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And Shmuel could have said: I state my opinion even accord-
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Yoshiya. Since it was necessary for 
the verse to specifi cally include in the sota ritual a yevama who 
engaged in sexual intercourse with her yavam, by inference one 
may conclude that she is not his wife at all with regard to any 
matt ers other than those explicit in the verse.

§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to 
a woman who violates the precepts of halakha or Jewish 
customN  with regard to modesty, who may be divorced without 
payment of her marriage contract, is forewarning from her 
husband required in order to cause her to forfeit her right to 
collect payment of her marriage contract or is forewarning 
not required? Do we say that since she is a woman who vio-
lates the precepts, forewarning is not required, as she is aware 
that her actions are prohibited? Or perhaps forewarning is 
required, so that if she desires to repent, she will be reminded 
to repent?

Th e Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the mishna: 
A betrothed woman and a widow awaiting her yavam neither 
drink the bitt er water nor collect payment of their marriage 
contracts. It is possible to infer that she does not drink, but the 
husband or yavam can warn her against secluding herself with 
another man. For what halakha is his warning relevant? Is it not 
relevant to cause her to forfeit her right to collect payment of 
her marriage contract? Accordingly, a woman forfeits payment 
of her marriage contract due to immodest behavior only if she 
is warned.

Abaye said: No, the relevance of the warning of the husband or 
yavam is to render her forbidden to him in the event that she 
secludes herself with another man. Rav Pappa said: Th e rele-
vance of the warning is to have her drink if she secludes herself 
with another man when she is married, as it is taught in a 
baraita: One does not issue a warning to a betrothed woman 
in order to have her drink while she is betrothed. However, 
one can issue a warning to a betrothed woman in order to 
have her drink when she is married.H 

R ava said: Come and hear a proof from the continuation of 
the mishna: A widow who was married to a High Priest, or a 
ĥalutza who was married to a common priest, or a mamzeret 
or Gibeonite woman who was married to a Jew of unfl awed 
lineage, or a Jewish woman of unfl awed lineage who was mar-
ried to a mamzer or a Gibeonite; all of these women neither 
drink the bitt er water nor collect payment of their marriage 
contracts.

Th e Gemara infers: She does not drink, but the husband or 
yavam can warn her against secluding herself with another man. 
But for what halakha is his warning relevant? If it is in order to 
prohibit these women to him, aren’t they currently prohibited 
to him? Rather, is it not relevant to cause them to forfeit their 
rights to collect payment of their marriage contracts? Th is 
indicates that only when a woman is warned in advance does 
her immodest behavior cause her to forfeit her right to collect 
payment of her marriage contract.

Rav Yehuda of Diskarta said: No, the relevance of the warning 
is to render her permanently forbidden to her paramour, 
should she seclude herself with him, just as she would become 
forbidden to her husband, as we learned in a mishna (Ʀƫb): Just 
as she is forbidden to her husband, so is she forbidden to her 
paramour.

Perek IV
Daf 25 Amud a

י  לְרַבִּ אֲפִילּוּ  אֲמַרִי  דַּ אֲנָא  אֲמַר:  מוּאֵל  וּשְׁ
לָל  מִכְּ לְרַבּוּיָהּ,  קְרָא  אִיצְטְרִיךְ  מִדְּ יָּה.  יאֹשִׁ

לָל. תּוֹ הִיא כְּ לָאו אִשְׁ דְּ

צְרִיכָה  ת,  דָּ עַל  עוֹבֶרֶת  לְהוּ:  עֲיָא  אִיבַּ
אֵינָהּ  אוֹ  תָהּ  תוּבָּ כְּ לְהַפְסִידָהּ  הַתְרָאָה 
ת  דָּ עַל  עוֹבֶרֶת  דְּ יוָן  כֵּ אָמְרִינַן,  מִי  צְרִיכָה? 
עֵי  יבָּ לְמָא תִּ עֲיָא הַתְרָאָה? אוֹ דִּ הִיא לָא בָּ

הּ? יהֲדַר בָּ הּ תִּ אִי הָדְרָה בָּ הַתְרָאָה, דְּ

מַע: אֲרוּסָה וְשׁוֹמֶרֶת יָבָם לאֹ שׁוֹתוֹת  א שְׁ תָּ
לָא  דְּ הוּא  א  תָּ מִישְׁ ה;  תוּבָּ כְּ נוֹטְלוֹת  וְלאֹ 
לָאו  לְמַאי?  לָהּ.  י  מְקַנֵּ קַנּוּיֵי  הָא  תְיָא,  שָׁ

