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And there are those who say that say that in answer to Abaye’s 
question Rav Yosef said: Th e Merciful One said with regard to a 
man who divorces his wife because he has found some unseemly 
matt er about her: “And she departs out of his house, and goes and 
becomes another man’s wife,” indicating that the man should 
divorce her so that his house not be destroyed by his continuing 
to dwell with her, and you want to say that she should enter into 
levirate marriage? How can it be that the same verse instructing 
the husband to divorce her would also instruct the yavam to marry 
her? However, there is no reason to exempt her from performing 
ĥalitza.

Abaye said to him: If that is so, that the verse would not tell the 
yavam to marry her, she should not marry another man either, so 
that the second husband’s house not be destroyed. How can it be 
that the same verse instructing the husband to divorce her would 
also instruct another man to marry her?

Rav Yosef said to him: 

Do we impose on him an obligation to marry her against his will? 
Unlike levirate marriage, there is no obligation for another man to 
marry her. Th erefore, the verse is not instructing him to do so.

And there are those who say that Rav Yosef said diff erently: Th e 
verse calls a man who marries a woman aft er she was divorced from 
her fi rst husband due to suspicion of adultery “another man,”N  as 
the verse states: “And she departs out of his house and goes and 
becomes another man’s wife” (Deuteronomy : ). Th is indicates 
that one who subsequently marries her is not a peer of her fi rst 
husband because this one, the fi rst husband, removed an evil 
womanH  from his house, and that one brought an evil woman 
into his house. Th ere is an implied criticism of the second husband 
in the verse; and yet you say that the verse instructs that she should 
also enter into levirate marriage.N 

Abaye said to him: If that is so, then if she married another man 
and he died without children, then she should not enter into 
levirate marriage with the brother of her second husband even if 
she did not commit adultery during the second marriage, since the 
verse calls the second husband “another man,” which excluded the 
possibility of levirate marriage. Rav Yosef answered Abaye: With 
regard to that one, i.e., this second husband, at least she remained 
with a good name. Since she did not engage in illicit behavior 
during her second marriage, she can enter into levirate marriage 
with the brother of her second husband.

Rava says a diff erent reason why a sota cannot enter into levirate 
marriage: Th is prohibition can be deduced through an a fortiori 
inference: If, due to the suspicion of adultery, she becomes forbid-
den to the one who was previously permitt ed to her, i.e., her fi rst 
husband, then with regard to one who was forbidden to her, i.e., 
the husband’s brother, is it not all the more so that she remains 
forbidden to him?

ַרֲחָמָנא  יֹוֵסף,  ַרב  ֲאַמר  ָאְמִרי:  ּדְ ְוִאית 
ְוָהְיָתה  ְוָהְלָכה  יתֹו  ִמּבֵ ״ְוָיְצָאה  ָאַמר: 
ֵריּה ְלֵביֵתיּה,  ָלא ִליְסּתְ ְלִאיׁש ַאֵחר״, ּדְ

ם ַנִמי ַיּבּוֵמי? ְתַייּבֵ : ּתִ ְוַאּתְ ָאְמַרּתְ

ְלַאֵחר  ה,  ֵמַעּתָ א  ֶאּלָ ֵיי:  ַאּבַ ֵליּה  ֲאַמר 
ֵריּה ְלֵביֵתיּה! יְסּתְ ָלא ּתִ א, ּדְ ׂשֵ יּנָ לֹא ּתִ

ֲאַמר ֵליּה:
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ְרֵחיּה? ַעל ּכָ ִמי ָקא ָרֵמיַנן ָלּה ֲעֵליּה ּבְ

תּוב  ָאְמִרי, ָאַמר ַרב יֹוֵסף: ַהּכָ א ּדְ ְוִאיּכָ
ל ִראׁשֹון,  ן זּוגֹו ׁשֶ ֵאין ּבֶ ְקָראֹו ״ַאֵחר״, ׁשֶ
יתֹו ְוֶזה ִהְכִניס  ָעה ִמּבֵ ֶּזה הֹוִציא ְרׁשָ ׁשֶ
 : ָאְמַרּתְ ְוַאּתְ  יתֹו,  ּבֵ ְלתֹוְך  ָעה  ְרׁשָ

ם ַנִמי ַיּבּוֵמי? ְתַיּבֵ ּתִ

את  ִנּשֵׂ ה,  ֵמַעּתָ א  ֶאּלָ ֵיי:  ַאּבַ ֵליּה  ֲאַמר 
ם,  ְתַיּבֵ ּתִ לֹא  ִנים,  ּבָ לֹא  ּבְ ּוֵמת  ְלַאֵחר 
ַהאי  ּדְ יּה  ּבֵ ּגַ ״ַאֵחר״!  ְקָראֹו  תּוב  ַהּכָ ּדְ

ם טֹוב ֲהָוה ָקְייָמא. ׁשֵ ִמיָהא ּבְ

ֶנֶאְסָרה  ִאם  ָוחֹוֶמר,  ַקל  ָאַמר:  ָרָבא 
ן! ּכֵ ל ׁשֶ ָאסּור ָלּה לֹא ּכָ ר ָלּה, ּבָ ּמּוּתָ ּבַ

 The verse calls him another man – תּוב ְקָראֹו ַאֵחר  This :ַהּכָ
inference is from the use of the term “another [aĥer],” which 
almost always carries a negative connotation. The verse 
could have described him as the second husband, mirroring 
the reference there to “the first husband” (Deuteronomy 
24:4). By choosing to refer to him as “another,” the verse 
portrays the second marriage in a negative light (Maharsha 
on Gittin 90a).

 And you say that she should also enter into levirate mar-
riage – ם ַנִמי ַיּבּוֵמי ְתַיּבֵ  The Meiri explains that :ְוַאּתְ ָאְמַרּתְ ּתִ
although this logic dictates only that the yavam cannot be 
required to enter into levirate marriage with a suspected 
adulterous, this would not mean that he is prohibited from 
doing so. However, he is in fact prohibited from entering 
into levirate marriage with her, as allowing him to do so may 
result in a yavam in such a situation believing that he has a 
mitzva to do so. Others explain that once it is determined 
that there is no mitzva for him to enter into levirate marriage 
with her, it is by default prohibited, as one is not permitted 
to marry his brother’s former wife unless it is in performance 
of the mitzva of levirate marriage (Rashi; Rosh).

NOTES

 This one removed an evil woman, etc. – ָעה וכו׳ ֶּזה הֹוִציא ְרׁשָ  :ׁשֶ
One should not marry a woman who was divorced on grounds 
of immorality. After her prior husband divorced her to remove 

her wickedness from his home, it is improper for another man 
to bring her into his home (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Gei-
rushin 10:22; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 119:5).

HALAKHA
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Abaye said to him: If that is so, if this a fortiori reasoning is the 
basis of the prohibition against her entering into levirate marriage, 
then in the case of a High Priest who betrothed a widow, which 
he is prohibited from doing, and he died before the marriage took 
place, and he has a brother who is a common priest, who is 
permitt ed to marry a widow, she should still not be permitt ed to 
enter into levirate marriage with him, since the same inference 
can be stated: If she becomes forbidden to the one who was 
permitt ed to her, i.e., her husband the High Priest, who was 
prohibited from marrying a widow, then with regard to one 
who was forbidden to her, i.e., his brother, the common priest 
who wishes to enter into levirate marriage with her, is it not all 
the more so that she should be forbidden?

