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mishna With regard to one who issues a warningN  
to his wife not to seclude herself with a 

particular man, so that if she does not heed his warning she will 
assume the status of a woman suspected by her husband of having 
been unfaithful [sota], Rabbi Eliezer says: He issues a warning 
to her based on, i.e., in the presence of, twoH  witnesses for the 
warning to be eff ective. If two witnesses were not present for the 
warning, she is not a sota even if two witnesses saw her seclusion 
with another man. And the husband gives the bitt er water to her 
to drink based on the testimony of one witness who saw the 
seclusion, or even based on his own testimony that he himself 
saw them secluded together, as Rabbi Eliezer holds that only the 
warning requires witnesses, not the seclusion. Rabbi Yehoshua 
says: He both issues a warning to her based on two witnesses and 
gives the bitt er water to her to drink based on the testimony of 
twoH  witnesses.

Th e mishna asks: How does he issue a warning to her in an eff ec-
tive manner? If he says to her in the presence of two witnesses: 
Do not speak with the man called so-and-so,H  and she never-
theless spoke with him, she is still permitt ed to her home, i.e., 
she is permitt ed to engage in sexual intercourse with her husband, 
and if she is the wife of a priest she is still permitt ed to partake 
of teruma.B 

However, if aft er he told her not to speak with so-and-so, she 
entered into a secluded place and remained with that manH  long 
enough to become defi led, i.e., suffi  cient time to engage in sexual 
intercourse, she is forbidden to her home from that moment until 
she undergoes the sota rite. And likewise, if she was the wife of a 
priest she is prohibited from partaking of teruma,H  as she was 
possibly disqualifi ed by her infi delity, so long as her innocence is 
not proven by means of the bitt er water. And if her husband dies 
childless before she drinks the bitt er water, she perform ĥalitza 
with her late husband’s brother and may not enter into levirate 
marriage,H  as, if she had been unfaithful, levirate marriage is 
forbidden.

gemara Th e Gemara questions the placement of 
this tractate within the mishnaic order of 

Nashim. Now, the tanna arose from tractate Nazir, which is the 
tractate preceding Sota in the order of the Mishna. What did he 
teach in Nazir that required that he teach tractate Sota immedi-
ately aft erward, as at fi rst glance there seems to be no connection 
between this tractate and Nazir?

Th e Gemara answers: Th is was done in accordance with the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi with regard to the sequence 
of passages in the Torah, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi says: Why is the portion of a nazirite (Numbers, 
chapter ƪ) placed adjacent to the portion of a sota (Numbers, 
chapter Ʃ)? Th is was done to tell you that anyone who sees a 
sota in her disgrace as she undergoes the rite of the bitt er water 
should re nounceN  wine, as wine is one of the causes of sexual 
trans gression, as it loosens inhibitions. For the same reason that 
the Torah teaches these passages one aft er the other, Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi arranged these tractates one aft er the other.

Perek I
Daf 2 Amud a

י אֱלִיעֶזֶר  תּוֹ, רַבִּ א לְאִשְׁ מתני׳ הַמְקַנֵּ
קֶה  נַיִם, וּמַשְׁ י שְׁ א לָהּ עַל פִּ אוֹמֵר: מְקַנֵּ
י  רַבִּ עַצְמוֹ;  י  פִּ עַל  אוֹ  אֶחָד  עֵד  י  פִּ עַל 
נַיִם  שְׁ י  פִּ עַל  לָהּ  א  מְקַנֵּ אוֹמֵר:   ע יְהוֹשֻׁ

נַיִם. י שְׁ קֶה עַל פִּ וּמַשְׁ

נַיִם  פְנֵי שְׁ א לָהּ? אוֹמֵר לָהּ בִּ יצַד מְקַנֵּ כֵּ
רָה  וְדִבְּ לוֹנִי״,  פְּ אִישׁ  עִם  רִי  דַבְּ תְּ ״אַל 
לְבֵיתָהּ  רֶת  מוּתֶּ הִיא  עֲדַיִין   – עִמּוֹ 

תְרוּמָה. רֶת לֶאֱכוֹל בִּ וּמוּתֶּ

הֲתָה עִמּוֹ  תֶר וְשָׁ נִכְנְסָה עִמּוֹ לְבֵית הַסֵּ
דֵי טוּמְאָה – אֲסוּרָה לְבֵיתָהּ וַאֲסוּרָה  כְּ
חוֹלֶצֶת   – מֵת  וְאִם  תְרוּמָה.  בִּ לֶאֱכוֹל 

מֶת. וְלאֹ מִתְיַיבֶּ

נָא  זִיר סְלֵיק, מַאי תְּ א מִנָּ נָּ דִי תַּ גמ׳ מִכְּ
נָא סוֹטָה? קָא תְּ דְּ

ה נִסְמְכָה  י אוֹמֵר: לָמָּ תַנְיָא, רַבִּ י; דְּ דְרַבִּ כִּ
לְךָ,  לוֹמַר  סוֹטָה?  ת  לְפָרָשַׁ נָזִיר  ת  רָשַׁ פָּ
יַזִּיר  קִלְקוּלָהּ  בְּ סוֹטָה  הָרוֹאֶה  ל  כָּ שֶׁ

עַצְמוֹ מִן הַיַּיִן.

 One who issues a warning [hamekanneh] – א  As :הַמְקַנֵּ
Rashi and other commentaries note, this term is used 
based on the language in the verse in this context: “And 
he warned [vekinneh] his wife” (Numbers 5:14). The com-
mentaries, however, differ as to the precise implications of 
this term, hamekanneh, as well as the meaning of the term 
vekinneh used in the verse. Some explain that it is referring to 
a warning (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna; Tosefot 
HaRosh). Others explain that it is a term indicating anger and 
annoyance (see Tosefot Yom Tov). In truth, the interpretation 
of this term is dependent upon the dispute (see 3a) as to 
whether it is proper for a suspicious husband to issue a 
warning to his wife.

 Should renounce, etc. – וכו׳ עַצְמוֹ   Some understand :יַזִּיר 
that the Gemara is not advising one to actually become 
a nazirite, as the Gemara in tractate Nazir (19a) states that 
the acceptance of a vow of naziriteship is a sin. Rather, the 
Gemara means that those who see a sota in her disgrace 
should reduce their consumption of wine (Be’er Sheva; see 
Tosafot on Nazir 2a).

NOTES

 He issues a warning to her based on two – י א לָהּ עַל פִּ  מְקַנֵּ
נַיִם  A man issues a warning to his wife by stating in the :שְׁ
presence of two witnesses: Do not seclude yourself with 
so-and-so (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:1; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:2).

