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§ Th e Sages taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili
taught: At the time that the Jewish people ascended from the 
sea they resolved to sing a song of gratitude to God. And how 
did they recite this song? If a baby was lying on his mother’s
lap or an infant was nursing from his mother’s breasts, once
they saw the Divine Presence, the baby straightened his neck 
and the infant dropped the breast from his mouth, and they
recited: “Th is is my God and I will glorify Him” (Exodus : ). 
As it is stated: “Out of the mouths of babies and sucklings You 
have founded strength” (Psalms : ).

Rabbi Meir would say: From where is it derived that even 
fetusesN  in their mother’s womb recited the song at the sea? 
As it is stated: 

“In full assemblies, bless God, the Lord, you that are from the 
source of Israel” (Psalms : ), indicating that even children 
that are in the “source,” i.e., their mother’s womb, blessed God 
when they gathered at the sea.

Th e Gemara asks: But the fetuses could not see,N  so how could 
they have honestly said: “Th is is my God and I will glorify him”? 
Rabbi Tanĥum says: Th eir mother’s stomach was transformed 
for them like luminous crystal [aspaklarya],L  and they saw 
through it.

§ On that same day Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hyrcanus taught
that Job served the Holy One, Blessed be He, only out of
love, as it is stated: “Th ough He will slay me, still I will trust in
Him [lo]” ( Job : ). Th e mishna continues that the word lo
in the verse is ambiguous as to whether it is indicative of Job
expressing his yearning for God or his lack thereof. Th e Gemara
asks: Let us see whether this word lo is writt en lamed alef, and 
therefore its meaning is: I will not trust, or whether it is writt en
lamed vav, according to which its meaning is: I trust in Him.
Why is there room for doubt with regard to the meaning of 
the verse?

Th e Gemara counters: But is it true that anywhere that the word 
lo is writt en lamed alef, its meaning is: Not? If that is so, then 
in the verse: “In all their affl  iction He was [lo] affl  icted” (Isaiah 

: ), where the word lo is writt en lamed alef, so too, does it 
mean: Not, i.e., God was not affl  icted in the affl  ictions of the 
Jewish people?

And if you would say that indeed that is the meaning of the 
verse, but isn’t it writt en in the continuation of that same 
verse: “And the angel of His Presence saved them,” which 
clearly indicates that God was concerned with their affl  ictions? 
Evidently, the word lo in that verse means: “In all their affl  iction 
He was affl  icted.” Rather, is it not clear that lamed alef some-
times indicates this and sometimes indicates that? Th erefore, 
the mishna had to derive the proper meaning of the word from 
another verse.

It is taught in a baraita (Toseft a : ) that Rabbi Meir says: It is 
stated with regard to Job that he was “God-fearing” ( Job 
: ), and it is stated with regard to Abraham that he was “God-

fearing” (Genesis : ).N  Just as the description “God-fearing,” 
which is stated with regard to Abraham, is referring to 
Abraham’s fearing God out of love, so too, the description 

“God-fearing” that is stated with regard to Job indicates that 
Job feared God out of love.

ָעה  ׁשָ ִליִלי: ּבְ י יֹוֵסי ַהּגְ ַרׁש ַרּבִ ַנן, ּדָ נּו ַרּבָ ּתָ
ָרֵאל ִמן ַהָּים ָנְתנּו ֵעיֵניֶהם לֹוַמר  ָעלּו ִיׂשְ ׁשֶ
ל  יָרה? עֹוָלל מּוּטָ יָרה. ְוֵכיַצד ָאְמרּו ׁשִ ׁשִ
ִאּמֹו.  ֵדי  ְ ִמּשׁ יֹוֵנק  ְוִתינֹוק  ִאּמֹו  י  ְרּכֵ ּבִ ַעל 
 יּה ִהְגּבִ עֹוָלל  ִכיָנה,  ְ ַהּשׁ ֶאת  ָראּו  ׁשֶ יָון  ּכֵ
ְוָאְמרּו:  יו,  ִמּפִ ד  ּדַ ַמט  ׁשָ ְוִתינֹוק  ארֹו  ַצּוָ
י עֹוְלִלים  ֱאַמר: ״ִמּפִ ּנֶ ״ֶזה ֵאִלי ְוַאְנֵוהּו״, ׁשֶ

ְדּתָ עֹז״. ְויְֹנִקים ִיּסַ

ֲאִפיּלּו  ׁשֶ ִין  ִמּנַ אֹוֵמר:  ֵמִאיר  י  ַרּבִ ָהָיה 
יָרה?  ׁשִ ָאְמרּו  ן  ִאּמָ ְמֵעי  ּבִ ׁשֶ ִרים  עּוּבָ

ֱאַמר: ּנֶ ׁשֶ
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קֹור  ִמּמְ ה'  ֱאלִֹהים  ְרכּו  ּבָ ַמְקֵהלֹות  ״ּבְ
ָרֵאל״. ִיׂשְ

ֶרס  ּכֶ ְנחּום:  ּתַ י  ַרּבִ ָאַמר  ָחזּו!  ָלא  ְוָהא 
ַהְמִאיָרה,  ְקַלְרָיא  ַאְסּפַ ּכְ ָלֶהן  ה  ַנֲעׂשָ

ְוָראּו.

ן הּוְרָקנֹוס,  ע ּבֶ י ְיהֹוׁשֻ ַרׁש ַרּבִ ּיֹום ּדָ ״ּבֹו ּבַ
ּלֹא ָעַבד ִאּיֹוב״ כו'. ְוֵליֱחִזי ַהאי ״לֹא״,  ׁשֶ
ִתיב – ״לֹא״ הּוא, ִאי  ָלֵמ״ד ָאֶל״ף ּכְ ִאי ּבְ

ִתיב – ״לֹו״ הּוא! ָלֵמ״ד ָוי״ו ּכְ ּבְ

ָלֵמ״ד ָאֶל״ף – ״לֹא״  ְכִתיב ּבְ ְוָכל ֵהיָכא ּדִ
ָכל ָצָרָתם לֹא ָצר״,  ה ״ּבְ א ֵמַעּתָ הּוא? ֶאּלָ
״לֹא״  ּדְ ַנִמי  ָהִכי  ָאֶל״ף,  ָלֵמ״ד  ּבְ ְכִתיב  ּדִ

הּוא?