Th e Gemara refutes this inference. In the case of the High Priest, 
can one say: She becomes forbidden? But she was forbidden 
to him and remains forbidden to him. She did not become for-
bidden to her husband, the High Priest, due to the marriage. 
Furthermore, in the case of the High Priest, can one say: Permit-
ted to her? But the High Priest is forbidden to her always. Th ere-
fore, the case of the High Priest does not serve as a refutation of 
the a fortiori inference.

Rather, the refutation is as follows: In the case of a priest’s wife 
who was raped,B  who becomes forbidden to her husband, and 
then her husband dies; and he has a brother who is a priest 
disqualifi ed due to fl awed lineage [ĥalal],B  who is not bound by 
the restrictions on marriage given to a priest, then she should not 
be permitt ed to enter into levirate marriage with him. If she 
becomes forbidden to the one who was permitt ed to her, i.e., 
her husband the priest, then with regard to one who was forbid-
den to her, i.e., her brother-in-law, is it not all the more so that 
she remains forbidden to him?

Th e Gemara answers: Nevertheless, this a fortiori inference is not 
applicable here because a raped woman is completely permitt ed 
to an Israelite.H  Th erefore, a married woman raped by another 
man may remain with her Israelite husband. And with regard to 
this person, i.e., the brother of the deceased, who is a ĥalal, in any 
event there is no prohibition. Th e fact that the woman was 
forbidden to her ĥalal brother-in-law while she was married to 
her husband is immaterial. Th is is because, had she been raped 
while she was married to the ĥalal, it would not render her forbid-
den to him, as he has the status of an Israelite with regard to 
marriage. Consequently, this case cannot be compared to the case 
of the mishna, as a woman who commits adultery is forbidden to 
any husband, not only a priest.

mishna And these are women who, despite being 
married to priests, are prohibited from 

partaking of terumaH N  due to suspicion of adultery: A woman 
who says to her husband: I am defi led to you, i.e., she admitt ed 
to having committ ed adultery with another man; and in a case 
where witnesses cameN  forth and testifi ed that she is defi led; 
and a woman who says aft er a warning and seclusion: I will 
not drink the bitt er water of a sota; and in a case where her 
husband does not want to force her to drink the water even 
aft er she secluded herself with another man aft er his warning; 
and in a case where her husband engaged in sexual intercourse 
with her on the wayN  to bringing her to the Temple to drink the 
bitt er water, as in such a case the water will not be eff ective in 
evaluating whether she was unfaithful, due to the husband’s own 
prohibited act.

ּכֵֹהן  ה,  ֵמַעּתָ א  ֶאּלָ ֵיי:  ַאּבַ ֵליּה  ֲאַמר 
ּוֵמת,  ָהַאְלָמָנה  ֶאת  ׁש  יּדֵ ּקִ ׁשֶ דֹול  ּגָ
ם,  ְתַיּבֵ ְוֵיׁש לֹו ָאח ּכֵֹהן ֶהְדיֹוט – לֹא ּתִ
ָאסּור ָלּה  ר ָלּה, ּבָ ּמּוּתָ ִאם ֶנֶאְסָרה ּבַ

ן! ּכֵ ל ׁשֶ לֹא ּכָ

ר  ֶנֶאְסָרה? ָהא ֲאִסיָרא ְוָקְייָמא! מּוּתָ
ָלּה? ָאסּור ָלּה הּוא!

ּוֵמת,  ֶאְנָסה  ּנֶ ׁשֶ ּכֵֹהן  ת  ֵאׁשֶ א,  ֶאּלָ
ִאם  ם,  ְתַיּבֵ ּתִ לֹא  ָחָלל,  ָאח  לֹו  ְוֵיׁש 
ָאסּור ָלּה לֹא  ר ָלּה, ּבָ ּמּוּתָ ֶנֶאְסָרה ּבַ

ן! ּכֵ ל ׁשֶ ּכָ

י  ְוַגּבֵ ֵרי,  ׁשָ ָרא  ִמיׁשְ ָרֵאל  ִיׂשְ ּבְ אֹוֶנס 
א ִאיּסּוָרא. ַהאי ִמיָהא ֵליּכָ ּדְ

ֱאכֹול  ִמּלֶ ֲאסּורֹות  ְוֵאּלּו  מתני׳ 
ֲאִני  ְטֵמָאה  ָהאֹוֶמֶרת  ְתרּוָמה:  ּבִ
ְטֵמָאה,  ִהיא  ׁשֶ ֵעִדים  אּו  ּבָ ְוׁשֶ ְלָך, 
ְעָלּה  ּבַ ְוׁשֶ ׁשֹוָתה,  ֵאיִני  ְוָהאֹוֶמֶרת 
ְעָלּה  ּבַ ְוׁשֶ קֹוָתּה,  ְלַהׁשְ רֹוֶצה  ֵאינֹו 

ֶרְך. ּדֶ א ָעֶליָה ּבַ ּבָ

 A priest’s wife who was raped – ֶאְנָסה ּנֶ ׁשֶ ּכֵֹהן  ת   The Torah :ֵאׁשֶ
places restrictions on the women a priest may marry. For exam-
ple, a priest may not marry a woman who was divorced or a 
woman who has engaged in sexual intercourse with someone 
who is forbidden to her by Torah law (Leviticus 21:7). If the wife of 
an Israelite or Levite is raped, she is permitted to continue living 
with her husband, since the intercourse took place against her 
will. However, if the wife of a priest is raped, she has had sexual 
intercourse with someone who is forbidden to her, albeit against 
her will. For this reason, she is now forbidden to her husband and 
he is obligated to divorce her.

 Ĥalal – ָחָלל: A ĥalal is a male disqualified from priesthood. 
Usually, it refers to the child of a priest and a woman who was 
prohibited in marriage to a priest, e.g., a divorcée, a zona, or a 
woman disqualified from marrying a priest [ĥalala]. Although 
the ĥalal is born to a priestly father, he does not have the legal 
status of a priest but rather that of an Israelite.

BACKGROUND

 A raped woman is completely permitted to an Israelite – 
ֵרי ָרא ׁשָ ָרֵאל ִמיׁשְ ִיׂשְ  If the wife of a priest engages in sexual :אֹוֶנס ּבְ
intercourse outside of her marriage, even if she was raped, she 
becomes forbidden to her husband. However, the wife of a Levite 
or Israelite who was raped remains permitted to her husband, 
although if she is later widowed it will be prohibited for her to 
marry a priest (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 4:18 and Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 18:7–8; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 
6:10–11).

 Prohibited from partaking of teruma – ְתרּוָמה ֱאכֹול ּבִ  :ֲאסּורֹות ִמּלֶ
The women listed in the mishna who do not drink the bitter 
water but are not entitled to receive payment of their marriage 
contracts are forever prohibited from partaking of teruma. Simi-
larly, the wife of a priest who states: I was defiled, is forbidden to 
partake of teruma (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Teruma 8:15).

