
 
 

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

Yevamos Daf Samach Zayin 
 

MISHNA 

• R’ Yose says, a Yisraelis who was married to a Kohen and was then widowed while pregnant, 
may not give terumah to her tzon barzel slaves to eat based on the ownership share that the 
unborn child has in these slaves. This is because an unborn child can prevent someone from 
eating terumah (if a Kohenes married a Yisrael and was then widowed when she has a child or 
when she is pregnant, she may not go back and eat terumah in her father’s house), and never 
entitles someone to eat terumah (if a Yisraelis married a Kohen and she is widowed when 
pregnant, she may not continue eating terumah until the child is born). They said to him, if you 
say this regarding the slaves of a Yisraelis who married a Kohen, the same should be regarding 
the tzon barzel slaves of a Kohenes who married a Kohen, because of the ownership of the 
unborn baby! 

 
GEMARA 

• Q: Is the view of R’ Yose based on that we don’t view an unborn child in the stomach of a 
Yisraelis to be a Kohen (even though his father is a Kohen) until he is born, or is it that although 
he is viewed as a Kohen, an unborn Kohen cannot allow someone to eat terumah? The 
difference between these reasons would be where the mother is a Kohenes (according to the 
first view the fetus should allow someone to eat terumah). A: Rabbah said, R’ Yose’s reason is 
that a fetus in a non-Kohen is considered to be a non-Kohen (even if the father is a Kohen) until 
it is born. R’ Yosef said, R’ Yose’s reason is that the fetus is considered to be a Kohen, but only a 
Kohen born into the world can allow someone to eat terumah.  

o Q: A Braisa says that R’ Yose only says that the tzon barzel slaves can’t eat terumah 
when the pregnant widow of the Kohen is a Yisraelis. However, if she was a Kohenes, 
the Braisa suggests that R’ Yose would say the slaves can eat terumah. This is 
problematic according to R’ Yosef and remains a KASHYEH. 

o R’ Yehuda in the name of Shmuel said, although R’ Yose holds this way, the Chachomim 
say that the slaves would not become assur to eat terumah on account of the fetus. 
Rather, they can continue to eat on account of the other children if there are, or on 
account of the Kohen’s brothers if there are, or on account of his extended family. 
However, the fetus would not be considered an owner and would therefore not prevent 
them from eating terumah.  

▪ Q: Shmuel seems to be saying that he would not agree with R’ Yose. However, 
we find that Shmuel holds that a fetus can acquire things given to him. If so, 
why is it that the fetus cannot be an owner here like R’ Yose says? Rather, it 
must be that he agrees with R’ Yose and he is just reporting that the 
Chachomim argue with R’ Yose. That too is difficult to say, because R’ Zakkai 
said that R’ Yose said that his view is from Shmaya and Avtalyon, and the 
Chachomim agreed with him!? A: R’ Ashi said, they agreed in the sense that his 
logic was reasonable, but they still argued with what the Halacha would be.  

• A Braisa says, if the Kohen left over children, then the melog and the tzon barzel slaves may eat 
terumah. If he only left over a pregnant wife, neither of these could eat terumah. If he left over 
children and a pregnant wife, then the melog slaves can eat just as she may eat terumah, and 
the tzon barzel slaves may not eat because of the ownership of the fetus. This is the view of R’ 
Yose. R’ Yishmael the son of R’ Yose said in the name of his father that a daughter can cause 
one to eat terumah, but a son cannot. R’ Shimon ben Yochai says, if he left over sons, then all 



the slaves may eat terumah. If he only left over daughters, the slaves may not eat, because the 
fetus may be a boy, in which case everything belongs to him.  

o Q: Even if the fetus is another girl, she would inherit along with her sisters, and would 
therefore make the slaves assur to eat terumah before she is born, so why does R’ 
Shimon say it is only a problem if the fetus is a boy? A: He is giving two reasons: first, 
even if the fetus is a girl it is a problem, and second, it may be a boy in which case he 
gets everything. 

o Q: How could R’ Shimon say that if boys are left over the slaves may eat terumah? Since 
there is a fetus as well, they should not be allowed to eat terumah because of his 
ownership share!? A: The chance of this fetus getting a share is only a minority chance 
(the fetus may be a girl and not inherit at all, and even if the fetus is a boy, the woman 
may have a miscarriage), and R’ Shimon is not concerned for a minority possibility. A2: 
He is concerned for a minority chance, but he holds like R’ Nachman in the name of 
Shmuel, who says that Beis Din apportions a part of the estate other than the slaves, for 
this fetus. In that way, he does not have a share in them and does not prevent them 
from eating terumah. 

