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If one wrote the scroll out of sequence,N H  it is unfi t, as it is writ-
ten: “And the priest shall write these curses in a scroll” (Num-
bers Ʃ:ƦƧ). Th ey must be writt en in the scroll just as they are 
writt en in the Torah.

If one wrote the scroll before the sota accepted the oath upon 
herself,N H  the scroll is unfi t, as it is stated: “Th en the priest shall 
cause the woman to swear with the oath of cursing” (Numbers 
Ʃ:Ʀƥ), and aft erward it states: “And the priest shall write these 
curses in a scroll” (Numbers Ʃ:ƦƧ).

If one wrote the scroll as a lett er,H  i.e., without fi rst scoring the 
lines onto the parchment, it is unfi t, as the Merciful One states 
in the Torah: “In a scroll,” indicating that it must be writt en like 
a Torah scroll, in which the parchment must be scored. 

If one wrote the scroll on two unatt ached pages,H N  it is unfi t, as 
the Merciful One states in the Torah: “Scroll,” in the singular. It 
must be writt en on one scroll and not on two or three scrolls.

If one wrote one lett erH N  and erased that one lett er in water, and 
he then wrote one more lett er and erased that one lett er, it is 
unfi t, as it is writt en: “And the priest shall execute upon her all 
this law” (Numbers Ʃ:ƧƤ). Th e entire passage must be writt en 
completely and only then erased, all at once.

§ Rava raised a dilemma: If one wrote two scrolls for two 
separate sota women but then erased both of the scrolls in one 
cup, what is the halakha? Do we require that only the writing 
be performed for the sake of a specifi c woman, in which case 
that is accomplished here? Or perhaps we require that also the 
erasure be performed for the sake of a specifi c woman,H  which 
is not accomplished here, since both scrolls are erased together?

And if you say that we require that also the erasure be for the 
sake of each specifi c woman, then if the priest erased them in 
two diff erent cupsH  and aft erward mixed the water from both 
together again, what is the halakha? Do we require that only the 
erasure be for the sake of a specifi c woman, in which case that 
is accomplished here? Or perhaps since this sota does not drink 
from only her own water and that sota does not drink from only 
her own water, the water is disqualifi ed?

כְתִיב: ״וְכָתַב אֶת  סוּלָה, דִּ תָבָהּ לְמַפְרֵע – פְּ כְּ
כְתִיבָא. י דִּ ה״, כִּ הָאָלוֹת הָאֵלֶּ

סוּלָה,  בוּעָה – פְּ ל עָלֶיהָ שְׁ קַבֵּ תְּ תָבָהּ קוֹדֶם שֶׁ כְּ
ךְ ״וְכָתַב״. ״ וְאַחַר כָּ יע בִּ אֱמַר ״וְהִשְׁ נֶּ שֶׁ

פֶר״ אָמַר רַחֲמָנָא. סֵּ סוּלָה, ״בַּ רֶת – פְּ תָבָהּ אִיגֶּ כְּ
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אֶחָד  ״סֵפֶר״  סוּלָה,  פְּ  – ין  דַפִּ נֵי  שְׁ עַל  תָבָהּ  כְּ
ה סְפָרִים. לשָֹׁ נַיִם וּשְׁ אָמַר רַחֲמָנָא, וְלאֹ שְׁ

תַב אוֹת אַחַת וּמָחַק אוֹת אַחַת, וְכָתַב אוֹת  כָּ
כְתִיב:  דִּ סוּלָה,  פְּ  – אַחַת  אוֹת  וּמָחַק  אַחַת 

ל הַתּוֹרָה הַזּאֹת״. ה לָהּ הַכּהֵֹן אֵת כָּ ״וְעָשָׂ

סוֹטוֹת,  י  תֵּ לִשְׁ מְגִילּוֹת  י  תֵּ שְׁ תַב  כָּ רָבָא:  עֵי  בָּ
מָהּ  תִיבָה לִשְׁ וּמְחָקָן לְתוֹךְ כּוֹס אֶחָד, מַהוּ? כְּ
עֵינַן נַמִי מְחִיקָה  ילְמָא בָּ א, אוֹ דִּ עֵינַן – וְהָאִיכָּ בָּ

מָהּ? לִשְׁ

מָהּ,  עֵינַן נַמִי מְחִיקָה לִשְׁ מְצָא לוֹמַר: בָּ וְאִם תִּ
י כוֹסוֹת וְחָזַר וְעֵירְבָן, מַהוּ? מְחִיקָה  תֵּ שְׁ מְחָקָן בִּ
ילְמָא: הָא לָאו  א, אוֹ דִּ עֵינַן – וְהָאִיכָּ מָהּ בָּ לִשְׁ

תְיָא? ידָהּ קָא שָׁ תְיָא, וְהָא לָאו דִּ ידָהּ קָא שָׁ דִּ

 If one wrote the scroll out of sequence – ּתָבָה  כְּ
 The word “these,” which is the biblical source :לְמַפְרֵעַ
for this halakha, is used in an exegetical interpretation 
for other purposes as well. Still, as a rule, a verse retains 
its straightforward meaning even when interpreted 
otherwise. The halakha here is taught based on the 
word’s straightforward meaning.

