 
was married with nissuin to a Kohen, whose brother is the Kohen Gadol; the wife of a chalal who has a 
brother who is a valid Kohen; a valid Jew whose brother is a mamzer; a mamzeres who was married to a 
mamzer who has a brother who is a valid Jew; all these are cases of a woman who was mutar to her 
husband, but is assur to the yavam. 

o The following are mutar to their yavam, but were assur to their husbands: a Kohen Gadol who gave 
kiddushin to a widow (and then died), and whose brother is a regular Kohen; a chalala who married a 
valid Kohen, who has a brother who is a chalal; a mamzeres who was married to a valid Jew who has a 
brother who is a mamzer; a valid woman who was married to a mamzer who has a brother who is a valid 
Jew; all these are cases of a woman who is mutar to her yavam but was assur to her husband.  

o The following are women who are assur to their husbands and to their yavam: a widow who married a 
Kohen Gadol whose brother is either a Kohen Gadol or a regular Kohen; a chalala who married a valid 
Kohen whose brother is also a valid Kohen; a mamzeres who married a valid Jew whose brother is also a 
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valid Jew; a valid woman who married a mamzer whose brother is also a mamzer; all these are cases of 
a woman who is assur to her husband and to her yavam. 

o All other women are mutar to their husbands and to their yavams.  
o Regarding shniyos (arayos D’Rabanan): if a woman is a shniya to her husband, but not to her yavam, she 

would be assur to husband and mutar to her yavam; if she is a shniya to her yavam but not to her 
husband, she would be assur to her yavam and mutar to her husband; if she is a shniya to them both, 
she would be assur to them both.  

▪ If a woman marries a man who is a shniya to her, she does not get her kesubah, is not paid for 
the produce of her property used by the husband, she is not entitled to support, does not get 
returned to her the clothing that she brought into the marriage and have since become worn 
out. However, any children that they have are valid, and we force them to divorce.  

▪ If a widow marries a Kohen Gadol, or a divorcee or chalutza marries a Kohen, or a mamzeres or 
nesina marries a Yisrael, or a Yisraelis marries a nasin or a mamzer, these women would be 
entitled to their kesubah. 

 
GEMARA 

• Q: In the first list of the Mishna, the Mishna lists a widow who was married with nisuin to a Kohen and his 
brother was a Kohen Gadol (she would be mutar to her husband and assur to the yavam). Why couldn’t the 
Mishna have said the case where she was only married with kiddushin, why the need to say that a nisuin was 
done? A: Since in the later case, which discusses a widow who was married with nisuin to a Kohen Gadol, and 
the Mishna says that the woman is assur to her husband and to the yamam, that case must be where nissuin 
was done (which makes her a chalala and therefore assur to the yavam), we also mention nissuin in this earlier 
case as well.  

o Q: Why does the Mishna feel the need to say nissuin because of the later case? There is a case listed in 
between these two cases in the Mishna which discusses a widow who was married only with kiddushin 
to a Kohen Gadol, and she was therefore assur to her husband and mutar to her yavam. If so, why 
doesn’t the earlier case discuss kiddushin just like this case discusses kiddushin? A: The reason it 
discusses nissuin is because of the immediately following case, which says that the wife of a chalal is 
mutar to her husband and assur to his valid Kohen brother. That case is only true after nissuin, because 
it is then that the wife herself becomes a chalala. Therefore, the earlier case also discusses nissuin as 
well.  

• Q: Why does the Mishna give the case of where the regular Kohen married a widow, which is why she is assur to 
the yavam who is a Kohen Gadol? Why doesn’t the Mishna give the case where the Kohen married her even as a 
besulah, since she anyway becomes a widow when the husband dies!? It can’t be because we look at the 
woman at the time of her marriage to decide whether she is suitable for the yavam (and if she was a besula 
when she married the Kohen she would therefore be matur to the Kohen Gadol as the yavam), because if that 
was true, a valid woman who marries a chalal should be mutar to the yavam who is a valid Kohen, and the 
Mishna says that that is not so!? A: The reason it discusses the case of when he marries a widow is to be the 
same as the case later in the Mishna, where a Kohen Gadol marries a widow (and she is therefore assur to her 
husband). Since that case must discuss where she is a widow at the time of marriage, the Mishna discusses this 
case in the earlier section as well. 

• Q: We learned earlier that R’ Dimi in the name of R’ Yochanan said, if a second generation male Mitzri ger 
married a first generation female Mitzri ger, the child that they have is considered to be a second generation 
Mitzri convert (and would not be allowed to marry a regular Jewish woman). R’ Pappa asks, according to this, 
the Mishna should give another list of examples for the 4 categories in our Mishna!? If a second generation 
Mitzri ger marries 2 women – one who is a first generation Mitzri ger and one who is a second generation Mitzri 
ger, and they each have a son (one would be considered a 3rd generation and could only marry a woman who is 
allowed to marry into the “kahal”, and the other would be considered a 2nd generation and could not marry a 
regular Jewish woman), if each son married who they are allowed to marry, that would be a case where the 
women would be mutar to their husbands but would be assur to their yavams. If they each married the reverse, 
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that would be a case where the women would be assur to their husbands but mutar to their yavams. If they 
married a giyores (who may marry a regular Jew and a Mitzri convert) that would be the case where the woman 
is mutar to her husband and the yavam. If the son who is a second generation Mitzri married an ailunis, that 
would be a case where the woman is assur to her husband and the yavam. If the Halacha follows R’ Dimi, the 
Mishna should list this case as well!? A: The Mishna’s list is not exhaustive, and the Mishna in fact left out other 
cases as well. 