״ּוַמְלַאְך  ְוָהְכִתיב:  ַנִמי,  ָהִכי  יָמא  ּתֵ ְוִכי 
ָהִכי  ַמע  ַמׁשְ ָלאו  א  ֶאּלָ יָעם״!  הֹוׁשִ ָניו  ּפָ

ַמע ָהִכי. ּוַמׁשְ

״ְיֵרא  ֶנֱאַמר  אֹוֵמר:  ֵמִאיר  י  ַרּבִ ְנָיא,  ּתַ
ֱאלִֹהים״  ״ְיֵרא  ְוֶנֱאַמר  ִאּיֹוב  ּבְ ֱאלִֹהים״ 
ָהָאמּור  ֱאלִֹהים״  ״ְיֵרא  ַמה  ַאְבָרָהם,  ּבְ
ַאְבָרָהם – ֵמַאֲהָבה, ַאף ״ְיֵרא ֱאלִֹהים״  ּבְ

ִאּיֹוב – ֵמַאֲהָבה. ָהָאמּור ּבְ

 Babies…fetuses – ִרים  The Maharsha writes that :עֹוְלִלים…עּוּבָ
it is possible that according to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili the infants 
sang but the fetuses did not, as it is stated in the Midrash that 
in Egypt, Jewish babies were born in the fields and God raised 
them miraculously. Therefore, these infants recognized God at 
the sea and could say: “This is my God and I will glorify Him” 
(Exodus 15:2). In Iyyun Ya’akov, however, it is claimed that both 
opinions agree that the fetuses sang, as the Gemara (Nidda 
31b) writes that while in its mother’s womb a fetus is taught 
the entire Torah by an angel, and therefore it is in a position 
to recognize God.

NOTES

 But the fetuses could not see – ְוָהא ָלא ָחזּו: The commentar-
ies point out that the Gemara is bothered by the question of 
how the fetuses could see, when it is seemingly secondary 
to the problem of how they could sing. If their singing is not 
a problem, as it was miraculous, why is Gemara troubled by 
their inability to see? The Torat HaKenaot answers that the 
Gemara asks its question only to introduce the description of 
the miracle that allowed them to see.

 With regard to Abraham, he was God-fearing – ְיֵרא ֱאלִֹהים 
ַאְבָרָהם  The fear of God mentioned with regard to Abraham :ּבְ
is not a reference to his fear of divine retribution, but rather 
to his awe of God’s exaltedness, an attribute that derives from 
one’s recognition and intense love of God (see Sefer Tanya; 
Kerem Natua; Ĥazon Yeĥezkel).

NOTES

 Crystal [aspaklarya] – ְקַלְרָיא  ,From the Latin specularis :ַאְסּפַ
of a mirror, or speculare, to examine, which possibly derives 
from Greek. It refers to a transparent item, pane, or optical 
instrument. Sometimes it means a mirror.

Ancient lens, possibly used as part of a telescope

LANGUAGE
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Th e Gemara asks: And with regard to Abraham himself, from where 
do we derive that he acted out of a sense of love? As it is writt en: “Th e 
off spring of Abraham who loved Me” (Isaiah : ).

Th e Gemara asks: What diff erence is there between one who per-
forms mitzvot out of love and one who performs mitzvot out of 
fear?N  Th e Gemara answers: Th ere is that which is taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: Greater is the one who per-
forms mitzvot out of loveH  than the one who performs mitzvot out 
of fear, as with regard to this one who acts out of fear, his merits 
endure for one thousand generations, and with regard to that one 
who serves God out of love, his merits endure for two thousand 
generations.

Proof of this assertion is that here it is writt en: “And showing mercy 
unto thousands of generations of those who love Me and keep My 
commandments” (Exodus : ), indicating that merits can last for 
thousands of generations for those who act out of love, and there it 
is writt en: “Know therefore that the Lord your God, He is God; the 
faithful God, Who keeps the covenant and mercy with those who love 
Him and keep His commandments for a thousand generations” 
(Deuteronomy : ). Th e fi rst verse indicates that those who act out 
of love retain their merits for thousands of generations, whereas 
the second verse, which mentions only one thousand generations 
of merit, is referring to the merits of those who keep God’s mitzvot 
out of fear.

Th e Gemara asks: But there also, in the second verse, it is writt en: 
“Th e faithful God, Who keeps the covenant and mercy with those 
who love Him and keep His commandments for a thousand gene-
rations” (Deuteronomy : ). Why is the verse interpreted specifi cally 
with regard to those who worship God out of fear, yet it is writt en that 
they keep His mitzvot out of love? Both types of people seem to be 
indicated in both verses.

Th e Gemara answers: Th at verse, which mentions one thousand gene-
rations, is understood as referring to that which is adjacent to it. Th e 
phrase “for a thousand generations” is understood as referring those 
who perform mitzvot out of fear, as it is writt en immediately preced-
ing the phrase “and keep His commandments,” which does not men-
tion love. And this verse, which mentions thousands of generations, 
is understood as referring to that which is adjacent to it: “Unto 
thousands of generations of those who love Me.”

It happened that there were these two students who were sitt ing 
before Rava, and one said to him: It was read to me in my dream: 

“How abundant is Your goodness, which You have laid up for those 
who fear You” (Psalms : ). And one said to Rava: It was read to 
me in my dream: “So shall all those who take refuge in You rejoice; 
they will forever shout for joy, and You will shelter them; let them 
also who love Your name exult in You” (Psalms : ). Rava said to 
them: You are both completely righteous Sages. One Sage, the 
second dreamer, serves God out of love, and one Sage, the fi rst 
dreamer, serves God out of fear. Each Sage’s dream corresponded to 
his manner of serving God.

ְכִתיב: ״ֶזַרע ַאְבָרָהם  ְוַאְבָרָהם ּגּוֵפיּה ְמָנַלן? ּדִ
אֲֹהִבי״.

ה  ְלעֹוׂשֶ ֵמַאֲהָבה  ה  עֹוׂשֶ ין  ּבֵ א  ִאיּכָ ַמאי 
ן  ְמעֹון ּבֶ י ׁשִ ַתְנָיא, ַרּבִ א ָהא ּדְ ִמִּיְרָאה? ִאיּכָ
יֹוֵתר  ֵמַאֲהָבה  ה  ָהעֹוׂשֶ דֹול  ּגָ אֹוֵמר:  ֶאְלָעָזר 
ּדֹור,  ְלֶאֶלף  לּוי  ּתָ ֶּזה  ׁשֶ ִמִּיְרָאה,  ה  ָהעֹוׂשֶ ִמן 

ִים ּדֹור. לּוי ְלַאְלּפַ ְוֶזה ּתָ

ּוְלׁשְֹמֵרי  ְלאֲֹהַבי  ״ַלֲאָלִפים  ִתיב:  ּכְ ָהָכא 
ִמְצוָֹתו  ״ּוְלׁשְֹמֵרי  ִתיב:  ּכְ ְוָהָתם  ִמְצוָֹתי״, 

ְלֶאֶלף ּדֹור״.

ִמְצוָֹתו  ּוְלׁשְֹמֵרי  ״ְלאֲֹהָביו  ִתיב:  ּכְ ַנִמי  ָהָתם 
ְלֶאֶלף ּדֹור״!

ַהאי ְלִדְסִמיְך ֵליּה, ְוַהאי ְלִדְסִמיְך ֵליּה.

