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mishna Rabbi Shimon says: Merit does not delay 
the punishment of the bitt er water of a sota, 

and if you say that merit does delay the punishment of the water 
that causes the curse, as stated earlier by the Rabbis ( a), you 
weaken [madhe]L  the power of the bitt er water before all the 
women who drink the water, who will no longer be afraid of it, as 
they will rely on their merit to save them. And you defame the 
untainted women who drank the water and survived, as people 
say: Th ey are defi led but it is their merit that delayed the punish-
ment for them. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Merit delaysH  the 
punishment of the water that causes the curse, but a woman whose 
punishment is delayed does not give birth and does not fl ourish; 
rather, she progressively deteriorates. Ultimately she dies by the 
same death as a sota who dies immediately.

§ If the meal-off ering of the sota is rendered impureH  before it 
has been sanctifi ed in the service vessel, its status is like that of all 
the other meal-off erings that are rendered impure before being 
sanctifi ed in a service vessel, and it is redeemed. But if it is rendered 
impure aft er it has been sanctifi ed in the service vessel, its status 
is like that of all the other meal-off erings that are rendered impure 
aft er being sanctifi ed in a service vessel, and it is burned. And these 
are the sota women whose meal-off erings are burned if they have 
already been sanctifi ed in a service vessel: 

A woman who confesses and says: I am defi led, and therefore 
prohibited to you;H  and a woman with regard to whom witnesses 
came and testifi ed that she is defi led; and a woman who says: I 
will not drink the bitt er water of a sota, even if she does not confess 
her guilt; and a woman whose husband changed his mind and does 
not want to force her to drink; and a woman whose husband 
engaged in sexual intercourse with her on the way to the 
Temple.

And all the women who are married to priests,N  their meal-off er-
ings are always burned, as the verse states: “And every meal-off ering 
of a priest shall be completely burned; it shall not be eaten” (Leviti-
cus : ). An Israelite woman who is married to a priest, her 
meal-off ering is burned; and the daughter of a priest who is 
married to an Israelite, her meal-off ering is eaten.

Th e mishna asks a general question: What are the diff erences 
between a priest and the daughter of a priest? Th e meal-off ering 
of the daughter of a priest is eaten by the priests, but the meal-
off ering of a priest is not eaten.H  Th e daughter of a priest can 
become disqualifi edH N  from marrying a priest and from partaking 
of teruma by engaging in sexual intercourse with someone forbidden 
to her, but a priest does not become desacralizedN  by engaging in 
sexual intercourse with a woman forbidden to him.

ּתֹוָלה  ְזכּות  ֵאין  אֹוֵמר:  ְמעֹון  ׁשִ י  ַרּבִ מתני׳ 
ה אֹוֵמר ַהְּזכּות ּתֹוָלה  ִרים. ְוִאם ַאּתָ ִים ַהּמָ ּמַ ּבַ
ִים  ַהּמַ ֶאת  ה  ַאּתָ ַמְדֶהה   – ָאְרִרין  ַהּמְ ִים  ּמַ ּבַ
ם  ה ׁשֵ ֹותֹות, ּומֹוִציא ַאּתָ ים ַהּשׁ ׁשִ ל ַהּנָ ְפֵני ּכָ ּבִ
אֹוְמִרים: ְטֵמאֹות  תּו, ׁשֶ ָ ּשׁ הֹורֹות ׁשֶ ַרע ַעל ַהּטְ
אֹוֵמר:  י  ַרּבִ ְזכּות.  ָלֶהן  ְלָתה  ּתָ ׁשֶ א  ֶאּלָ ֵהן, 
ִים ַהְמָאְרִרים, ְוֵאיָנּה יֹוֶלֶדת  ּמַ ַהְּזכּות ּתֹוָלה ּבַ
ְוהֹוֶלֶכת,  וָנה  ִמְתַנּוְ א  ֶאּלָ ַחת,  ּבַ ַמׁשְ ְוֵאיָנּה 

אֹוָתּה ִמיָתה. ְלסֹוף ִהיא ֵמָתה ּבְ

ִלי – ֲהֵרי  ּכְ ּה ּבַ ּלֹא ָקְדׁשָ ִנְטֵמאת ִמְנָחָתּה ַעד ׁשֶ
ה  ְדׁשָ ּקָ ֶ ִמּשׁ ְוִאם  ֶדה.  ְוִתּפָ ָנחֹות  ַהּמְ ָכל  ּכְ ִהיא 
ֵרף. ְוֵאּלּו  ָנחֹות ְוִתּשָׂ ָכל ַהּמְ ִלי – ֲהֵרי ִהיא ּכְ ּכְ ּבַ

ָרפֹות: ְנחֹוֵתיֶהן ִנׂשְ ּמִ ׁשֶ

Perek III
Daf 23 Amud a

אּו ָלּה ֵעִדים  ּבָ ָהאֹוֶמֶרת ״ְטֵמָאה ֲאִני ְלָך״; ְוׁשֶ
ׁשֹוָתה״;  ״ֵאיִני  ְוָהאֹוֶמֶרת  ְטֵמָאה;  ִהיא  ׁשֶ
ְעָלּה  ּבַ ְוׁשֶ קֹוָתּה,  ְלַהׁשְ רֹוֶצה  ֵאינֹו  ְעָלּה  ּבַ ְוׁשֶ

ֶרְך. ּדֶ א ָעֶליָה ּבַ ּבָ

ָרפֹות.  ׂשּואֹות ְלכֲֹהִנים – ִמְנחֹוֵתיֶהן ִנׂשְ ְוָכל ַהּנְ
ֶרֶפת,  את ְלכֵֹהן – ִמְנָחָתּה ִנׂשְ ּשֵׂ ּנִ ָרֵאל ׁשֶ ת ִיׂשְ ּבַ
ָרֵאל – ִמְנָחָתּה ֶנֱאֶכֶלת. את ְלִיׂשְ ּשֵׂ ּנִ ְוכֶֹהֶנת ׁשֶ

ֶנֱאֶכֶלת  ּכֶֹהֶנת  ִמְנַחת  ְלכֶֹהֶנת?  ּכֵֹהן  ין  ּבֵ ַמה 
ֶלת  ּוִמְנַחת ּכֵֹהן ֵאיָנּה ֶנֱאֶכֶלת, ּכֶֹהֶנת ִמְתַחּלֶ

ל, ְוכֵֹהן ֵאין ִמְתַחּלֵ

 Weaken [madhe] – ַמְדֶהה: The term madhe literally 
means to cause a color to become dull and weak. 
Here it is used in the borrowed sense of causing 
power to weaken. The root of the word is dalet, heh, 
heh, which is similar in meaning to the root dalet, 
ĥet, heh, which denotes removing an item from its 
place or from its previous status.