o Q: What other cases were left out, which would show that the Mishna’s case is not exhaustive? A: It left 
out the case of petzu’a daka (if only the husband is a petzu’a daka she would be assur to him and mutar 
to the yavam, if only the yavam is a petza’a daka the reverse would be true, if they are both a petzu’a 
daka then she would be assur to both, and if she is a giyores she would be mutar to both). 

▪ Q: That case is not considered to be left out, because it is a case of chayvei lavim, and the 
category of chayvei lavim was already covered with the mention of the lav of the Kohen Gadol 
to the widow!? A: The Mishna mentioned other cases of chayvei lavim as well – a chalal who 
married a valid woman. It must be that the previous mention of chayvei lavim was not meant to 
represent the class of chayvei lavim. If so, the case of petzu’a daka was left out, and that is why 
the cases with the Mitzri can also be said to be left out.  

▪ Q: It may be that the case of chayvei lavim was meant to represent the entire class, and the 
reason that the case of chalal was mentioned separately was to teach the Halacha of R’ Yehuda 
in the name of Rav, who says that a valid woman is allowed to marry a Kohen who is a chalal. If 
so, the case of petzu’a daka is not left out, so why was the case of the Mitzri left out? 

▪ Q: The Mishna also lists the case that includes the issur of mamzer. If the earlier case of chayvei 
lavim was meant to represent the class, why is the case of mamzeirus listed separately? A: It 
may be that it was listed because the first case of chayvei lavim only demonstrated a lav that 
didn’t apply to all people (only to Kohanim), and it therefore felt the need to list a lav that 
applies to all. If so, the case of petzu’a daka is not left out, and the question remains as to why 
the cases of the Mitzri were not listed in our Mishna. 

• The Mishna lists 2 separate cases of mamzeirus. There is no reason to have listed both 
cases. It must be, that the case of chayvei lavim was not meant to be representative of 
the class. If so, we see that petzu’a daka was left out, which means that the Mishna’s list 
is not exhaustive, and which is why the cases of the Mitzri were not listed in the Mishna.  

• We mentioned that R’ Yehuda in the name of Rav says that valid women (even daughters of Kohanim) are 
allowed to marry a chalal.  

o Q: Maybe we can bring a proof to this from our Mishna. The Mishna gives the case of a chalal who 
marries a “valid woman”, presumably referring to the valid daughter of a Kohen, and it says that this 
marriage is permitted!? A: The Mishna may be referring to a Yisraelis, and she is called valid as being 
valid to marry a regular Jew.  

▪ Q: When the Mishna discusses the chalal having a “valid brother” it clearly refers to him being a 
valid Kohen, so the same should be meant regarding the woman!? A: “Valid” may mean one 
thing when discussing the brother and another thing when discussing the woman.  

o Q: Ravin bar Nachman asked, a Braisa says, the pasuk regarding the women assur to a Kohen says the 
words “lo yikachu” twice, and thereby teaches that a woman is assur because of the man. Presumably 
this means that a woman may not marry a chalal just as the man may not marry a chalala!? A: Rava said, 
the Braisa means that wherever a man may not marry a particular woman, that same woman is also 
assur to marry that man. It does not mean that a valid woman may not marry a chalal.  

▪ Q: We already know this from the Tanna Divei R’ Yishmael, who darshened a pasuk to teach 
that a woman is chayuv for all aveiros as is a man!? A: We would have thought that drasha only 
holds true for aveiros that apply to all people, but not to ones that apply to a certain subset of 
people – like Kohanim. The Braisa teaches that it applies there as well.  

▪ Q: The pasuk teaches us that a Kohenes is not assur to become tamei like a Kohen, based on the 
pasuk of “Bnei Aharon”, which excludes the women. If not for the pasuk, we would think that 
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she would be chayuv. We see that a woman would be chayuv even in Kohanic halachos!? A: We 
only would have thought that based on the Braisa, based on the double use of the words “lo 
yikachu”.  

▪ Others say, that we would think to learn from tumah to elsewhere that women are patur. That 
is why the Braisa needs to teach that they are chayuv.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf הפ  ---85--------------------------------------- 

• The people of Hintzivu asked R’ Pappa and R’ Huna the son of Yehoshua, is a Kohenes forbidden to marry a 
passul Kohen (a chalal) or not? R’ Pappa said, a Mishna lists the 10 genealogical groups and says which groups 
may intermarry with each other. The Mishna does not say that a Kohenes may marry a chalal, it must be that she 
is forbidden to do so. R’ Huna the son of R’ Yehoshua said, that is no proof, because the Mishna only lists 
intermarriages where the men and women are treated equally. So, although it may be that a Kohenes may 
marry a chalal, since a Kohen may not marry a chalala, this group of cases is not listed. They then went and 
asked this question to R’ Idi bar Avin. He said to them, R’ Yehuda in the name of Rav has said that a Kohenes is 
not forbidden to marry a passul. 