ָרָבא.  יּה ּדְ ָהוּו ָיְתִבי ַקּמֵ ְלִמיֵדי ּדְ ֵרי ּתַ ָהְנהּו ּתְ
ַרב  ״ָמה  ֶחְלַמאי  ּבְ ַאְקִרּיּון  ֵליּה:  ֲאַמר  ַחד 
ר ָצַפְנּתָ ִליֵרֶאיָך״, ְוַחד ֲאַמר ֵליּה:  טּוְבָך ֲאׁשֶ
ָבְך  חֹוֵסי  ָכל  ְמחּו  ״ְוִיׂשְ ֶחְלַמאי  ּבְ ַאְקִרּיּון 
ֶמָך״. ֲאַמר  נּו…ְוַיְעְלצּו ְבָך אֲֹהֵבי ׁשְ ְלעֹוָלם ְיַרּנֵ
ָמר  ַאּתּון,  מּוֵרי  ּגְ יֵקי  ַצּדִ ַנן  ַרּבָ ְרַוְייכּו  ּתַ ְלהּו: 

ֵמַאֲהָבה, ּוָמר ִמִּיְרָאה.

הדרן עלך כשם שהמים

 One who performs mitzvot out of love and one 
who performs mitzvot out of fear – ה ֵמַאֲהָבה  עֹוׂשֶ
ִמִּיְרָאה ה   Rashi emphasizes that these two :ְלעֹוׂשֶ
categories are not the same as those of a person 
who is righteous out of love and a person who is 
righteous out of fear mentioned above (22b). Here 
the Gemara is discussing individuals who worship 
God out of feelings of love and awe of God Himself, 
while there the Gemara discusses individuals who 
worship God out of love of the reward and fear 
of retribution. In the Jerusalem Talmud there is a 
description of the spiritual benefits of both love 
and fear of God, as both are necessary in certain 
situations.

NOTES

 Greater is the one who performs mitzvot out 
of love – ה ֵמַאֲהָבה דֹול ָהעֹוׂשֶ  One who worships :ּגָ
God out of love is one who is involved in Torah and 
mitzvot and follows the path of wisdom, not due to 
desire for worldly benefit or out of fear of retribu-
tion or the desire to be rewarded. But rather, he 
performs that which is true because it is true, and 
ultimately the reward will come about. This is a very 
lofty level of worship (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Teshuva 10:2).
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mishna In the case of one who warned his wife 
not to seclude herself with a particular man 

and she subsequently secluded herself N  with the man she was 
warned about, even if he heard about it from a fl ying bird,N  or 
any other source whatsoever, he must divorce his wife. However, 
he must still grant her the money accorded to her by her marriage 
contract because there is no actual proof of her seclusion with the 
man in question. Th is is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer, who, as 
quoted in the fi rst mishna of the tractate ( a), holds that there is 
no necessity for witnesses to testify with regard to the seclusion, 
and the woman becomes forbidden to her husband even in the 
absence of witnesses, by the husband’s word alone.

Rabbi Yehoshua disagrees, as he did in the mishna ( a), and says: 
He does not divorce his wife in the absence of witnesses until the 
gossiping women who sit and spin thread by the light of the 
moon begin to discuss herH  behavior, as they share the gossip of 
the town. Th e Gemara earlier ( b) taught that a woman whose 
infi delity became subject to this public discussion can no longer 
be tested by the bitt er water of a sota. Consequently, she must get 
divorced.

Th e mishna continues to list various possible testimonies concern-
ing of such acts of seclusion. If one witness said: I saw that she 
became defi led during her seclusion by engaging in sexual inter-
course with that other man, she does not drink the bitt er water, 
but rather, he divorces her immediately. And furthermore, even 
if the one who testifi ed was a slave or a maidservant,H  neither of 
whom is generally regarded as a valid witness, they are deemed 
credible to testify to the wife’s adultery even to the extent that 
their testimony disqualifi es her from receiving her marriage 
contractN  and prevents her from drinking the bitt er water.

Th e mishna continues by listing women whose testimony is only 
partially accepted concerning this matt er: Her mother-in-law, 
and her mother in-law’s daughter,N H  and her rival wife, i.e., a 
second wife of the husband, and her yevama, i.e., her husband’s 
brother’s wife, and her husband’s daughter, all of whom are gen-
erally not deemed credible if they say anything incriminating 
pertaining to this woman due to the tumultuous relationships 
these women oft en have. Th ey are all deemed credible to testify 
concerning the woman’s defi lement while in seclusion, but are not 
deemed credible to the extent that their testimony will disqualify 
her from receiving her marriage contract; rather, it is deemed 
credible to the extent that she will not drink of the bitt er water of 
a sota.

Perek VI
Daf 31 Amud a

ָרה,  ְוִנְסּתְ ּתֹו  ְלִאׁשְ א  יּנֵ ּקִ ׁשֶ ִמי  מתני׳ 
ן  ַמע ֵמעֹוף ַהּפֹוֵרח – יֹוִציא ְוִיּתֵ ֲאִפיּלּו ׁשָ

י ֱאִליֶעֶזר; ְבֵרי ַרּבִ ה, ּדִ תּוּבָ ּכְ

ּה  נּו ּבָ אּו ְוִיּתְ ִּיּשְׂ ע אֹוֵמר: ַעד ׁשֶ י ְיהֹוׁשֻ ַרּבִ
ָבָנה. ּלְ מֹוְזרֹות ּבַ

ְטֵמאת –  ּנִ ָאַמר ֵעד ֶאָחד: ֲאִני ְרִאיִתיָה ׁשֶ
א ֲאִפיּלּו  לֹא ָהְיָתה ׁשֹוָתה; ְולֹא עֹוד, ֶאּלָ
ֶנֱאָמִנין  ֵאּלּו  ֲהֵרי  ְפָחה –  ׁשִ ֲאִפיּלּו  ֶעֶבד 

ָתּה. תּוּבָ ַאף ְלפֹוְסָלּה ִמּכְ

ּה,  ֲחמֹוָתּה, ּוַבת ֲחמֹוָתּה, ְוָצָרָתּה, ִויִבְמּתָ
ְולֹא  ֶנֱאָמנֹות,  ֵאּלּו  ֲהֵרי   – ְעָלּה  ּבַ ּוַבת 
ה; ּתֶ ׁשְ ּלֹא ּתִ א ׁשֶ ָתּה ֶאּלָ תּוּבָ ְלפֹוְסָלּה ִמּכְ

 One who warned his wife and she secluded herself – ִמי 
ָרה ּתֹו ְוִנְסּתְ א ְלִאׁשְ יּנֵ ּקִ  The early commentaries provide two :ׁשֶ
primary opposing explanations for this mishna. Rashi and 
Tosafot understand this mishna as referring to a person who 
warned his wife not to seclude herself with a specific man 
and later discovered, by means other than testimony of two 
witnesses, that his wife had subsequently secluded herself 
with that man. These commentaries discuss the particular 
details of the mishna, and whether the mishna requires the 
husband to divorce his wife even though he cannot compel 
her to drink the bitter water of a sota because there are no 
actual witnesses to testify about the seclusion, or whether 
the mishna merely says that the husband has the option to 
divorce her based on the proof that he has.