LANGUAGE

 Merit delays, etc. – ַהְּזכּות ּתֹוָלה וכו׳: If a woman has 
the merit of Torah study, it delays the punishment of 
the bitter water, and she does not die immediately. 
Rather, she becomes sick and continually deterio-
rates until she finally dies the death described for 
a sota (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:20).

 If the meal-offering of the sota is rendered 
impure – ִמְנָחָתּה  If the meal-offering of a :ִנְטֵמאת 
sota is rendered impure before it has been sancti-
fied in a service vessel, it is redeemed and another 
meal-offering is brought in its place. If it is rendered 
impure after it has been sanctified in a service vessel, 
it is burned (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 
4:14).

HALAKHA

 A woman who confesses and says, I am defiled 
to you, etc. – וכו׳ ְלָך  ֲאִני  ְטֵמָאה   If, before :ָהאֹוֶמֶרת 
the handful is removed from the meal-offering, the 
woman confesses that she is defiled; or if she says: 
I will not drink; or if her husband does not want to 
force her to drink; or if witnesses come and say that 
she is defiled; or if either the man or the woman 
dies; then the entire meal-offering is burned. If any 
of these events occur after the handful is removed, 
then the remainder of the meal-offering is eaten 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:14).

 The meal-offering of a priest is not eaten – ִמְנַחת 
ֶנֱאֶכֶלת ֵאיָנּה   The handful is not removed from :ּכֵֹהן 
any of the meal-offerings brought by priests, neither 
from voluntary meal-offerings or from obligatory 
meal-offerings. Their meal-offerings are burned 
on the altar in their entirety (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 2:9).

 The daughter of a priest can become disqualified, 
etc. – ֶלת וכו׳  If the daughter of a priest :ּכֶֹהֶנת ִמְתַחּלֶ
engaged in sexual intercourse with someone forbid-
den to her, she is disqualified from marrying a priest 
and from partaking of teruma. If a priest engaged 
in sexual intercourse with a woman forbidden to 
him, he does not become desacralized (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 6:7 and Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 19:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 
7:13).

HALAKHA

 And all the women who are married to priests, etc. – ׂשּואֹות  ְוָכל ַהּנְ
וכו׳ -According to Rashi this principle applies to any meal :ְלכֲֹהִנים 
offering, both obligatory and voluntary, brought by the wife of a 
priest. The commentaries find this explanation difficult; if she brings 
a meal-offering from her own money, why should it be considered 
the meal-offering of a priest? Although generally anything acquired 
by a woman belongs to her husband, there are instances where 
a woman might own possessions to which her husband has no 
rights. Some suggest that in a case where the meal-offering belongs 
entirely to the woman, Rashi would agree that it is not burned 
(Devar Shaul). However, in the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that 
this principle applies only to the meal-offering of a sota, in which 
the husband certainly has a share (see Keren Ora).

 The daughter of a priest can become disqualified – ֶלת  :ּכֶֹהֶנת ִמְתַחּלֶ
This halakha applies to any woman who engages in forbidden 
sexual intercourse, not only to the daughter of a priest. Nevertheless, 
since a priest does not become desacralized in this manner, this 
halakha is listed among the differences between a priest and the 
daughter of a priest (Tosefot HaRosh).

 A priest does not become desacralized – ל  Although :כֵֹהן ֵאין ִמְתַחּלֵ
a priest does not become desacralized by engaging in forbidden 
sexual intercourse, as long as he remains married to a woman 
forbidden to him he is unfit to serve in the Temple (Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna).

NOTES



sota . Perek III . 23a 139 . פרק ג׳ דף כג.   

Th e daughter of a priest may become impureH  with impurity 
imparted by a corpse, but a priest may not become impure with 
impurity imparted by a corpse except for the burial of his seven 
closest relatives. A priest may eat from off erings of the most 
sacred order,H  but the daughter of a priest may not eat from 
off erings of the most sacred order.

What are the halakhic diff erences between a man and a woman?N  
A man lets his hair grow and rends his garmentsH  when he is a 
leper, but a woman does not let her hair grow or rend her gar-
ments when she is a leper. A man can vow that his minor son shall 
be a nazirite,H N  obligating the son to remain a nazirite even during 
his adulthood, but a woman cannot vowN  that her son shall be a 
nazirite. A man can shaveH  at the culmination of his naziriteship 
by using off erings originally designated for his father’s nazirite-
ship, i.e., if one’s father was also a nazirite and he died having 
already designated off erings for the culmination of his naziriteship; 
but a woman cannot shave at the culmination of her naziriteship 
by using off erings designated for her father’s naziriteship.