 Before she accepted the oath upon herself – קוֹדֶם 
בוּעָה ל עָלֶיהָ שְׁ קַבֵּ תְּ -Although the Gemara here explic :שֶׁ
itly states that the scroll must be written after the oath 
is administered, the amora’im disagree concerning 
this issue. See Tosafot for a discussion of the source 
of this dispute.

NOTES

 Wrote the scroll out of sequence – ַלְמַפְרֵע תָבָהּ   :כְּ
A scroll of a sota written out of sequence is unfit 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:7).

 Before she accepted the oath upon herself – קוֹדֶם 
בוּעָה שְׁ עָלֶיהָ  ל  קַבֵּ תְּ  If the scroll was written before :שֶׁ
the sota accepted the oath upon herself, it is unfit 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:7).

 Wrote the scroll as a letter – רֶת אִיגֶּ תָבָהּ   A scroll :כְּ
written in the form of a letter is unfit (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:8).

HALAKHA

 If one wrote the scroll on two unattached pages – ּתָבָה  כְּ
ין דַפִּ נֵי  שְׁ  Most commentaries, including Tosafot, Tosefot :עַל 
HaRosh, and the Meiri, explain this as referring to a case where 
the contents of the scroll were written over two unattached 
pages of parchment. However, if they were attached, it is fit, 
just as a Torah scroll is written over many attached pages of 
parchment. By contrast, Rashi holds that the scroll is unfit 

even when written on two columns of attached parchment. 
Some explain Rashi’s reasoning as follows: Since a Torah scroll 
is very long, it must, of necessity, be written on many pages 
of parchment. Therefore, it is still considered as one item. 
However, a scroll of a sota is short, and if written on separate 
pages of parchment, it appears to be two separate documents 
(Meromei Sadeh).

 If one wrote one letter, etc. – תַב אוֹת אַחַת וכו׳  According to :כָּ
the Meiri, the same halakha applies if one wrote a complete 
word and then erased it, or if one wrote part of the scroll prop-
erly and erased it. The scroll must be erased only after being 
completely written.

NOTES

 If one wrote the scroll on two unattached pages – 
ין דַפִּ נֵי  שְׁ עַל  תָבָהּ   If the scroll of a sota is written on :כְּ
two pages, it is unfit (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 4:8).

 If one wrote one letter, etc. – וכו׳ אַחַת  אוֹת  תַב   If :כָּ
the priest wrote one letter and erased it, and then 
wrote another letter and erased it, the scroll is unfit 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:10).

 Erasure for the sake of a specific woman – מְחִיקָה 
מָהּ  If the priest erased the scroll not for the sake :לִשְׁ
of a specific sota, the water of the sota is unfit. When-
ever the Gemara states: If you say, this is an indication 
that what follows that introduction is the accepted 
halakha (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:11).

 Erased them in two different cups, etc. – י תֵּ שְׁ  מְחָקָן בִּ
 If the priest wrote two scrolls for two sota :כוֹסוֹת וכו׳
women and erased them in one cup, or if he erased 
them in separate cups and mixed the water in one cup, 
the water of the sota is unfit (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 4:11).

HALAKHA
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And furthermore, if you say that the water is disqualifi ed because 
this one does not drink from only her own water and that one 
does not drink from only her own water, what if aft er mixing the 
two cups of water together the priest divided them againH  into 
two cups and gave one to each? What is the halakha then? Is 
there retroactive clarifi cation,N  in which case one may claim that 
each woman drank her own water, or is there no retroactive 
clarifi cation? Th e Gemara responds: Th e dilemma shall stand 
unresolved.

Rava raised a dilemma: If the priest administered the bitt er water 
to the sota to drink through a palm fi ber,N  what is the halakha? Or 
if he administered it through a tube, what is the halakha? Is this 
considered a normal manner of drinking, or is it not considered 
a normal manner of drinking, in which case the act is invalid? Th e 
Gemara responds: Th e dilemma shall stand unresolved.

Rav Ashi raised a dilemma: If some of the water of the sota spilled 
out and some of it remainedH N  in the cup, what is the halakha? Is 
it suffi  cient for the woman to drink some of the water in which the 
scroll has been erased or must she drink all of it? Th e Gemara 
responds: Th e dilemma shall stand unresolved.

§ Rabbi Zeira says that Rav says: With regard to the two oathsN  
that are stated with regard to the sota: “And the priest shall cause 
her to swear” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƭ), and: “Th en the priest shall cause the 
woman to swear with the oath of cursing” (Numbers Ʃ:Ʀƥ), why 
are they both necessary? One must be administered before the 
scroll is erased and one must be administered aft er it is erased.

Rava objects to this: Both of the oaths are writt en in the Torah 
before any mention of the scroll being erased. What is the basis 
to claim that one oath was administered aft erward? Rather, Rava 
said: While both oaths are administered before the sota drinks, the 
two oaths are diff erent: One is an oath that has a curse with it, 
and one is an oath that does not have a curse with it.

Th e Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of an oath that has 
a curse with it? What is the language of this oath? Rav Amram 
says that Rav says: Th e priest says: I administer an oath to you 
that you are honest in your claim that you were not defi led, as, if 
you were defi led, all these curses will come upon you.

