
 
 

Today’s Daf In Review is being sent l’zecher nishmas Habachur Yechezkel Shraga A”H ben R’ Avrohom 
Yehuda 
 

Yevamos Daf Mem Daled 
 

MISHNA 

• If 4 brothers died without children, and now all their 4 wives fall to yibum, if the oldest surviving 
brother wants to do yibum to them all, he may. 

• If a person is married to 2 women and he dies without children, doing yibum or chalitza to either 
one of them, makes the other wife patur from needing yibum or chalitza.  

o If one of these 2 women was fit to marry a Kohen and the other was not (she was 
previously a divorcee), if he wants to do chalitza, he should give chalitza to the woman 
who is already passul to a Kohen. If he wants to do yibum, he may do yibum to either 
woman. 

 
GEMARA 

• The Mishna means to say that there were more than 4 brothers, but only 4 of them died.  
HARISHUS BEYADO 

• Q: We find in a Braisa that Beis Din persuades one not to do yibum when it is not appropriate for 
him, such as when he is much older or younger than her. If so, they would surely persuade him 
against marrying 4 wives at once as well!? A: The Mishna is discussing a person with the means 
to support all 4 of them. 

o Q: If so, the Mishna should not limit its ruling to a case of 4 women? A: The Mishna is 
teaching that one should not take more than 4, because that is the maximum number 
that he can have, so that by being with one of them each week, he can accomplish being 
with each of them at least once a month.  

MI SHEHAYA NASUY… 

• Q: Why can’t he do yibum to both of the women? A: R’ Chiya bar Abba in the name of R’ 
Yochanan said, the pasuk says “asher lo yivneh es beis achiv”. This teaches that he may only 
build one house, and not two.  

o Q: Why can’t he give chalitza to both? A: Mar Zutra bar Tuvia said, the pasuk says “beis 
chalutz hana’al” – which teaches that only one house may get chalitza.  

o Q: Why can’t he give yibum to one and chalitza to the other? A: We learn from the 
pasuk that only a woman who is fit for yibum is fit for chalitza, and this woman is not fit 
for yibum (as explained). Also, we don’t want people to say that the house of his brother 
was partially built (yibum) and partially done with chalitza.  

▪ Q: Why would we care if people say that? A: If yibum was done first and then 
followed by chalitza, there would truly be no harm. However, we are concerned 
that first chalitza would be done, and then yibum, which would be assur based 
on the pasuk of “lo yivneh”. 

o Q: Maybe the mitzvah of yibum only applies when there is “one house” (one wife), but 
when there are 2 wives the mitzvah of yibum does not even apply at all? A: If that was 
true, the Torah would not have to assur the case of tzaras ervah. 

▪ Q: The reason we would think the tzara is not assur is because we would say 
that the ervah is as if she is not included in the mitzvah of yibum, and the tzara 
is therefore mutar!? A: The pasuk says the word “yevimto” twice, to teach that 
the mitzvah applies even where there are 2 wives.  

 
 
 



HUYSA ACHAS KESHEIRA 

• R’ Yosef said, this is where Rebbi said, a person should not spill out his water if other people 
have a need for it (he shouldn’t give chalitza to the one who is valid to a Kohen, and therefore 
make her now assur to a Kohen). 

 
MISHNA 

• One who remarries his divorcee after she had married someone else, and one who married a 

women he gave chalitza to, and one who married the relative of his chalutza, in all these cases 
we force them to divorce and R’ Akiva says, any children they had are mamzeirem. The 
Chachomim say the children are not mamzeirem (these issurim are only from a lav, and an issur 
of a lav cannot create a mamzer). 

o The Chachomim would agree that one who married the relative of his divorcee, 
produces children that are mamzeirem. 