However, according to Rabbeinu Ĥananel (Tosefot 
HaRash) and the Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, 
this mishna is discussing a case in which there are witnesses 
attesting both to the husband’s warning as well as to the 
woman’s subsequent seclusion, and afterward the man 
hears, through means other than eyewitness testimony, 
that the woman actually engaged in sexual intercourse 
with another man. Based on this explanation, the mishna 
rules that the wife cannot drink the bitter water due to 
the outside knowledge that she is in fact guilty. However, 
because there is no valid testimony, the husband cannot 
divorce her without paying her the money stipulated in 
her marriage contract. The Rosh (Tosefot HaRosh) writes 
that this dispute among the early commentaries as to 
the proper understanding of the mishna seems to mir-
ror a much earlier dispute found in the Jerusalem Talmud 
between Rabbi Yoĥanan and Reish Lakish. Rabbi Yoĥanan 
maintains that the entire chapter is discussing a woman 
after she has secluded herself, whereas Reish Lakish holds 
that the mishna is referring to testimony with regard to her 
seclusion itself.

 Even if he heard from a flying bird – ַמע ֵמעֹוף ַהּפֹוֵרח  : ֲאִפיּלּו ׁשָ
This refers to a rumor that has spread about the woman, the 
source of which cannot be verified. Consequently, there is 
no way to determine whether or not it is true (Jerusalem 
Talmud; Rashbam). Rashi explains that this case is refer-
ring to a situation where there is testimony of a slave or a 
maidservant, both of whom are disqualified from bearing 
witness. Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna explains 
this statement literally, that even if a bird chirps in a certain 
way that convinces the husband that his wife was unfaithful, 
it is sufficient grounds for him to divorce her (see Meiri).

 Even to the extent that their testimony disqualifies her 
from receiving her marriage contract – ְלפֹוְסָלּה  ַאף 
ָתּה תּוּבָ  In the Jerusalem Talmud, a dispute between :ִמּכְ
Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Tarfon is cited over the question 
of whether testimony from a single witness testifying to a 
wife’s infidelity is sufficient to cause her to lose the rights 
to her marriage contract. Rabbi Akiva states, in accordance 
with the mishna here, that it is sufficient, while Rabbi Tarfon 
disagrees and says that even though a single witness is 
sufficient to forbid a sota to her husband, it is not sufficient 
to cause her to forfeit the money of her marriage contract. 
The conclusion offered in the Jerusalem Talmud is that Rabbi 
Akiva changed his mind and later accepted Rabbi Tarfon’s 
opinion.

 Her mother-in-law and her mother-in-law’s daughter, 
etc. – ֲחמֹוָתּה ּוַבת ֲחמֹוָתּה וכו׳: The mishna in tractate Yevamot 
(117a) states that these five women are not allowed to testify 
concerning this woman, because it is suspected that they 
may hate her and have ill intentions toward her that will 
lead them to lie if it will be to her detriment. The Gemara 
there provides reasons why each one of these women 
would hate her, perhaps due to competitiveness or feelings 
that she is causing the family to lose money.

NOTES

 Until the gossiping women…discuss her – ּה נּו ּבָ אּו ְוִיּתְ ִּיּשְׂ  :ַעד ׁשֶ
If after warning his wife not to seclude herself with a specific 
man the husband hears people gossiping that she had com-
mitted adultery with that man, she becomes forbidden to him. 
He must divorce her, although she still receives the money for 
her marriage contract. The Kesef Mishne notes that this is the 
halakha even if there were not two witnesses to her seclusion 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:8; Shulĥan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 178:11).

 Even a slave or a maidservant – ְפָחה ׁשִ ֲאִפיּלּו  ֶעֶבד   If a :ֲאִפיּלּו 
woman, slave, maidservant, or any heretofore valid witness 
who became disqualified from bearing witness due to hav-
ing violated a rabbinic prohibition testifies that a woman had 
committed adultery, this testimony is deemed credible so long 
as valid witnesses had previously testified that the wife had 
secluded herself with another man after being warned by her 

husband. In this case, the woman becomes forbidden to her 
husband forever, and she does not drink the bitter water, and 
is divorced without receiving the money stipulated in her mar-
riage contract (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:15; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:14).

 Her mother-in-law and her mother-in-law’s daughter, etc. – 
 Even the five women listed in the mishna :ֲחמֹוָתּה ּוַבת ֲחמֹוָתּה וכו׳
who are generally assumed to hate each other are nevertheless 
deemed credible to testify that a woman committed adul-
tery after she was warned by her husband. Their testimony is 
accepted to the degree that the woman is rendered forbidden 
to her husband and does not have the option to drink the 
bitter water. However, the testimony of any of these women is 
not considered credible in order to deprive her of the money 
entitled to her by her marriage contract (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 1:15; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:15).

HALAKHA
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Th is ruling allowing one witness’s testimony with regard to defi lement 
needs to be stated, as, by right, it should not have been deemed cred-
ible based on the following a fortiori inference: And just as if with 
regard to the fi rst testimony concerning seclusion, which does not 
forbid her with an irrevocable prohibition, as the woman can be 
found innocent permitt ing her again to her husband by drinking the 
bitt er water, is not established with fewer than two witnesses, since 
according to the mishna the testimony of seclusion requires two wit-
nesses, then with regard to the fi nal testimony concerning defi lement, 
which forbids her to her husband with an irrevocable prohibition, is 
it not logical that it should also not be established with fewer than 
two witnesses?

Th erefore, to counter this derivation, the verse states: “And there be 
no witness against her” (Numbers : ), teaching that any testimony 
with regard to defi lement that there is against her is suffi  cient, and 
two witnesses are not required.

Th e Gemara asks: And from now that it is established that one witness 
suffi  ces to testify with regard to defi lement, an a fortiori inference 
can be made with regard to the fi rst testimony of seclusion: And 
just as if

concerning the fi nal testimony of defi lement, which forbids her with 
an irrevocable prohibition, yet it is established by one witness, then 
with regard to the fi rst testimony, which does not forbid her with an 
irrevocable prohibition, is it not logical that it should be established 
with only one witness?

Th erefore, to counter this derivation, the verse states: “When a man 
takes a wife, and marries her, and it comes to pass, if she fi nds no favor 
in his eyes, because he has found some unseemly matt er [davar] in 
her” (Deuteronomy : ), and there, in the laws concerning monetary 
matt ers, it states: “At the mouth of two witnesses, or at the mouth of 
three witnesses, shall a matt er [davar] be established” (Deuteronomy 

: ), teaching that just as the “matt er” stated there is established 
“at the mouth of two witnesses,” so too, here the “matt er” of her 
seclusion must be established “at the mouth of two witnesses.”

Th e mishna discusses the halakha in a case where two single witnesses 
contradict each other concerning her defi lement. If one witness says: 
She was defi led, and another witness says: She was not defi led, or 
similarly in the case of those normally disqualifi ed from bearing wit-
ness, if one woman says: She was defi led, and another woman says: 
She was not defi led, she would drink the bitt er water of a sota, due to 
the uncertainty engendered by the contradictory testimonies.