 And gives to her to drink based on two – י פִּ עַל  קֶה   וּמַשְׁ
נַיִם  The seclusion described in the verse is where a woman :שְׁ
is secluded with the specific man about whom she was 
warned and there are two witnesses attesting to this seclu-
sion, in accordance with Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion, based 
on the principle that his opinion is accepted in his disputes 
with Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:2; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:4).

 Do not speak with the man called so-and-so – רִי דַבְּ  אַל תְּ
לוֹנִי פְּ אִישׁ   If one says to his wife in the presence of :עִם 
two witnesses: Do not speak with so-and-so, it is not a 
warning, and she remains permitted to her husband even 
if she secludes herself with that man (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 1:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:6).

 She entered into a secluded place and remained with 
that man, etc. – וכו׳ עִמּוֹ  הֲתָה  וְשָׁ תֶר  הַסֵּ לְבֵית  עִמּוֹ   If :נִכְנְסָה 
one issued a warning to his wife about secluding herself 
with a specific man and she secluded herself with him for 
a sufficient amount of time to engage in sexual intercourse, 
she is forbidden to her husband unless she is found innocent 
through the sota rite (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:2; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:4).

 And she is prohibited from partaking of teruma – וַאֲסוּרָה 
רוּמָה תְּ  If two valid witnesses testify that a woman :לֶאֱכוֹל 
married to a priest was properly warned by her husband, 
and she subsequently secluded herself with the man about 
whom she was warned, it is prohibited for her to partake 
of teruma until she drinks the bitter water. If her husband 
dies before she is able to drink the bitter water, or if she is 
unable to drink the water for some other reason, she is per-
manently prohibited from partaking of teruma, as she may 
have committed adultery (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot 
Terumot 8:15).

 She performs ĥalitza and may not enter into levirate mar-
riage – מֶת מִתְיַיבֶּ וְלאֹ   If a married woman secludes :חוֹלֶצֶת 
herself with another man after having been warned by her 
husband, and her husband dies without children before 
she drinks the bitter water, she performs ĥalitza with her 
husband’s brother and may not enter into levirate marriage 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 6:19; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 173:11).

HALAKHA

 To partake of teruma – תְרוּמָה בִּ  The Torah bestows :לֶאֱכוֹל 
twenty-four different awards on priests, who serve the entire 
community in the Temple and do not receive a portion in Eretz 
Yisrael. One of these awards is teruma, which must be eaten or 

used in a state of ritual purity by the priests, who confer that 
right on other members of their household, including their 
wives, children, slaves, and animals.

BACKGROUND
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Th e Gemara asks: But if so, let him teach tractate Sota fi rst and 
then let him teach tractate Nazir, which is the way these topics are 
ordered in the Torah, and also accords bett er with the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Th e Gemara answers: Since the tanna taught 
tractate Ketubot, and in that tractate he taught a chapter that begins: 
One who vows, in which there are several mishnayot concerning 
vows between husbands and wives, he then taught tractate Nedarim, 
whose subject is the halakhot of vows. And since he taught tractate 
Nedarim, he then taught tractate Nazir, which is similar to tractate 
Nedarim in that one becomes a nazirite by taking a vow. And he then 
teaches tractate Sota, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi.

§ Th e Gemara begins clarifying the mishna. Th e mishna states: One 
who issues a warning to his wife. By employing the descriptive 
phrase: One who issues a warning, and not the prescriptive phrase: 
One issues a warning, the tanna indicates that aft er the fact, yes, it 
is eff ective if he issues a warning in this manner, but ideally, no, one 
should not issue a warning to his wife at all ab initio. Apparently, the 
tanna of our mishna holds that it is prohibited to issue a warning 
to one’s wife ab initio in a manner that can cause her to become a 
sota, and all the halakhot concerning a sota are for one who issued a 
warning when not obligated to do so.

Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzĥak says: When Reish Lakish would 
introduceN  his discussion of the Torah passage of sota he would say 
this: Heaven matches a woman to a man only according to his 
actions, as it is stated: “For the rod of wickedness shall not rest 
upon the lot of the righteous” (Psalms ƥƦƩ:Ƨ), indicating that if one 
has a wicked wife it is due to his own evil conduct. Rabba bar bar 
  Ĥana says that Rabbi Yoĥanan says: And it is as diffi  cult to match 
a couple together as was the splitt ing of the Red Sea,N  as it is stated 
in a verse that speaks of the exodus from Egypt: “God makes the 
solitary individuals dwell in a house; He brings out prisoners into 
prosperity [bakosharot]” (Psalms ƪƬ:ƫ). God takes single individu-
als and causes them to dwell in a house by properly matching a man 
to a woman. Th is is similar to the exodus from Egypt, which culmi-
nated in the splitt ing of the Red Sea, where He released prisoners 
into prosperity.

Th e Gemara asks: Is that so that a man is matched to a woman 
according to his actions? But Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: Forty 
days before an embryo is formed a Divine Voice issues forth and 
says: Th e daughter of so-and-soN  is destined to marry so-and-so; 
such and such a house is destined to be inhabited by so-and-so; 
such and such a fi eld is destined to be farmed by so-and-so. Th is 
clearly states that these matt ers, including marriage, are decreed for 
a person even before he is formed. Th e Gemara answers: Th is is not 
diffi  cult. Th is statement that Rav Yehuda says in the name of Rav is 
with regard to a fi rst match [zivug],N L  while this statement of Rabba 
bar bar Ĥana in the name of Rabbi Yoĥanan is with regard to a 
second match. A fi rst match is decreed in heaven; a second match 
is according to one’s actions.

 § Th e Gemara now clarifi es the dispute in the mishna. Rabbi Eliezer 
says: Th e husband must issue a warning to her based on, i.e., in the 
presence of, two witnesses, and he gives the bitt er water to her to 
drink based on the testimony of one witness. Rabbi Yehoshua says: 
He both issues a warning to her based on two witnesses and gives 
the bitt er water to her to drink based on the testimony of two wit-
nesses who saw them secluded together. Th e Gemara notes: Rabbi 
Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua disagree only with regard to the requi-
site number of witnesses for the warning and the seclusion, whether 
one or two witnesses are required, but with regard to the testimony 
concerning defi lement aft er the warning was issued and seclusion 
had occurred, they agree that even the testimony of one witness is 
deemed credibleH  to establish that the woman actually engaged in 
sexual intercourse with the man while secluded.