Rava said: Th is is insuffi  cient, as the curse stands by itself and 
the oath stands by itself. Th ey are said in separate statements, and 
it cannot be considered to be an oath with a curse. Rather, Rava 
said: Th e priest says: I administer an oath to you that if you were 
defi led, all these curses will come upon you.

Rav Ashi said: Even this is insuffi  cient, as there is a curse but 
there is no oath that she was not defi led. Rather, Rav Ashi said: 
Th e priest must say: I administer an oath to you that you were 
not defi led and that if you were defi led all these curses will come 
upon you. Here the oath itself includes the curse.

mishna With regard to what does she say: “Amen, 
amen” (Number Ʃ:ƦƦ),H  twice, as recorded 

in the verse? Th e mishna explains that it includes of the following: 
Amen on the curse, as she accepts the curse upon herself if she is 
guilty, and amen on the oath, as she declares that she is not defi led. 
She states: Amen if I committ ed adultery with this man about 
whom I was warned, amen if I committ ed adultery with another 
man. Amen that I did not stray when I was betrothed nor aft er 
I was married, 

תְיָא  ידָהּ קָא שָׁ מְצָא לוֹמַר: הָא לָאו דִּ וְאִם תִּ
קָן מַהוּ?  תְיָא, חָזַר וְחִלְּ ידָהּ קָא שָׁ וְהָא לָאו דִּ

יקוּ. רֵירָה? תֵּ רֵירָה אוֹ אֵין בְּ יֵשׁ בְּ

פוֹפֶרֶת,  שְׁ סִיב, מַהוּ? בִּ קָה בְּ עֵי רָבָא: הִשְׁ בָּ
תִיָּה  רֶךְ שְׁ כָךְ, אוֹ אֵין דֶּ תִיָּה בְּ רֶךְ שְׁ מַהוּ? דֶּ

יקוּ. כָךְ? תֵּ בְּ

מֵהֶן,  יְּירוּ  תַּ וְנִשְׁ מֵהֶן  כוּ  פְּ נִשְׁ י:  אַשִׁ רַב  עֵי  בָּ
יקוּ. מַהוּ? תֵּ

בוּעוֹת  שְׁ י  תֵּ שְׁ רַב:  אָמַר  זֵירָא  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
קוֹדֶם  אַחַת  ה?  לָמָּ סוֹטָה  בְּ הָאֲמוּרוֹת 

מְחֲקָה. נִּ ה, וְאַחַת לְאַחַר שֶׁ מְחֲקָה מְגִילָּ נִּ שֶׁ

מְחֲקָה  נִּ שֶׁ קוֹדֶם  רְוַיְיהוּ  תַּ רָבָא:  לָהּ  מַתְקִיף 
אַחַת  רָבָא:  אֲמַר  א  אֶלָּ תִיבָן!  כְּ ה  מְגִילָּ
בוּעָה  שְׁ וְאַחַת  אָלָה,  הּ  עִמָּ יֵּשׁ  שֶׁ בוּעָה  שְׁ

הּ אָלָה. אֵין עִמָּ שֶׁ

אָמַר  אָלָה?  הּ  עִמָּ יֵּשׁ  שֶׁ בוּעָה  שְׁ מֵי  דָּ הֵיכִי 
לּאֹ  שֶׁ עָלַיִךְ  יעֲנִי  בִּ ״מַשְׁ רַב:  אָמַר  עַמְרָם  רַב 

יךְ״. אִם נִטְמֵאת יָבוֹאוּ בֵּ נִטְמֵאת, שֶׁ

בוּעָה  וּשְׁ קַיְימָא,  לְחוּדָה  אָלָה  רָבָא:  אֲמַר 
יעֲנִי  בִּ א אֲמַר רָבָא: ״מַשְׁ לְחוּדָא קַיְימָא! אֶלָּ

יךְ״. אִם נִטְמֵאת יָבוֹאוּ בֵּ עָלַיִךְ שֶׁ

א!  בוּעָה לֵיכָּ א, שְׁ י: אָלָה אִיכָּ אֲמַר רַב אַשִׁ
לּאֹ  יעֲנִי עָלַיִךְ שֶׁ בִּ י: ״מַשְׁ א אָמַר רַב אַשִׁ אֶלָּ

יךְ״. נִטְמֵאת, וְאִם נִטְמֵאת יָבוֹאוּ בֵּ

מתני׳ עַל מָה הִיא אוֹמֶרֶת אָמֵן אָמֵן? אָמֵן 
מֵאִישׁ  אָמֵן  בוּעָה.  ְ הַשּׁ עַל  אָמֵן  הָאָלָה,  עַל 
טִיתִי  שָׂ לּאֹ  שֶׁ אָמֵן  אַחֵר.  מֵאִישׁ  אָמֵן  זֶה, 

אֲרוּסָה וּנְשׂוּאָה,

 If he divided them again – קָן וְחִילְּ  If the priest :חָזַר 
wrote two scrolls for two sota women, erased them 
in separate cups, and then mixed the water together 
in one cup, he should not administer this water of a 
sota to the sota women to drink ab initio. However, 
after the fact, if he separated the water again into two 
separate cups and they drank, the drinking is valid. 
The Kesef Mishne explains that the Rambam rules leni-
ently on this question since no answer is provided to 
the Gemara’s query, and such an uncertainty does not 
justify erasing the Divine Name again (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:11).