Similarly, if one witness says: She was defi led, and two witnesses say: 
She was not defi led, she would drink the bitt er water. However, if two 
would say: She was defi led, and one says: She was not defi led, the 
testimony of the two witnesses is accepted and she would not drink 
the bitt er water, and the husband must divorce her.

gemara Th e Gemara questions why the mishna proves 
the need for two witnesses to testify about the 

seclusion based upon the verbal analogy of “matt er” and “matt er,” if 
there is an explicit source in the Torah stating that two witnesses are 
required. Th is reason is given by the mishna: Th e verse states: “When 
a man takes a wife, and marries her, and it comes to pass, if she fi nds 
no favor in his eyes, because he has found some unseemly matt er 
[davar] in her” (Deuteronomy : ), which through a verbal analogy 
based on the word “davar” teaches the need for two witnesses, seems 
to be superfl uous.

ִראׁשֹוָנה  ֵעדּות  ִאם  ּוָמה  ין:  ּדִ ּבַ ָהָיה  ׁשֶ
ֵאיָנּה   – עֹוָלם  ִאיּסּור  ּה  אֹוַסְרּתָ ֵאין  ׁשֶ
ַנִים, ֵעדּות ַאֲחרֹוָנה  ְ ָפחֹות ִמּשׁ ִמְתַקֶּייֶמת ּבְ
ּלֹא  ין ׁשֶ ּה ִאיּסּור עֹוָלם – ֵאינֹו ּדִ אֹוַסְרּתָ ׁשֶ

ַנִים! ְ ָפחֹות ִמּשׁ ְתַקֵּיים ּבְ ּתִ

ֵעדּות  ל  ּכָ ּה״,  ּבָ ֵאין  ״ְוֵעד  לֹוַמר:  ְלמּוד  ּתַ
ּה. ֵּיׁש ּבָ ׁשֶ

ה:  ֵמַעּתָ ָהִראׁשֹוָנה  ְלֵעדּות  ָוחֹוֶמר  ְוַקל 
ּוָמה ִאם
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ּה ִאיּסּור עֹוָלם –  אֹוַסְרּתָ ֵעדּות ַאֲחרֹוָנה ׁשֶ
ֵעדּות  ֶאָחד,  ֵעד  ּבְ ִמְתַקֶּייֶמת  ִהיא  ֲהֵרי 
ּה ִאיּסּור עֹוָלם –  ֵאין אֹוַסְרּתָ ָהִראׁשֹוָנה ׁשֶ

ֵעד ֶאָחד! ְתַקֵּיים ּבְ ּתִ ין ׁשֶ ֵאינֹו ּדִ

ָבר״,  י ָמָצא ָבּה ֶעְרַות ּדָ ְלמּוד לֹוַמר: ״ּכִ ּתַ
ֵני ֵעִדים ָיקּום  י ׁשְ ן הּוא אֹוֵמר: ״ַעל ּפִ ּוְלַהּלָ
אן  ּכָ ַאף  ַנִים,  ׁשְ י  ּפִ ַעל  ן  ַהּלָ ּלְ ַמה  ָבר״,  ּדָ

ַנִים. י ׁשְ ּפִ

״לֹא  אֹוֵמר  ְוֵעד  ״ִנְטֵמאת״  אֹוֵמר  ֵעד 
ה  ָ ה אֹוֶמֶרת ״ִנְטֵמאת״ ְוִאּשׁ ָ ִנְטֵמאת״, ִאּשׁ

אֹוֶמֶרת ״לֹא ִנְטֵמאת״ – ָהְיָתה ׁשֹוָתה.

אֹוְמִרים  ַנִים  ּוׁשְ ״ִנְטֵמאת״  אֹוֵמר  ֶאָחד 
ַנִים  ׁשְ ׁשֹוָתה.  ָהְיָתה   – ִנְטֵמאת״  ״לֹא 
״לֹא  אֹוֵמר  ְוֶאָחד  ״ִנְטֵמאת״  אֹוְמִרים 

ִנְטֵמאת״ – לֹא ָהְיָתה ׁשֹוָתה.

ָבּה  ָמָצא  י  ּכִ לֹוַמר:  ְלמּוד  ״ּתַ ַהאי  גמ׳ 
ָבר״, ֶעְרַות ּדָ
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As, the mishna should have said in its place: Th e verse states: “She 
was defi led secretly and there was no witness [ed] against her [bah]” 
(Numbers : ), which is explained to mean there were not two wit-
nesses, but only one, who testifi ed concerning her defi lement. One can 
infer from the term “bah,” which could also be understood as: With 
regard to it, that in this matt er of defi lement one witness suffi  ces, but 
not with regard to the warning. Additionally, one can infer: With 
regard to it, but not with regard to the seclusion. Th erefore, there must 
be two witnesses to testify about both the warning and seclusion.

Th e Gemara answers: Th at is also what the tanna of the mishna is say-
ing. Th e source for the halakha that there is a requirement for two 
witnesses to testify about the seclusion is that the verse states: With 
regard to it, that in this matt er of defi lement one witness suffi  ces, but 
not with regard to the warning. With regard to it, but not with regard 
to the seclusion.

Th  e Gemara continues to explain the mishna: And concerning an ordi-
nary accusation of defi lement without a previous warning and with-
out an act of seclusion with another man, from where do we derive 
that a single witness is not deemed credible? It is for this halakha that 
the mishna cites the verbal analogy: It is stated here: “Because he has 
found some unseemly matt er [davar] in her” (Deuteronomy : ), 
and it is stated there concerning monetary matt ers: “At the mouth of 
two witnesses, or at the mouth of three witnesses, shall a matt er [davar] 
be established” (Deuteronomy : ). Just as the “matt er” stated there 
with regard to monetary matt ers is clarifi ed specifi cally by the testimony 
of two witnesses, so too, here with regard to adultery the “matt er” of 
her defi lement must be established by the testimony of at least two 
witnesses.

§ Th e mishna taught: If one witness says: She was defi led, and another 
witness says: She was not defi led, she drinks the bitt er water of a sota. 
Th e Gemara infers from this statement in the mishna that the reason 
the woman would drink the bitt er water in this case is specifi cally 
because the second witness refutes his testimony, but if a second wit-
ness did not refute his testimony, then a single witness would be 
relied upon in this case and the woman would be forbidden to her 
husband forever.

From where are these matt ers derived? As the Sages taught in refer-
ence to the verse describing the circumstances in which a woman 
defi led through an act of adultery becomes prohibited to her husband, 
which states: “And a man lie with her carnally…and there be no witness 
[ed] against her” (Numbers : ); the verse is speaking of a lack of two 
witnesses. When the verse refers to the lack of an ed, writt en in the 
singular, it actually indicates that there are not two witnesses against her, 
but only one, as the baraita will now explain.