SHNIYOS MIDIVREI SOFRIM 

• Q: The people of Biri asked R’ Sheishes, if a woman is a shniya to the husband but not to the yavam, is she 
entitled to a kesubah from the yavam? Do we say, that since we learned that the kesubah obligation rests with 
the assets of the husband, she does not get a kesubah here, or do we say that since in a case where the husband 
left no assets we make the yavam give a kesubah, we would do the same here as well? A: R’ Sheishes said, a 
Braisa says, the yevama’s kesubah lies with the husband, and if she was a shniya to the husband, she does not 
have a kesubah even from the yavam.  

• Q: R’ Elazar asked R’ Yochanan, if a widow marries a Kohen Gadol, or a divorcee or chalutza marries a regular 
Kohen, does the woman have a right to support or not? Clearly, while they are living together she is not entitled 
to support, because we try and have them divorce, and clearly wouldn’t promote the marriage with support. 
The question is if the husband has traveled abroad, and the wife borrowed money for support. Do we say that 
the husband must repay that money or not? Do we say that since she gets her kesubah, and this support is a 
condition of the kesubah, she gets this as well, or do we say that we don’t want her to enjoy support, so that she 
does not want to stay married? A: R’ Yochanan said she is not entitled to this support.  

o Q: A Braisa says that she is entitled to support!? A: That Braisa is discussing after the husband’s death 
(the marriage is over, and there is no incentive to force them to divorce).  

• A Braisa says, if a widow marries a Kohen Gadol, or a divorcee or chalutza marries a regular Kohen, the wife is 
entitled to kesubah, the produce/profit of her assets, support (after death, as explained above), and the return 
of the worn out clothing that she brought into the marriage. The woman becomes passul from this marriage, her 
children are passul, and we force them to divorce. Regarding shniyos, she does not get her kesubah, the 
produce/profit, support, or the worn out clothing. However, she and her children do not become passul. Here 
again, we force them to divorce. R’ Shimon ben Elazar explains, in the first set of cases, since the husband and 
wife are both passul during this marriage, we make him give the kesubah, because since they are both made 
passul, she will want to get divorced anyway (and we don’t need to use the kesubah to create the incentive). In 
the second set of cases, since neither becomes passul, we need to use the kesubah as an incentive to make 
them get divorced. Rebbi says, the first set are D’Oraisa issurim, and we don’t need to strengthen the 
prohibition by removing the kesubah. The second set is only D’Rabanan, so we need to strengthen the 
prohibition by taking away the kesubah. Another explanation is, in the first set of cases it is the husband who 
wants the marriage, and in the second set of cases it is the wife.  

o Q: Who is the one who gives the “other explanation” at the end of the Braisa? A: Some say it is R’ 
Shimon ben Elazar, and the “other explanation” is the logic as to why when both are passul she keeps 
her kesubah (it is him who wants the marriage) and when they are not passul she loses her kesubah (it is 
she who wants the marriage). Others say it is Rebbi, and he was bothered that the case of chalutza is 
only D’Rabanan, and yet she keeps her kesubah. He therefore gave another reason, that since she 
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becomes passul D’Rabanan, it must be him who wanted the marriage, and therefore we do not take 
away her kesubah.  

▪ Q: According to the first answer, what is the practical difference between the Rebbi and R’ 
Shimon ben Elazar? A: R’ Chisda said, the difference would be where a mamzeres or nesina 
married a Yisrael. According to Rebbi, these are D’Oraisa and the kesubah would not have to be 
taken away. According to R’ Shimon ben Elazar, since she is not becoming passul through the 
marriage, and she can cleanse her future generations of mamzeirus (by having her son marry a 
slavewoman whose children are then freed) it is she who pushed for this marriage and we 
therefore take away her kesubah.  

▪ Q: According to R’ Eliezer the future generations cannot be cleansed in this way!? A: R’ Yosef 
said, the practical difference between the two would be where one remarried his divorcee after 
she had married somebody else. According to Rebbi, since it is a D’Orasia we would not have to 
take away her kesubah. According to R’ Shimon ben Elazar, since they do not become passul, it 
was she who pushed for the marriage and therefore her kesubah is taken away.  

▪ Q: According to R’ Akiva, a mamzer is produced from chayvei lavim, so this case would produce 
the pessul of mamzer!? A: R’ Pappa said, the practical difference would be the case of a beulah 
to a Kohen Gadol. According to Rebbi, since it is a D’Orasia we would not have to take away her 
kesubah. According to R’ Shimon ben Elazar, since they do not become passul, it was she who 
pushed for the marriage and therefore her kesubah is taken away. 