וְלִיתְנֵי סוֹטָה וַהֲדַר לִיתְנֵי נָזִיר! אַיְּידֵי 
נָא  תְּ יר״  דִּ ״הַמַּ וּתְנָא  תוּבּוֹת  כְּ תְנָא  דִּ
נָא נָזִיר  תְנָא נְדָרִים תְּ נְדָרִים, וְאַיְּידֵי דִּ

י. דְרַבִּ דָמֵי לִנְדָרִים, וְקָתָנֵי סוֹטָה כִּ דְּ

ה  חִילָּ לְכַתְּ אִין,  יעֲבַד  דִּ  – א״  ״הַמְקַנֵּ
אוֹת. ידָן: אָסוּר לְקַנְּ א דִּ נָּ לָא. קָסָבַר תַּ

י  כִּ יִצְחָק:  רַב  ר  בַּ מוּאֵל  שְׁ רַב  אָמַר 
אָמַר  סוֹטָה,  בְּ לָקִישׁ  רֵישׁ  תַח  פָּ הֲוָה 
ה  ָ אִשּׁ לְאָדָם  לוֹ  וגִין  מְזַוְּ אֵין  הָכִי: 
לאֹ  י  ״כִּ אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ יו,  מַעֲשָׂ לְפִי  א  אֶלָּ
יקִים״.  דִּ ע עַל גּוֹרַל הַצַּ בֶט הָרֶשַׁ יָנוּח שֵׁ
י יוֹחָנָן:  ר חָנָה אָמַר רַבִּ ר בַּ ה בַּ אָמַר רַבָּ
אֱמַר:  נֶּ קְרִיעַת יַם סוּף, שֶׁ וגָן כִּ ין לְזַוְּ וְקָשִׁ
יְתָה מוֹצִיא  יב יְחִידִים בַּ ״אֱלהִֹים מוֹשִׁ

רוֹת״. כּוֹשָׁ אֲסִירִים בַּ

רַב:  אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר  וְהָא  אִינִי? 
ת  בַּ לָד,  הַוָּ יְצִירַת  קוֹדֶם  יוֹם  עִים  אַרְבָּ
לוֹנִי לִפְלוֹנִי,  ת פְּ קוֹל יוֹצֵאת וְאוֹמֶרֶת: בַּ
דֵה פְלוֹנִי לִפְלוֹנִי!  לוֹנִי לִפְלוֹנִי, שְׂ ית פְּ בֵּ
זִוּג  ג רִאשׁוֹן, הָא בְּ זִוֻּ יָא: הָא בְּ לָא קַשְׁ

נִי. שֵׁ

י  א לָהּ עַל פִּ י אֱלִיעֶזֶר אוֹמֵר: מְקַנֵּ ״רַבִּ
א  אֶלָּ לִיגִי  פְּ לָא  אן  כָּ עַד  וכו׳.  נַיִם״  שְׁ
טוּמְאָה – עֵד  קִינּוּי וּסְתִירָה, אֲבָל בְּ בְּ

אֶחָד מְהֵימַן.

 When Reish Lakish would introduce – ׁרֵיש תַח  פָּ הֲוָה  י   כִּ
 The phrase: Would introduce, is often found in :לָקִישׁ
aggadic midrash, and it was regularly used to introduce a 
lecture on a specific topic by use of an aggadic interpreta-
tion of a verse that would facilitate a novel approach to 
that topic. Some explain that Reish Lakish would teach this 
statement to explain why, as the Gemara will note is the 
opinion of some tanna’im, it is prohibited for a husband to 
issue a warning to his wife. As the aggadic interpretation 
explains, a spouse is designated in accordance with one’s 
own behavior, and since the Gemara (28a) notes that the 
bitter water is ineffective if her husband is guilty of adultery, 
before issuing a warning to one’s wife one should examine 
one’s own behavior. According to this understanding, the 
conclusion of the Gemara noting a distinction between 
a first and second match also relates to this issue, as it 
indicates that there are still occasions when a warning is 
appropriate (Yagel Ya’akov).

 As the splitting of the Red Sea – קְרִיעַת יַם סוּף  The early :כִּ
commentaries discuss why it is that the Gemara compares 
matchmaking to the splitting of the sea, rather than the 
actual exodus from Egypt, which is the subject of the verse 
quoted in the Gemara. Some explain that the term bako-
sharot in the verse alludes to the splitting of the sea, as it is 
a contraction of bebekhi uveshirot, with crying and singing, 
referring to the crying of the Egyptians and the singing of 
the Jews (Tosefot HaRosh).

 The daughter of so-and-so, etc. – וכו׳ לוֹנִי  פְּ ת   Tosafot :בַּ
infer from this formulation that a Divine Voice issues forth 
at the time that the man is formed, at which time his future 
mate might not be born yet, and therefore she is referred 
to only by her father’s name (see Maharsha). Other early 
commentaries explain that the Divine Voice issues forth 
when the first of the couple is born, regardless of whether 
it is the male or the female.

 This is with regard to a first match, etc. – זִוּג רִאשׁוֹן  הָא בְּ
 Tosefot HaRash explains that the term second match is :וכו׳
applicable only if it is a second marriage for both the man 
and the woman. If either spouse has not yet been married, 
it is still referred to as a first match. The Be’er Sheva, based 
on the esoterica, explains that the term first match refers 
to the divinely ordained mate of an individual, whereas 
the phrase second match refers to one matched with a 
person based on their actions, and it may be that one will 
marry only the second match. There is a certain similar-
ity between this explanation and that of the Meiri, who 
explains that a first match refers to one who marries at a 
young age, when one is too young to be matched based 
on his actions, and therefore the mate is ordained by a 
Divine Voice, while a second match refers to one who mar-
ries at an older age, since his conduct can be evaluated to 
ordain a fitting match.

NOTES

 Match [zivug] – ג  Although this word as well as several :זִוֻּ
others derived from it are found in ancient Hebrew and 
in other Semitic languages, it is believed that the original 
source is the Greek ζυγόν, zugon, which refers to a team of 
two oxen, or yoke. It was extended to include any grouping 
together of two entities, and is used by the Sages with 
specific emphasis on the joining of a couple in marriage.

LANGUAGE

 With regard to defilement one witness is deemed cred-
ible – טוּמְאָה עֵד אֶחָד מְהֵימַן  If a woman had been warned :בְּ
by her husband, and witnesses testify with regard to the 
seclusion, then even if only one witness testifies that she 
engaged in sexual intercourse with the man, she is perma-
nently forbidden to her husband and does not drink the 
bitter water, but she is divorced without receiving payment 
of her marriage contract (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 1:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:14).