תָהּ? תוּבָּ לְהַפְסִידָהּ כְּ

א  פָּ פַּ רַב  עָלָיו.  לְאוֹסְרָהּ  לָא,  יֵי:  אַבַּ אֲמַר 
דְתַנְיָא:  הִיא נְשׂוּאָה, כִּ שֶׁ קוֹתָהּ כְּ אֲמַר: לְהַשְׁ
הִיא  שֶׁ כְּ קוֹתָהּ  לְהַשְׁ לַאֲרוּסָה  ין  מְקַנִּ אֵין 
קוֹתָהּ  לְהַשְׁ לַאֲרוּסָה  ין  מְקַנִּ אֲבָל  אֲרוּסָה, 

הִיא נְשׂוּאָה. שֶׁ כְּ

דוֹל,  גָּ לְכהֵֹן  אַלְמָנָה  מַע:  שְׁ א  תָּ רָבָא,  אֲמַר 
ה וַחֲלוּצָה לְכהֵֹן הֶדְיוֹט, מַמְזֶרֶת וּנְתִינָה  רוּשָׁ גְּ
לאֹ  וּלְנָתִין –  לְמַמְזֵר  רָאֵל  יִשְׂ ת  בַּ רָאֵל,  לְיִשְׂ

ה; תוּבָּ שׁוֹתוֹת וְלאֹ נוֹטְלוֹת כְּ

י  מְקַנֵּ קַנּוּיֵי  הָא  תְיָא,  שָׁ לָא  דְּ הוּא  א  תָּ מִישְׁ
לְהוּ, וּלְמַאי? אִי לְאוֹסְרָן עָלָיו – הָא אֲסִירָן 

תָן? תוּבָּ א לָאו לְהַפְסִידָן כְּ וְקַיְימָן! אֶלָּ

א: לָא, לְאוֹסְרָהּ  יסְקַרְתָּ אֲמַר רַב יְהוּדָה מִדִּ
עַל  אֲסוּרָה לַבַּ ם שֶׁ שֵׁ תְנַן: כְּ בַעַל, דִּ לַבּוֹעֵל כְּ

ךְ אֲסוּרָה לַבּוֹעֵל. כָּ

 A woman who violates the precepts of halakha or Jew-
ish custom – ת  The mishna in tractate Ketubot :עוֹבֶרֶת עַל דָּ
(72a) discusses two types of women who may be divorced 
without payment of their marriage contracts: A woman 
who violates the precepts of Moses, and a woman who 
violates the precepts of Jewish women, i.e., custom. A 
woman who violates the precepts of Moses is one who 
violates Torah law. The early commentaries explain that 
this applies specifically to a woman who violates Torah 
law in a manner that causes her husband to transgress 
as well, e.g., a woman who serves him untithed food or 
engages in sexual intercourse with him without immers-
ing in a ritual bath after menstruating (see Meiri). A woman 
who violates the precepts of Jewish women is one who 
conducts herself immodestly, in a manner unbefitting a 
Jewish woman.

NOTES

 One can issue a warning to a betrothed woman to have 
her drink when she is married – ּקוֹתָה ין לַאֲרוּסָה לְהַשְׁ  מְקַנִּ
נְשׂוּאָה הִיא  שֶׁ  In the case of one who issues a warning :כְּ
to his betrothed or to his yevama while she is awaiting 
levirate marriage, and she secludes herself with the other 
man after they are married, the woman drinks the bitter 
water (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:5).

HALAKHA
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Rav Ĥanina of Sura said: Come and hear a proof from the con-
tinuation of the mishna: And these are the women to whom the 
court issues a warning in place of their husbands: One whose 
husband became a deaf-mute or became an imbecile, or was 
incarcerated in prison. And the Sages said that the court warns 
her not in order to have her drink the bitt er water if she disobeys 
the warning; rather in order to disqualify her from receiving 
payment of her marriage contract. Since the sole purpose of the 
warning issued by the court is to disqualify her from receiving 
payment of her marriage contract in the event she secludes herself 
with the man, one can learn from the mishna that similarly, a 
woman who violates the precepts requires forewarning.H  Th e 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, one can learn from the mishna that 
a warning is required.