 
GEMARA 

• Q: We have learned that Reish Lakish said that Rebbi teaches that the relatives of a chalutza are 
only assur D’Rabanan. If so, how could R’ Akiva say that the child is a mamzer!? A: Change the 
case of R’ Akiva in the Mishna to where he married the relative of his divorcee. This makes 
sense as well, because the Mishna says that the Chachomim agree in the case of the relatives of 
his divorcee. If “they agree”, that must mean that the Mishna had previously discussed this case.  

o Q: Maybe “they agree” comes to teach that the Chachomim agree that a marriage that 
carries the kares penalty produces a mamzer? A: A Mishna later clearly says that we 
pasken like Shimon Hateimani, who says that a mamzer is only produced from a 
relationship that carries the kares penalty.  

▪ Q: Maybe the Mishna wants to put Shimon Hateimani’s shita as an anonymous 
shita here? A: Then it would say it as “relationships that carry the kares 
penalty”, and not give the specific case of the relatives of his divorcee.  

▪ Q: Maybe the original version of R’ Akiva is correct, and the reason the Mishna 
brings the case of the relatives of the divorcee is because it is somewhat similar 
to the cases mentioned by R’ Akiva!? A: It must be that R’ Akiva holds that the 
relatives of a chalutza are assur D’Oraisa. R’ Chiya bar Abba in the name of R’ 
Yochanan explains, this view is based on the pasuk of “beis chalutz hana’al” – 
the pasuk refers to the chalutza as his house (i.e. his wife).  

• R’ Yosef in the name of R’ Shimon bar Rebbi said, all agree that the child of the machzir 

gerushaso (when he remarries his divorcee after her marriage to another man) is considered 
tainted for purposes of a Kohen. 

o This comes to teach that even Shimon Hateimani would hold this way. Although the 
child would not be a mamzer, the child is passul to a Kohen based on a kal v’chomer 
from the case of a widow to a Kohen Gadol. That issur of a widow is only for a Kohen 
Gadol, and yet it produces children who are passul for a Kohen, so certainly the case of 
machzir gerushaso, which applies to all people, would certainly produce a child who is 
assur to a Kohen.  

▪ Q: We can ask that the cases are different, because the widow herself becomes 
assur when she marries a Kohen Gadol, whereas the machzir gerushaso does 
not become assur from this marriage (she was already assur from the earlier 
divorce)!? Q2: Also, the pasuk of “hee to’eiva” teaches that only she is assur, 
but the children of the machzir gerushaso do not become assur!? Q3: Also, a 
Braisa says that the Chachomim say that the machzir gerushaso is kasher and 
the children from this marriage are kasher. Presumably this means that the 
children are kasher for a Kohen!? A: The Chachomim mean that the children are 
not mamzeirim. 

• Q: Regarding the machzir gerushaso herself, it clearly can’t mean that 

she is kasher to marry a Jew, because there is no reason that she 
wouldn’t be, rather it must mean that she is kasher in regard to kehuna 
(i.e. for terumah). The same must be regarding the child, that it means 



he is kasher for a Kohen!? A: The word kasher when used in regard to 
her means that she is kasher to kehunah (i.e. terumah), but when used 
in regard to the child, it means that he is kasher to marry a Jew and is 
not a mamzer.  

• A: Regarding the second question, we darshen the pasuk of “hee 
to’eiva” to teach that she is passul, but her tzaros are not. However, the 
children would be passul.  

• A: We are left with the first question on the kal v’chomer. We must say 
that the teaching was as follows: R’ Yosef in the name of R’ Shimon the 
son of Rebbi says, all agree that a child from a relationship that carries 
the kares penalty is tainted. The “all agree” comes to include R’ 
Yehoshua, who says that a mamzer is only produced from a relationship 
that carries a death penalty, and he would agree that the child, although 
not a mamzer, is considered to be tainted. We learn this from a kal 
v’chomer of a widow who marries a Kohen Gadol. Although we can say 
that that case is different because the widow herself becomes passul to 
a Kohen through that, we can say that the woman of a relationship that 
carries the kares penalty also becomes assur to a Kohen as a zonah. 

 