A man can betroth his daughterH  to another man while she is a 
minor, but a woman cannot betroth her daughter even while she 
is a minor. A man can sell his daughterH  as a maidservant while 
she is a minor, but a woman cannot sell her daughter as a maid-
servant even while she is a minor. A man is stoned naked, but a 
woman is not stoned naked. A man is hanged aft er he is stoned 
for certain transgressions, but a woman is not hanged. A man is 
sold for his committ ing an act of theft  in order to pay his debt, 
but a woman is not sold for her committ ing an act of theft .

gemara Th e Sages taught (Toseft a : ): All the 
women who are married into the priest-

hood, their meal-off erings are burned. How so? With regard to 
the daughter of a priest, or the daughter of a Levite or an Israel-
ite woman who is married to a priest, her meal-off ering is not 
eaten due to the fact that her father or husband, respectively, has 
a share in the meal-off ering, and it is therefore treated as the meal-
off ering of a priest, which is not eaten. But it is not completely 
burned without removing a handful from it, as the Torah states 
with regard to the meal-off ering of a priest, due to the fact that she 
also has a share in it. Rather, the handful is sacrifi ced by itself, 
and the remainder of the meal-off ering is sacrifi ced by itself.

א  ּמֵ ִתים ְוֵאין ּכֵֹהן ִמּטַ ָאה ַלּמֵ ּמְ ּכֶֹהֶנת ִמּטַ
ים ְוֵאין  י ֳקָדׁשִ ָקְדׁשֵ ִתים, ּכֵֹהן אֹוֵכל ּבְ ַלּמֵ

ים. י ֳקָדׁשִ ָקְדׁשֵ ּכֶֹהֶנת אֹוֶכֶלת ּבְ

ה? ָהִאיׁש ּפֹוֵרע ּופֹוֵרם  ָ ין ִאיׁש ְלִאּשׁ ַמה ּבֵ
ָהִאיׁש  ּופֹוֶרֶמת,  ּפֹוַרַעת  ה  ָ ָהִאּשׁ ְוֵאין 
ֶרת  ה ַמּדֶ ָ ָנִזיר ְוֵאין ָהִאּשׁ נֹו ּבְ יר ֶאת ּבְ ַמּדִ
ח ַעל ְנִזירּות ָאִביו  ָנִזיר, ָהִאיׁש ְמַגּלֵ ָנּה ּבְ ּבְ

ַחת ַעל ְנִזירּות ָאִביָה, ה ְמַגּלַ ָ ְוֵאין ָהִאּשׁ

ה  ָ ָהִאּשׁ ְוֵאין  ּתֹו  ּבִ ֶאת  ׁש  ְמַקּדֵ ָהִאיׁש 
ּתֹו  ּה, ָהִאיׁש מֹוֵכר ֶאת ּבִ ּתָ ת ֶאת ּבִ ׁשֶ ְמַקּדֶ
ָהִאיׁש  ּה,  ּתָ ּבִ ֶאת  מֹוֶכֶרת  ה  ָ ָהִאּשׁ ְוֵאין 
ה ִנְסֶקֶלת ֲערּוָמה,  ָ ִנְסָקל ָערּום ְוֵאין ָהִאּשׁ
ה ִנְתֵלית, ָהִאיׁש  ָ ָהִאיׁש ִנְתֶלה ְוֵאין ָהִאּשׁ
ֶרת  ִנְמּכֶ ה  ָ ָהִאּשׁ ְוֵאין  ְגֵניָבתֹו  ּבִ ר  ִנְמּכָ

ְגֵניָבָתּה. ּבִ

ה –  ׂשּואֹות ִלְכהּוּנָ ל ַהּנְ ַנן: ּכָ נּו ַרּבָ גמ׳ ּתָ
ְלִוָּיה  ּכֶֹהֶנת,  יַצד?  ּכֵ ָרפֹות.  ִנׂשְ ִמְנחֹוֵתיֶהן 
את ְלכֵֹהן – ֵאין ִמְנָחָתּה  ּשֵׂ ּנִ ְרֵאִלית ׁשֶ ְוִיׂשְ
ְוֵאיָנּה  ּה;  ּבָ ֵחֶלק  לֹו  ֵּיׁש  ׁשֶ ֵני  ִמּפְ ֶנֱאֶכֶלת 
א  ּה. ֶאּלָ ֵּיׁש ָלּה ֵחֶלק ּבָ ֵני ׁשֶ ִליל ִמּפְ עֹוָלה ּכָ
ְקֵריִבין  יַרִים  ִ ְוַהּשׁ ַעְצמֹו  ּבְ ָקֵרב  ַהּקֹוֶמץ 

ַעְצָמן. ּבְ

 The daughter of a priest may become impure, etc. – ּכֶֹהֶנת 
ָאה וכו׳ ּמְ  A priest is prohibited from becoming impure with :ִמּטַ
impurity imparted by a corpse, except in the case of the burial 
of his seven closest relatives or of a corpse with no one to bury 
it. This prohibition does not apply to the daughter of a priest 
(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 3:1, 11; Shulĥan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 369:1).

 A priest may eat from offerings of the most sacred order, etc. – 
וכו׳ ים  ֳקָדׁשִ י  ָקְדׁשֵ ּבְ אֹוֵכל   ,The sin-offering, the guilt-offering :ּכֵֹהן 
and the remainder of the meal-offering are offerings of the most 
sacred order. They are eaten only by the males of the priesthood 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 10:3).

 A man lets his hair grow and rends his garments, etc. – ָהִאיׁש 
וכו׳ ּופֹוֵרם   ּפֹוֵרע: It is a positive mitzva for the leper to cover his 
head and upper lip in the manner of a mourner throughout the 
period of his confirmed leprosy. He must also rend his garments. 
A female leper does not let her hair grow or rend her garments, 
and she does not cover her upper lip (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara’at 10:6, 8).

 A man can vow that his minor son shall be a nazirite – ָהִאיׁש 
ָנִזיר נֹו ּבְ יר ֶאת ּבְ  A man can vow that his minor son shall be a :ַמּדִ
nazirite, even before the son reaches the age at which his own 
vows are valid. A woman cannot vow that her son shall be a 
nazirite (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nezirut 2:13).

 A man can shave, etc. – וכו׳  ח ְמַגּלֵ  If a man vowed :ָהִאיׁש 
to be a nazirite, and his father was also a nazirite but died 
before he finished his naziriteship, then at the culmination 
of the son’s naziriteship he can sacrifice the offerings that his 
father designated for his own naziriteship, and he can shave 
on account of them. However, a woman cannot shave at 
the culmination of her naziriteship by using offerings desig-
nated for her father’s naziriteship (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot 
Nezirut 8:15).