▪ Q: According to R’ Eliezer ben Yaakov, even this case of an assei will produce the pessul of 
chalal. If so, she would not have pushed for this marriage!? A: R’ Ashi said, the practical 
difference would be the case where one took back his wife who was a suspected sotah. 
According to Rebbi, since it is a D’Orasia we would not have to take away her kesubah. 
According to R’ Shimon ben Elazar, since they do not become passul, it was she who pushed for 
the marriage and therefore her kesubah is taken away. 

▪ Q: According to R’ Masya ben Charash who says that this case would make her become passul 
as a zonah, she would not have pushed the marriage!? A: R’ Ashi said, the practical difference 
would be where a man takes back his wife who was a definite zonah. According to Rebbi, since 
it is a D’Orasia we would not have to take away her kesubah. According to R’ Shimon ben Elazar, 
since she does not become passul (she was already a zonah), it was she who pushed for the 
continued marriage and therefore her kesubah is taken away. 

 
MISHNA 

• A Yisraelis who is mekudesh to a Kohen, pregnant from a Kohen, or who is a yevama to a yavam who is a Kohen, 
or if a Kohenes is in any of these situations with a Yisrael, she may not eat terumah. 

• A Yisraelis who is mekudesh to a Levi, pregnant from a Levi, or who is a yevama to a yavam who is a Levi, or if a 
Leviya is in any of these situations with a Yisrael, she may not eat maaser. 

• A Leviya who is mekudesh to a Kohen, pregnant from a Kohen, or who is a yevama to a yavam who is a Kohen, 
or if a Kohenes is in any of these situations with a Levi, she may not eat terumah or maaser. 

 
GEMARA 

• Q: Everyone is allowed to eat maaser (it is just that it must be given to a Levi), so why does the Mishna say that 
the woman becomes assur to eat maaser? A: R’ Nachman in the name of Shmuel said, the Mishna follows the 
view of R’ Meir of a Braisa, who says that maaser is actually assur to Yisraelim.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf  ו פ  ---86--------------------------------------- 

•  Q: Why does R’ Meir hold that a Yisrael may not eat maaser? A: R’ Acha the son of Rabbah had a 
tradition from R’ Meir, it is based on a pasuk that refers to maaser as “terumah”. The pasuk teaches that just as 
terumah may not be eaten by Yisraelim, the same is true of maaser.  
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o Q: If so, maybe we should say that just as there is a chomesh and misah obligation for terumah, there 
should also be one by maaser? A: The pesukim of chomesh and misah are written with limiting words, 
which teach that they only apply to terumah, and not to maaser.  

o The Rabanan, who argue and say that a Yisrael may eat maaser, darshen the pasuk to teach that just as 
produce which has not had the terumah removed is considered tevel, and one who eats from it would 
be chayuv misah at the hands of Heaven, the same is true for produce which has not had its maaser 
removed. We find a Braisa that says this as well, although the Braisa learns this via a gezeirah shava. The 
reason why the above pasuk is needed even though we already have this gezeirah shava is because the 
gezeirah shava would only teach that there is a lav to eat from the produce. We need the pasuk that 
compares maaser to terumah to teach that there is even a chiyuv misah as well.  

• Q: Even though the Mishna is following R’ Meir, why is it that in the last set of cases of the Mishna the Leviya 
may not eat maaser? Whether she has the status of a Kohen or a Levi she should be allowed to eat maaser!? A: 
R’ Sheishes said, when the Mishna says she may “not eat maaser”, it actually means that she may not instruct 
that terumah be separated from her husband’s (via kiddushin) maaser (as terumas maaser). However, once a 
woman is married to a Levi with nissuin, she would be allowed to instruct to have terumah separated from the 
maaser. A Braisa learns this from a pasuk that seems to compare the Levi to his wife regarding maaser.  

• Mar the son of Ravana says, when the Mishna says she may not eat maaser, it means that she may not be given 
maaser directly from people giving their maaser at the granary.  

o Q: This would make sense if the reason for this is to prevent her being secluded with men at the 
granary. However, according to the view that this is not allowed as a gezeirah so that she shouldn’t 
continue to be given maaser if she gets divorced, that gezeirah should not apply in the case where a 
Leviya marries a Kohen, since she may eat maaser after her divorce as well!? A: The Braisa gives the 
same reason for not allowing the wife of a Kohen to get terumah directly, even if she is a Kohenes as 
well. The previous gezeirah should not apply there either, but we are goizer in that case for the case of 
where the Kohen’s wife was a Yisraelis. Similarly, in the case of a Leviya, we are goizer to prevent her 
from getting maaser directly for the case of where the wife is a Yisraelis.  

▪ Q: If so, why does the Mishna speak in terms of a wife through kiddushin? The same gezeirah 
should apply when there is nissuin as well!? A: The Mishna speaks in terms of kiddushin only 
because the earlier part of the Mishna discusses kiddushin. 