Th e Gemara asks: With regard to all of the other Sages, who pro-
posed inconclusive proofs from other clauses of the mishna, what 
is the reason they did not say that proof can be adduced from 
this explicit statement? Th e Gemara answers: Th ey reasoned that 
perhaps it is diff erent there, as the wife has no fear of her hus-
band at all, since he is either incapacitated or incarcerated, and 
therefore she must be warned fi rst. In other cases, an explicit 
warning is unnecessary.

A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If a woman violates the 
precepts and her husband desires to maintain herH  as his wife, 
may he maintain her as his wife or may he not maintain her as 
his wife? Do we say that the Merciful One made the requirement 
to divorce her dependent on the husband’s objection to her 
behavior, and as this husband does not raise an objection he may 
maintain her as his wife? Or perhaps, since the Torah objects 
to this behavior, it is considered as though he objected, as the 
requirement to divorce her is due to the Torah’s objection to this 
behavior, irrespective of the husband’s wishes.

Th e Gemara cites poof: Come and hear the mishna: And these 
are the women to whom the court issues a warning in place of 
their husbands: One whose husband became a deaf-mute or 
became an imbecile, or was incarcerated in prison. And if you 
say that should the husband desire to maintain her as his wife 
he may maintain her as his wife, perhaps he may not want the 
court to warn her. Would the court perform a matt er that is 
perhaps not amenable to the husband? Th e Gemara replies: Th e 
ordinary situation is that since she is violating the precepts, it 
is amenable to the husband to divorce her, and the court acts 
under this assumption.

§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to a 
husband who issued a warning to his wife and later retracted 
his warning, as he did not wish his wife to acquire the status of 
a sota, is his warning retracted, or is it not retracted? Do we 
say that the Merciful One made acquiring the status of a 
sota dependent on the husband’s warning,N  and the husband 
retracted his warning? Or perhaps, since he warned her at the 
outset, he can no longer retract his warning?

Th e Gemara cites proof that the husband cannot retract his warn-
ing: Come and hear the mishna: And these are the women to 
whom the court issues a warning in place of their husbands: One 
whose husband became a deaf-mute or became an imbecile, or 
was incarcerated in prison. And if you say that in the case of a 
husband who retracted his warning, his warning is retracted, 
would we, i.e., the court, do something that the husband can 
come and retract? Th is would cause a diminution of the esteem 
of the court. Th e Gemara replies: Th e ordinary situation is that 
a person concurs with the opinion of the court and would not 
retract a warning issued by the court, so this is not a concern. 
Th erefore, no proof can be brought from the mishna.

 – מַע  שְׁ א  תָּ מִסּוּרָא:  חֲנִינָא  רַב  אָמַר 
תְחָרֵשׁ  נִּ ין לָהֶן: מִי שֶׁ ין מְקַנִּ ית דִּ בֵּ וְאֵלּוּ שֶׁ
חָבוּשׁ  הָיָה  שֶׁ אוֹ  ה,  טָּ תַּ נִשְׁ אוֹ  עְלָהּ,  בַּ
אָמְרוּ  קוֹתָהּ  לְהַשְׁ וְלאֹ  הָאֲסוּרִין.  בֵית  בְּ
הּ  מִינָּ מַע  שְׁ תָהּ;  תוּבָּ מִכְּ לְפוֹסְלָהּ  א  אֶלָּ

הּ. מַע מִינָּ עֵי הַתְרָאָה. שְׁ בָּ

מֵהָא?  אָמְרִי  לָא  טַעְמָא  מַאי  הוּ  וְכוּלְּ
אֵימָתָא  לָהּ  לֵית  דְּ הָתָם,  אנֵי  שָׁ לְמָא  דִּ

לָל. בַעַל כְּ דְּ

עַל  ת וְרָצָה בַּ עֲיָא לְהוּ: עוֹבֶרֶת עַל דָּ אִיבַּ
לְקַיְּימָהּ, מְקַיְּימָהּ אוֹ אֵינוֹ מְקַיְּימָהּ? מִי 
רַחֲמָנָא,  לָא  תְּ בַעַל  דְּ קְפֵידָה  בִּ אָמְרִינַן 
קָפֵיד –  יוָן דְּ לְמָא כֵּ וְהָא לָא קָפֵיד, אוֹ דִּ

קָפֵיד?

