
 
 

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

Yevamos Daf Nun Ches 
 

• We have learned that Rav said that chupah done by a Kohen to a woman who is passul to him 
does have significance on its own, and Shmuel said that it does not. Rami bar Chama said that it 
would actually be dependent on the machlokes between R Meir, and R’ Elazar and R’ Shimon: 
according to R’ Meir who says that a kiddushin with a woman who is passul to a Kohen will 
prevent her from eating terumah, then chuppah will do the same, and according to R’ Elazar 
and R’ Shimon who say that a kiddushin will not prevent the woman from eating terumah, 
chupah will also not prevent her from doing so.  

o Q: It may be that R’ Meir only holds that way regarding kiddushin, through which he is 
koneh her, but chuppah which doesn’t create a kinyan may be treated differently!? Also, 
it may be that R’ Elazar and R’ Shimon only hold that way regarding kiddushin, but 
chuppah which is close to having a bi’ah done may be treated differently and make her 
passul for terumah!? A: Rather we must say that it is dependent on a different 
machlokes among Tanna’im in a Braisa. The Braisa says, if a Kohen entered nissuin, by 
going forward with chuppah but not yet having had bi’ah, with a woman who was valid 
for him or who wasn’t valid for him, he must support her and she may eat terumah. R’ 
Yishmael the son of R’ Yochanan ben Brokah says that only a woman who could eat 
terumah after having bi’ah with that husband can eat terumah after having undergone 
chuppah with him. We see from here that the T”K holds that chuppah does not have the 
significance like having had bi’ah, and R’ Yishmael says that it does. 

▪ Q: It may be that R’ Yishmael holds like R’ Meir, and the reason that she may 
not eat is that she has undergone a kiddushin!? Although he states that it is a 
function of the bi’ah, that may have been said for consistency with the chosen 
verbiage of the T”K, but he may actually mean that it is a function of the 
kiddushin!? 

o R’ Amram said that R’ Sheishes taught that there is significance to a chuppah done to a 
woman who is passul to the man, and he brings a proof from a Mishna regarding sotah. 
The Mishna says that the sotah must swear that she had not been mezaneh when she 
was an arusah, nesuah, shomeres yavam, or fully married yevama. Now, when it says 
that she swears regarding when she was an arusah, that can’t be taken literally, because 
an arusah is not given to drink. It also can’t be where she was warned when she was an 
arusah and then drinks as a nesuah, because if the husband had bi’ah with her after 
having warned her, she doesn’t drink. It must be that she underwent chuppah without 
bi’ah, and we see that there is significance to a chuppah done with one who is pasul to 
him! 

▪ Q: Rava said, this Mishna is not correct as written, because we have learned 
that a woman only drinks when she had bi’ah with her husband before having 
been mezaneh, and therefore, if they never had bi’ah she would not drink at 
all!? A: Rami bar Chama said, the case may be discussing where she had bi’ah 
with her husband as an arusah. 

• Q: That answer can’t work in the case of the yevama, because if he had 
bi’ah with her, he would have been fully koneh her!? You can’t say this 
is following Shmuel, who says that he is only koneh her with respect to 
things mentioned in the pasuk, because we are trying to bring a proof 
for Rav here!? A: We are talking about a case in the Mishna where he 



gave her maamar after having warned her, and we are following B”S 
who say that maamar creates a full kinyan.  

o Q: That would be the same case as arusah, so why would the 
Mishna list them separately? A: Arusah was written for the case 
of his “own” wife, and this case was written for the case of 
“another’s” wife (i.e. a yevama).  

▪ R’ Pappa says that the Mishna follows the shita that says that we give a sotah to 
drink even if she hadn’t had bi’ah with her husband first, and even if she had 
bi’ah with her husband after having been mezaneh. R’ Nachman bar Yitzchak 
says that really the znus happened after nissuin. The reason she swears 
regarding her eirusin is because of “gilgul shevuah”, which says that once we 
make her swear regarding one thing, we can make her swear regarding other 
things as well, even though those other things would not have brought about an 
obligation to swear on their own.  

• R’ Chanina in the name of R’ Yochanan said, if one does maamar to his yevama while he has 
another brother, even if he is a Kohen and she is the daughter of a Kohen, she may no longer eat 
terumah until the yibum is done (D’Oraisa she is equally awaiting the bi’ah of either brother, 
however D’Rabanan if the second brother were to do bi’ah with her, it would be assur, and 
therefore she can be said to be awaiting a bi’ah that is passul). 

o Q: This was said according to who? According to R’ Meir it is only when the bi’ah is 
passul D’Oraisa that it makes her prohibited to eat terumah!? According to R’ Elazar and 
R’ Shimon, even when waiting for a bi’ah which is passul D’Oraisa they say she may eat 
terumah, so surely in this case she would be permitted to eat terumah!? A: Ravin said 
that R’ Yochanan actually said, if a yavam does maamar, all would agree she may 
continue to eat terumah. If there is a brother who is a chalal (bi’ah with him would make 
her passul D’Oraisa), all would agree that she cannot eat terumah (even R’ Elazar and R’ 
Shimon would hold that way here, because he does not have the ability to make any 
woman allowed to eat terumah). The machlokes would be where the yavam gave a get 
– R’ Yochanan says that she may continue eating terumah even according to R’ Meir, 
because bi’ah with her at this point would only be assur D’Rabanan, and Reish Lakish 
says that she may no longer eat terumah even according to R’ Elazar and R’ Shimon, 
since the giving of a get never has the ability to make a woman eat terumah.  

NISARMILU OH NISGARSHU… 
• R’ Chiya bar Yosef asked Shmuel, if a Kohen Gadol gave kiddushin to a girl when she was a 

minor, and she became a “bogeres” (over 12 ½ years old, which some hold may no longer get 
married by a Kohen Gadol) while still an arusah, may he go ahead with the nessuin (because we 
follow the time of eirusin) or not (because we follow the time of nessuin)? Shmuel said, we can 
learn from our Mishna that nissuin is the determining time. The Mishna says that if the women 
become widowed or divorced from eirusin, they are still allowed to eat terumah, but from 
nissuin they are not allowed to eat terumah. We see that nissuin is the critical time. R’ Chiya bar 
Yosef said, that only teaches at what point she becomes a chalala, and we know that it is at the 
time of bi’ah. However, my question was regarding the pasuk of “v’hu isha bivsuleha yikach” – is 
the “taking” referring to eirusin or to nisuin? Shmuel said, we can learn that from a Mishna that 
says, if a Kohen gave kiddushin to a widow and was then appointed as Kohen Gadol, he is 
allowed to continue with the marriage. We see that the time of eirusin is the critical time. R’ 
Chiya bar Yosef said, that may be because of the extra words in the pasuk that say “yikach isha”. 

o Q: Why can’t these words also teach that in the case of the question it is also 
permitted? A: We cannot learn out 2 drashos from the fact that a word is extra. It is 
more logical to allow the case of the widow taken before he was a Kohen Gadol, 
because her body did not physically change, whereas the body of the girl who became a 
bogeres did change. 

 