• A Braisa says, R’ Akiva says, terumah must be given to a Kohen and maaser rishon to a Levi. R’ Elazar ben Azarya 
says maaser is given to a Kohen. 

o Q: Does R’ Elazar say maaser may only be given to a Kohen? A: He means it may also be given to a 
Kohen.  

o R’ Akiva’s view is based on the pasuk of maaser that says “v’el HaLeviim tedaber” – specifically the 
Leviim. R’ Elazar will understand that pasuk like R’ Yehoshua ben Levi, who says that many times when 
the pasuk says Leviim it refers to Kohanim as well. R’ Akiva says this pasuk can’t be referring to 
Kohanim, because the pasuk says that the maaser can be eaten in every place, and Kohanim would not 
be able to eat it in a cemetery. R’ Elazar says the pasuk just means that it need not be eaten in 
Yerushalayim and may be eaten while the person is tamei. 

▪ R’ Elazar ben Azarya (who was a Kohen) would always get the maaser from a particular field 
(following his own view). R’ Akiva went and had the field only available for access through a 
cemetery (and in that way prevented R’ Elazar from getting to that field to take the maaser).  

• Q: Why did Ezra penalize the Leviim by stating that maaser should only be given to Kohanim? A: R’ Yonason and 
the Elders argued: one said it was because they did not go up from Bavel along with Ezra (as we find explicitly 
stated in a pasuk that no Leviim went up with him), and the other says this was done so that the Kohanim should 
have food to eat at times when they are tamei (when they cannot eat the terumah). 

o Q: According to the first reason it makes sense why it was taken away from the Leviim and given to the 
Kohanim. However, according to the second reason, why would we penalize the Leviim if we are looking 
to help the Kohanim? A: All agree it was because the Leviim did not join Ezra. The machlokes is that one 
holds that Ezra said that the maaser should be given to the poor people, and the other holds that it 
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should be given to the Kohanim, because in their days of tumah they have nothing to eat and are 
considered poor. 

▪ Q: According to the view that Ezra decreed that it go to the Kohanim, why did R’ Akiva prevent 
R’ Elazar from taking the maaser? A: He did so because R’ Elazar was going to take the maaser 
as what he considered to be his D’Oraisa eligibility. R’ Akiva held that doing so would actually 
prevent the giver from doing his mitzvah.  

o R’ Chisda said, the Leviim were also penalized in the way that all court officers used to be chosen from 
the Leviim. Later on they were chosen only from the Yisraelim.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf  ז פ ---87--------------------------------------- 
MISHNA 

• If a Yisraelis marries a Kohen, she may eat terumah. If he dies and she is left with a child from him, she may 
continue to eat terumah. If she then marries a Levi, she may eat maaser, but may no longer eat terumah. If he 
then dies and she is left with a child from him, she may continue to eat maaser. If she then marries a Yisrael, she 
may no longer eat terumah or maaser. If he dies and she is left with a child from him, she may still not eat 
terumah or maaser. If the child of the Yisrael dies, she may begin eating maaser (on account of her child from 
the Levi). If her child from the Levi then dies, she may again eat terumah. If the child of the Kohen then dies, she 
may no longer eat terumah or maaser.  

• If a Kohenes marries a Yisrael, she may no longer eat terumah. If he dies and she is left with a child from him, 
she may still not eat terumah. If she then marries a Levi, she may eat maaser. If he dies and she is left with a 
child from him, she may continue to eat maaser. If she then marries a Kohen, she may once again eat terumah. 
If he dies and she is left with a child from him, she may continue to eat terumah. If her child from the Kohen 
dies, she may no longer eat terumah, but may eat maaser. If her child from the Levi dies, she may no longer eat 
terumah or maaser. If her child from the Yisrael then dies, she may go back to her father’s house and eat 
terumah there. This last case is what is referred to in the pasuk that says “v’shava ehl beis aviha kinureha 
milechem aviha tocheil”. 

 
GEMARA 

• Q: The Mishna in the first case said, when the child from the Levi dies, she may then eat terumah on account of 
her child from the Kohen. How do we know this to be the case? A: R’ Abba in the name of Rav said, it is the 
conjunctive “vuv” in the word “ubas” that teaches this to us. 

o Q: This would seem to only follow R’ Akiva, who darshens extra “vuvs”!? A: It can even follow the 
Rabanan, because the entire word “ubas” is extra and therefore available for a drasha.  

• A Braisa says, when a Kohenes returns to her father’s house (after having terminated a marriage with no 
children), she may eat terumah, but may not eat chaza v’shok. 

o R’ Chisda in the name of Ravina bar Shila said, we learn this from the pasuk of “hee b’trumas 
hakadashim lo socheil” – once a Kohenes gets married, she may no longer eat from what is separated 
from the kodashim – i.e. the chaza v’shok. R’ Nachman in the name of Rabbah bar Avuha said, we learn 
it from the pasuk that allows the girl to eat “milechem” – from the bread, but not all of it. This excludes 
her from eating the chaza v’shok.  