ין לָהֶן: מִי  ין מְקַנִּ ית דִּ בֵּ מַע, וְאֵלּוּ שֶׁ א שְׁ תָּ
הָיָה  ה, אוֹ שֶׁ טָּ תַּ עְלָהּ, אוֹ נִשְׁ תְחָרֵשׁ בַּ נִּ שֶׁ
בֵית הָאֲסוּרִין. וְאִי אָמְרַתְּ רָצָה  חָבוּשׁ בְּ
ין  דִּ ית  בֵּ עָבְדֵי  מְקַיְּימָהּ,  לְקַיְּימָהּ  עַל  בַּ
עַל?  לַבַּ לֵיהּ  נִיחָא  לָא  דִלְמָא  דְּ י  מִידֵּ
ת  דָּ עַל  עוֹבֶרֶת  דְּ יוָן  כֵּ תָא  מִילְּ דְּ סְתָמָא 

הִיא, מֵינָח נִיחָא לֵיהּ.

קִינּוּיוֹ,  עַל  חַל  מָּ שֶׁ עַל  בַּ לְהוּ:  עֲיָא  אִיבַּ
קִינּוּיוֹ מָחוּל אוֹ אֵינוֹ מָחוּל? מִי אָמְרִינַן 
הָא  וּבַעַל  רַחֲמָנָא,  לָא  תְּ בַעַל  דְּ קִינּוּי  בְּ
י  קַנֵּ יוָן דְּ לְמָא כֵּ מָחֵיל לֵיהּ לְקִינּוּיוֹ? אוֹ דִּ

רָא – לָא מָצֵי מָחֵיל לֵיהּ? לֵיהּ מֵעִיקָּ

ין לָהֶן: מִי  ין מְקַנִּ ית דִּ בֵּ מַע, וְאֵלּוּ שֶׁ א שְׁ תָּ
הָיָה  ה, אוֹ שֶׁ טָּ תַּ עְלָהּ, אוֹ נִשְׁ תְחָרֵשׁ בַּ נִּ שֶׁ
עַל  בֵית הָאֲסוּרִין; וְאִי אָמְרַתְּ בַּ חָבוּשׁ בְּ
עָבְדִינַן  מָחוּל,  קִינּוּיוֹ  קִינּוּיוֹ  עַל  חַל  מָּ שֶׁ
סְתָמָא  לֵיהּ?  מָחֵיל  עַל  בַּ אָתֵי  דְּ י  מִידֵּ

ין. ית דִּ עַת בֵּ ים עַל דַּ תָא אָדָם מַסְכִּ מִלְּ דְּ

 Learn from the mishna that a woman who violates the 
precepts requires forewarning – הַתְרָאָה עֵי  בָּ הּ  מִינָּ מַע   :שְׁ
A woman who violates the precepts of Moses, i.e., Torah 
law, or the precepts of Jewish women, i.e., custom, must be 
warned in the presence of witnesses in order to cause her to 
forfeit her right to collect payment of her marriage contract. 
Some authorities (Maharam of Rothenberg) hold that the 
husband must explicitly state that if she does not repent 
she will forfeit payment of her marriage contract, whereas 
others hold that it is unnecessary to state this explicitly (see 
Beit Shmuel). If there are no witnesses and she claims that 
she did not violate the precepts, she may collect payment 
of her marriage contract only after taking an oath to that 
effect (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 24:16; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 115:4).

 A woman violates the precepts and her husband desires 
to maintain her – ּלְקַיְּימָה עַל  בַּ וְרָצָה  ת  דָּ עַל   In the :עוֹבֶרֶת 
case of a woman who violates the precepts of Moses or 
the precepts of Jewish women, her husband is not forced 
to divorce her. If he wishes to maintain her as his wife, 
he may do so, although it is a mitzva for him to divorce 
her. However, even if he does not divorce her, she still 
forfeits her right to collect payment of her marriage con-
tract. The Ĥelkat Meĥokek holds that if her husband did 
not divorce her and she then repented, he must write her 
a new marriage contract, as the old one lost its validity 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:16; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 115:4).

HALAKHA

 The Merciful One made acquiring the status of a sota 
dependent on the husband’s warning – בַעַל דְּ קִינּוּי   בְּ
רַחֲמָנָא לָא   An alternate version of the text renders this :תְּ
phrase: The Merciful One made acquiring the status of a 
sota dependent on the husband’s objection (She’iltot deRav 
Aĥai Gaon). This clarifies the rationale for the possibility 
that a husband can retract his warning: Since he issued a 
warning only because he objected to his wife’s behavior, 
he can claim that he no longer objects.