HALAKHA

 And these are prohibited from partaking of teruma, etc. – ְוֵאּלּו 
וכו׳ ְתרּוָמה  ּבִ ֱאכֹול  ִמּלֶ -Some explain the common fac :ֲאסּורֹות 
tor unifying the various women listed here is that there is an 
issue other than their warning and seclusion that causes the 
prohibition against them partaking of teruma (Devar Shaul). 
Although there are differing opinions on the details, it seems 
that all these women are prohibited from partaking of teruma 
immediately and are no longer afforded the opportunity to prove 
their innocence by drinking the bitter water (see Ĥeshek Shlomo 
and Ĥiddushei HaGriz).

The commentaries discuss what the novelty of this ruling is, 
being that the earlier mishna (2a) already stated that it becomes 
prohibited for a woman to partake of teruma from the moment 
she secludes herself with the man about whom she has been 
warned. Some explain that unlike a regular sota, who can 
prove her innocence through the testing of the bitter water, 
the women listed here cannot drink it and therefore have no 
recourse (Mishne LaMelekh). It seems that a woman will become 
prohibited from partaking of teruma even if she were to make 
such a claim after having drunk the bitter water and been proven 
faithful (Ĥeshek Shlomo).

 Where witnesses came, etc. – וכו׳ ֵעִדים  אּו  ּבָ  Although the :ׁשֶ
language of the mishna and Gemara seem to indicate that two 
witnesses testified to her infidelity, Tosafot conclude that testi-
mony of even one witness would be sufficient, even if he were 
to testify after she already drank the bitter water.

NOTES

 Where her husband engaged in sexual intercourse with 
her on the way – ֶרְך ּדֶ ּבַ ָעֶליָה  א  ּבָ ְעָלּה  ּבַ  Although the :ׁשֶ
mishna specifically mentions a case where the husband and 
wife engaged in sexual intercourse while on the way to the 

Temple, that is merely one possible scenario, and the halakha 
would be the same in any instance where they engaged 
in sexual intercourse after the warning and seclusion 
(Meiri).

NOTES
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gemara Rav Amram says: Rav Sheshet told us 
this matt er, and he enlightened our 

eyes for us by citing support for his statement from the mishna: 
In the case of a sota for whom there are witnesses concerning 
her in a country overseas,H  who can testify that she engaged in 
sexual intercourse, the bitt er water of a sota does not evaluate 
whether or not she was unfaithful. Although she committ ed 
adultery, the water evaluates her fi delity only when there is no 
possibility of proving her guilt in court. What is the reason for 
this? It is as the verse states: “And a man lie with her carnally, and 
it was hidden from the eyes of her husband, and she was defi led 
secretly,N  and there was no witness against her” (Numbers : ). 
Th is indicates that the bitt er water is given only when there is no 
one who knows about her action, to the exclusion of the case 
of this woman who is not given the bitt er water, as there are 
those who know about her.

And Rav Sheshet enlightened our eyes for us by adducing sup-
port for his ruling from the mishna, as it teaches: And where 
witnesses came forth and testifi ed that she is defi led, this is one 
of the women who can no longer partake of teruma: Rav Sheshet 
asks: Th is is a case where the witnesses came when? If we say 
that they came before she drank, then what is novel about the 
fact that it is prohibited for her to partake of teruma? She is a 
woman who had sexual relations with a man forbidden to her 
by the Torah [zona], as she is a confi rmed adulteress, and it is 
obviously prohibited for her to partake of teruma.

Rav Sheshet answers: Rather, it must be referring to a case where 
the witnesses testifi ed aft er she already drank. Granted, if you 
say that the bitt er water of a sota does not evaluate her in a case 
where there are witnesses elsewhere who can testify with regard 
to her infi delity, it is well. But if you say that the water evaluates 
her in a case where there are witnesses elsewhere who can testify 
with regard to her infi delity, then it should be revealed retroac-
tively that they are false witnesses,N  as the fact that she survived 
the drinking of the bitt er water would indicate that she never 
committ ed adultery.

Rav Yosef said to Rav Sheshet: Actually, I will say to you that 
the bitt er water evaluates her in a case where there are witnesses 
elsewhere who can testify with regard to her infi delity. Neverthe-
less, the fact that the woman survived the drinking of the water 
does not prove her innocence, and one can say that this woman 
who already drank had merit that delayed the punishment for 
her. According to some opinions, if an unfaithful woman has 
certain merits, she will not die immediately upon drinking the 
water. Th erefore, if witnesses were to testify to her infi delity 
aft er she drank the water without dying, it is not clear that their 
testimony is false.

Th e Gemara explains: With regard to what principle do Rav 
Sheshet and Rav Yosef disagree? With regard to whether she 
deteriorates [mitnavvena],L  as explained by Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, as we learned in a mishna ( a): Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says: Merit delays punishment with regard to the bitt er water 
of a sota. Even if a woman actually committ ed adultery, she will 
not die immediately due to the merit that she has. But she will 
not give birth, and she will not improve in terms of her physical 
condition aft er having drunk the bitt er water. Rather, she will 
progressively deteriorate until she ultimately dies in the same 
manner of death as suff ered by a sota who drank the bitt er water 
without having merit.

ָתא  ִמיּלְ ָהא  ַעְמָרם:  ַרב  ָאַמר  גמ׳ 
ַעְייִנין  ָלן  ְוַאְנַהר  ת,  ׁשֶ ׁשֵ ַרב  ָלן  ֲאַמר 
ֵעִדים  ָלּה  ֵּיׁש  ׁשֶ סֹוָטה  ְתִניִתין:  ִמּמַ
ּבֹוְדִקין  ִים  ַהּמַ ֵאין   – ַהָּים  ְמִדיַנת  ּבִ
ְקָרא:  ָאַמר  ּדְ ַטֲעָמא?  ַמאי  אֹוָתּה. 
ּה״,  ָרה ְוִהיא ִנְטָמָאה ְוֵעד ֵאין ּבָ ״ְוִנְסּתְ
ָהא  ּה, ְלַאּפּוֵקי ָהא, ּדְ ָיַדע ּבָ א ּדְ ֵליּכָ ּדְ

ּה. ָיַדע ּבָ א ּדְ ִאיּכָ

ָקָתֵני:  ּדְ ְתִניִתין,  ִמּמַ ַעְייִנין  ָלן  ְוַאְנַהר 
ְטֵמָאה.  ִהיא  ׁשֶ ֵעִדים  ָלּה  אּו  ּבָ ְוׁשֶ
י  ּמֵ ֲאתּו ֵעִדים ֵאיַמת? ִאי ֵניָמא ִמּקַ ּדַ

י, זֹוָנה ִהיא! ּתֵ ִתׁשְ ּדְ

ָאְמַרּתְ  ִאי  ַתאי.  ׁשְ ּדִ ְלָבַתר  א  ֶאּלָ
ִים ּבֹוְדִקין אֹוָתּה –  ָלָמא ֵאין ַהּמַ ׁשְ ּבִ
ּבֹוְדִקין  ַמִים  ָאְמַרּתְ  ִאי  א  ֶאּלָ יר,  ּפִ ׁשַ
ָסֲהֵדי  ָתא ְלַמְפֵרע ּדְ י ִמיּלְ ּלֵ יּגַ אֹוָתּה, ּתִ

ֵרי ִניְנהּו! ּקָ ׁשַ

ֲאַמר ֵליּה ַרב יֹוֵסף, ְלעֹוָלם ֵאיָמא ָלְך: 
ַמִים ּבֹוְדִקין אֹוָתּה, ְוָהא ֵאימּור ְזכּות 

ּתֹוָלה ָלּה.