▪ Q: Rami bar Chama asked, maybe we should say that this only excludes the father from the 
ability to annul her nedarim? A: Rava said, we already know this Halacha from a Braisa taught by 
the Tanna Divei R’ Yishmael. 

o R’ Safra said we learn it from the pasuk that allows her to eat “milechem” – this teaches that she may 
only eat from his bread, but not his meat (i.e. the chaza v’shok). R’ Pappa said, it is from the pasuk of 
“milechem aviha” – she may only eat things owned by her father, and chaza v’shok are considered to be 
owned by Hashem and given to the Kohen to eat. Rava said, we learn it from the pasuk of chaza v’shok 
that it is allowed to be eaten by the daughters “itach” – only when they are with you (before they are 
married). 
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o R’ Ada bar Ahava said, a Braisa says, although a Kohenes returning to her father’s house only returns to 
eat terumah and not chaza v’shok, a Yisraelis who was married to a Kohen, and the marriage has since 
been terminated, but she has a child from this marriage, she may even continue to eat the chaza v’shok. 

▪ Q: R’ Mordechai asked, we only learn that a Yisraelis with a child from a Kohen may eat terumah 
from the case of a Kohenes. If so, how can she be better than a Kohenes and even be allowed to 
eat chaza v’shok? A: R’ Ashi said, regarding a Kohenes we have learned that there are specific 
exclusions that prevent her from eating the chaza v’shok. Regarding the Yisraelis there are no 
exclusions, and she may therefore eat the chaza v’shok.  

BAS KOHEN SHENISEIS L’YISRAEL… 

• A Braisa says, “v’shava ehl beis aviha” teaches that a Kohenes who is a shomeres yavam to a Yisrael may not go 
back and eat terumah, “kinureha” teaches that if she is pregnant she may not return to her father’s house to eat 
terumah. The Braisa asks, we seem to have a kal v’chomer: if regarding yibum, where a woman who has a child 
from a previous marriage does not become patur from yibum of a later marriage based on the child of a 
previous marriage, and still a pregnant woman is given the status of a woman with a child, then in the case of 
terumah, where a child of a previous marriage does prevent a Kohenes from returning to her father’s house 
even if she was widowed of a second marriage without children (since she has children from the previous 
marriage), then it should be obvious that a pregnant woman will be given the status of a woman with a child!? 
The Braisa says, the cases are different because by yibum even if a child later dies, she remains patur from 
yibum. For terumah, if the child dies, she may then still return to her father’s house. That is why we need the 
pasuk and can’t learn this from the kal v’chomer.  

o The Torah has to tell us that a Kohenes with children from a non-Kohen may not eat terumah and that a 
Kohenes pregnant from a non-Kohen may not eat terumah. If we were only taught the Halacha of when 
she has children, we would say that she has become two beings and may therefore not eat terumah, but 
when she is only pregnant, and still one being, maybe should could eat terumah. If we would only say 
that she can’t eat when she is pregnant, we would say it is because her body is now “full”, and not 
“empty” like when she left her father’s house. However, maybe when she has children but is not 
pregnant, since her body is “empty” she may return to eat terumah. This is why the Torah had to teach 
regarding both cases.  

• R’ Yehuda from Askarta said to Rava, we should say that if the child who made a woman patur from yibum later 
dies, she should then become chayuv in yibum. This can be learned based on a kal v’chomer from terumah 
(where a child of an earlier marriage prevents her from going back and eating terumah, and still if the child were 
to die she would be allowed to eat terumah, so then surely by yibum, where a child of a previous marriage does 
not make her patur from yibum, if the child dies she should now be chayuv in yibum). However, the Torah 
teaches us in the pasuk of “dirachecha darchei noam” that we would not make a woman who may already be 
married to another man, to now be subject to yibum or chalitza (it would disgust her current husband). 

o Q: Why don’t we use this kal v’chomer to say that if a child keeps his mother patur from yibum if the 
child dies, the child continues to keep his mother the Kohenes assur from terumah even after the child 
dies? A: The pasuk says that the Kohenes can eat terumah if “v’zera ein lah” – if she doesn’t have 
children. After the child’s death she no longer has children and can therefore eat terumah.  

o Q: Why don’t we use this kal v’chomer to say that if a child from a previous marriage can determine 
whether she eats terumah, a child from a previous marriage should also patur a woman from yibum in a 
later marriage!? A: The pasuk says that yibum is effected when the man has no children, and this second 
husband has no children. 

o Q: We should use this kal v’chomer to say that if the child of the earlier marriage does not prevent her 
from being subject to yibum, even though by yibum a child’s later death does not bring on the yibum 
obligation, then surely by terumah, where a child’s later death would allow her to go back and eat 
terumah, we should certainly say that the child of an earlier marriage should not prevent her from 
eating terumah when she has no children from the later marriage!? A: The pasuk says she may only go 
back and eat terumah when she has no children (“ein lah”), and she does have children here. 
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HADRAN PEREK ALACH YEISH MUTAROS!!! 
 

PEREK HA’ISHA RABBAH -- PEREK ASIRI 
 
MISHNA 

• If a man traveled overseas and they (the Gemara will explain this to mean a single witness) came and told his 
wife that her husband has died, and based on that she went and married another man, and then the first 
husband arrives back alive, the Halacha is: she must leave both husbands, she needs a get from both men, she 
does not get a kesubah or produce or support or worn out garments from either man, if she took any of these 
from either of them she must return it, the child of either of them is a mamzer, if the men are Kohanim neither 
of them may become tamei to her if she dies, neither of the men are entitled to her finds or her earnings or can 
annul her vows. If the woman is a Yisraelis she becomes passul to a Kohen, if she is a Leviya she becomes passul 
to eat maaser, and if she is a Kohenes she becomes passul to eat terumah. The heirs of both of these men have 
no rights to her kesubah. If the men die childless, their brothers may only do chalitza and not yibum.  