HALAKHA
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Th e Gemara comments: And we learned also in another mishna 
(Ƨƥa) that if a single witness says: I saw that she was defi led, then 
she would not drink the bitt er water, as the testimony is accepted, 
and her husband must divorce her and she forfeits payment of 
her marriage contract. Th erefore, there is no need to perform the 
sota rite.

Th e Gemara asks: By Torah law, from where do we derive that 
one witness is deemed credible with regard to testifying that 
a sota engaged in sexual intercourse? Th e Gemara answers: As 
the Sages taught in reference to the verse describing the circum-
stances in which a woman defi led through an act of adultery 
becomes forbidden to her husband, which states: “And a man lie 
with her carnally and it be hid from the eyes of her husband, she 
being defi led secretly, and there is no witness [ed] against her” 
(Numbers Ʃ:ƥƧ), 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: Or perhaps the verse is referring 
only to a case where there was not even one witness to the act of 
sexual intercourse, as the singular usage of the word ed would seem 
to indicate? Th e baraita now proves that 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; by the mouth of two witnesses or by the mouth of three 
witnesses shall a matt er be established” (Deuteronomy ƥƭ:ƥƩ). 

Th e baraita infers a general principle from this verse by asking: By 
inference 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” (Deuteronomy ƥƭ:ƥƩ), do I not know that it is referring to 
one witness, as the term “rise up [yakum]” is writt en in the singular 
form? What is the meaning when the verse states explicitly: “One 
witness,” since it is obviously referring to only one witness? Th e 
baraita answers: Th is established a paradigm that every place 
where the word “witness [ed]” is stated in the Torah without 
specifying a number, there are two witnesses here, unless the 
verse specifi es that it is referring to only one witness by writing 
the word “one.”

Th e baraita returns to discuss the verse concerning a sota. And the 
Merciful One states: “Th ere is no witness [ed] against her” (Num-
bers Ʃ:ƥƧ), which therefore means that there 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,” 
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.

וּתְנַן נַמִי: עֵד אֶחָד אוֹמֵר אֲנִי רָאִיתִי 
יטְמֵאת – לאֹ הָיְתָה שׁוֹתָה. נִּ שֶׁ

מְהֵימַן עֵד אֶחָד?  אוֹרַיְיתָא מְנָלַן דִּ מִדְּ
נַיִם  שְׁ בִּ  – הּ״  בָּ אֵין  ״וְעֵד  נַן:  רַבָּ תָנוּ  דְּ

ר. תוּב מְדַבֵּ הַכָּ

לְמוּד  אֶחָד? תַּ א אֲפִילּוּ בְּ אוֹ אֵינוֹ אֶלָּ
אִישׁ״. לוֹמַר: ״לאֹ יָקוּם עֵד אֶחָד בְּ

Perek I
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עֵד  יָקוּם  ״לאֹ  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ מָע  שְׁ מִמַּ
הוּא אֶחָד? מַה  אִישׁ״, אֵינִי יוֹדֵע שֶׁ בְּ
ל  נָה אָב: כָּ לְמוּד לוֹמַר ״אֶחָד״? זֶה בָּ תַּ
נַיִם,  אן שְׁ אֱמַר ״עֵד״, הֲרֵי כָּ נֶּ מָקוֹם שֶׁ

תוּב ״אֶחָד״. יִּפְרוֹט לְךָ הַכָּ עַד שֶׁ

א חַד,  הּ אֶלָּ רֵי לֵית בָּ וְאָמַר רַחֲמָנָא: תְּ
ה״ – אֲסוּרָה. שָׂ ״וְהִיא לאֹ נִתְפָּ
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Th e Gemara questions this reasoning: But this would seem to indi-
cate that the only reason to interpret the verse concerning a sota as 
referring to a case where there is only one witness is that it is writt en 
in the other verse: “One witness shall not rise up against a man” 
(Deuteronomy ƥƭ:ƥƩ), indicating that any unspecifi ed usage of the 
word ed in the Torah refers to two witnesses, but were it not for this 
inference, I would say that when the term witness is employed in 
the verse concerning a sota it is referring to one witness. However, 
this would mean that the woman is forbidden to her husband 
even if there is not even one witness who saw the alleged sexual 
intercourse, and if there is not even one witness to testify, then 
with what testimony does she become forbidden to her husband? 
Obviously, even without another verse, it must be understood that 
the verse is indicating that there are not two witnesses but there is 
one, or else there would be no testimony to her actions.

Th e Gemara answers: It was necessary to infer the interpretation of 
the verse concerning the sota from the other verse mentioning one 
witness. Otherwise it might enter your mind to say that the verse 
here that states: “Th ere is no witness against her,” means that a 
single witness testifying about the sexual intercourse is not deemed 
credible with regard to her under any circumstances, and the 
testimony of one witness is not accepted in the case of a sota.

Th e Gemara questions this analysis: What would be the logic in 
interpreting the verse as indicating that a single witness is not 
deemed credible with regard to her? But if that is the interpre-
tation, what does the verse require in order for a sota to be rendered 
forbidden?

Th e Gemara explains its question: If the verse is understood as 
indicating that a woman isn’t forbidden until there are two 
witnesses to testify to her infi delity, then let the verse be silent 
from any mention of witnesses, as the requirement for two wit-
nesses in matt ers of sexual impropriety is derived by means of a 
verbal analogy from the word “matt er” writt en with regard to for-
bidden relations, and the word “matt er” writt en with regard to 
monetary matt ers. Th e verbal analogy by which it is learned that 
two witnesses are required is as follows: A verse concerning forbid-
den relations states: “Because he has found some unseemly matt er 
about her” (Deuteronomy Ʀƨ:ƥ), and a verse concerning monetary 
matt ers states: “By the mouth of two witnesses or by the mouth of 
three witnesses shall a matt er be established” (Deuteronomy ƥƭ:ƥƩ). 
And I would know that the requirement that two witnesses testify 
applies in the case of a sota, just as it does in all other matt ers of 
testimony in the Torah.

Th e Gemara answers: It was necessary that the verse be stated in 
the case of a sota as well, for it might enter your mind to say that 
testimony concerning a sota is diff erent from other testimony, and 
even testimony of one witness would be suffi  cient because there is 
a basis for anticipating the matt er. Since the husband issued a 
warning to her about this particular man and she then secluded 
herself with him, perhaps even one witness should be deemed 
credible with regard to her. Th erefore, the verse informs us that 
one witness is not deemed credible to render her forbidden to her 
husband.