NOTES
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Th e Gemara cites proof: Come and hear another mishna (ƫa): 
When the husband takes the sota to the Temple, he fi rst takes her 
to the local court, and the court provides him with two Torah 
scholars who accompany them, lest he engage in sexual inter-
course with her on the way to the Temple, which is prohibited due 
to her status as a sota. And if you say that with regard to a husband 
who retracted his warning, his warning is retracted, let him 
retract his warning and engage in sexual intercourse with her.

Th e Gemara replies that perhaps the husband can retract his warn-
ing: What is diff erent about Torah scholars that they are chosen 
to accompany the husband? Th ey diff er from other people as they 
are learned, and if they see that the husband desires to engage in 
sexual intercourse with his wife, they say to him: Retract your 
warning and then you may engage in sexual intercourse with her 
in a permitt ed manner.

Th e Gemara cites proof: Come and hear that which Rabbi Yoshiya 
says: Ze’eira, who was one of the men of Jerusalem,P  told me 
three matt ers: A husband who retracted his warning, his warning 
is retracted; and in the case of a rebellious ElderB  whom the court 
wishes to forgive, the court may forgive him; and in the case of a 
stubborn and rebellious sonB H  whose father and mother wish to 
forgive him for his sins, they may forgive him.

And when I came to my colleagues in the South and told them 
these rulings, they agreed with me with regard to two of them, but 
with regard to forgiving a rebellious Elder they did not agree 
with me.H  Th ey held that a rebellious Elder cannot be forgiven, in 
order that discord not proliferate among the Jewish people. Th e 
Gemara comments: One can conclude from Rabbi Yoshiya’s state-
ment that with regard to a husband who retracted his warning,H  
his warning is retracted. Th e Gemara concludes: Indeed, one 
can conclude from Rabbi Yoshiya’s statement that the husband can 
retract his warning.

Rav Aĥa and Ravina disagree with regard to the limits of this 
halakha permitt ing a husband to retract his warning. One says that 
if he retracts his warning before her seclusion with another man, 
his warning is retracted, but if he retracts his warning aft er her 
seclusion with another man, it is not retracted. And one says that 
if he retracts his warning aft er her seclusion with another man, it 
is also retracted. And it is reasonable to hold according to the 
one who says that the husband’s warning is not retracted aft er her 
seclusion with another man.

Th e Gemara asks: From where can one derive that aft er the wife’s 
seclusion with another man, the warning cannot be retracted? It 
can be derived from the answer that the Rabbis gave in reply to 
Rabbi Yosei, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei says: It is 
unnecessary to provide an escort to accompany the sota and her 
husband, as the husband of a sota is trusted not to engage in sexual 
intercourse with her, on the basis of an a fortiori inference: And 
just as in the case of a menstruating woman, who is prohibited 
from engaging in sexual intercourse with her husband by penalty 
of karet, her husband is nevertheless trusted with regard to her, 
as he is permitt ed to seclude himself with her, so too, with regard 
to a sota, who is prohibited from engaging in sexual intercourse 
with her husband only by an ordinary prohibition, is it not all the 
more so that he should be trusted?

Th e Rabbis said to Rabbi Yosei: No, if you say that he is trusted 
with regard to a menstruating woman, the reason is not due to 
the severity of the prohibition. Rather, he is trusted because she 
has the ability to become permitt ed to her husband aft er her men-
strual fl ow has ceased and she has immersed in a ritual bath. Shall 
you also say that he is trusted with regard to a sota, who potentially 
does not have the ability to become permitt ed to her husband, due 
to her suspected adultery?

נֵי תַלְמִידֵי חֲכָמִים,  מַע: וּמוֹסְרִין לוֹ שְׁ א שְׁ תָּ
עַל  רֶךְ; וְאִי אָמְרַתְּ בַּ דֶּ א יָבאֹ עָלֶיהָ בַּ מָּ שֶׁ
יֵהּ  לְחַלְּ מָחוּל,  קִינּוּיוֹ  קִינּוּיוֹ  עַל  חַל  מָּ שֶׁ

לְקִינּוּיֵהּ וְלִבְעוֹל!

אִי  גְמִירִי, דְּ לְמִידֵי חֲכָמִים? דִּ נָא תַּ מַאי שְׁ
עֵי לְמִיבְעַל, אָמְרִי לֵיהּ: אַחְלֵיהּ לְקִינּוּיֵיךְ  בָּ

וּבְעַלָהּ.

ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ יָּה,  יֹאשִׁ י  רַבִּ אָמַר  דְּ מַע:  שְׁ א  תָּ
לַיִם:  יְרוּשָׁ י  מֵאַנְשֵׁ זְעֵירָא  לִי  סָח  דְבָרִים 
מָחוּל;  קִינּוּיוֹ   – קִינּוּיוֹ  עַל  חַל  מָּ שֶׁ עַל  בַּ
 – לוֹ  לִמְחוֹל  ין  דִּ ית  בֵּ רָצוּ  שֶׁ מַמְרֵא  וְזָקֵן 
אָבִיו  רָצוּ  שֶׁ וּמוֹרֶה  סוֹרֵר  וּבֵן  לוֹ;  מוֹחֲלִין 

וְאִמּוֹ לִמְחוֹל לוֹ – מוֹחֲלִין לוֹ.

נַיִם  רוֹם, עַל שְׁ דָּ בַּ אתִי אֵצֶל חֲבֵירַי שֶׁ בָּ וּכְשֶׁ
לּאֹ  הוֹדוּ לִי, וְעַל זָקֵן מַמְרֵא לאֹ הוֹדוּ לִי, שֶׁ
עַל  הּ: בַּ מַע מִינָּ רָאֵל; שְׁ יִשְׂ יַרְבּוּ מַחֲלוֹקֶת בְּ
מַע  שְׁ מָחוּל.  קִינּוּיוֹ   – קִינּוּיוֹ  עַל  חַל  מָּ שֶׁ

הּ. מִינָּ

אָמַר:  חַד   – וְרָבִינָא  אַחָא  רַב  הּ  בָּ לִיגִי  פְּ
אֵינוֹ  סְתִירָה  לְאַחַר  מָחוּל,  סְתִירָה  קוֹדֶם 
מָחוּל. וְחַד אָמַר: לְאַחַר סְתִירָה נַמִי מָחוּל. 

אָמַר אֵינוֹ מָחוּל. מַאן דְּ רָא כְּ בְּ וּמִסְתַּ

יוֹסֵי;  י  לְרַבִּ נַן  רַבָּ רִי  מְהַדְּ קָא  מִדְּ אי?  מִמַּ
עְלָהּ נֶאֱמָן עָלֶיהָ,  י יוֹסֵי אוֹמֵר: בַּ תַנְיָא, רַבִּ דְּ
 – כָרֵת  בְּ הִיא  שֶׁ ה  דָּ נִּ וּמַה  וָחוֹמֶר:  ל  מִקַּ
לָאו –  הִיא בְּ עְלָהּ נֶאֱמָן עָלֶיהָ, סוֹטָה שֶׁ בַּ

ן! כֵּ ל שֶׁ לאֹ כָּ

ן  כֵּ שֶׁ ה  נִדָּ בְּ אָמַרְתָּ  אִם  לאֹ,  לוֹ:  אָמְרוּ 
לָהּ  אֵין  שֶׁ סוֹטָה  בְּ תּאֹמַר  ר,  הֶיתֵּ לָהּ  יֵשׁ 

ר? הֶיתֵּ

 Ze’eira, of the men of Jerusalem – לַיִם י יְרוּשָׁ  :זְעֵירָא מֵאַנְשֵׁ
This scholar is mentioned in a few sources, and it appears 
from the names of his colleagues that he lived toward 
the end of the tannaitic period. He cites statements of 
the people of Jerusalem, referring to a small community 
that devotedly remained in the holy city of Jerusalem 
even after the destruction of the city and the subse-
quent period of persecution.

PERSONALITIES

 A rebellious Elder – מַמְרֵא  Whenever there was a :זָקֵן 
major dispute among the Sages as to how a halakhic 
practice should be performed, the matter was brought 
before the Great Sanhedrin for clarification and resolu-
tion. If the Sanhedrin did not reach a unanimous conclu-
sion, the matter was decided according to the majority, 
and the decision was binding upon the entire nation. 
A Sage could disagree with that decision, but he was 
obliged to follow the opinion of the majority and to 
instruct others to do so. If a Sage who was ordained 
and fit to serve in the Great Sanhedrin instructed others 
to follow his opinion in contradiction of the opinion 
of the majority, he was deemed a rebellious Elder and 
liable to be executed by strangulation, provided that 
the question in dispute was of a significant degree of 
importance.