י,  ַרּבִ ּדְ וָנה  ִמְתַנּוְ ּבְ ְלִגי?  ָקִמיּפַ ַמאי  ּבְ
ִים  ּמַ ּבַ ּתֹוָלה  ְזכּות  אֹוֵמר:  י  ַרּבִ ְתַנן,  ּדִ
ַחת  ּבַ ִרים, ְוֵאיָנּה יֹוֶלֶדת ְוֵאיָנּה ַמׁשְ ַהּמָ
ִהיא  וָנה ְוהֹוֶלֶכת, ְלסֹוף ׁשֶ א ִמְתַנּוְ ֶאּלָ

אֹוָתּה ִמיָתה. ֵמָתה ּבְ

 There are witnesses concerning her in a country overseas – ֵיׁש 
ְמִדיַנת ַהָּים  If two witnesses testify with regard to the :ָלּה ֵעִדים ּבִ
infidelity of a sota who exhibited none of the effects of guilt from 
drinking the bitter water, she becomes forbidden to her husband 
and is divorced without receiving payment of her marriage 
contract, as the water tests only a woman for whom there are 
no witnesses at all to her infidelity. If, after drinking the bitter 
water, one witness testifies with regard to her infidelity, she is not 
required to leave her husband (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 3:23, and see Mishne LaMelekh there).

HALAKHA

 As the verse states: And she was defiled secretly – ָאַמר ְקָרא  ּדְ
ָרה  Rashi explains that Rav Sheshet’s inference from the :ְוִנְסּתְ
verse is based on the words: “And there was no witness against 
her,” which indicates that the sota rite is performed only when 
there are no witnesses to her infidelity. The Rosh questions this 
explanation for two reasons: First, as Rashi himself notes, these 
words are already the source of other halakhot and cannot be 
used to teach this halakha as well. Second, there are alternate 
versions of the text that do not quote that part of the verse, but 
only “and she was defiled secretly.” Therefore, the Rosh explains 
that Rav Sheshet derives his halakha from the word “secretly,” 
which he interprets to mean that the halakhot of a sota apply 
to a woman who was secluded entirely, meaning that no wit-
nesses saw her.

 That they are false witnesses – ֵרי ִניְנהּו ּקָ ָסֲהֵדי ׁשַ  Tosefot HaRash :ּדְ
presents the question: Isn’t there another possibility, that the 
witnesses are testifying truthfully, but the bitter water did not 
examine the woman due to her engaging in sexual intercourse 
with her husband prior to drinking? He cites Rabbeinu Tam, who 
explains that according to the opinion of the Rabbis quoted in 
the mishna (7a), two Torah scholars accompany the husband and 
wife, and therefore there is no reason to suspect that the hus-
band and wife engaged in sexual intercourse. He adds that even 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda cited there, that the 
couple does not require an escort, it is unreasonable to assume 
that if the husband engaged in sexual intercourse with his wife 
while on the journey he would still insist that she drink the bitter 
water. Therefore, the court assumes that the testing of the water 
was foolproof, and therefore the witnesses must be false.

There is room, however, to ask a more fundamental question: 
The testimony of two witnesses is deemed credible even with 
regard to capital crimes, so how can the fact that she did not die 
as a result of drinking the bitter water call the credibility of their 
testimony into question? One answer cited is that testimony 
concerning sexual intercourse is deemed credible even when 
witnesses testify only that the man and woman were acting 
in the manner of those engaging in sexual intercourse, even if 
they cannot testify that the act was completed. Therefore, if the 
bitter water seems to verify the woman’s innocence, the court 
will assume that although the witnesses are not testifying falsely, 
there was in fact no actual sexual intercourse (Torat HaKenaot).

NOTES

 Deteriorates [mitnavvena] – וָנה  This word indicates :ִמְתַנּוְ
a continuous decrease in bodily strength through sickness 

or weakness. In the words of the Rambam: Sickness comes 
upon her until she rots.

LANGUAGE
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Rav Sheshet holds: Both according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi and according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
disagree with him, she begins to deteriorate despite her merit. 
Th erefore, if she doesn’t begin to deteriorate immediately, the 
witnesses who testifi ed subsequent to her drinking must be false 
witnesses. And Rav Yosef holds: Only according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is it so that she begins to deteriorate 
when she has merit. According to the opinion of the Rabbis, she 
does not begins to deteriorate. Th erefore, Rav Yosef explains that 
the mere fact that she survived the drinking of the bitt er water 
and didn’t begin deteriorating does not prove that the testimony 
was false.

Rav Shimi bar Ashi raises an objection from the aforementioned 
mishna ( a), which also teaches that Rabbi Shimon says: Merit 
does not delay punishment with regard to the bitt er water of a sota, 
and if you say that merit delays punishment with regard to the 
bitt er water, then you push aside the deterrent force of the bitt er 
water before all the women who must drink it, as guilty women 
will rely on their merit to protect them from the immediate conse-
quences. And furthermore, you defame the untainted women who 
drank and survived. People will not view this as proof of their 
innocence, and they will say: Th ey are defi led, but their merit 
delayed the punishment for them.

Aft er quoting the statement of Rabbi Shimon, Rav Shimi bar Ashi 
now explains his objection: And if it is so that the bitt er water of a 
sota does not evaluate the faithfulness of a women about whom 
there are witnesses in a country overseas, then the same claim can 
be made as well: You defame the untainted women who drank 
and survived. People will not view this as proof of their innocence, 
and they will say: Th ey are defi led, but there are witnesses about 
them in a country overseas.

Th e Gemara responds: Do you say this according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon? Indeed, according to Rabbi Shimon, from the 
same logic that merit does not delay punishment, witnesses in a 
country overseas do not delay it either, and Rav Sheshet would 
concede that his statement would not be accepted by Rabbi Shimon.

Rav raises an objection from the latt er clause of the mishna 
there ( a), which teaches: And these are the sota women whose 
meal-off erings are burned and not off ered on the altar:B  

One who says: I am defi led,H  and witnesses came forth and 
testifi ed with regard to her that she is defi led.

Rav clarifi es: In the case where witnesses came forth, when did 
they come forth? If we say that they came forth before the meal-
off ering was sanctifi ed, as all meal-off erings become sanctifi ed only 
when placed in the service vessels used in the Temple service, 
then the testimony should obviate the need for the sota rite, and 
the meal-off ering should be transferred to non-sacred status, as 
any meal-off ering that was found to be consecrated in error before 
it was sanctifi ed in a service vessel reverts to non-sacred status. 
Th erefore, Rav infers that the witnesses could not have testifi ed 
before the off ering’s sanctifi cation, or the meal-off ering would not 
be burned.