• R’ Yose says she does collect a kesubah from the first husband. 

• R’ Elazar says the first husband is entitled to her finds, her earnings, and to annul her vows.  

• R’ Shimon says, the bi’ah or chalitza of a brother of the first husband makes the tzaros patur, and a child from 
the first husband would not be a mamzer. 

o If she married based on 2 witnesses, she would be allowed to return to the first husband.  
o If she remarries based on Beis Din (on a single witness), she must get divorced from both men and she is 

patur from bringing a korbon. If it was based on 2 witnesses, she must leave the second husband, and 
must bring a korbon. Beis Din is stronger in that it exempts her from bringing a korbon.  

o If Beis Din said she may remarry and she then went and was mezaneh with a man (and her husband 
returned alive), she would be chayuv a korbon, because Beis Din only allowed her to marry, not to be 
mezaneh.  

 
GEMARA 

• From the fact that the second part of the Mishna discusses where she got married “without the permission of 
Beis Din”, but rather based on 2 witnesses, it must be that the beginning of the Mishna is discussing where there 
was only one witness. We see that a single witness is believed to allow her to remarry. We see this concept from 
two other Mishnayos (one dealing with allowing a woman to remarry and one dealing with a witness being 
believed to require someone to bring a chatas for eating cheilev) as well. 

o Q: Where do we find in the Torah that a single witness is believed for issurim? A: A Braisa says, the 
pasuk says “oh hoda eilav chataso” (if his sin becomes known to him), which suggests that he is only 
chayuv a chatas if he is aware of his aveirah on his own, and not when others make him aware. 
However, the words “oh hoda eilav” also teach that even if it is made known to him by others, he will be 
chayuv if he does not dispute what they say. Now, it would be obvious that he must bring a chatas if 2 
witnesses were undisputed. The pasuk must be referring to where there was only one witness, and we 
see that if he is undisputed he is believed. 

▪ Q: Maybe one witness is not believed, and the only reason he is believed here is because the 
person remained quiet, and in that way is considered to have corroborated the testimony!? This 
idea can be proven from a Mishna as well. If so, how do we know that a single witness is 
believed? 

 

---------------------------------------Daf חפ ---88--------------------------------------- 

• A: The Gemara had just disproved the last attempted source for the Halacha that a single witness is believed. 
The Gemara now suggests that we learn it from the fact that we believe a single witness with regard to when he 
says that food is kosher. 
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o Q: Maybe the reason we believe a single witness there is because there is no chazakah that the single 
witness is trying to break (there is no chazakah that says the food is not kosher). However, in our 
Mishna, the witness is going against the chazakah that this woman is a married woman. How do we 
know that a single witness is believed in that case? The case of the Mishna would be more similar to a 
single witness who says that a piece of fats that we are certain is cheilev, is actually not cheilev. In that 
case he would certainly not be believed and should therefore not be believed in our case as well!? 

▪ Q: This last case is not similar to our Mishna, because in this last case even if 100 witnesses 
would tell us it is not cheilev, they would not be believed. Whereas in our case, if 2 witnesses 
come they would certainly be believed!? 

o A: Maybe we learn that a single witness is believed from the fact that a single witness is believed to say 
that produce is no longer tevel, and that something is no longer assur as hekdesh or konam. 

▪ Q: Regarding those things, if it is his own produce and hekdesh and konam, a single witness 
would be believed simply because he has the power to remove the status of tevel (by separating 
termah and maaser), and of hekdesh and konam (by annulling his promise). If it is not his own 
produce or hekdesh or konam, we actually have the same question – how do we know that a 
single witness would be believed? 

o A: R’ Zeira said, the reason we are meikel and allow a single witness to permit this woman to remarry is 
since we are so stringent with the consequences if she married in error, we are more lenient with regard 
to allowing her to remarry. 

▪ Q: Maybe we would better off not being so stringent and then not being so lenient!? A: The 
Rabanan wanted to be lenient to prevent a woman from being stuck with the status of an 
agunah. 

TEITZEI MIZEH UMIZEH… 

• Rav said, this is only if she gets married based on the testimony of a single witness. However, if she got married 
based on the testimony of 2 witnesses, she need not leave her husband.  

o Q: The Gemara understood this to mean that she need not leave her second husband. In Eretz Yisrael 
they laughed at this psak. They said, if the first husband has returned and is standing before our eyes, 
how can we say that she need not leave the second husband? A: The Gemara says, Rav was discussing a 
case where no one recognized the man who is claiming to be the first husband.  

▪ Q: If so, why does she have to leave the second husband if she had relied on the testimony of 
only one witness? A: The case is where there are 2 witnesses who accompany the man claiming 
to be the first husband, and they say that they have been with him from the moment he left 
until he returned, and he is the man he claims to be. 