Th e baraita continues and asks: Do you say that the verse refers only to 
a case where there was not even one witness to the act of sexual inter-
course, as the singular usage of the word ed would seem to indicate? Th e 
baraita now proves that the singular usage notwithstanding, elsewhere 
the word ed is used to indicate two witnesses, as the verse states: “    One 
witness [ed] shall not rise up against a man for any iniquity or any sin 
that he sins; at the mouth of two witnesses, or at the mouth of three 
witnesses, shall a matt er be established” (Deuteronomy : ).

Th e baraita infers a general principle from this verse by asking: By infer-
ence from that which is stated in the verse, even with the omission of 
the word “one”: “A witness shall not rise up against a man” (Deuter-
onomy : ), do I not know that it is referring to one witness, as the 
verse is writt en in the singular form? What is the meaning when the 
verse states explicitly: “One witness,” being that it is obviously referring 
to only one witness? Th e baraita answers: Th is established a paradigm 
for the principle that every place where the word “witness [ed]” is 
stated in the Torah without specifying a number, there are two wit-
nesses here, until the verse specifi es that it is referring to only one 
witness, by writing the word “one.”

ְולֹא   – ּה״  ״ּבָ ּה״,  ״ּבָ לֹוַמר:  ְלמּוד  ּתַ
ֵעי  ְסִתיָרה, ִמיּבָ ּה״ – ְולֹא ּבִ ִקיּנּוי, ״ּבָ ּבְ

ֵליּה!

ּה״,  ְלמּוד לֹוַמר: ״ּבָ ָהִכי ַנִמי ָקָאַמר, ּתַ
ְולֹא   – ּה״  ״ּבָ ִקיּנּוי,  ּבְ ְולֹא   – ּה״  ״ּבָ

ְסִתיָרה. ּבִ

ּוְבלֹא  ִקיּנּוי  לֹא  ּבְ ָעְלָמא  ּבְ ְוטּוְמָאה 
ְמָנַלן?  ֶאָחד  ֵעד  ְמֵהיַמן  ָלא  ּדְ ְסִתיָרה 
ָבר״,  ן ״ּדָ ָבר״ ְוֶנֱאַמר ְלַהּלָ אן ״ּדָ ֶנֱאַמר ּכָ
ֵני  ׁשְ אן ּבִ ֵני ֵעִדים, ַאף ּכָ ׁשְ ן ּבִ ַהּלָ ַמה ּלְ

ֵעִדים.

ָקא  ּדְ ַטְעָמא  ִנְטֵמאת״.  אֹוֵמר  ״ֵעד 
ַמְכִחיׁש  ָקא  ָלא  ָהא  ֵליּה,  ַמְכִחיׁש 

ֵליּה – ֵעד ֶאָחד ְמֵהיַמן.

ֵאין  ״ְוֵעד  ַנן:  ַרּבָ ָתנּו  ּדְ י?  ִמיּלֵ ְמָנָהֵני 
ר. תּוב ְמַדּבֵ ַנִים ַהּכָ ׁשְ ּה״ – ּבִ ּבָ

א  ֶאּלָ ֵאינֹו  אֹו  ַנִים,  ׁשְ ּבִ אֹוֵמר:  ה  ַאּתָ
ְלמּוד לֹוַמר: ״לֹא ָיקּום ֵעד  ֶאָחד? ּתַ ּבְ

ִאיׁש״ וגו'. ֶאָחד ּבְ

ֵעד״,  ָיקּום  ״לֹא  ֱאַמר  ּנֶ ׁשֶ ַמע  ׁשְ ִמּמַ
ְלמּוד  ּתַ ַמה  ֶאָחד?  הּוא  ׁשֶ  יֹוֵדע ֵאיִני 
ל ָמקֹום  ָנה ָאב: ּכָ לֹוַמר ״ֶאָחד״? ֶזה ּבָ
ַעד  ַנִים,  ׁשְ אן  ּכָ ֲהֵרי  ״ֵעד״  ֱאַמר  ּנֶ ׁשֶ

תּוב ״ֶאָחד״. ִּיְפרֹוט ְלָך ַהּכָ ׁשֶ
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Th e baraita returns to discuss the verse concerning a sota. And 
the Merciful One states: “Th ere was no witness [ed] against 
her,” which therefore means that: Th ere are not two witnesses 
to the sexual intercourse that could testify with regard to her, 
rather there is only one witness. Th e baraita completes its inter-
pretation: Further in the verse it states: “And she was not taken 
in the act” (Numbers : ), indicating that the verse is referring 
to a case in which it is known that the woman had not been 
raped. Th is knowledge is based on the testimony of only one 
witness, as the verse had already stated that there were not two 
witnesses, and since one witness saw her willingly engage in 
sexual intercourse with another man, she is forbidden to her 
husband.

Th e Gemara asks: But since the baraita taught that by Torah 
law one witness is deemed credible to state that the woman is 
defi led, how can the other witness who denies the wife’s infi del-
ity refute him with his confl icting testimony and enable the 
woman to drink the bitt er water instead of becoming forbidden 
outright to her husband? But doesn’t Ulla say: Wherever the 
Torah relies on one  witness,N H  there is the equivalent of the 
testimony of two witnesses here. Consequently, the testimony 
of the contradicting witness should be insignifi cant, as the 
statement of one witness has no standing in a place where 
it is contradicted by two witnesses, for the witness testifying 
about her infi delity is deemed credible as if two witnesses had 
testifi ed.

Rather, Ulla said: Teach the mishna in the following way: If 
one witness says: She was defi led, and another witness says: She 
was not defi led, she would not drink the bitt er water. And 
likewise, Rabbi Yitzĥak said: She would not drink. But Rabbi 
Ĥiyya says in line with the standard text of the mishna: She 
would drink the bitt er water even in the case of a contradiction 
between two single witnesses with regard to her infi delity.

Th e Gemara asks: But for Rabbi Ĥiyya, how will he respond to 
the same diffi  culty due to the teaching of Ulla, who explained 
that when a single witness is deemed credible he is considered 
as two and cannot be contradicted by a single witness to the 
contrary? Th e Gemara answers: Th is is not diffi  cult: Here, the 
mishna is discussing a case where both witnesses arrived in court 
and testifi ed simultaneously, thereby canceling each other out. 
But there, Ulla’s principle, that whenever a single witness’s tes-
timony is accepted it is considered as two and cannot be contra-
dicted by a single witness testifying to the contrary, is referring 
to a case in which the two confl icting witnesses came to court 
and testifi ed one aft er the other.