▪ Q: Maybe the machlokes between the T”K of the Braisa (who says that slaves 
can’t eat when the wife is pregnant) and R’ Shimon ben Yochai (who says that 
they can if there are other sons) is actually a machlokes as to whether we hold 
of R’ Nachman that Beis Din may make a special apportionment for the fetus!? 
A: It may be that all agree with R’ Nachman, and the machlokes in the Braisa is 
whether or not we are concerned for a minority chance.  

o Q: R’ Yishmael said that a daughter allows the slaves to eat, but a son does not. Why is 
it different when there is a daughter? In each case we must be concerned for the 
ownership share of the fetus!? A: Abaye said, R’ Yishmael is actually discussing where 
there is a son along with that daughter, but where the father left over a very small 
estate. In that case, the Rabanan instituted that the daughters should inherit the small 
estate. Therefore, if the fetus is a son, he won’t inherit it, just like his brother didn’t 
inherit it. If the fetus is a daughter, the Rabbinic institution will not kick in until she is 
born. Therefore, the fetus has no share in the estate, and the slaves can eat from 
terumah.  

▪ Q: The Braisa continues with R’ Shimon ben Yochai who says that if the fetus is 
a boy the girls would have no share in the estate. If, as we just said, we are 
discussing a small estate, that statement would be inaccurate!? A: That part of 
the Braisa is discussing where there was a large estate.  

▪ Q: We have learned that if the sons of a small estate sell assets, the sale is 
considered an effective sale. This shows that they have a true ownership in the 
estate. If so, how can the slaves eat terumah if there is a fetus which may be a 
boy? A: When R’ Yishmael says “daughter” he is actually referring to the mother 
of a child left by the Kohen. He means to say that in that case the melog slaves 
may eat terumah, although the tzon barzel slaves could not.  

• Q: That would be exactly what R’ Yose was saying earlier in the Braisa!? 
A: In fact, the entire beginning of the Braisa is actually the view of R’ 
Yishmael the son of R’ Yose. 

 
MISHNA 

• A woman who is pregnant, or a yevama, or an arusa, or married to a deaf-mute, or to a boy who 
is 9 years old, can be disqualified from eating terumah (if she is a Kohenes and was pregnant 
from a Yisrael who died, or married to a Yisrael in any of the situations above), and does not 
entitle her to eat terumah (if she is a Yisraelis and was pregnant from a Kohen who died, or 
married to a Kohen in any of the situations above). The same would be where it is a safek 
whether the boy was 9 years old or less, or whether a 13 year old husband had brought shtei 
saaros to be a proven adult or had not been so proven.  

• If a man was married to his brother’s daughter and the husband and wife were killed together, 
without us knowing which one actually died first, the brother of the husband must give chalitza 



(in case his daughter had actually died first) and cannot do yibum (in case it was his brother who 
died first, and all would be patur from yibum since his daughter is one of the tzaros).  

 
GEMARA 
 
HA’UBAR 

• If she was a Kohenes married to a Yisrael, the fact that she is pregnant when he dies prevents 
her from going back to her father’s house and eating terumah there (based on the pasuk of 
“kin’ureha”). If she is a Yisraelis who was married to a Kohen (who had died), she may not eat 
based on being pregnant, until the child is actually born.  

HAYAVAM 

• If she is a Kohenes who awaits yibum to a Yisrael, she may not go back and eat terumah from 
her father, based on the pasuk of “v’shava ehl beis aviha”, which excludes a girl who still must 
wait for yibum or chalitza. If she is a Yisraelis who is waiting for yibum from a Kohen, she may 
not eat terumah, because she is not considered to be the “acquisition” of the yavam, and 
therefore may not eat on account of him. 

V’HA’EIRUSIN 

• A Kohenes arusah to a Yisrael may no longer eat terumah, because she is considered to be his 
wife at that point. A Yisraelis arusah to a Kohen may not eat terumah based on the gezeirah of 
Ulla (that she may come to give her father or brothers to eat from the terumah). 

 