Th e Gemara asks another question concerning its earlier analysis: 
But how can you think to say that the verse would be stating that 
one witness is not deemed credible with regard to her having 
engaged in sexual intercourse and she would remain permitt ed to 
her husband? But from the continuation of the same verse, from the 
fact that it is writt en: “And she was not taken,” which indicates that 
the verse is referring to a case where she was not raped, one con-
cludes by inference that the verse is referring to a woman who 
becomes forbidden to her husband for engaging in consensual 
adulterous sexual intercourse.

אֶחָד  עֵד  יָקוּם  ״לאֹ  כְתִיב:  דִּ טַעְמָא  א  אֶלָּ
עֵד  אָמִינָא  הֲוָה  הָכִי,  לָאו  הָא  אִישׁ״,  בְּ
א,  לֵיכָּ חַד  אֲפִילּוּ  וְאִי  הוּא.  חַד  סוֹטָה  דְּ

סְרָא? מַאי מִיתַּ א בְּ אֶלָּ

ךְ אָמִינָא: ״עֵד אֵין  עְתָּ אִיצְטְרִיךְ, סָלְקָא דַּ
הּ. הּ״ – אֵין נֶאֱמָן בָּ בָּ

עֵי? א מַאי בָּ הּ? וְאֶלָּ אֵין נֶאֱמָן בָּ

יהּ,  מִינֵּ קְרָא  תּוֹק  לִישְׁ רֵי,  תְּ א  אִיכָּ דְּ עַד 
מוֹן, וַאֲנָא יָדַעֲנָא,  בָר״ מִמָּ בָר״ ״דָּ אָתְיָא ״דָּ דְּ

תּוֹרָה! בַּ ל עֵדֻיּוֹת שֶׁ הֲוָה אַכָּ מִידֵי דַּ

סוֹטָה  אָמִינָא:  ךְ  עְתָּ דַּ סָלְקָא  אִיצְטְרִיךְ, 
לָהּ  א  קִינֵּ הֲרֵי  שֶׁ בָר,  לַדָּ רַגְלַיִם  דְּ אנֵי,  שָׁ

הּ עֵד אֶחָד. רָה, לִיתְהֵימַן בָּ וְנִסְתְּ

רְיָא?  וְשַׁ הּ  בָּ נֶאֱמָן  אֵין  דְּ אָמְרַתְּ  מָצֵית  וּמִי 
לָל  ה״, מִכְּ שָׂ כְתִיב ״וְהִיא לאֹ נִתְפָּ וְהָא מִדִּ

אֲסוּרָה! דַּ
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Th e Gemara answers: Nevertheless, it still was necessary to teach the 
principle derived from the other verse that the term “ed” is referring 
to two witnesses even in the context of a sota, as it might enter your 
mind to say that the verse should be understood to mean that one 
witness is not deemed credible with regard to her, and she remains 
permitt ed until there are two witnesses who testify to the sexual 
intercourse, and with the testimony of two witnesses as well, it is 
only when she was not seized and forced to cohabit with the man. 
Th erefore, to refute this possible interpretation, the baraita teaches 
us that “ed” always refers to two witnesses unless stated otherwise. 
Th erefore, the phrase in the verse concerning a sota that says: “Th ere 
is no witness [ed] against her,” means that there were not two 
witnesses, but if there was only one witness he is deemed credible.

Th e mishna teaches that Rabbi Yehoshua says: He both issues a 
warning to her based on two witnesses, and he gives the bitt er water 
to her to drink based on the testimony of two witnesses who saw 
her secluded. Th e Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of Rabbi 
Yehoshua? Th e Gemara answers: Th e verse states: “And there is no 
witness [ed] against her [bah]” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƧ), which was explained 
to mean there were not two witnesses, but only one, who testifi ed 
concerning her defi lement. Rabbi Yehoshua derives 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, he derives: 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 the seclusion.

Th e Gemara now explains Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion. And Rabbi 
Eliezer says that the only derivation to be learned is: With regard to 
it, but not with regard to the warning.N  Th erefore, the warning, 
unlike the defi lement, requires two witnesses. Th e seclusion is not 
contrasted with the defi lement, and, like the defi lement, requires 
only one.

Th e Gemara questions Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion: But why not say that 
one should also derive: With regard to it, but not with regard to the 
seclusion,N  as does Rabbi Yehoshua? Th e Gemara answers: Rabbi 
Eliezer does not accept that derivation, as seclusion is juxtaposed 
to defi lement by the verse, as it is writt en: “And she was defi led 
secretly” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƧ), and the term “secretly” is referring to 
seclusion. Th erefore, the same halakha should apply to both.

Th e Gemara asks: But the warning is also juxtaposed to defi lement, 
as it is writt en: “And he warned his wife, and she had become 
defi led” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƨ) and the same halakha should apply to both. 
Th e Gemara answers: Th e Merciful One excluded at least one of the 
two by use of the expression bah, which teaches that in one matt er 
other than defi lement, two witnesses are required.

Th e Gemara asks: And what did you see to determine that the 
exclusion from the halakha of one witness suffi  cing is with regard 
to the warning? Perhaps the exclusion from the halakha of one 
witness suffi  cing is with regard to the seclusion. Th e Gemara answers: 
It stands to reason that it is preferable to compare seclusion to 
defi lement, as testimony with regard to seclusion forbids her to her 
husband just as testimony with regard to defi lement does.

Th e Gemara rejects this reasoning: On the contrary, it is preferable 
to compare the warning to the defi lement, as it is the main cause of 
her becoming forbidden. Seclusion alone, absent a warning, would 
not cause her to be forbidden to her husband.

Th e Gemara counters: If there is no seclusion, is there any signifi -
cance to the warning? Th e warning results in a prohibition only aft er 
the warned woman secludes herself with the man. Th e Gemara 
counters: And if there is no warning, what eff ectiveness does 
seclusion have? Both the warning and the seclusion are required 
for her to be forbidden.