 A stubborn and rebellious son – וּמוֹרֶה סוֹרֵר  ן   The :בֵּ
Torah (Deuteronomy 21:18–21) states that a stubborn 
and rebellious son, who does not obey his parents, is 
liable to receive the death penalty. The Sages explain 
that this refers to a child between the ages of thirteen 
and thirteen and three months who steals money from 
his parents in order to eat a gluttonous meal of meat and 
wine in the company of worthless men. If his parents 
bring him to court because of this act, he is exhorted 
to desist and is liable to receive lashes. If he repeats the 
same misdeed and is again brought to court within this 
three-month period, he is liable to receive the death 
penalty. The Gemara (Sanhedrin 72a) explains that the 
severe punishment in this case stems from the fact that 
this individual will inevitably continue down a path of 
moral deterioration, eventually becoming a robber and 
a murderer. Therefore, it is better that he should die inno-
cent rather than guilty. The halakhic details limiting the 
application of this case are so restrictive that according 
to some of the Sages, this halakha was never put into 
practice. The details of this halakha are discussed in the 
eighth chapter of tractate Sanhedrin.

BACKGROUND

 And a stubborn and rebellious son, etc. – סוֹרֵר  וּבֵן 
וכו׳ -A stubborn and rebellious son whose par :וּמוֹרֶה 
ents forgave him before the court issued a verdict is 
exempt from being punished (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Mamrim 7:8).

 But with regard to forgiving a rebellious Elder they 
did not agree with me – וְעַל זָקֵן מַמְרֵא לאֹ הוֹדוּ לִי: The 
court may not relinquish its honor and forgive a rebel-
lious Elder. This is so that discord will not proliferate 
among the Jewish people (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Mamrim 3:4).

 A husband who retracted his warning, etc. – עַל  בַּ
חַל עַל קִינּוּיוֹ וכו׳ מָּ  The husband can retract his warning :שֶׁ
before his wife secludes herself with the other man; 
however, once the seclusion occurs, he cannot retract 
his warning. If one divorces his wife, the divorce effects 
a retraction of the warning; in a case where a husband 
issues a warning and later divorces his wife and sub-
sequently remarries her, then if he wants to warn her 
he must issue a new warning (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 1:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:12).

HALAKHA



sota . Perek IV . 25b 155 . פרק ד׳ דף כה:   

Th e Gemara explains the proof: And if you say that aft er her 
seclusion with another man the warning can be retracted for her, 
you therefore fi nd an instance in which the sota has the ability 
to become permitt ed to her husband, as, if the husband desires 
he can retract his warning and engage in sexual intercourse 
with her. Rather, conclude from the Rabbis’ statement that if 
he retracts his warning aft er her seclusion with another man, the 
warning is not retracted. Th e Gemara concludes: Indeed, one 
can conclude from the Rabbis’ statement that the warning cannot 
be retracted.

§ Th e mishna states: If the husbands of the sota women died 
before their wives drank the bitt er water, Beit Shammai say: Th ey 
collect payment of their marriage contracts and they do not drink 
the bitt er water. And Beit Hillel say: Th ey either drink the bitt er 
water or they do not collect payment of their marriage contracts. 
Th e Gemara asks: With regard to what do Beit Shammai and Beit 
Hillel disagree? Th e Gemara answers: Beit Shammai hold that a 
promissory note that stands to be collected is considered to be 
as though it was already collected, and since the woman possesses 
the marriage contract, the payment of the marriage contract is 
considered as though it is already in her possession. Since the 
burden of proof rests upon the claimant, she does not lose her 
rights to the money unless the inheritors prove that she committ ed 
adultery. 

And Beit Hillel hold that a promissory note that stands to be 
collected is not considered as though it was already collected. 
Th erefore, the payment of the marriage contract is not considered 
to be in the wife’s possession, and as this means that she is the 
claimant, she is not entitled to the money unless she proves that 
she did not commit adultery.

§ Th e mishna states (Ʀƨa): A woman who was pregnant with the 
child of another man at the time of her marriage…A sexually 
underdeveloped woman, who is incapable of bearing children 
[ailonit], and an elderly woman, and a woman who is incapable of 
giving birth for other reasons, neither collect payment of their 
marriage contracts nor drink the bitt er water. Rabbi Elazar says: 
He can marry another woman and procreate through her; there-
fore these are considered permitt ed marriages, and the women can 
drink the bitt er water. Rav Naĥman says that Rabba bar Avuh 
says: Th e dispute between the fi rst tanna and Rabbi Elazar is only 
in the case of a barren woman and an elderly woman.