▪ Q: It is still a case of 2 witnesses against 2 witnesses, which would mean that someone who has 
bi’ah with her would be subject to an asham taluy (for a possible aveirah in case that man is 
actually her first husband), so how could she remain married to the second man? A: R’ Sheishes 
said, the case is that she is married to one of the witnesses who say that her first husband died. 
He would not be subject to an asham, because he is certain that her first husband has died.  

• Q: She herself would be subject to an asham, and therefore should not be allowed to 
remain with the second husband!? A: The case is where she says she is certain that the 
man is not her first husband.  

• Q: If so, it should be obvious that they can remain married, so why would Rav have to 
tell us this? Even according to R’ Menachem the son of R’ Yose, who is more machmir, 
the only time they couldn’t remain married when there are 2 sets of conflicting 
witnesses would be if they got married after there were already conflicting witnesses. 
However, even he would agree that in Rav’s case they could remain married since they 
got married before the second set of witnesses came!? A: Rav is discussing a case where 
they got married after the conflicting witnesses had said their testimony.  

o Q: Rava asked, a Braisa says, we learn from a pasuk that we physically force a Kohen to divorce a woman 
that he is assur to (to keep his kedusha intact). Now, this case can’t mean that the pasuk teaches us to 
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force him to divorce a woman in a case similar to Rav’s, where she did not marry one of the witnesses, 
and when she was not sure if the man was her first husband, because in that case she would possibly 
have the status of a zonah, and there would clearly be an obligation on Beis Din to separate them. 
Rather, the case must be where she married one of the witnesses and herself was sure, and yet we see 
that we still force them to divorce, which is not what Rav said!? A: Kehuna is dealth with more 
stringently. A2: When the Braisa says we force him, it means that before we allow the Kohen to marry 
her, we search high and low to see if there are any contradictory witnesses. A3: The case is where they 
got married after the conflicting witnesses came, and the Braisa is following the view of R’ Menachem 
the son of R’ Yose.  

o R’ Ashi said that Rav means that she may remain married to the first husband.  

• Shmuel said, when the Mishna says that if she got married based on the testimony of a single witness and the 
husband then returns she must divorce them both, that is only if she doesn’t dispute his claim that he is the first 
husband. However, if she does dispute it, she may remain married to the second man.  

o Q: What is the case? If the returning man has 2 witnesses who corroborate his story, then how does her 
dispute allow her to remain married? If the case is where there is only one witness who corroborates 
the man’s claim, then this would suggest that if she does not dispute the claim she may not remain 
married. Why would that be so? Ulla has said that whenever the Torah believes a single witness, that 
witness is given the credibility of 2 witnesses. If so, this later single witness should not be believed to 
contradict the first witness who said that the first husband died!? A: The case is where the man’s claim 
is corroborated by 2 people who are not valid witnesses, and we are following the view of R’ Nechemya, 
who says that when one witness is believed, we follow the testimony that has the most people saying 
that testimony (even if they are not valid witnesses). Therefore, in this case, we follow the 2 people who 
support the man’s claim. A2: When the first witness is not someone who is typically a valid witness, that 
is when we follow the side that has more people saying that testimony. However, had the first witness 
been a valid witness, then even if there were 100 not valid witnesses against him, it would be 
considered a case of equal doubt.  

TZRICHA GET MIZEH U’MIZEH 

• Q: It makes sense why she needs a get from the first husband, because she was truly married to him. However, 
she was never actually married to the second man (because the first husband was alive), so why does she need 
a get from him as well? A: R’ Huna said, we are concerned that people will think that the get from the first 
husband predated the marriage to the second man, and we are letting the second marriage dissolve without 
requiring a get. Therefore, we require her to receive a get.  

o Q: The Mishna later says that if the woman only received kiddushin from the second man, and the first 
husband returns, she may go back and live with the first husband. Why don’t we require the second 
man to give a get there as well, so that people do not think that we are allowing a kiddushin to dissolve 
without requiring a get!? A: She actually does require a get in that case. 

▪ Q: If so, we are allowing the first husband to take back his wife after she was married to 
another man, which is the issur of machzir gerushaso!? A: The Mishna follows R’ Yose ben 
Kippar, who says the issur only applies when the woman had already entered into nissuin with 
the second husband.  

▪ Q: The Mishna there says that if the second man gave her a get, she does not become passul to 
a Kohen because of that get. Now, if a get was actually required (as we just stated), how could 
we say that the get would not make her assur!? A: In the case of this Mishna, people will realize 
that the kiddushin was done in error, and we need not be concerned that people will think we 
are allowing a kiddushin to dissolve without a get.  

▪ Q: In the earlier Mishna why don’t we also say that people will realize that the nissuin was done 
in error? A: Even though people may say that, the Rabanan penalized her and required her to 
receive a get. 
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▪ Q: Why don’t we penalize her in the later Mishna as well? A: In the later Mishna, where only 
kiddushin was done and she had therefore not actually done any issur (she never lived with the 
second man), the Rabanan did not feel the need to penalize her.  

 