ךְ אָמִינָא: אֵין  עְתָּ אִיצְטְרִיךְ, סָלְקָא דַּ
רֵי, וּבִתְרֵי נַמִי  א תְּ אִיכָּ הּ עַד דְּ נֶאֱמָן בָּ

מַע לָן. ה. קָא מַשְׁ שָׂ לאֹ נִתְפָּ הִיא דְּ

י  פִּ עַל  לָהּ  א  מְקַנֵּ אוֹמֵר:   ע יְהוֹשֻׁ י  ״רַבִּ
 ? ע י יְהוֹשֻׁ רַבִּ נַיִם״ וכו׳. מַאי טַעֲמָא דְּ שְׁ
קִינּוּי,  בְּ וְלאֹ  הּ –  בָּ הּ״,  ״בָּ קְרָא:  אָמַר 

סְתִירָה. הּ – וְלאֹ בִּ בָּ

קִינּוּי. הּ – וְלאֹ בְּ י אֱלִיעֶזֶר אוֹמֵר: בָּ וְרַבִּ

סְתִירָה  סְתִירָה!  בִּ וְלאֹ   – הּ  בָּ וְאֵימָא: 
רָה  ״וְנִסְתְּ כְתִיב:  דִּ לְטוּמְאָה,  שׁ  קַּ אִיתַּ

וְהִיא נִטְמָאָה״.

כְתִיב:  שׁ לְטוּמְאָה, דִּ קַּ קִינּוּי נַמִי אִיתַּ
תּוֹ וְהִיא נִטְמָאָה״! הָא  א אֶת אִשְׁ ״וְקִנֵּ

הּ״. מִיעֵט רַחֲמָנָא ״בָּ

רָא סְתִירָה עֲדִיפָא,  בְּ וּמָה רָאִיתָ? מִסְתַּ
טוּמְאָה. הּ כְּ ן אוֹסַרְתָּ כֵּ שֶׁ

רַם  גָּ ר  עִיקָּ ן  כֵּ שֶׁ עָדִיף,  קִינּוּי  ה,  רַבָּ אַדְּ
לָהּ!

א? וְאִי  אִי לָאו סְתִירָה, קִינּוּי מִי אִיכָּ
לָאו קִינּוּי, סְתִירָה מַאי אַהֲנֵי?

 With regard to it but not with regard to the warning – 
קִינּוּי הּ וְלאֹ בְּ  In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that :בָּ
this dispute is related to another dispute. Rabbi Eliezer’s 
opinion is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai 
(Gittin 90a) that one may not divorce his wife unless she 
committed adultery. As such, it must be that he can have 
her drink the bitter water to clarify her status even if there 
is only one witness with regard to the seclusion. Other-
wise, the husband would remain without any options, as 
he may neither divorce her nor continue living with her. By 
contrast, Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion is in accordance with 
the opinion of Beit Hillel (Gittin 90a) that one can divorce 
his wife if he finds any fault in her. Therefore, if there is 
testimony of one witness that she secluded herself, he 
has the option to divorce her, and it is not necessary to 
perform the sota rite.

 With regard to it but not with regard to the seclusion, 
etc. – וכו׳ סְתִירָה  בִּ וְלאֹ  הּ   In the Jerusalem Talmud it is :בָּ
explained that the dispute with regard to the number of 
witnesses is predicated upon alternative interpretations of 
the verse: “He has found some unseemly matter [davar] 
about her” (Deuteronomy 24:1). Everyone agrees that the 
expression “he has found” refers to having found out by 
means of the testimony of witnesses. The dispute con-
cerns the meaning of the expression “an unseemly matter.” 
According to Rabbi Yehoshua, it refers to having found out 
through witnesses about the unseemly matter of his wife 
secluding herself with another man. By contrast, Rabbi 
Eliezer interprets the word “matter [davar]” as related to 
the similar word dibbur, meaning speech. Consequently, 
he interprets that the actual speaking involved in the 
sota process must be found through witness testimony. 
Therefore, only the warning, not the seclusion, must be 
testified about by two witnesses.

NOTES
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Th e Gemara concludes: Even so, it is preferable to compare the 
seclusion to the defi lement, as the seclusion is the beginning of 
defi lement. Th erefore, just as the testimony of one witness suf-
fi ces with regard to the defi lement, the testimony of one witness 
suffi  ces with regard to the seclusion.

Th e Gemara comments: Th e mishna is not in accordance with 
the opinion of this tanna, who presents a diff erent version of 
Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion, as it is taught in a baraita (Toseft a ƥ:ƥ) that 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says in the name of Rabbi 
Eliezer: One who issues a warning to his wife issues a warning 
based on one witness or based on his own testimony, and 
he gives the bitt er water to her to drink based on the testimony 
of two witnesses who saw her secluded. Th e baraita further 
states that the Rabbis responded: According to the statement 
of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, as to Rabbi Eliezer’s opin-
ion that one need not issue a warning in the presence of two 
witnesses, there is no end to the matt er,N  as the Gemara will 
explain.

Th e Gemara explains: What is the reasoning of Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda? Th e verse states: “Bah,” from which he 
infers that one witness suffi  ces to testify with regard to it, i.e., the 
defi lement, but not with regard to seclusion, as above.

Th e Gemara asks: But why not say that one should also derive: 
With regard to it, but not with regard to the warning? Th e 
Gemara answers: Th e warning is juxtaposed to defi lement, as 
it is writt en: “And he warned his wife, and she had become 
defi led” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƨ), and the same halakha should apply 
to both.

Th e Gemara counters this argument: Seclusion is also juxta-
posed in the verse to defi lement, as it is writt en: “And she was 
defi led secretly” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƧ). Th erefore, the same halakha 
should apply to both. Th e Gemara responds: Th at verse is coming 
to teach how much is the measure of seclusion, i.e., the amount 
of time that the man and woman must be secluded together for it 
to be defi ned as seclusion, which, as the comparison indicates, is 
the amount of time suffi  cient for defi lement.

The Gemara continues to clarify the baraita. The Rabbis 
responded: According to the statement of Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, as to Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion, there is no end to 
the matt er. Th e Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: Th ere is 
no end to the matt er? Th e Gemara answers: It is that there may 
be times when the husband did not warn his wife but aft er hear-
ing of her seclusion with another man says: I warned her, which 
will be suffi  cient to render her forbidden to him until she drinks.

Th e Gemara is puzzled by this logic: But according to our mishna, 
does the matt er in fact have an end? Rabbi Eliezer states in the 
mishna that a woman must drink the bitt er water based upon 
her husband’s own statement that she secluded herself with the 
man about whom he had warned her. Th ere too, one could ask 
whether there may be times when she did not seclude herself 
with the other man and where her husband says: She secluded 
herself, thereby rendering her forbidden to him until she drinks 
the bitt er water. If so, why do the Rabbis take issue only with the 
version of Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion as presented by Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, and not with the version recorded in the 
mishna?