ַנן ָהְוָיא  י ּוֵבין ְלַרּבָ ין ְלַרּבִ ת ָסַבר: ּבֵ ׁשֶ ַרב ׁשֵ
ָהְוָיא  י  ְלַרּבִ ָסַבר:  יֹוֵסף  ְוַרב  וָנה,  ִמְתַנּוְ

וָנה.  ַנן ָלא ָהְוָיא ִמְתַנּוְ וָנה, ְלַרּבָ ִמְתַנּוְ

ְמעֹון  ׁשִ י  ַרּבִ י,  ַאׁשִ ר  ּבַ יִמי  ׁשִ ַרב  ְמִתיב 
ִרים,  ַהּמָ ִים  ּמַ ּבַ ּתֹוָלה  ְזכּות  ֵאין  אֹוֵמר: 
ִים  ּמַ ּבַ ּתֹוָלה  ְזכּות  אֹוֵמר:  ה  ַאּתָ ְוִאם 
ְפֵני  ּבִ ִים  ַהּמַ ֶאת  ה  ַאּתָ ַמְדֶחה  ִרים,  ַהּמָ
ם  ה מֹוִציא ׁשֵ ֹותֹות, ְוַאּתָ ים ַהּשׁ ׁשִ ל ַהּנָ ּכָ
אֹוְמִרים:  ְוֵהן  תּו,  ָ ּשׁ ׁשֶ הֹורֹות  ַהּטְ ַעל  ַרע 

ָלה ָלֶהן ְזכּות. ּתָ א ׁשֶ ְטֵמאֹות ָהיּו, ֶאּלָ

ְמִדיַנת ַהָּים  ְוִאם ִאיָתא, ֵיׁש ָלּה ֵעִדים ּבִ
הֹורֹות  ם ַרע ַעל ַהּטְ ה מֹוִציא ׁשֵ ַנִמי, ַאּתָ
א  תּו, ְוֵהן אֹוְמִרים: ְטֵמאֹות ָהיּו, ֶאּלָ ָ ּשׁ ׁשֶ

ְמִדיַנת ַהָּים! ֵּיׁש ָלֶהן ֵעִדים ּבִ ׁשֶ

ְמעֹון,  ׁשִ י  ְלַרּבִ  ? ָקָאְמַרּתְ ְמעֹון  ׁשִ י  ְלַרּבִ
לּו. ְלָיא, ֵעִדים ַנִמי ָלא ּתָ ְזכּות ָלא ּתַ ִמּדִ

ָרפֹות: ְנחֹוֵתיֶהן ִנׂשְ ּמִ ְמִתיב ַרב – ְוֵאּלּו ׁשֶ
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אּו ָלּה ֵעִדים  ּבָ ָהאֹוֶמֶרת ְטֵמָאה ֲאִני, ְוׁשֶ
ִהיא ְטֵמָאה. ׁשֶ

י  ּמֵ ִמּקַ ִאיֵליָמא  ֵאיַמת?  ֵעִדים  ָאתּו  ּדְ
ין! יּפֹוק ְלחּוּלִ ִתְקּדּוׁש, ּתֵ ּדְ

 Meal-offering of a sota – סֹוָטה -This is the meal :ִמְנַחת 
offering brought by a suspected adulteress that is men-
tioned in the sota passage in the Torah. A sota is brought 
by her husband to the Temple to undergo the rite nec-
essary to evaluate her faithfulness to him. There she is 
required to bring a meal-offering of barley flour, unlike 
most meal-offerings, which are brought from wheat flour. 
No oil or incense is added to the offering. A handful of 
flour is removed from this offering, and the remainder 
of it is eaten by the priests (see Numbers, chapter 5).

BACKGROUND

 One who says, I am defiled – ָהאֹוֶמֶרת ְטֵמָאה ֲאִני: If, after 
the meal-offering has been sanctified in a service vessel 
but before the handful was taken, a woman says: I am 
defiled to you, or if at that point witnesses testify that the 
woman had been defiled, the meal-offering is burned in 
its entirety. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Pappa (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:14).

HALAKHA
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Rav states his objection: Rather, the witnesses must have come forth 
aft er the meal-off ering was sanctifi ed. Granted, if you say the bitt er 
water of a sota evaluates whether she was unfaithful in a case where 
there are witnesses to her infi delity, even if they have not testifi ed, 
evidently the meal-off ering is suitable to be sanctifi ed and sacrifi ced; 
and when it was sanctifi ed at the outset, although there were witnesses 
who could have testifi ed, it was properly sanctifi ed, and due to that 
reason her meal-off ering is burned,N  because once an off ering has been 
properly sanctifi ed it cannot be transferred to non-sacred status.

But if you say that the bitt er water does not evaluate whether she was 
unfaithful so long as there are witnesses to her infi delity, then once the 
witnesses come forth, the matt er should be revealed retroactively that 
when the meal-off ering was sanctifi ed at the outset, it was sanctifi ed 
in error. And the meal-off ering should therefore be transferred to 
non-sacred status, not burned.

Rav Yehuda from Diskarta said, in response, that the mishna concern-
ing meal-off erings is referring to a case where the woman committ ed 
adultery in the Temple courtyard aft er the meal-off ering had been 
sanctifi ed in a service vessel, as at the outset, when the meal-off ering 
was sanctifi ed due to the previous seclusion, it was properly sanctifi ed, 
as the witnesses were to the infi delity that occurred in the Temple 
courtyard, not to infi delity during the seclusion.

Rav Mesharshiyya objects to this explanation: But how can she com-
mit adultery in the Temple courtyard? Don’t young priests [pirĥei 
kehunna]L  accompany her to the place where she drinks? Th e Gemara 
answers: Th is is a case where she committ ed adultery with the young 
priests themselves.

Rav Ashi said diff erently: It is a case where she needed to relieve 
herself and the accompanying young priest allowed her to go relieve 
herself in private, and she committ ed adultery there, for is that to say 
that the young priests hold her in a cell?N  Since there are times when 
she is out of their sight, there remains a possibility that she will commit 
adultery with others even when accompanied by the young priests.

Rav Pappa said diff erently: Actually, the explanation is as we initially 
said, that the witnesses testify that she had been defi led during the initial 
seclusion for which she must drink, and not for adultery committ ed in 
the Temple courtyard. And that which you say, that if the bitt er water 
does not evaluate a woman about whom there are witnesses concerning 
her infi delity, and therefore the off ering was sanctifi ed in error and it 
should be transferred to non-sacred status, you are correct that by 
Torah law it is non-sacred. However, it is considered sacred by rabbinic 
law, due to a rabbinic decree, lest people who do not know that the 
sanctifi cation was done in error will mistakenly say: One can transfer 
a meal-off ering to non-sacred status without it being redeemed even 
aft er it had been sanctifi ed in a service vessel.

Rav Mari raises an objection to Rav Pappa’s interpretation from a 
baraita in the Toseft a ( : – ) that states: If the meal-off ering of a sota 
became ritually impure, its status is determined by when it became 
impure. If it became impure before it was sanctifi ed by being placed in 
a service vessel, it is like all other meal-off erings that became impure 
prior to sanctifi cation, and it should be redeemed by a replacement 
off ering brought in its stead. If it became impure aft er it had been 
sanctifi ed by being placed in a service vessel, it is like all other meal-
off erings that became impure aft er sanctifi cation and must be burned.