 A man can betroth his daughter, etc. – ּתֹו וכו׳ ׁש ֶאת ּבִ  :ָהִאיׁש ְמַקּדֵ
A father can betroth his daughter to another man even without 
her knowledge, as long as she is a minor or a young woman. 
However, a mother does not have the authority to betroth her 
daughter even while she is a minor. In the case of a minor girl 
who has no father, if her mother or her brothers marry her off 
with her consent, the marriage is valid by rabbinic ordinance. In 
that case, if upon reaching majority she does not wish to remain 
with her husband she does not require a bill of divorce, and her 
refusal to remain married to him is sufficient in order to annul 
the marriage (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 3:11 and Hilkhot 
Geirushin 11:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 37:1, 155:1).

 A man can sell his daughter – ּתֹו  A minor girl :ָהִאיׁש מֹוֵכר ֶאת ּבִ
who was sold by her father is considered a Hebrew maidservant 
(Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Avadim 4:1).

HALAKHA

 What are the halakhic differences between a man and 
a woman – ה ָ ין ִאיׁש ְלִאּשׁ  Tosafot note that this list is :ַמה ּבֵ
not comprehensive, and many additional differences are 
listed in the Tosefta.

 A man can vow that his minor son shall be a nazirite – 
ָנִזיר ּבְ נֹו  ּבְ ֶאת  יר  ַמּדִ  According to Rashi, the father’s :ָהִאיׁש 
vow continues to obligate the son even after the son 
reaches the age of majority. Conversely, Tosafot (Nazir 
30a) and the Rambam hold that once the son reaches 
the age of majority, his father ceases to have authority 
over him, and therefore the father’s vow cannot obligate 
him against his will.

 But a woman cannot vow, etc. – ֶרת וכו׳ ה ַמּדֶ ָ  The :ְוֵאין ָהִאּשׁ
Radak asks how Hannah could vow that if she gave birth 
to a son, he would be a nazirite all his life (see I Samuel, 
chapter 1), as a woman cannot vow that her son shall be a 
nazirite. Some commentaries answer that her declaration 
did not effect the vow; her intention was that she would 
entreat her husband until he imposed the vow on their 
son (Tiferet Yisrael). In any event, Hannah’s vow certainly 
falls outside the general halakhot of naziriteship, as she 
took the vow before her son was even conceived, and a 
vow taken with regard to an entity that is not yet in the 
world does not take effect.

NOTES
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Th e Gemara asks: One should apply here the principle that in the 
case of any off ering that is meant to be partly burned on the fl ames 
of the altar,H  one who burns the remainder of the off ering is subject 
to the prohibition: Do not burn. Th is prohibition is derived from 
the verse: “You shall not burn of it as an off ering made by fi re unto 
the Lord” (Leviticus : ). Yehuda, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, 
said that the priest burns the remainder not as an off ering but for 
the purpose of fi rewood. Th is is permitt ed, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Eliezer says: With regard to those parts of an off ering which may 
not be burned, for a pleasing aroma you may not burn them; 
however, you may burn them on the altar for the purpose of 
fi rewood.H 

Th e Gemara continues: Th is works out well according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who holds in accordance with this 
reasoning and permits burning the remainder of an off ering as 
fi rewood; however, according to the Rabbis, who do not hold 
in accordance with this reasoning, what can be said? How is 
the remainder burned on the altar? Th e Gemara answers: With 
regard to the remainder, they act in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, as it is taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says with regard to the meal-
off ering of a sinner who is a priest: Th e handful is removed from 
the meal-off ering and sacrifi ced by itself, and the remainder is 
neither eaten nor burned on the altar; rather, it is scatt ered on the 
place of the ashes. 

And even the Rabbis do not disagree with Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, except with regard to the meal-off ering of a sinner 
who is a priest, as they hold that it is fi t to be sacrifi ced in its 
entirety without removing a handful. However, in this case, i.e., in 
the case of the meal-off ering of a sota who is married to a priest, even 
the Rabbis agreeH  that its remainder is scatt ered on the place of 
the ashes, since the handful is removed from the off ering.

§ Th e mishna states: In the case of an Israelite woman who is 
married to a priest, her meal-off ering is burned; and in the case of 
the daughter of a priest who is married to an Israelite, her meal-
off ering is eaten. Th e Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? Th is 
is as the verse states: “And every meal-off ering of a priest shall be 
completely burned; it shall not be eaten” (Leviticus : ). One 
can infer that this applies to a priest, but not to the daughter of a 
priest.H 

Th e mishna states: Th e daughter of a priest can become disquali-
fi ed from marrying a priest and from partaking of teruma by engag-
ing in sexual intercourse with someone forbidden to her, but a 
priest does not become desacralized by engaging in sexual inter-
course with a woman forbidden to him. Th e Gemara asks: From 
where do we derive this? It is as the verse states with regard to 
a priest who marries a woman forbidden to him: “And he shall 
not disqualifyN  his off spring among his people” (Leviticus : ), 
indicating that his offspring from forbidden intercourse are 
desacralized, but he is not personally desacralized through his 
actions.

Th e mishna states: A daughter of a priest may become impure with 
impurity imparted by a corpse, but a priest may not. Th e Gemara 
asks: What is the reason for this? Th e Gemara answers: Th e verse 
states: “Speak to the priests, the sons of Aaron, and say to them: 
None shall become impure for the dead among his people” (Leviti-
cus : ). Th e verse indicates that this applies to the sons of Aaron 
and not to the daughters of Aaron.