Rav Yitzĥak bar Yosef says that Rabbi Yoĥanan says: Th e Rabbis 
in the baraita meant to state that even according to the statement 
of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, there is no end to the 
matt er. Th e Rabbis wished to say that even according to his ver-
sion of Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion, the husband can cause her to drink 
if he were to lie. Th e same is obviously true for the mishna.

א  אַתְחַלְתָּ אֲפִילּוּ הָכִי סְתִירָה עֲדִיפָא, דְּ
טוּמְאָה הִיא. דְּ

תַנְיָא,  דְּ א;  נָּ תַּ הַאי  י  כִּ לָא  דְּ מַתְנִיתִין 
י  וּם רַבִּ י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר מִשּׁ רַבִּ י יוֹסֵי בְּ רַבִּ
י  א עַל פִּ תּוֹ, מְקַנֵּ א לְאִשְׁ אֱלִיעֶזֶר: הַמְקַנֵּ
קֶה לָהּ עַל  י עַצְמוֹ, וּמַשְׁ עֵד אֶחָד אוֹ עַל פִּ
י יוֹסֵי  יבוּ חֲכָמִים: לְדִבְרֵי רַבִּ נַיִם. הֵשִׁ י שְׁ פִּ

בָר סוֹף. י יְהוּדָה, אֵין לַדָּ רַבִּ בְּ

יְהוּדָה?  י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ דְּ טַעֲמָא  מַאי 
סְתִירָה. הּ – וְלאֹ בִּ הּ״, בָּ אָמַר קְרָא: ״בָּ

שׁ  קַּ קִינּוּי! קִינּוּי אִיתַּ הּ – וְלאֹ בְּ וְאֵימָא: בָּ
תּוֹ  אִשְׁ אֶת  א  ״וְקִנֵּ כְתִיב:  דִּ לְטוּמְאָה, 

וְהִיא נִטְמָאָה״.

כְתִיב:  שׁ לְטוּמְאָה, דִּ קַּ סְתִירָה נַמִי אִיתַּ
ה  רָה וְהִיא נִטְמָאָה״! הַהוּא, לְכַמָּ ״וְנִסְתְּ
הוּא  טוּמְאָה,  דֵי  כְּ  – סְתִירָה  יעוּר  שִׁ

אָתָא. דְּ

י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ לְדִבְרֵי  חֲכָמִים:  יבוּ  ״הֵשִׁ
נִיהוּ?  מַאי  סוֹף״.  בָר  לַדָּ אֵין  יְהוּדָה, 

אי״. י וְאָמַר ״קַנַּ לָא קַנֵּ זִמְנִין דְּ דְּ

לָא  בָר סוֹף? זִמְנִין דְּ נָתֵינוּ יֵשׁ לַדָּ הָא לְמִשְׁ
ר״! תַּ ר וְאָמַר ״אִיסְתַּ תַּ אִיסְתַּ

י יוֹחָנָן:  ר יוֹסֵף אָמַר רַבִּ אָמַר רַב יִצְחָק בַּ
אֵין  יְהוּדָה,  י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ לְדִבְרֵי  אַף 

בָר סוֹף. לַדָּ

 There is no end to the matter – סוֹף בָר  לַדָּ -The com :אֵין 
mentaries differ as to the nature of this claim. Some explain 
that enabling the performance of the sota rite based on the 
husband’s word alone will call into question the efficacy 
of the rite, as it will be performed many times when the 
woman has not in fact committed adultery (Tosefot HaRash). 
Others explain that the Rabbis wish to avoid the needless 
erasure of the name of God, as erasing a scroll containing 
the name of God is a stage of the rite (Torat HaKenaot).

In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that the dispute 
between Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, and the Rabbis 
with regard to whether she is given to drink the bitter waters 
based on the husband’s word alone is dependent upon a 
diff erent dispute, i.e., whether a husband can issue a warn-
ing to his wife not to seclude herself with those with whom 
she is ordinarily permitted to be secluded, such as her father 
or brother. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds that one 
may not issue a warning to his wife with regard to these 
men. Therefore, even if the husband can issue a warning 
based on his own word, the sota rite will be performed only 
rarely, as it is not common for a woman to seclude herself in 
a prohibited manner. By contrast, the Rabbis hold that one 
can issue a warning to his wife with regard to these men. 
Since it is likely that she will then seclude herself with them, 
as they are her close relatives, they are concerned that the 
sota rite will be performed frequently when she has not 
committed adultery, as above.

NOTES



sota . Perek I . 2b 13 . פרק א׳ דף ב:  

Th e Gemara notes: Th e phrase even according to the statement 
of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, indicates it is a lesser novelty 
to say that there is no end to the matt er according to him, and it is 
not necessary to say that the same would be true according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer cited in our mishna. Th e Gemara asks: 
On the contrary, according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer cited 
in our mishna, there is a legitimate basis of suspicion with regard 
to the woman, as there are witnesses who saw the husband issue a 
warning to her, and therefore, it is understandable that the testi-
mony of the husband may be relied upon when he testifi es that she 
secluded herself with another man. By contrast, there, according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, there is no 
legitimate basis to prohibit her to him, since there are no witnesses 
that she had been warned by her husband at all. Th erefore, it may 
be that the Rabbis took issue only with the version of Rabbi 
Eliezer’s opinion presented by Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda.

Th e Gemara clarifi es the statement of Rabbi Yoĥanan: Rather, if it 
was stated, it was stated like this: Rav Yitzĥak bar Yosef says that 
Rabbi Yoĥanan says that the Rabbis said: According to the state-
ment of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, who is not concerned 
that accepting the testimony of one person with regard to the warn-
ing will enable false claims by the husband, even according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer cited in our mishna there is no end to 
the matt er, since the concern there is less severe, as there is no 
legitimate basis to render her forbidden to her husband.

Rav Ĥanina of Sura says: In the presentN  a man should not say 
to his wife:H  Do not seclude yourself with so-and-so. Th e reason 
is that perhaps we maintainN  that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, who says 
that a warning is eff ective even based on his own testimony, and 
if she were then to seclude herself with that man she would be 
required to drink the bitt er water to render herself permitt ed to her 
husband, and since today the bitt er water of a sota is not used to 
evaluate her fi delity and permit her to her husband, he will end up 
forbidding her to himself with an irrevocable prohibition.

§ Reish Lakish says: What is the meaning of the term: Warning 
[kinnui]?L  It means a matt er that causes anger [kina] between her 
and others, as other men will not understand why she does not
wish to be friendly with them any longer. Th e Gemara comments: 
Apparently, he holds that a warning is eff ective based on the 
husband’s own testimony, and therefore everyone else will not
know that her husband issued a warning to her, and they will say: 
What is this matt er happening before us that she separates herself 
from us, and they will come to act in anger with her.