Th e baraita continues: If, aft er the meal-off ering was sanctifi ed by being 
placed in a service vessel, the priest removed a handful from it to be 
sacrifi ced on the altar, and the handful was sanctifi edH  by being placed 
in its own service vessel, but the priest did not manage to sacrifi ce it 
before he, the husband, died,N  or before she, the wife, died, rendering 
the off ering irrelevant, then it is like all other meal-off erings that are 
invalidated between the removal of the handful and its being sacrifi ced, 
and it must be burned.

ָלָמא  ׁשְ ַקדּוׁש. ִאי ָאְמַרּתְ ּבִ א ְלָבַתר ּדְ ֶאּלָ
ׁש  ִמְקּדַ ת  ּבַ ַאְלָמא  אֹוָתּה,  ּבֹוְדִקין  ַמִים 
יר  ּפִ ׁשַ ָרא  ֵמִעיּקָ ַקדּוׁש  ְוִכי  ִהיא,  ּוִמְקַרב 

ֶרֶפת. ּום ָהִכי ִמְנָחָתּה ִנׂשְ ַקדּוׁש, ּוִמּשׁ

ִים ּבֹוְדִקין אֹוָתּה,  א ִאי ָאְמַרּתְ ֵאין ַהּמַ ֶאּלָ
ָרא  ִכי ַקדּוׁש ֵמִעיּקָ ָתא ְלַמְפֵרע ּדְ יְגֵלי ִמיּלְ ּתִ

ין! ָטעּות ַקדּוׁש, ְוֵתיּפֹוק ְלחּוּלִ ּבְ

ָתה  ִּזיּנְ גֹון ׁשֶ א: ּכְ יְסַקְרּתָ ֲאַמר ַרב ְיהּוָדה ִמּדִ
יר ַקדּוׁש. ּפִ ָרא ׁשַ ִכי ַקדּוׁש ֵמִעיּקָ ֲעָזָרה, ּדְ ּבָ

יְרֵחי  ּפִ ַוֲהלֹא  ָּיא:  ְרׁשִ ְמׁשָ ַרב  ָלּה  ַמְתִקיף 
יְרֵחי  ִמּפִ ָתה  ִּזיּנְ ׁשֶ אֹוָתּה!  ין  ְמַלּוִ ה  ְכהּוּנָ

ה ַעְצָמן. ְכהּוּנָ

ִלְנָקֶביָה,  ְצְרָכה  ּנִ ׁשֶ גֹון  ּכְ ֲאַמר:  י  ַאׁשִ ַרב 
ִלי ָלּה? ה ּתָ ִכיּפָ ה ּבְ יְרֵחי ְכהּוּנָ ַאּטּו ּפִ ּדְ

ָרא.  ְדָאְמִריַנן ֵמִעיּקָ א ֲאַמר: ְלעֹוָלם ּכִ ּפָ ַרב ּפַ
ֵזיָרה  ַנן, ּגְ ַרּבָ ין! ִמּדְ יּפֹוק ְלחּוּלִ : ּתֵ ּוְדָקָאְמַרּתְ

ֵרת ְלחֹול. ֵלי ׁשָ א יֹאְמרּו: מֹוִציִאין ִמּכְ ּמָ ׁשֶ

ּלֹא  ְמִתיב ַרב ָמִרי: ִנְטֵמאת ִמְנָחָתּה, ַעד ׁשֶ
ָנחֹות  ַהּמְ ָכל  ּכְ ִהיא  ֲהֵרי   – ְכִלי  ּבִ ה  ָקְדׁשָ
ָכל  ְכִלי – ֲהֵרי ִהיא ּכְ ה ּבִ ְדׁשָ ּקָ ֶ ֶדה. ִמּשׁ ְוִתּפָ

ֵרף; ָנחֹות ְוִתּשָׂ ַהּמְ

ַעד  ְלַהְקִריבֹו  יק  ִהְסּפִ ְולֹא  ַהּקֹוֶמץ  ָקַדׁש 
ָתה ִהיא – ֲהֵרי ִהיא  ּמֵ ת הּוא אֹו ַעד ׁשֶ ּמֵ ׁשֶ

ֵרף. ָנחֹות ְוִתּשָׂ ָכל ַהּמְ ּכְ

 Her meal-offering is burned – ֶרֶפת ִנׂשְ  :ִמְנָחָתּה 
Generally, a handful is removed from the meal-
offering mixture and sacrificed on the altar, with 
the remainder consumed by the priests. In the 
cases specified here, her meal-offering is burned 
in its entirety in the place where the ashes from 
the altar were put, without the handful being 
removed by the priest. Tosafot discuss whether 
there would be an option of asking a halakhic 
authority to retroactively dissolve the consecration, 
as it was done in error (see Ĥiddushei HaGriz).

 Hold her in a cell – ָלּה ִלי  ּתָ ה  ִכיּפָ  According to :ּבְ
the Arukh, the text states: Do they hold the woman 
by her shoulders at all times so that she cannot 
escape from their custody?

 He died, etc. – וכו׳ הּוא   Rashi explains that :ֵמת 
the death of the husband obviates the need for 
the evaluation, as the bitter water will no longer 
serve the function of permitting the wife to her 
husband. The Rashash questions this interpreta-
tion and maintains that the drinking of the water 
would still serve an additional function, as it can 
permit her to partake of teruma and will enable 
her to marry her putative paramour. Therefore, 
the Rashash explains as Rashi himself does (24a), 
that once the husband dies the woman may no 
longer drink, as the verse states: “Then shall the 
man bring his wife” (Numbers 5:15), requiring that 
the husband bring her for the evaluation to take 
place.

The Minĥa Ĥareva, however, explains that in the 
case where a husband dies after already having 
initiated the sota process, there is no proof from 
the verse quoted in the previous paragraph that 
she does not drink. Therefore, Rashi explains that 
this evaluation, which includes erasing the name 
of God, is primarily for the purpose of bringing 
peace between a man and his wife. If this result 
is not obtainable, e.g., the husband has died, the 
evaluation is not performed merely to determine 
the halakha with regard to secondary matters.

NOTES

 Young priests [pirĥei kehunna] – ה ְכהּוּנָ ְרֵחי   :ּפִ
The word pirĥei refers to something young and 
small that is still in the process of maturation and 
blooming, as in peraĥ, a flower. For the same rea-
son, a chick is referred to as a pirĥata in Aramaic. 
Accordingly, pirĥei kehunna means young priests.

LANGUAGE

 The handful was sanctified, etc. – ַהּקֹוֶמץ  ָקַדׁש 
 If the meal-offering of a sota becomes ritually :וכו׳
impure before it is sanctified in a service vessel, it 
can be redeemed and transferred to non-sacred 
status. If it became impure after being sanctified 
in a service vessel, it must be burned in its entirety. 
If any of the following occurs after the handful is 
sacrificed, the remainder of the meal-offering is 
not eaten by the priests: If she says: I am defiled; 
or if she says: I will not drink; or if her husband 
does not want her to drink; or if witnesses arrive 
and testify that she was defiled; or if the husband 
or wife dies. Alternate versions of the text of the 
Rambam state that the remainder is eaten (Ram-
bam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:14).