ים – ֲהֵרי  ִ ּנּו ָלִאיּשׁ הּוא ִמּמֶ ל ׁשֶ אן: ּכָ ִאיְקֵרי ּכָ
י  ַרּבִ ֵריּה ּדְ ְקִטירּו! ֲאַמר ְיהּוָדה ּבְ ַבל ּתַ הּוא ּבְ
ֵעִצים,  ְלׁשּום  ְלהּו  יק  ַמּסִ ּדְ ִזי:  ּפָ ן  ּבֶ ְמעֹון  ׁשִ
י ֱאִליֶעֶזר אֹוֵמר:  ַתְנָיא, ַרּבִ י ֱאִליֶעֶזר. ּדְ ַרּבִ ּכְ
ה  ַאּתָ ֲאָבל  ַמֲעֶלה,  ה  ַאּתָ ִאי   ִניחֹוח  ְלֵריח

ַמֲעֵליהּו ְלׁשּום ֵעִצים.

ַהאי  ֵליּה  ִאית  ּדְ ֱאִליֶעֶזר,  י  ְלַרּבִ ָהִניָחא 
ֵלית ְלהּו ַהאי ְסָבָרא,  ַנן ּדְ א ְלַרּבָ ְסָבָרא, ֶאּלָ
י  ַרּבִ ּכְ ְלהּו  ָעְבִדי  ּדְ ְלֵמיַמר?  א  ִאיּכָ ַמאי 
ֶאְלָעָזר  י  ַרּבִ ַתְנָיא,  ּדְ ְמעֹון.  ׁשִ י  ַרּבִ ּבְ ֶאְלָעָזר 
ַעְצמֹו,  ּבְ ָקֵרב  ַהּקֹוֶמץ  אֹוֵמר:  ְמעֹון  ׁשִ י  ַרּבִ ּבְ

ן. ׁשֶ ית ַהּדֶ ְּזִרים ַעל ּבֵ יַרִים ִמְתּפַ ִ ְוַהּשׁ
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י ֶאְלָעָזר  ַרּבִ ִליִגי ֲעֵליּה ּדְ ַנן ָלא ּפְ ַוֲאִפיּלּו ַרּבָ
ל  ׁשֶ חֹוֵטא  ִמְנַחת  ּבְ א  ֶאּלָ ְמעֹון  ׁשִ י  ַרּבִ ּבְ
 – ָהא  ּבְ ֲאָבל  ִהיא,  ַהְקָרָבה  ַבת  ּדְ ּכֲֹהִנים 

ַנן מֹודּו. ֲאִפיּלּו ַרּבָ

ׂשּוָאה״ וכו׳. ַמאי ַטְעָמא?  ָרֵאל ַהּנְ ת ִיׂשְ ״ּבַ
ְהֶיה,  ִליל ּתִ ָאַמר ְקָרא: ״ְוָכל ִמְנַחת ּכֵֹהן ּכָ ּדְ

לֹא ֵתָאֵכל״ – ּכֵֹהן ְולֹא ּכֶֹהֶנת.

ל״. ְמָנַלן?  ֶלת, ּכֵֹהן ֵאין ִמְתַחּלֵ ״ּכֶֹהֶנת ִמְתַחּלֶ
 – יו״  ַעּמָ ּבְ ַזְרעֹו  ל  ְיַחּלֵ ״ְולֹא  ְקָרא:  ָאַמר  ּדְ

ל. ל ְוהּוא ֵאינֹו ִמְתַחּלֵ ַזְרעֹו ִמְתַחּלֵ

ָאַמר  ַטְעָמא?  ַמאי  כו'.  ָאה״  ּמְ ִמּטַ ״ּכֶֹהֶנת 
ֵני  ֵני ַאֲהרֹן״ – ״ּבְ ְקָרא: ״ֱאמֹר ֶאל ַהּכֲֹהִנים ּבְ

נֹות ַאֲהרֹן. ַאֲהרֹן״ ְולֹא ּבְ

 Any offering which is meant to be partly burned on 
the flames of the altar – ים ִ ָלִאיּשׁ ּנּו  ִמּמֶ הּוא  ׁשֶ ל   It is :ּכָ
prohibited to burn on the altar anything that is not fit 
for burning on the altar, e.g., the flesh of sin-offerings 
and guilt-offerings or the remainder of meal-offerings, 
as there is a halakha transmitted by tradition that pro-
hibits burning the remainder of any offering that is 
meant to be partly burned on the altar (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe’aĥ 5:5).

 You may burn them for the purpose of firewood – 
ֵעִצים ְלׁשּום  ַמֲעֵליהּו  ה   In a case where one burned :ַאּתָ
leaven or honey by itself on the altar, if one burned 
it only as firewood, he is exempt from punishment, 
as although it is prohibited to burn these as an offer-
ing to God, it is permitted to burn them as firewood 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe’aĥ 5:3).

HALAKHA

 In this case even the Rabbis agree, etc. – ָהא ֲאִפיּלּו  ּבְ
מֹודּו ַנן   In the case of a woman who is married to :ַרּבָ
a priest, whether she is the daughter of a priest or 
an Israelite, the remainder of her meal-offering is 
not eaten on account of the share of her husband, 
who is a priest; neither is it burned, on account of her 
share. Rather, the handful is sacrificed by itself, and 
the remainder is scattered on the place of the ashes, 
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara. This 
applies both to the meal-offering of a sota and to any 
other meal-offering brought by the wife of a priest 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 
12:12 and Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:15).

 A priest but not to the daughter of a priest – ּכֵֹהן ְולֹא 
 The meal-offering of the daughter of a priest is :ּכֶֹהֶנת
sacrificed in the manner of all other meal-offerings; 
the handful is sacrificed on the altar and the remain-
der is eaten (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh 
HaKorbanot 2:10).

HALAKHA

 And he shall not disqualify etc. – ל וכו׳  The :ְולֹא ְיַחּלֵ
Gemara here presents the interpretation of these 
verses in an abbreviated form. Elsewhere (Kiddushin 
77a) the Gemara explains fully why a priest who 
engages in sexual intercourse with a woman forbid-
den to him does not become desacralized, yet the 
woman with whom he engages in intercourse is dis-
qualified from marrying a priest.