But we learned in the mishna above that if one witness says: 
She was defi led, and two say: She was not defi led, she would 
drink the bitt er water. Th e Gemara deduces from here: Th e 
implications of this statement are that the woman drinks only 
because the testimony of the incriminating witness was contra-
dicted by two witnesses, but if there was one witness saying she 
was defi led and only one witness saying the opposite, she would 
not drink; this is a conclusive refutationB  of the opinion of 
Rabbi Ĥiyya.N 

Th e Gemara answers: Rabbi Ĥiyya could have said to you: And 
according to your reasoning that she would not drink, say 
the latt er clause of the mishna, which states: If two witnesses 
say: She was defi led, and one says: She was not defi led, the 
testimony of the two witnesses is accepted and she would not 
drink the bitt er water. But you should deduce from here that if 
there was one witness testifying to her defi lement and one 
witness stating the opposite, she would drink the bitt er water. 
Th is inference is in line with Rabbi Ĥiyya’s explanation, and 
contradicts the inference from the previous clause.

ַחד,  א  ֶאּלָ ּה  ּבָ ֵלית  ֵרי  ּתְ ַרֲחָמָנא:  ְוָאַמר 
ה״ – ֲאסּוָרה. ׂשָ ״ְוִהיא לֹא ִנְתּפָ

ְמֵהיַמן,  ֶאָחד  ֵעד  אֹוַרְייָתא  ִמּדְ ּדְ ְוֵכיָון 
ִאיָדְך ֵהיִכי ָמֵצי ַמְכִחיׁש ֵליּה? ְוָהא ָאַמר 
ֵעד  ּתֹוָרה  ֶהֱאִמיָנה  ׁשֶ ָמקֹום  ל  ּכָ א:  עּוּלָ
ל  ׁשֶ ָבָריו  ּדְ ְוֵאין  ַנִים,  ׁשְ אן  ּכָ ֲהֵרי  ֶאָחד 

ַנִים! ְמקֹום ׁשְ ֶאָחד ּבִ

ֵני: לֹא ָהְיָתה ׁשֹוָתה.  א, ּתְ א ֲאַמר עּוּלָ ֶאּלָ
ׁשֹוָתה.  ָהְיָתה  לֹא  ִיְצָחק:  י  ַרּבִ ֲאַמר  ְוֵכן 

י ִחָּייא ָאַמר: ָהְיָתה ׁשֹוָתה. ְוַרּבִ

ָיא:  ַקׁשְ ָלא  א!  עּוּלָ ּדְ ָיא  ַקׁשְ ִחָּייא  י  ְלַרּבִ
ֶזה ַאַחר ֶזה. אן ּבְ ַבת ַאַחת, ּכָ אן ּבְ ּכָ

ַנִים אֹוְמִרים  ַנן: ֵעד אֹוֵמר ״ִנְטֵמאת״ ּוׁשְ ּתְ
״לֹא ִנְטֵמאת״ – ָהְיָתה ׁשֹוָתה; ָהא ַחד 
י  ַרּבִ א ּדְ יּוְבּתָ ְוַחד – לֹא ָהְיָתה ׁשֹוָתה. ּתְ

ִחָּייא!

ֵאיָמא  ְוִליַטֲעִמיְך,  ִחָּייא:  י  ַרּבִ ָלְך  ָאַמר 
ְוֶאָחד  ״ִנְטֵמאת״  אֹוְמִרים  ַנִים  ׁשְ ֵסיָפא: 
אֹוֵמר ״לֹא ִנְטֵמאת״ – לֹא ָהְיָתה ׁשֹוָתה; 

ָהא ַחד ְוַחד – ָהְיָתה ׁשֹוָתה!

 Wherever the Torah relies on one witness – ֶהֱאִמיָנה ל ָמקֹום ׁשֶ  ּכָ
ֶאָחד ֵעד   ,There is a dispute between the commentaries :ּתֹוָרה 
cited in the Nimmukei Yosef, as to how far this principle should 
be taken. One opinion maintains that this principle is a general 
halakha that is applicable in all situations where the testimony 
of one witness is relied upon, which would include situations 
where the testimony of one witness is accepted with regard 
to matters of prohibitions. Others, however, maintain that this 
principle applies only to situations in which there is a cor-
responding biblical source that a single witness is accepted, 
as is the case when one witness testifies to the defilement 
of the sota and the explicit source indicates that one witness 
in that case should be accepted as two. With regard to the 
reliance on one witness in matters of prohibitions, however, 
since there is no explicit source, the witness is not accepted 
with the weight of two witnesses and may be contradicted by 
an opposing witness.

 A conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rabbi Ĥiyya – 
ִחָּייא י  ַרּבִ ּדְ א  יּוְבּתָ  Rashi explains that although it would be :ּתְ
possible to explain that the middle case in the mishna is deal-
ing with a situation where the witnesses came to testify one 
after another, the Gemara does not understand the case in 
this manner, as the language of the mishna seems to clearly 
indicate that all of the witnesses testified simultaneously.

NOTES

 Wherever the Torah relies on one witness – ֶהֱאִמיָנה ל ָמקֹום ׁשֶ  ּכָ
-If one valid witness testifies that a woman com :ּתֹוָרה ֵעד ֶאָחד
mitted adultery, she does not drink the bitter water of a sota. 
Even if a second witness testifies and refutes the first witness’s 
testimony, his refutation is not accepted because in the case of 
a sota, the testimony of a single witness is considered equiva-
lent to that of two witnesses in other matters. Consequently, 
the second witness cannot nullify the testimony of the first, 
who is treated like two witnesses. However, if two contradic-
tory witnesses come at the same time, one testifying that 
she committed adultery and the other testifying that she did 
not, then she drinks the bitter water (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 1:16–17).

HALAKHA

 Conclusive refutation [teyuvta] – א יּוְבּתָ -An amoraic state :ּתְ
ment can be refuted on the basis of a tannaitic source that 
contradicts the statement of the amora. This word, teyuvta, 
is one of several terms based on the same Aramaic root. For 
example, where one amora raises an objection to the opinion 
of another amora by citing a tannaitic source, the expres-
sion used is meitivei, meaning Rabbi X raised an objection to 
Rabbi Y’s opinion. Where an amora raises an objection to an 
unattributed amoraic opinion by citing a tannaitic source, the 
expression employed is mativ, i.e., Rabbi X raised an objection. 
In the case cited above, where the Gemara itself raises the 
objection by citing a tannaitic source, the expression used 
is meitivi. When there is no response to the objection, it is 
deemed a conclusive refutation and the term teyuvta is used.

BACKGROUND
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Th e Gemara explains: Rather, the correct understanding is that 
the entire mishna is not dealing with valid witnesses, and stating 
an obvious halakha in order to enable an inference, but with people 
who are disqualifi ed from giving testimony, and is teaching us a 
novel ruling. And the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Neĥemya. As it is taught in a baraita (Toseft a Yevamot : ) 
that Rabbi Neĥemya says: Wherever the Torah relies on one 
witness, follow the majority of opinions. In other words, if the 
testimonies of two disqualifi ed witnesses confl ict, the court rules 
in accordance with the version supported by more witnesses, 
whether or not they are qualifi ed to testify. And the Sages estab-
lished that the testimony of two women, who are usually disquali-
fi ed from testifying, when they testify in opposition to one man, 
should be like that of two men against one man, and the court 
will rule in accordance with the testimony of the two women.