 If some of the water spilled out and some of it 
remained – מֵהֶן יְּירוּ  תַּ וְנִשְׁ מֵהֶן  כוּ  פְּ  If some of the :נִשְׁ
water spilled out and some remained, one should not 
administer it to the sota to drink ab initio. However, 
the drinking is valid after the fact. The Rambam rules 
leniently on this question since no answer is provided 
to the Gemara’s query, and such an uncertainty does 
not justify erasing the Divine Name again (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:11).

HALAKHA

 Retroactive clarification – רֵירָה  This principle is a :בְּ
matter of controversy throughout the Talmud. It pos-
its that a case of uncertainty at a given time may be 
decided retroactively based on a later event. In this 
case, when each woman drinks the water, it will be 
clarified that this was the water intended for her. The 
consensus among the halakhic authorities is that 
concerning matters of Torah law one may not claim 
retroactive clarification, but with regard to matters of 
rabbinic law one may do so.

 Administered the bitter water to her to drink 
through a palm fiber – סִיב קָה בְּ  Rashi explains that :הִשְׁ
the fiber here is similar to a straw, whereas the Arukh 
asserts that it is a spongy material from which the sota 
sucks water that has been absorbed in it. According 
to this understanding, this question is distinct from 
the following question of whether the sota may drink 
the water from a tube. Tosafot say that the question is 
whether, if the water of the sota was absorbed by a 
fiber and the sota swallowed the fiber, this is consid-
ered valid drinking after the fact.

 If some of the water spilled out and some of it 
remained – מֵהֶן יְּירוּ  תַּ וְנִשְׁ מֵהֶן  כוּ  פְּ  Rashi explains :נִשְׁ
that this is describing one case, in which some of the 
water spilled out while the rest remained. According 
to the Tosefot HaRosh, however, these are two sepa-
rate cases: In one, some of the water spilled out but 
a majority remains. In the other, more serious case, 
most of the water spilled out and only a small amount 
remains. Some hold that at least a quarter-log must 
remain in any event, because as a rule, consumption 
of less than this amount is not considered drinking 
(Minĥat Kenaot).

 Two oaths, etc. – בוּעוֹת וכו׳ י שְׁ תֵּ  In his commentary :שְׁ
on the Torah, Ibn Ezra explains that the priest does 
administer the oath to the woman twice, as the 
Gemara indicates here. However, the Ramban explains 
in his commentary on the Torah that there is only one 
oath. This is the ruling of the Rambam as well. The Sefat 
Emet challenges this understanding as Rabbi Zeira 
explicitly states that there are two oaths. The Ĥazon 
Yeĥezkel explains that Rav Ashi’s opinion is that there 
is only one oath, and this is the source of the opin-
ion of the Rambam and Ramban. Still, this is not the 
straightforward understanding of Rav Ashi’s statement, 
which seems concerned only with the wording of the 
oath, while accepting that there are in fact two oaths.

NOTES

 With regard to what does she say amen, amen – הִיא מָה   עַל 
 Through the principle of extension of an oath, the :אוֹמֶרֶת אָמֵן אָמֵן
husband may have his wife include in her oath other cases as well. 
Not only did she not commit adultery with the man about whom 

she was warned, but neither did she do so with any other man, nor 
did she commit adultery even during the period of her betrothal 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:17).

HALAKHA
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nor as a widow waiting for my yavamB  to perform levirate 
marriage, since a woman at that stage is prohibited from engag-
ing in sexual intercourse with any men, nor when married 
through levirate marriage to the yavam; amen that I did not 
become defi led, and if I did become defi led, may all these 
curses come upon me.

Rabbi Meir says that “amen, amen” means: Amen that I did 
not become defi led in the past, amen that I will not become 
defi ledH  in the future.

All agree that he may stipulate with her through this oath 
neither with regard to what she did before becoming be- 
trothedH  to him, nor with regard to what she will do aft er 
she becomes divorced from him.

Similarly, if a husband divorced his wife, and while divorced she 
secluded herself with another man and became defi led, and 
aft erward her husband took her back and remarried her, and 
he then warned her about a specifi c man, and she secluded 
herself, and she is now about to drink the water of the sota, he 
cannot stipulate with her that she take an oath that she did not 
become defi led during the period in which she was divorced. 
Th is is because her husband would become forbidden to her 
only if she had married another man aft er being divorced, not 
if she merely committ ed an act of promiscuity.

Th is is the principle:H  In every case where if she would 
engage in sexual intercourse with someone else she would 
not become forbidden to her husband due to this act, he 
may not stipulate with her that her oath include that act. Th e 
oath can include only cases in which she would be rendered 
forbidden to him.

gemara Rav Hamnuna says: In the case of 
a widow awaiting her yavamH  who 

committ ed adultery,N  she becomes forbidden to her yavam. 
From where is this derived? It is from the fact that the 
mishna teaches: Nor as a widow waiting for my yavam to 
perform levirate marriage, nor when married through levirate 
marriage.