HALAKHA
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Th e baraita continues: If the handful was sacrifi ced but the priest 
did not manage to eat the remainder of the meal-off ering before 
the husband died, or before the wife died, it is like all other meal-
off erings that become invalidated aft er the handful has been sacri-
fi ced, and it must be eaten by the priests. Th e baraita explains why, 
despite the death of the husband or wife, which renders this meal-
off ering irrelevant as the woman will not drink the bitt er water, the 
meal-off ering still is eaten: Because this meal-off ering initially 
came due to an uncertainty as to whether the woman had been 
unfaithful, and it atoned for its uncertainty and left , i.e., it fulfi lled 
its purpose of being sacrifi ced at the time when the husband and 
wife were still alive, it remains valid aft erward as well.

Th e baraita continues: If witnesses came forth before the handful 
was off ered and testifi ed with regard to her that she is defi led, her 
meal-off ering is burned. If the witnesses who testifi ed about her 
infi delity are later found to be conspiring,H B  her meal-off ering is 
transferred to non-sacred status. Th is fi nal clause teaches that if 
the witnesses to the wife’s infi delity are found to be conspiring 
witnesses, then the meal-off ering is transferred to non-sacred status 
even aft er it was already sanctifi ed in a service vessel. Th is is diffi  cult 
for Rav Pappa, for he said that in a similar case, where witnesses 
testifi ed about her infi delity aft er the off ering was sanctifi ed, the 
Sages decreed that the off ering should be burned, in order to pre-
vent people from saying that a meal-off ering that has been sanctifi ed 
in a service vessel may be transferred aft erward to non-sacred 
status.

Th e Gemara refutes this objection: Do you say that one can ques-
tion Rav Pappa’s statement from a ruling concerning conspiring 
witnesses? Th e cases are not comparable, as conspiring witnesses 
generate publicity.N  Since the circumstances of these cases are well 
publicized, everyone knows that the off ering was sanctifi ed in error.

Aft er att empting to question Rav Sheshet’s novel ruling, that in the 
case of a sota with regard to whom there are witnesses in a country 
overseas who can testify that she engaged in sexual intercourse, 
the bitt er water does not evaluate whether she was unfaithful, the 
Gemara att empts to adduce support for his ruling: It is taught in a 
baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav Sheshet, but not 
due to his reasoning, rather based upon the explication of a verse.

Th e baraita expounds several words in the verse concerning a sota 
who survives the drinking of the bitt er water and is found to have 
been faithful: “And if the woman be not defi led, but be clean 
[utehora hee], then she shall be cleared and shall conceive seed” 
(Numbers : ). Noting that the phrase “but be clean,” is apparently 
redundant, the baraita explains: Th e usage of the word “clean 
[tehora]” in the verse indicates that only one who survived the 
drinking of the bitt er water due to her fi delity will conceive a child, 
but this will not happen in a case where she did not die because 
there are witnesses for her in a country overseas who can testify 
that she engaged in sexual intercourse.

Additionally, from the additional lett er vav in the word “utehora,” 
meaning “but be clean,” another case is excluded. Only one who 
survived the drinking of the bitt er water due to her fi delity will 
conceive a child, but this will not happen in a case where merit 
delays punishment for her, and she consequently doesn’t die 
immediately aft er drinking the bitt er water.

Th e baraita continues: Th e next word in the verse, “she [hee],” 
excludes a third case: But not where she, i.e., her infi delity, is dis-
cussed by weavers [mozerot]L  in the moonlight. Women would 
sit in groups while spinning thread in the moonlight and gossip 
about the goings-on in the city. If they discuss her having commit-
ted adultery, then it is considered public knowledge, and the bitt er 
water would not evaluate her in that case, as evaluation is not 
needed.

יַרִים  יק ֶלֱאכֹול ׁשִ ָקַרב ַהּקֹוֶמץ ְולֹא ִהְסּפִ
ָתה ִהיא – ֲהֵרי  ּמֵ ת הּוא אֹו ַעד ׁשֶ ּמֵ ַעד ׁשֶ
ֵפק  ַעל ַהּסָ ָנחֹות ְוֵתָאֵכל, ׁשֶ ָכל ַהּמְ ִהיא ּכְ
ְוָהְלָכה  ְסֵפיָקּה  ָרה  יּפְ ּכִ ה,  ִחיּלָ ִמּתְ את  ּבָ

ָלּה.

ִהיא ְטֵמָאה – ִמְנָחָתּה  אּו ָלּה ֵעִדים ׁשֶ ּבָ
ֶרֶפת. ִנְמְצאּו ֵעֶדיָה זֹוְמִמין – ִמְנָחָתּה  ִנׂשְ

ין! חּוּלִ

? ֵעִדים זֹוְמִמין ָקָלא  ֵעִדים זֹוְמִמין ָקָאְמַרּתְ
ִאית ְלהּו.

ֲעֵמיּה. ת, ְוָלאו ִמּטַ ׁשֶ ַרב ׁשֵ ָווֵתיּה ּדְ ְנָיא ּכְ ּתַ

ְמִדיַנת  ֵּיׁש ָלּה ֵעִדים ּבִ ״ְטהֹוָרה״ – ְולֹא ׁשֶ
ַהָּים.

ְלָתה ָלּה ְזכּות. ּתָ ״ּוְטהֹוָרה״ – ְולֹא ׁשֶ

מֹוְזרֹות  ּה  ּבָ נּו  ְוִיּתְ אּו  ִּיּשְׂ ׁשֶ ְולֹא  ״ִהיא״ – 
ָבָנה. ּלְ ּבַ

 Witnesses who testified about her are found to be 
conspiring – זֹוְמִמים ֵעֶדיָה   The meal-offering of :ִנְמְצאּו 
the sota is transferred to non-sacred status if the wit-
nesses who testify about her are found to be conspiring 
witnesses (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:15).

HALAKHA

 Conspiring witnesses [edim zomemin] – זֹוְמִמין  :ֵעִדים 
This term refers specifically to witnesses who are proven 
to have perjured themselves through the arrival of a 
second pair of witnesses. The second pair testifies to the 
first pair’s inability to have testified in the case, based 
on not having been present at the time of the event in 
question. In general, there are several ways by which the 
testimony of a second set of witnesses can invalidate the 
testimony of a previous pair of witnesses.

First, the second pair contradicts the testimony of 
the fi rst pair by testifying that the matter did not occur 
as described by the fi rst pair. In this situation, the testi-
mony of neither pair is accepted, and the matter remains 
unresolved.

Second, the second pair testifi es that the fi rst set of 
witnesses are not capable of testifying on the matter, 
either because they are disqualifi ed from bearing wit-
ness or because they are relatives of the party about 
whom they testifi ed. Neither of these fi rst two cases are 
included in the term: Conspiring witnesses.

Third, the second pair testifi es that the fi rst pair, whose 
testimony resulted in an assessment of liability, was actu-
ally elsewhere with the second pair of witnesses when 
the alleged incident transpired, and they therefore they 
could not have witnessed the events about which they 
testifi ed. In such a case, the fi rst pair is determined to be 
conspiring witnesses. In such a case, the testimony of the 
second pair is accepted, and the testimony of the fi rst 
pair is rejected. Furthermore, the fi rst pair is punished 
with the penalty they sought to infl ict through their 
testimony (see Deuteronomy 19:16–19). Consequently, 
if their testimony would have resulted in court-imposed 
capital punishment, they are both put to death. If their 
testimony would have resulted in a monetary judgment, 
these witnesses are themselves required to compensate 
their victim the sum they sought to have him pay.