NOTES
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Th e mishna states: A priest may eat from off erings of the most 
sacred order, but a daughter of a priest may not eat from off erings 
of the most sacred order. Th e Gemara explains: Th is is derived as it 
is writt en with regard to the meal-off ering, which is an off ering of 
the most sacred order: “Every male among the children of Aaron 
may eat of it” (Leviticus : ).

§ Th e mishna states: And what are the halakhic diff erences between 
a man and a woman? A man lets his hair grow and rends his garments 
when he is a leper, but a woman does not. Th e Sages taught: Th e
verse states: “He is a leprous man, he is impure” (Leviticus : ). I 
have derived only that the halakhot of a confi rmed leper apply to a 
man; from where do I derive that they apply to a woman? When it 
says in the subsequent verse: “And the leperN  in whom the plague 
is, his clothes shall be rent, and the hair of his head shall grow wild
and he shall cover his upper lip; and he shall cry: Impure, impure” 
(Leviticus : ), there are two individuals indicated here,H  as this
verse did not need to restate “and the leper,” as the subject of the 
verse was clear from the previous verse.

If so, what is the meaning when the verse states: A leprous “man”? 
Th is is referring to the matt er of rending one’s clothes and lett ing 
one’s hair grow wild, which is stated in the verse below, and teaches 
that a man lets the hair of his head grow and rends his garments, but 
a woman does not.

Th e mishna states: A man can vow that his minor son shall be a 
nazirite, but a woman cannot vow that her son shall be a nazirite. 
Rabbi Yoĥanan says: Th is is a halakha transmitt ed orally to Moses 
from Sinai with regard to the nazirite, and it is not derived from the 
Bible. Th e mishna states: A man can shave at the culmination of his 
naziriteship by using off erings designated for his father’s nazirite-
ship, but a woman cannot shave by using off erings designated for 
her father’s naziriteship. Rabbi Yoĥanan says: Th is is a halakha 
transmitt ed orally to Moses from Sinai with regard to the nazirite, 
and it is not derived from the Bible.

Th e mishna states: A man can betroth his daughter to another man 
while she is a minor, but a woman cannot betroth her daughter. 
Th e Gemara explains: Th is is as it is writt en: “And the father of the 
maiden shall say to the elders: I gave my daughter to this man as a 
wife” (Deuteronomy : ), indicating that it is only the father who 
has the power to betroth his daughter. Th e mishna states: A man can 
sell his daughter as a maidservant but a woman cannot sell her 
daughter. Th e Gemara explains: Th is is derived as it is writt en: “And 
if a man sells his daughter to be a maidservant” (Exodus : ), 
indicating that only a man can sell his daughter, while a woman 
cannot.

§ Th e mishna states: A man is stoned naked, but a woman is not 
stoned naked. Th e Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? Th e
Gemara answers: Th e verse states: “And let the entire congregation 
stone him” (Leviticus : ). What does the term “him” come to 
exclude? If we say this means that they stone him but not her, i.e., 
that a woman is not stoned at all, but isn’t it writt en: “And you shall 
take out that man or that woman, who did this evil thing, to your 
gates, that man or that woman; and you shall stone them with stones, 
and they shall die” (Deuteronomy : ). Rather, the term “him” 
excludes his garment, indicating that he is stoned without his
garment.H  And a woman is excluded from this halakha, as one
may infer from the term “him” that they do not stone her without
her garment.

Th e mishna states: A man is hanged, but a woman is not hanged. 
Th e Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? Th e verse states: 
“And if a man has committ ed a sin worthy of death, and he is put to 
death, and you shall hang him on a tree” (Deuteronomy : ). Th e 
verse indicates that one should hang “him,” a man, but not her,H  
a woman.

ל  ְכִתיב: ״ּכָ ים״, ּדִ י ֳקָדׁשִ ָקְדׁשֵ ״ּכֵֹהן אֹוֵכל ּבְ
ְבֵני ַאֲהרֹן יֹאֲכֶלָנּה״. ָזָכר ּבִ

 – ״ִאיׁש״  ַנן:  ַרּבָ נּו  ּתָ כו'.  ִאיׁש״  ין  ּבֵ ״ּוַמה 
הּוא  ׁשֶ ּכְ ִין?  ִמּנַ ה  ָ ִאּשׁ ִאיׁש,  א  ֶאּלָ ִלי  ֵאין 
אן  ּכָ ֲהֵרי   – ּבֹו״  ר  ֲאׁשֶ  רּוע ״ְוַהּצָ אֹוֵמר: 

ַנִים. ׁשְ

ְלִעְנַין  ״ִאיׁש״?  לֹוַמר  ְלמּוד  ּתַ ַמה  ן  ּכֵ ִאם 
״ וכו׳. ה: ״ִאיׁש ּפֹוֵרע ַמּטָ ּלְ ׁשֶ

ה  ָ ָנִזיר, ְוֵאין ָהִאּשׁ נֹו ּבְ יר ֶאת ּבְ ״ָהִאיׁש ַמּדִ
י יֹוָחָנן: ֲהָלָכה  ָנִזיר״. ָאַמר ַרּבִ ָנּה ּבְ ֶרת ּבְ ַמּדֶ
ח ַעל ְנִזירּות ָאִביו,  ָנִזיר. ״ָהִאיׁש ְמַגּלֵ ִהיא ּבְ
ָאִביָה״.  ְנִזירּות  ַעל  ַחת  ְמַגּלַ ה  ָ ָהִאּשׁ ְוֵאין 

ָנִזיר. י יֹוָחָנן: ֲהָלָכה ִהיא ּבְ ָאַמר ַרּבִ

ה  ָ ָהִאּשׁ ְוֵאין  ּתֹו,  ּבִ ֶאת  ׁש  ְמַקּדֵ ״ָהִאיׁש 
י  ּתִ ּבִ ״ֶאת  ְכִתיב:  ּדִ ּה״,  ּתָ ּבִ ֶאת  ת  ׁשֶ ְמַקּדֶ
ּתֹו,  י ָלִאיׁש ַהֶּזה״. ״ָהִאיׁש מֹוֵכר ֶאת ּבִ ָנַתּתִ
ְכִתיב:  ּה״, ּדִ ּתָ ה מֹוֶכֶרת ֶאת ּבִ ָ ְוֵאין ָהִאּשׁ