Th e Gemara explains: Granted, if you say that a woman await-
ing levirate marriage who committ ed adultery is forbidden to 
the yavam, due to that reason a husband may stipulate with a 
sota that she take an oath that she did not commit adultery 
while she was awaiting levirate marriage with him. But if you 
say that such a woman does not become forbidden, how can 
a husband stipulate this with her? But didn’t we learn in the 
mishna that this is the principle: In every case where if she 
would engage in sexual intercourse with someone else she 
would not become forbidden to her husband due to this act, 
he may not stipulate with her that her oath include that act? 
Clearly she must become forbidden to the yavam if she commits 
adultery.

Th ey say in the West, Eretz Yisrael: Th e halakha is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Hamnuna. A woman 
awaiting levirate marriage who commits adultery does not 
become forbidden to the yavam.
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לּאֹ  שֶׁ אָמֵן  וּכְנוּסָה.  יָבָם  וְשׁוֹמֶרֶת 
י. נִטְמֵאתִי, וְאִם נִטְמֵאתִי – יָבוֹאוּ בִּ

לּאֹ נִטְמֵאתִי,  י מֵאִיר אוֹמֵר: אָמֵן שֶׁ רַבִּ
מֵא. לּאֹ אֶטָּ אָמֵן שֶׁ

לאֹ  הּ  עִמָּ מַתְנֶה  אֵין  שֶׁ וִין  שָׁ הַכּלֹ 
אַחַר  עַל  וְלאֹ  תְאָרֵס  תִּ שֶׁ קוֹדֶם  עַל 

רֵשׁ. תְגָּ תִּ שֶׁ

ךְ  כָּ וְאַחַר  וְנִטְמֵאת  לְאֶחָד  רָה  נִסְתְּ
הּ. הֶחֱזִירָהּ – לאֹ הָיָה מַתְנֶה עִמָּ

הָיְתָה  וְלאֹ  עֵל  בָּ תִּ שֶׁ ל  כָּ לָל:  הַכְּ זֶה 
הּ. אֲסוּרָה לוֹ – לאֹ הָיָה מַתְנֶה עִמָּ

יָבָם  שׁוֹמֶרֶת  הַמְנוּנָא:  רַב  אָמַר  גמ׳ 
אי?  מִמַּ לִיבָמָהּ.  אֲסוּרָה   – תָה  זִּינְּ שֶׁ

קָתָנֵי: שׁוֹמֶרֶת יָבָם וּכְנוּסָה. מִדְּ

וּם  מִשּׁ אֲסִירָה,  לָמָא  שְׁ בִּ אָמְרַת  אִי 
א אִי אָמְרַת לָא  הֲדָהּ. אֶלָּ הָכִי מַתְנֶה בַּ
הֲדָהּ? וְהָתְנַן –  אֲסִירָה, הֵיכִי מַתְנֶה בַּ
הֵא  עֵל וְלאֹ תְּ יבָּ אִילּוּ תִּ ל שֶׁ לָל: כָּ זֶה הַכְּ

הּ! אֲסוּרָה לוֹ – לאֹ הָיָה מַתְנֶה עִמָּ

רַב  כְּ הִילְכְתָא  לֵית  מַעַרְבָא:  בְּ אָמְרִי 
הַמְנוּנָא.

 A widow waiting for her yavam – שׁוֹמֶרֶת יָבָם: If a married man 
dies childless and is survived by one or more brothers, his widow 
is prohibited from marrying anyone else until one of the brothers, 
preferably the eldest, either performs levirate marriage or releases 
her by performing the ĥalitza ceremony. Until one of these 
procedures is done, the widow is bound to her late husband’s 
brothers by a bond known as a levirate bond. A woman subject 
to such a bond is known as a widow waiting for her yavam. The 
amora’im and tanna’im discuss the nature and strength of the 
levirate bond.

BACKGROUND

 Amen that I will not become defiled – מֵא אֶטָּ לּאֹ  שֶׁ  The :אָמֵן 
husband may stipulate that the woman include in her oath that 
she will not commit adultery in the future even if he divorces and 
remarries her. If she will commit adultery in the future after such 
an oath, the water of the sota will then evaluate her, in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 4:17).

 With regard to what she did before becoming betrothed, 
etc. – תְאָרֵס וכו׳ תִּ  The husband may not have the sota :עַל קוֹדֶם שֶׁ
include in her oath that she did not engage in sexual intercourse 
with another man before she was betrothed or during a period 
of divorce from him (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:17).

 This is the principle, etc. – לָל וכו׳  This is the principle: A :זֶה הַכְּ
husband may stipulate that his wife include in her oath any case 
of adultery that would render her forbidden to him if she were 
guilty of it. He may not stipulate that she include in her oath any 
case that would not (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:17).

 A widow awaiting her yavam – שׁוֹמֶרֶת יָבָם: If a widow waiting 
for her yavam to perform levirate marriage commits adultery, she 
is permitted to the yavam, in accordance with the conclusion 
of the Gemara and contrary to the opinion of Rav Hamnuna 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaĤalitza 2:20; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 159:3).