And Rav Yeimar bar Rabbi Shelemya says in the name of Abaye: 
Th e term kinnui means a matt er that causes anger between him 
and her, i.e., between husband and wife. Th e Gemara comments: 
Apparently, he holds that a warning is eff ective based on the testi-
mony of two witnesses. And since there are two witnesses, every-
one knows that he issued a warning to her. Th erefore, the warning 
does not cause anger between her and others. And the husband is 
he who will come to act in anger with her, as they will have mutual 
antagonism toward each other. 

וְלָא  יְהוּדָה,  י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ לְדִבְרֵי  אַף 
נָתֵינוּ  ה, לְמִשְׁ רַבָּ נָתֵינוּ? אַדְּ עֲיָא לְמִשְׁ מִיבָּ

ר! א עִיקָּ ר, הָתָם לֵיכָּ א עִיקָּ אִיכָּ

מַר, אָמַר רַב  מַר הָכִי אִיתְּ א אִי אִיתְּ אֶלָּ
לְדִבְרֵי  יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  יוֹסֵף  ר  בַּ יִצְחָק 
נָתֵינוּ  לְמִשְׁ אַף  יְהוּדָה,  י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ

בָר סוֹף. אֵין לַדָּ

אָמַר רַב חֲנִינָא מִסּוּרָא: לָא לֵימָא אִינִישׁ 
הֲדֵי  רִי בַּ יסַתְּ זְּמַן הַזֶּה לָא תִּ תֵיהּ בַּ לְאִיתְּ
יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ כְּ לָן  קַיְימָא  ילְמָא  דִּ לוֹנִי.  פְּ
י עַצְמוֹ,  י יְהוּדָה, דְאָמַר: קִינּוּי עַל פִּ רַבִּ בְּ
סוֹטָה  מֵי  הָאִידָנָא  א  וְלֵיכָּ רָא,  תְּ וּמִיסְתַּ
וֵיהּ אִיסּוּרָא  לְמִיבְדְקָהּ, וְקָאָסַר לָהּ עִילָּ

לְעוֹלָם. דִּ

בָר  דָּ קִינּוּי?  שׁוֹן  לְּ מַה  לָקִישׁ:  רֵישׁ  אָמַר 
ינָהּ לְבֵין אֲחֵרִים. אַלְמָא  יל קִנְאָה בֵּ טִּ הַמַּ
י עָלְמָא  י עַצְמוֹ, וְכוּלֵּ קָסָבַר: קִינּוּי עַל פִּ
א  קַמָּ דְּ מַאי  וְאָמְרִי:  לָהּ,  י  קַנֵּ דְּ יָדְעִי  לָא 
קִנְאָה  לְמֶיעֱבַד  וְאָתוּ  דְלָה?  בָּ קָא  דְּ

הֲדָהּ. בַּ

יֵי  אַבַּ מֵיהּ דְּ ְ לֶמְיָא מִשּׁ י שֶׁ ר רַבִּ וְרַב יֵימָר בַּ
לְבֵינָהּ.  ינוֹ  בֵּ קִנְאָה  יל  טִּ הַמַּ בָר  דָּ אָמַר: 
נַיִם עֵדִים,  י שְׁ אַלְמָא קָסָבַר: קִינּוּי עַל פִּ
י לָהּ, וְאִיהוּ הוּא  קַנֵּ י עָלְמָא יָדְעִי דְּ וְכוּלֵּ

הֲדָהּ. אָתֵי לְמֶיעֱבַד קִנְאָה בַּ דְּ

 In the present – זְּמַן הַזֶּה  Seemingly, this concern should :בַּ
have applied even in the time when the Temple was 
standing, as the sota rite would not have been performed 
to satisfy an individual opinion. Some explain that during 
the time of the Temple, the uncertainty can be resolved 
in the event that the husband repeats his warning before 
witnesses, thereby enabling the sota rite to be performed. 
Once it is performed, it will also clarify whether she com-
mitted adultery the first time (Tosefot Yom Tov). Others 
explain that the expression should be read: Even in the 
present, indicating that in Temple times one should cer-
tainly not tell his wife not to seclude herself with a particu-
lar man, as it may lead to an improper performance of the 
sota rite. And even in the present, when this concern is not 
in effect, one should not warn his wife, as it may cause her 
to become forbidden to him (Maharit).

 Perhaps we maintain, etc. – ילְמָא קַיְימָא לָן וכו׳ -The com :דִּ
mentaries differ as to whether or not the Gemara is assert-
ing definitively that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, even though 
his opinion is cited only in a baraita that contradicts a 
mishna, and additionally, the halakha usually is in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua in his disputes 
with Rabbi Eliezer (see Tosefot HaRosh; Maharik; Rashash).

NOTES

 A man should not say to his wife, etc. – ׁלָא לֵימָא אִינִיש 
וכו׳ תֵיהּ   A man should not say to his wife, even in :לְאִיתְּ
private: Do not seclude yourself with so-and-so, as the 
halakha may be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, that if the woman would then 
seclude herself with that man, she would become forbid-
den to her husband forever, since the sota rite cannot be 
performed. Some say that this prohibition is not by Torah 
law (Rashba), and others say that it is a prohibition only for 
those who want to fulfill their moral obligation to Heaven 
(Arukh HaShulĥan). The Rema holds that if a husband does 
issue such a warning he should immediately retract it.

If, after warning her, the husband himself sees his wife 
in seclusion with that man, she is forbidden to her hus-
band and he must divorce her. However, he is obligated 
to pay the value of her marriage contract (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 24:25; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 
115:9, 178:7).

HALAKHA

 Warning [kinnui] – קִינּוּי: The root of this word has several dif-
ferent meanings. It is generally followed by the preposition: 
Of [beh], and generally means a strong desire for an item or 
some character trait belonging to another, i.e., jealousy. At other 
times, it is followed by the preposition: For [le]. In those contexts, 
it indicates a positive expression of love and suggests anger 
over another’s causing injury or loss to someone or something 
one holds dear. It is possible that both meanings are related in 

that they both indicate an arousal of strong feelings and anger 
caused by others. As used with regard to sota, kinnui carries the 
second meaning. Yet, as explained in the Gemara, the word 
also indicates a warning and threat to one’s wife, as he cautions 
her to stay away from another man. This idea is also reflected 
in the verse: “He will stir up jealousy [kina] as a man of war” 
(Isaiah 42:13).
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