ּתֹו״. ״ְוִכי ִיְמּכֹור ִאיׁש ֶאת ּבִ

ַטְעָמא?  ַמאי  כו'.  ָערּום״  ִנְסָקל  ״ָהִאיׁש 
ִאיֵליָמא  ״אֹותֹו״?  ַמאי  אֹותֹו״.  ״ְוָרְגמּו 
״אֹותֹו״ – ְולֹא אֹוָתּה, ְוָהְכִתיב: ״ְוהֹוֵצאָת 
ה ַהִהיא״!  ָ ֶאת ָהִאיׁש ַההּוא אֹו ֶאת ָהִאּשׁ
לֹא  סּותֹו, ְולֹא אֹוָתּה ּבְ לֹא ּכְ א אֹותֹו ּבְ ֶאּלָ

סּוָתּה. ּכְ

ַטְעָמא?  ַמאי  כו'.  ְוֵאין״  ִנְתֶלה  ״ָהִאיׁש 
ֵעץ״,  ַעל  אֹותֹו  ״ְוָתִליָת  ְקָרא:  ָאַמר 

״אֹותֹו״ – ְולֹא אֹוָתּה.

 When it says, and the leper, etc. – אֹוֵמר הּוא  ׁשֶ  ּכְ
וכו׳ ״  רּוע  The later commentaries write that the :״ְוַהּצָ
baraita derives this from the term: And the, which is 
apparently superfluous and comes to include women 
in these halakhot (see Minĥa Ĥareva).

NOTES

 There are two individuals indicated here – אן ּכָ  ֲהֵרי 
ַנִים  Even if a woman or a eunuch grows a beard, it can :ׁשְ
become impure with leprosy of the beard (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara’at 8:1).

 The term him, without his garment, etc. – לֹא  אֹותֹו ּבְ
וכו׳ סּותֹו   When one is taken to be stoned, he is first :ּכְ
stripped of his clothes, and his nakedness is covered 
on his front. A woman is not stoned naked; rather, she 
wears a single robe (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Sanhedrin 15:1).

 Hang him…but not her – ְוָתִליָת אֹותֹו…ְולֹא אֹוָתּה: It is 
a positive mitzva to hang the body of a blasphemer 
or an idol worshipper after he is stoned. Only a man is 
hanged, but a woman is not (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 15:6).

HALAKHA
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Th e mishna states: A man is sold for his committ ing an act of 
theft , but a woman is not sold for her committ ing an act of theft . 
Th e Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? Th e verse states: “If 
the sun rose upon him, there is blood-guilt for him; he shall make 
restitution; if he has nothing, then he shall be sold for his theft ” 
(Exodus : ). Th e verse indicates that he is sold for his theft ,H  
but she is not sold for her theft .

ה  ָ ְגֵניָבתֹו, ְוֵאין ָהִאּשׁ ר ּבִ ״ָהִאיׁש ִנְמּכָ
ְגֵניָבָתּה״. ַמאי ַטְעָמא? ָאַמר  ֶרת ּבִ ִנְמּכֶ
ְגֵניָבתֹו״ –  ְגֵניָבתֹו״, ״ּבִ ר ּבִ ְקָרא: ״ְוִנְמּכָ

ְגֵניָבָתּה. ְולֹא ּבִ

הדרן עלך היה נוטל

 He is sold for his theft, etc. – וכו׳ ְגֵניָבתֹו   A man is sold :ּבִ
for committing an act of theft, but a woman is not sold for 
committing an act of theft (Rambam Sefer Nezikim, Hilkhot 
Geneiva 3:12).

HALAKHA
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mishna With regard to a betrothed womanB  who 
secluded herself with another man aft er 

being warned by her betrothed, and a widow waiting for 
her brother-in-law [yavam] to perform levirate marriage who 
secluded herself with another man aft er being warned by her 
yavam,N  they neither drink the bitt er water nor collect payment 
of their marriage contracts.N H  Th e reason they are not entitled to 
payment of their marriage contracts is that the betrothed woman 
became forbidden to her betrothed or the widow became forbid-
den to her yavam due to her own actions of entering into seclusion 
with the paramour. And the fact that they do not drink the bitt er 
water is as it is stated: “Th is is the law of jealousy, when a wife, 
while under her husband, goes astray, and is defi led” (Numbers 
: ). Th e verse excludes a betrothed woman and a widow await-

ing her yavam; since they are not yet married, neither is considered 
as “under her husband.”

Th e mishna delineates cases where the woman’s marriage was pro-
hibited in the fi rst place: With regard to a widow who was married 
to a High Priest,H  or a divorcée or ĥalutzaB  who was married to a 
common priest,B  or a mamzeret
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לֹא  ָיָבם  ְוׁשֹוֶמֶרת  ֲארּוָסה  מתני׳ 
ֱאַמר:  ּנֶ ה, ׁשֶ תּוּבָ ׁשֹותֹות ְולֹא נֹוְטלֹות ּכְ
ּה״,  ִאיׁשָ ַחת  ּתַ ה  ָ ִאּשׁ ֶטה  ׂשְ ּתִ ר  ״ֲאׁשֶ

ָרט ַלֲארּוָסה ְוׁשֹוֶמֶרת ָיָבם. ּפְ

ַוֲחלּוָצה  ה  רּוׁשָ ּגְ דֹול,  ּגָ ְלכֵֹהן  ַאְלָמָנה 
ְלכֵֹהן ֶהְדיֹוט, ַמְמֶזֶרת

 A betrothed woman – ֲארּוָסה: A Jewish wedding is divided 
into two distinct parts: Betrothal and marriage. The betrothal is 
the first stage and is usually effected with money or a monetary 
equivalent, such as a ring, which the man gives the bride. After 
the betrothal, the woman is considered a married woman who 
does not yet reside with her husband. She therefore cannot 
marry another man without first receiving a bill of divorce. 
Although they are legally married, the couple may not yet live 
together as man and wife, and most of their mutual obligations 
do not yet apply. If a betrothed woman engages in sexual inter-
course with another man, both have violated the prohibition 
against adultery and are liable to be executed.