HALAKHA

 A widow awaiting her yavam who committed adultery – 
תָה זִּינְּ  The status of such a woman is discussed :שׁוֹמֶרֶת יָבָם שֶׁ
in the Jerusalem Talmud as well. Although the Gemara here 

attributes a specific opinion to the inhabitants of Eretz Yisrael, 
this refers only to a particular Sage there.

NOTES
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Th e Gemara asks: But with regard to that which is taught in the 
mishna: Nor as a widow waiting for my yavam to perform levirate 
marriage, nor when married through levirate marriage, in accordance 
with whose opinion is this? It is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva, who says: Betrothal does not take eff ect even for 
those who would be merely liable for violating ordinary prohibi-
tions were they to be married. All agree that betrothal does not take 
eff ect for forbidden unions that carry the punishment of karet, e.g., 
unions between siblings. However, according to Rabbi Akiva, in 
matt ers of personal status an ordinary Torah prohibition is equivalent 
to prohibitions that carry the punishment of karet. And he therefore 
holds that just as a wife who commits adultery, rendering her liable 
to receive karet, is forbidden to her husband and must be divorced, 
so too, a widow awaiting her yavam who commits adultery, violat- 
ing an ordinary Torah prohibition, is considered to be a woman 
forbidden to her yavam.N 

Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma: If a man divorced his wife and 
then remarried her, and she then secluded herself and came to drink 
the water of a sota, what is the halakha as to whether a man in that 
situation may stipulate with her concerning their fi rst marriage?H  
May he compel her to include in her oath that she did not commit 
adultery then either? Similarly, may a yavam stipulate with his yevama 
concerning the marriage of his brother, requiring her to att est that 
she did not commit adultery prior to the brother’s death? What is 
the halakha?

Th e Gemara proposes: Come and hear evidence from the conclusion 
of the mishna: Th is is the principle: In every case where if she 
would engage in sexual intercourse with someone else she would 
not become forbidden to her husband due to this act, he may not 
stipulate with her that her oath include that act. One may therefore 
infer that he may indeed stipulate with her concerning any case in 
which she would become forbidden. In both of the cases in question 
the woman would have become forbidden to her husband if she had 
been guilty. Th erefore, the Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude 
from the mishna that he is entitled to stipulate in these cases.

§ Th e mishna states: Rabbi Meir says that “amen, amen” means: 
Amen that I did not become defi led in the past, amen that I will not 
become defi led in the future. With regard to this it is taught in a 
baraita (Toseft a Ʀ:Ʀ): When Rabbi Meir said: Amen that I will not 
become defi led in the future, he did not mean to say that if God 
knows that she will become defi led in the future, the water that she 
drinks now evaluates whether she will be unfaithful and passes judg-
ment on her from now. Rather, he meant that in the event that she 
becomes defi led in the future, the water that she drinks now will 
destabilize her and evaluate then whether she was unfaithful.

Rav Ashi raised a dilemma: What is the halakha as to whether a 
man may stipulate with his wife concerning a later marriage,H  in 
the event that he would divorce her and then remarry her? Do we say: 
Now, at least, if she remains faithful during this marriage, she is not 
forbidden to him? Or perhaps this includes a later marriage, as 
sometimes a man divorces his wife and remarries her, and if she 
then commits adultery she will become forbidden to him.

קָתָנֵי: שׁוֹמֶרֶת יָבָם וּכְנוּסָה,  א הָא דְּ אֶלָּ
אָמַר: אֵין  י עֲקִיבָא הִיא, דְּ י? רַבִּ הָא מַנִּ
י  וֵּ חַיָּיבֵי לָאוִין, וּמְשַׁ ין תּוֹפְסִין בְּ קִידּוּשִׁ

י עֶרְוָה. לָהּ כִּ

אָדָם  יַּתְנֶה  שֶׁ מַהוּ  יִרְמְיָה:  י  רַבִּ עֵי  בָּ
וּאֵי  נִישּׂ עַל  הָרִאשׁוֹנִים?  וּאִין  נִישּׂ עַל 

אָחִיו, מַהוּ?

עֵל וְלאֹ  יבָּ תִּ ל שֶׁ לָל: כָּ מַע, זֶה הַכְּ א שְׁ תָּ
מַתְנֶה  הָיָה  לאֹ   – לוֹ  אֲסוּרָה  הֵא  תְּ
מַתְנֶה.  הּ, הָא אֲסִירָה – הָכִי נַמִי דְּ עִמָּ

הּ. מַע מִינָּ שְׁ

לּאֹ נִטְמֵאתִי״  י מֵאִיר אוֹמֵר: אָמֵן שֶׁ ״רַבִּ
מֵאִיר:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  שֶׁ כְּ לאֹ  נְיָא,  תַּ וכו׳. 
 – מֵא  טָּ תִּ אִם  שֶׁ מֵא,  אֶטָּ לּאֹ  שֶׁ אָמֵן 
א,  אֶלָּ יו.  מֵעַכְשָׁ אוֹתָהּ  בּוֹדְקִין  מַיִם 
אוֹתָהּ  מְעַרְעְרִין  מַיִם  מֵא  טָּ תִּ לִכְשֶׁ

וּבוֹדְקִין אוֹתָהּ.