And some say that Rabbi Neĥemya actually stated something 
diff erent: And there are those who say a diff erent version of Rabbi 
Neĥemya’s approach: Anywhere that one valid witness came 
initially,H  even one hundred women who later contradict him are 
considered like one witness, and do not override his testimony. 

And with what are we dealing here in the mishna? A case where 
a woman, who is generally disqualifi ed from bearing witness, came 
initially,N  and testifi ed that the woman committ ed adultery, and 
two witnesses say that she did not.

And according to this interpretation you must amend the state-
ment of Rabbi Neĥemya so that it reads like this: Rabbi Neĥemya 
says: Wherever the Torah relies on one witness, follow the 
majority of opinions. And the Sages established that two women 
against one woman are like two men against one man. But two 
women in opposition to one man that is a valid witness, is like 
half of a pair of witnesses and a half of a pair of witnesses, and the 
mishna did not address that case.

Th e Gemara poses a question on these two interpretations of the 
mishna: And why do I need two cases in the mishna to teach the 
halakha that the majority opinion of those disqualifi ed from 
bearing witness is followed? Th e Gemara explains: It is necessary, 
lest you say that when we follow the majority opinion in the case 
of invalid witnesses, this is to be stringent to force the woman to 
drink the bitt er water, e.g., if one witness said that she committ ed 
adultery and two said that she did not, but to be lenientN  and 
absolve her from having to drink the water we do not follow the 
majority opinion, and she would still drink the water even if there 
is one witness saying that she did not commit adultery, therefore 
the mishna teaches us that there is no diff erence in this regard, and 
the majority opinion is followed in any case. 

י ְנֶחְמָיה  ְפסּוֵלי ֵעדּות, ְוַרּבִ ּה ּבִ א ּכּוּלָ ֶאּלָ
ל  ּכָ אֹוֵמר:  ְנֶחְמָיה  י  ַרּבִ ַתְנָיא,  ּדְ ִהיא; 
ְך  ֶהֱאִמיָנה ּתֹוָרה ֵעד ֶאָחד – ַהּלֵ ָמקֹום ׁשֶ
ִאיׁש  ים ּבְ י ָנׁשִ ּתֵ עֹות, ְוָעׂשּו ׁשְ ַאַחר רֹוב ּדֵ

ִאיׁש ֶאָחד. ים ּבְ ֵני ֲאָנׁשִ ׁשְ ֶאָחד ּכִ

ֵעד  ֲאָתא  ּדַ ֵהיָכא  ל  ּכָ ָאְמִרי:  ּדְ א  ְוִאיּכָ
ים  ָרא, ֲאִפיּלּו ֵמָאה ָנׁשִ ר ֵמִעיּקָ ׁשֵ ֶאָחד ּכָ

ְמָיין, ֵעד ֶאָחד ּדָ ַנִמי ּכְ
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ֲאַתאי  ּדַ גֹון  ּכְ  – ָעְסִקיַנן  ַמאי  ּבְ ְוָהָכא 
ָרא. ה ֵמִעיּקָ ָ ִאּשׁ

י ְנֶחְמָיה  י ְנֶחְמָיה ָהִכי – ַרּבִ ְוַתְרָצּה ִלְדַרּבִ
ֵעד  ּתֹוָרה  ֶהֱאִמיָנה  ׁשֶ ָמקֹום  ל  ּכָ אֹוֵמר: 
י  ּתֵ יעֹות. ְוָעׂשּו ׁשְ ְך ַאַחר רֹוב ּדֵ ֶאָחד, ַהּלֵ
ִאיׁש  ים ּבְ ֵני ֲאָנׁשִ ׁשְ ה ַאַחת ּכִ ָ ִאּשׁ ים ּבְ ָנׁשִ
י  ִאיׁש ֶאָחד – ּכִ ים ּבְ י ָנׁשִ ּתֵ ֶאָחד, ֲאָבל ׁשְ

ֵמי. א ּדָ א ּוַפְלּגָ ְלּגָ ּפַ

ַמהּו  ִלי?  ה  ָלּמָ ֵעדּות  ְפסּוֵלי  ּבִ י  ְוַתְרּתֵ
 – יעֹות  ּדֵ רֹוב  ַתר  ּבָ ָאְזִליַנן  י  ּכִ ֵתיָמא,  ּדְ
א ָלא ָאְזִליַנן. ָקא  ְלחּוְמָרא, ֲאָבל ְלקּוּלָ

ַמע ָלן. ַמׁשְ

הדרן עלך מי שקינא

 Anywhere that one valid witness came initially – ל ֵהיָכא  ּכָ
ָרא ר ֵמִעיּקָ ׁשֵ ֲאָתא ֵעד ֶאָחד ּכָ  If one valid witness testifies that :ּדַ
the woman committed adultery, and simultaneously sev-
eral women or other individuals who are disqualified from 
bearing witness testify that the woman did not commit 
adultery, the matter is viewed as uncertain and the woman 
drinks the bitter water. This ruling, which appears second in 
the Gemara, is cited using the phrase: Some say.

If, however, all of the testimony is provided by those 
disqualifi ed from bearing witness, then the majority is fol-
lowed. For example, if two women say that she committed 
adultery and three say that she did not, she drinks the water. 
If three say that she did not and four say that she did, she 
does not drink it. If there were equal numbers of invalid wit-
nesses on both sides, then she drinks due to the uncertainty. 
This follows the Gemara’s conclusion that with regard to 
testimonies from invalid witnesses, the ruling follows the 
majority regardless if it is stringent or lenient (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:18; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 17:40).

HALAKHA

 Where a woman came initially – ָרא ֵמִעיּקָ ה  ָ ִאּשׁ ֲאַתאי   :ּדַ
The Gemara does not explicitly rule in an instance where a 
woman or any other invalid witness testified and afterward 
a single valid witness refuted her testimony. Consequently, 
the halakha in that case is a matter of dispute. According to 
the Rambam and Rashi, the testimony of a single valid wit-
ness, and likewise any number of invalid witnesses, are all 
considered to be equal. However, according to the Ra’avad 
a single valid witness is deemed credible only if the valid 
witness testifies initially, before others arrive.

 To be stringent…but to be lenient – א  :ְלחּוְמָרא…ְלקּוּלָ
Rashi explains that the lenient ruling refers to a case where 
the majority claims that she committed adultery, and as 
their testimony is accepted, she does not drink the bitter 
water. A stringent ruling refers to a case where the majority 
claims she did not commit adultery. Consequently, she is 
obligated to drink the bitter water. Others question this 
application of the terms lenient and stringent. Therefore, 
they explain the terms conversely (Keren Ora). Others 
maintain that concerning these matters, there is no actual 
leniency or stringency in any particular instance, but that 
every hypothetical scenario has a lenient aspect and a 
stringent aspect, whether the ruling is that she drinks or 
that she does not drink. The Sages therefore teach that 
they accept the majority testimony on either side in each 
case (Torat HaKenaot).

NOTES