The second stage of the marriage process is the marriage 
ceremony. Marriage is eff ected by having the bride and 
groom come under the bridal canopy, and it confers upon 
the couple both the rights and the responsibilities associated 
with marriage.

In talmudic times it was not unusual for a year to elapse 
between betrothal and marriage, allowing the bride and 
groom to prepare for the wedding. However, later it became 
the accepted practice to perform both the betrothal ceremony 

and the marriage ceremony at the same time, in order to pre-
vent many halakhic and practical diffi  culties.

 Ĥalutza – ֲחלּוָצה: A yevama who performed the ĥalitza ritual, 
releasing her from her levirate bond, is known as a ĥalutza. The 
term ĥalitza is derived from the central element of this ritual, 
in which the widow removes a special sandal from the foot of 
one of her deceased husband’s brothers, as when the verse 
states the mitzva for her to remove his sandal, it uses the term 

“vaĥaletza” (Deuteronomy 25:9).

 A widow who was married to a High Priest or a divorcée or 
ĥalutza who was married to a common priest – ַאְלָמָנה ְלכֵֹהן 
ֶהְדיֹוט ְלכֵֹהן  ַוֲחלּוָצה  ה  רּוׁשָ ּגְ דֹול   By Torah law, it is prohibited :ּגָ
for a priest to marry a divorcée and it is prohibited for a High 
Priest to marry a widow (Leviticus 21:7, 14). By rabbinic law, it 
is also prohibited for a priest to marry a ĥalutza. Since these 
prohibitions are not punishable by karet, if a priest betroths 
one of these women, the betrothal takes effect; however, 
it is still prohibited for them to live together, and the off-
spring of this union are ĥalalim, priests disqualified due to 
flawed lineage.

BACKGROUND

 And a widow waiting for her brother-in-law who secluded 
herself after being warned by her yavam – ְוׁשֹוֶמֶרת ָיָבם: The 
commentaries raise a difficulty: The Gemara (18b) concludes 
that if a widow awaiting her yavam engaged in sexual inter-
course with another man, she is not forbidden to the yavam. 
If so, why does she forfeit payment of her marriage con-
tract? Rashi explains that although the yavam is permitted to 
marry her, he can refuse to marry her due to her promiscuous 
behavior, and since his refusal is prompted by her actions, she 
forfeits payment of her marriage contract.

Many commentaries question Rashi’s understanding and 
off er alternative explanations. Tosafot note that according 
to the Gemara (24b), the mishna is referring to a case where 
the yavam already engaged in sexual intercourse with the 
widow. In this case, by engaging in sexual intercourse with 
another man, the widow becomes prohibited to the yavam, 
and therefore she forfeits payment of her marriage contract.

Other early commentaries explain that this mishna is not 
in accordance with the halakha. Rather, it is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who equates women who 
are forbidden by a standard Torah prohibition to women who 
are forbidden on penalty of karet. Since a widow awaiting her 
yavam is prohibited to everyone else, Rabbi Akiva holds that 
if she engages in sexual intercourse with another man she 
becomes prohibited to the yavam (Tosefot HaRash; Tosefot 
HaRosh).

 A betrothed woman…nor collect payment of their mar-
riage contracts – ה תּוּבָ  Although there :ֲארּוָסה…ְולֹא נֹוְטלֹות ּכְ
is an amoraic dispute as to whether a betrothed woman is 
entitled to a marriage contract, all agree that under normal 
circumstances, if her betrothed wrote her a marriage con-
tract, she is entitled to collect at least the main sum, which 
is one hundred dinars for a widow or a divorcée and two 
hundred dinars for a virgin. This is what she stands to lose if 
she secludes herself with another man after being warned 
by her betrothed.

The phrase “while under her husband” (Numbers 5:29) 
excludes these women only from drinking the bitter water, 
but not from the halakha that prohibits a sota to her husband 
until the bitter water evaluates her fi delity, and since she can-
not drink the bitter water, divorce is the only alternative. Since 
the woman put herself in this position, she loses her right to 
collect payment of her marriage contract, even though there 
is no certainty that she was defi led. For this reason, even Beit 
Shammai, who hold that a woman who cannot drink the 
bitter water due to her husband’s death collects payment of 
her marriage contract, concede that in this case she does not 
collect payment of her marriage contract.

NOTES

 A betrothed woman and a widow waiting for her 
brother-in-law…nor collect payment of their marriage 
contracts – ה תּוּבָ  With regard :ֲארּוָסה ְוׁשֹוֶמֶרת ָיָבם…ְולֹא נֹוְטלֹות ּכְ
to a betrothed woman or a widow awaiting her yavam, whose 
betrothed or yavam issued a warning to her and who was then 
observed by witnesses to seclude herself with the other man, 
even if she wishes to drink the bitter water and the betrothed or 
the yavam wants her to drink it, she cannot drink it. Rather, she 
is divorced without receiving payment of her marriage contract 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:2).

 A widow who was married to a High Priest – דֹול  :ַאְלָמָנה ְלכֵֹהן ּגָ
With regard to a man whose wife was forbidden to him, such as 
a High Priest who was married to a widow, if he issued a warn-
ing to her and she then secluded herself with the other man, 
she does not drink the bitter water. Rather, she is divorced with-
out receiving payment of her marriage contract. This halakha 
applies whether his wife was forbidden to him by an explicit 
prohibition, by a prohibition stated as a positive mitzva, or even 
by rabbinic law, e.g., the husband and wife were secondary 
relatives (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:9).

HALAKHA
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