עַל  אָדָם  יַּתְנֶה  שֶׁ מַהוּ  י:  אַשִׁ רַב  עֵי  בָּ
א מִיהָא לָא  תָּ וּאִין הָאַחֲרוֹנִים? הָשְׁ נִישּׂ
מְגָרֵשׁ  ילְמָא זִימְנִין דִּ אֲסִירָה לֵיהּ, אוֹ דִּ

לָהּ וַהֲדַר מַהֲדַר לָהּ?

 And therefore she is considered to be a woman for-
bidden to her yavam – י עֶרְוָה י לָהּ כִּ וֵּ  The Jerusalem :וּמְשַׁ
Talmud suggests other reasons that a man may stipulate 
with his wife with regard to her time as a widow await-
ing levirate marriage to him. Some derive this from the 
stringent wording of the verse concerning the yevama: 

“The wife of the dead man shall not be married outside 
of the family to one not of his kin” (Deuteronomy 25:5), 
and explain that a widow awaiting levirate marriage 
who commits adultery is forbidden to her yavam. Others 
derive from the verse concerning the sota, which states 
twice: “And is jealous of his wife” (Numbers 5:14), that a 
man may warn even a woman who is only partially his 
wife, i.e., a yevama awaiting levirate marriage to him, who 
has a quasi-matrimonial relationship with him.

NOTES

 Concerning their first marriage, etc. – וּאִין הָרִאשׁוֹנִים וכו׳  :עַל נִישּׂ
A man who divorced his wife and remarried her may compel 
her to include in her oath that she did not commit adultery 
during the first marriage. One who performed levirate marriage 
may compel the yevama to include in her oath that she did not 
commit adultery when married to his brother (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:17).

 Concerning a later marriage – הָאַחֲרוֹנִים וּאִין  נִישּׂ -The hus :עַל 
band may stipulate that the sota include in her oath that the 
waters of a sota should evaluate even adultery she would 
commit after he divorces and remarries her, in accordance with 
the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 4:17).

HALAKHA
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Th e Gemara answers: Come and hear evidence from the mishna: 
All agree that he may stipulate with her through this oath neither 
with regard to what she did before becoming betrothed to him, 
nor with regard to what she will do aft er she becomes divorced 
from him. And if while divorced she secluded herself with another 
man and became defi led, and aft erward her husband took her 
back and remarried her, he may not stipulate with her with regard 
to the period in which she was divorced, since that act does not 
render her forbidden to him. Th e Gemara infers: But if he remar-
ries her and she then becomes defi led, she would be forbidden to 
him. Th erefore, he may indeed stipulate with her in advance with 
regard to this. Th e Gemara states: Indeed, conclude from the 
mishna that this is so.

§ Th e Sages taught: Th e verse states: “Th is is the law of jealousy” 
(Numbers Ʃ:Ʀƭ), indicating that the same law is to be carried
out in all cases of jealousy. Th is teaches that the woman drinks
and repeats,N H  i.e., she must drink a second time if she becomes a 
sota again.

Th e baraita continues: Rabbi Yehuda says: Th e word “this” in 
the verse is a restricting term, indicating that the woman does 
not drink and repeat. Rabbi Yehuda said: Th ere was an incident 
in which Neĥunya the ditch diggerP  testifi ed before us in the 
name of his teachers that the woman drinks and repeats, and we 
accepted his testimony with regard to two men, but not with 
regard to one man. Even if she drinks the water of a sota while 
married to her fi rst husband, she must drink again aft er violating a 
warning by her second husband. However, one husband cannot 
have his wife drink twice.

Th e baraita concludes: And the Rabbis say: Th e woman does not 
drink and repeat, whether with regard to one man or with regard 
to two men.

Th e Gemara asks: But according to the fi rst tanna of the baraita as 
well, isn’t it writt en in the verse: “Th is,” restricting the number of 
times a woman must drink? And according to the Rabbis men-
tioned later in the baraita as well, isn’t it writt en: “Th e law of 
jealousy,” amplifying the number of times a woman must drink 
to include all cases of jealousy?

Rava said: Diff erent halakhot apply to diff erent cases: With regard 
to one husband who accused his wife twice about one paramour, 
everyone agrees that the woman does not drink and repeat, 
having been proven innocent once, 

as it is writt en: “Th is is the law of jealousy.” Th e word “this” is a 
restricting term and excludes that possibility. With regard to two 
diff erent husbands and two diff erent paramours, where her fi rst 
husband suspected her with regard to one paramour during her 
fi rst marriage and the second husband suspected her with regard 
to a diff erent man during the second marriage, everyone agrees 
that the woman drinks and repeats, as it is writt en: “Th is is the 
law of jealousy,” in all cases of jealousy.

Th ey disagree when there is one husband and two paramours, i.e., 
where one husband warned her with regard to a second paramour 
aft er she survived her fi rst ordeal. Th ey also disagree in a case 
of two husbands and one paramour, i.e., if her second husband 
accused her with regard to the same paramour on account of whom 
she was compelled to drink by her fi rst husband.