The specifi cs of these halakhot are analyzed in great 
detail in tractate Makkot.

BACKGROUND

 Generate publicity – ָקָלא ִאית ְלהּו: Since the determina-
tion that witnesses are conspiring occurs in court and 
requires the testimony of other witnesses, the matter 
would become known, especially when the conspiring 
witnesses are punished by being flogged. By contrast, 
when the offering was consecrated in error, the matter 
will not generate publicity, and there is concern that 
people will understand that items that have already been 
sanctified in service vessels can be transferred to non-
sanctified status.

NOTES

 Weavers [mozerot] – מֹוְזרֹות: This word is similar to the 
word for people who twist or splice. It refers to women 
who sat and wove ropes of flax by the moonlight while 
discussing local news and gossip. The text in the Jeru-
salem Talmud refers to both motezrot, women who comb 
wool, and mozerot, women who weave flax.

LANGUAGE
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Aft er citing this baraita as proof for the ruling of Rav Sheshet, 
albeit from a diff erent source, the Gemara questions how Rabbi 
Shimon could deny the ability of the woman’s merit to delay the 
sota punishment due to fear that it will discredit the whole sota 
rite, being that there is another case that prevents the bitt er water 
from evaluating a woman, i.e., where witnesses in a country over-
seas are able to testify. And Rabbi Shimon, granted that he does 
not interpret the lett er vav,N  as he holds that its addition is not 
signifi cant, and therefore he holds that her merit does not delay 
her punishment, but there is

the case where there are witnesses for her in a country overseas 
who can testify that she engaged in sexual intercourse, when the 
bitt er water will not evaluate her faithfulness. Th erefore, Rabbi 
Shimon should be concerned that such a dispensation will result 
in the defamation of the untainted women who drank and were 
unaff ected, as people will view them as guilty women who were 
not aff ected because there were witnesses overseas.

Th e Gemara answers: Th e case of witnesses in a country overseas 
is not common, and therefore no one will assume that that is the 
reason why the woman was not aff ected. By contrast, a woman 
having merit is common.

mishna The mishna details the procedure for
administering the drinking of the bitt er 

water of a sota. What does her husband do with herH  aft er she 
secluded herself with the man about whom she had been warned? 
He brings her to the court that is found in that location, and 
the court provides him with two Torah scholars to accompany 
him, lest he engage in sexual intercourse with her on the way 
to the Temple, which is not only prohibited but will also prevent 
the bitt er water from evaluating her. Rabbi Yehuda says: Her 
husband is trusted with regard to her, so there is no need to 
provide scholars to accompany him.

gemara Th e Gemara assumes that the require-
ment for there to be two Torah scholars 

is to avoid the prohibition against a woman being alone with a 
man. Th e Gemara notes: Two additional men and he, the hus-
band, are three people altogether. Let us say that this mishna 
supports the opinion of Rav, as Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: 
When they taught that it is permitt ed for a woman to be secluded 
with two men, they taught that this is permitt ed only in the town 
(see Kiddushin b). But on the way, when traveling, this is not 
permitt ed unless there are threeN  men with the woman. Th e 
reason for this stringency is that if there are only two men with 
her, perhaps one will need to relieve himself and will seek 
privacy, and it will be found that one of them is in seclusion 
with a woman forbidden to him.

Th e Gemara refutes this assumption: No, here, in the case of 
a sota, this is the reason why there is a requirement for two 
scholars, so that there are two witnesses with regard to her, 
i.e., there will be two witnesses to testify in the event that the 
husband engages in sexual intercourse with her on the way to 
the Temple. Th e reason is not to avoid the prohibition against 
her being alone with a man, as one scholar would suffi  ce for that.

ֵריׁש, ְוָהא  וי״ו ָלא ּדָ ְמעֹון, ְנִהי ּדְ י ׁשִ ְוַרּבִ
א ִאיּכָ
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ְמִדיַנת ַהָּים! ֵיׁש ָלּה ֵעִדים ּבִ

ִכיָחא. ָלא ׁשְ

מֹוִליָכּה  ָלּה?  ה  עֹוׂשֶ יַצד  ּכֵ מתני׳ 
ּומֹוְסִרין  ָמקֹום,  אֹותֹו  ּבְ ׁשֶ ין  ּדִ ְלֵבית 
ָיבֹא  א  ּמָ ׁשֶ ֲחָכִמים,  ַתְלִמיֵדי  ֵני  ׁשְ לֹו 
ְעָלּה  י ְיהּוָדה אֹוֵמר: ּבַ ֶרְך. ַרּבִ ּדֶ ָעֶליָה ּבַ

ֶנֱאָמן ָעֶליָה.

ָלָתא. ֵליָמא  ֵרי ְוִאיהּו – ָהא ּתְ גמ׳ ּתְ
ְיהּוָדה  ַרב  ָאַמר  ּדְ ְלַרב,  ֵליּה  ְמַסַּייע 
ֲאָבל  ִעיר,  ּבָ א  ֶאּלָ נּו  ׁשָ לֹא  ַרב:  ָאַמר 
א  ּמָ ׁשֶ ה,  לֹׁשָ ׁשְ א  ִאיּכָ ּדְ ַעד   – ֶרְך  ּדֶ ּבַ
ִיְצָטֵרְך ֶאָחד ֵמֶהן ִלְנָקָביו, ְוִנְמָצא ֶאָחד 

ֵמֶהן ִמְתַייֵחד ִעם ָהֶעְרָוה!

ֵהיִכי  י  ּכִ ַטְעָמא,  ַהְיינּו  ָהָכא  ָלא, 
ֵליֱהוּו ֲעֵליּה ָסֲהֵדי. ּדְ

 He does not interpret the letter vav – ֵריׁש ּדָ ָלא   Tosafot :וי״ו 
on Sanhedrin 14a explain that Rabbi Shimon generally does 
expound the letter vav, but he derives a different halakha from 
the letter vav in this case.

NOTES

 What does he do with her – ה ָלּה יַצד עֹוׂשֶ  The husband states :ּכֵ
before his local court: I warned my wife not to seclude herself 
with so-and-so, and she then secluded herself with him, and 
these are the witnesses. She claims that she is undefiled, and I 
want her to be evaluated by drinking the bitter water. The court 
then hears the testimony of the witnesses. If their testimony is 
accepted, the court provides two Torah scholars to accompany 
the husband and wife on their journey to the Temple, in order 
to prevent them from engaging in sexual intercourse on the 
way (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:1).

HALAKHA

 But on the way, unless there are three – א ִאיּכָ ֶרְך ַעד ּדְ ּדֶ  ֲאָבל ּבַ
ה לֹׁשָ -The commentaries offer several reasons for the require :ׁשְ
ment that there be an additional man during travel. First, on 
a long journey it is inevitable that one of them will need to 
relieve himself and will probably distance himself from the man 
and woman, so as to have privacy. Second, while in the city, if 
one man needs to leave for some time, the second man can 
leave as well, thereby avoiding seclusion with the woman; but 
on the road there is nowhere for the other man to go. Even if 
there were a way for the second man to distance himself from 
the woman, he would not do so out of fear for the woman’s 
safety (Devar Shaul).

NOTES