However, with regard to a sexually underdeveloped woman, all 
agree that she neither drinks the bitt er water nor collects pay-
ment of her marriage contract. Th is is as it is stated with regard 
to a sota who is found to be innocent of adultery: “And she shall 
be cleared, and shall conceive seed” (Numbers Ʃ:ƦƬ), indicating 
that the sota ritual pertains only to one whose way is to bear seed 
and give birth, excluding this sexually underdeveloped woman, 
whose way is not to bear seed.N 

Th e Gemara raises an objection to Rav Naĥman’s statement from 
a baraita in the Toseft a (Ʃ:ƨ): With regard to one who issues a 
warning to his betrothed, or to his yevama while she is a widow 
awaiting her yavam,H  if she secluded herself with the other man 
before her husband consummated the marriage, she neither 
drinks the bitt er water nor collects payment of her marriage 
contract. 

לָהּ,  מָחוּל  סְתִירָה  לְאַחַר  אָמְרַתְּ  וְאִי 
עֵי  בָּ אִי  דְּ ר,  הֶיתֵּ לָהּ  יֵשׁ  דְּ לָהּ  חַתְּ  כְּ מַשְׁ
מַע  שְׁ א  אֶלָּ וּבָעֵיל!  לְקִינּוּיֵהּ  לֵיהּ  מָחֵיל 
מַע  שְׁ מָחוּל.  אֵינוֹ  סְתִירָה  לְאַחַר  הּ:  מִינָּ

הּ. מִינָּ

ית  בֵּ  – תוּ  שָׁ לּאֹ  שֶׁ עַד  עֲלֵיהֶן  בַּ ״מֵתוּ 
אי  מַּ ית שַׁ לְגִי? בֵּ מַאי קָמִיפַּ אי״ כו'. בְּ מַּ שַׁ

מֵי, גָבוּי דָּ טָר הָעוֹמֵד לִגְבּוֹת כְּ סָבְרִי: שְׁ

Perek IV
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לִגְבּוֹת  הָעוֹמֵד  טָר  שְׁ סָבְרִי:  ל  הִלֵּ וּבֵית 
מֵי. גָבוּי דָּ לָאו כְּ

נַחְמָן  רַב  אָמַר  כו'.  חֲבֵירוֹ״  רֶת  ״מְעוּבֶּ
עֲקָרָה  ר אֲבוּהּ: מַחֲלוֹקֶת – בַּ ה בַּ אָמַר רַבָּ

וּזְקֵינָה,

בְרֵי הַכּלֹ לאֹ שׁוֹתָה  אֲבָל אַיְילוֹנִית – דִּ
תָה  אֱמַר: ״וְנִקְּ נֶּ תָהּ, שֶׁ תוּבָּ וְלאֹ נוֹטֶלֶת כְּ
, יָצְאָה  הּ לְהַזְרִיע רְכָּ דַּ וְנִזְרְעָה זָרַע״, מִי שֶׁ

. הּ לְהַזְרִיע רְכָּ אֵין דַּ זוֹ שֶׁ

וּלְשׁוֹמֶרֶת  לַאֲרוּסָתוֹ  א  הַמְקַנֵּ מֵיתִיבֵי: 
רָה –  נָסָהּ נִסְתְּ לּאֹ כְּ לּוֹ, אִם עַד שֶׁ יָבָם שֶׁ

תָהּ; תוּבָּ לאֹ שׁוֹתָה וְלאֹ נוֹטֶלֶת כְּ

 Whose way is not to bear seed – ַהּ לְהַזְרִיע רְכָּ אֵין דַּ -Accord :שֶׁ
ing to Rav Naĥman, it is necessary to differentiate between a 
sexually underdeveloped woman, who is essentially unable 
to bear children, and barren or elderly women, who do not 
usually give birth but are not essentially unable to do so 
(Mishne LaMelekh).

NOTES

 One who issues a warning to his betrothed, or to his 
yevama while she is a widow awaiting her yavam, etc. – 
לּוֹ וכו׳ א לַאֲרוּסָתוֹ וּלְשׁוֹמֶרֶת יָבָם שֶׁ  If one issues a warning :הַמְקַנֵּ
to his betrothed or to his yevama while she is awaiting levi-
rate marriage and she secludes herself with the other man 
before the marriage is consummated, she neither drinks the 
bitter water nor collects payment of her marriage contract 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:2).

HALAKHA