מַתְנֶה  הָיָה  לּאֹ  שֶׁ וִין  שָׁ הַכּלֹ  מַע:  שְׁ א  תָּ
תְאָרֵס וְלאֹ עַל אַחַר  תִּ הּ לאֹ עַל קוֹדֶם שֶׁ עִמָּ
וְאַחַר  וְנִטְמֵאת  לְאֶחָד  רָה  נִסְתְּ רֵשׁ.  תְגָּ תִּ שֶׁ
ה  יַחֲזִירֶנָּ הָא  מַתְנֶה.  הָיָה  לאֹ  ה –  יַחֲזִירֶנָּ ךְ  כָּ

הּ. מַע מִינָּ מַתְנֵי. שְׁ מֵא הָכִי נַמִי דְּ וְתִיטָּ

ד,  מְלַמֵּ  – נָאתֹ״  הַקְּ תּוֹרַת  ״זאֹת  נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
ה שׁוֹתָה וְשׁוֹנָה. ָ הָאִשּׁ שֶׁ

ה  ָ הָאִשּׁ אֵין  שֶׁ  – ״זאֹת״  אוֹמֵר:  יְהוּדָה  י  רַבִּ
ה  מַעֲשֶׂ יְהוּדָה:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  וְשׁוֹנָה.  שׁוֹתָה 
ה  ָ הָאִשּׁ יחִין, שֶׁ וְהֵעִיד לְפָנֵינוּ נְחוּנְיָא חוֹפֵר שִׁ
ים,  נֵי אֲנָשִׁ שְׁ לְנוּ עֵדוּתוֹ בִּ שׁוֹתָה וְשׁוֹנָה, וְקִיבַּ

אִישׁ אֶחָד. אֲבָל לאֹ בְּ

ה שׁוֹתָה וְשׁוֹנָה,  ָ וַחֲכָמִים אוֹמְרִים: אֵין הָאִשּׁ
ים. נֵי אֲנָשִׁ שְׁ ין בִּ אִישׁ אֶחָד בֵּ ין בְּ בֵּ

נַן  וְרַבָּ ״זֹאת״!  הָכְתִיב:  נַמִי  א  קַמָּ א  וְתַנָּ
תִיב: ״תּוֹרַת״! תְרָאֵי נַמִי הָא כְּ בַּ

 – אֶחָד  וּבוֹעֵל  אֶחָד  אִישׁ  בְּ רָבָא:  אֲמַר 
ה שׁוֹתָה  ָ אֵין הָאִשּׁ לִיגִי דְּ י עָלְמָא לָא פְּ כוּלֵּ דְּ

וְשׁוֹנָה,
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נֵי בוֹעֲלִין –  ים וּשְׁ נֵי אֲנָשִׁ שְׁ כְתִיב: ״זאֹת״. בִּ דִּ
שׁוֹתָה  ה  ָ הָאִשּׁ דְּ לִיגִי  פְּ לָא  עָלְמָא  י  כוּלֵּ דְּ

כְתִיב: ״תּוֹרַת״. וְשׁוֹנָה, דִּ

נֵי  שְׁ נֵי בוֹעֲלִין, בִּ אִישׁ אֶחָד וּשְׁ לִיגִי – בְּ י פְּ כִּ
ים וּבוֹעֵל אֶחָד. אֲנָשִׁ

 Drinks and repeats – וְשׁוֹנָה  :The Maharit asks :שׁוֹתָה 
Given that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir that a man may stipulate with 
his wife with regard to adultery in the future, why 
would one ever need to have his wife drink a second 
time? Her initial drinking should be proof of her future 
fidelity. Some answer that this would be necessary if 
the husband himself committed adultery before she 
did, which would prevent the water of the sota from 
examining his wife, and after he repents, he wants 
her to drink again (see Keren Ora and Meromei Sadeh). 
Others explain that it would be necessary in the case 
of a woman whose punishment was initially delayed 
due to her merit, and whose husband therefore wished 
that she drink a second time (see Sefat Emet). Yet others 
say that the stipulation with regard to the fidelity of 
the sota in the future is not mandatory; in the event 
that the husband does not include it initially, he may 
have her drink again in the future (Minĥat Ĥinnukh).

NOTES

 Drinks and repeats – וְשׁוֹנָה  If a man warned :שׁוֹתָה 
his wife concerning another man, and after secluding 
herself with him she drank the waters of a sota and 
was found innocent, the husband may not compel her 
to drink a second time due to suspicion with regard 
to the same man. However, he may compel her to 
drink a second time if he suspects her with regard 
to another man. If a sota who drank waters of a sota 
and was found innocent was widowed or divorced 
and remarried another man, and her new husband 
suspects her with regard to the same man that the 
first husband suspected, he may compel her to drink 
a second time on that man’s account (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:12–13).

HALAKHA

 Neĥunya the ditch digger – יחִין שִׁ חוֹפֵר   This :נְחוּנְיָא 
Sage lived at the time of the Second Temple and was 
an officer of the Temple. He was responsible for dig-
ging pits and wells for the benefit of the pilgrims and 
residents of Jerusalem. The Talmud relates a miracle 
that happened to his daughter when she fell into a 
large pit in Jerusalem and was saved. The Gemara also 
mentions elsewhere that God judges great people like 
him very exactingly.

PERSONALITIES




