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The Beth Din of America takes confidentiality very seriously. Before publishing any case, we modify key
details to protect the identities of all parties involved. Names, dates, locations, and other identifying
information are changed or omitted, and certain unique facts may be altered. For example, the industry in
which the dispute took place is often modified.
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The Beth Din of America has been chosen to arbitrate pursuant to an arbitration agreement between Meir
Dovrin, with an address at 455 Orchard Glen Road, Greenwich, CT 06831, and Sophie Kleinwood, with
an address at 233 Silver Birch Drive, Greenwich, CT 06831. There exists between the parties differences
and disputes regarding the dissolution of their halakhic marriage and the distribution of their assets. The
parties appeared before the Beth Din for a hearing on February 19, 2025. Having heard the parties testify,
having read the parties written submissions, after due consideration and deliberation, the Beth Din decides
as follows:

Interim Nature of Decision

Section 28(b) of the Beth Din’s Rules and Procedures provides that “in addition to any final award, the
arbitrators may make other decisions, including interim or partial orders and awards.” This is an interim
decision. The Beth Din shall retain jurisdiction over this dispute.

Background

Meir and Sophie were married in November 2020. They share one daughter, Maria (b. May 2022). By
all accounts, the couple had a happy and healthy marriage until June 2022. Beginning then, Sophie alleges
that Meir became emotionally and verbally abusive. She claims, and submitted evidence, that Meir
engaged in a pattern of verbally demeaning and intimidating conduct within the home, including repeated
use of degrading language, exclusion from the residence, and aggressive confrontations that caused her to
seek physical separation for her safety.

Meir acknowledges that, at times, his conduct towards Sophie and his treatment of her has been flawed,
though he denies that it ever rose to the level of abuse.

Meir and Sophie attended multiple sessions of couples therapy with at least two separate therapists, but

ultimately these sessions were unsuccessful.
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Out of concern for her safety, Sophie filed for a restraining order against Meir, which the Connecticut
courts have granted. The restraining order issued by the Connecticut court against Meir is currently in
force. The couple has not been living together since September 2023, and they have been civilly divorced
in Connecticut.

Sophie seeks a get (a Jewish law writ of divorce which will permit her to remarry under Jewish law). Meir
argues that Sophie is a moredet (“rebellious wife”’) and that she should be compelled to reconcile and
reunite with him. Below we address Meir’s specific claims.

Meir’s Claims for Shalom Bayit

A. Justifying Divorce: Beit Shamai and Beit Hillel

The Mishnah (Gittin 90a) articulates different views regarding the grounds that would justify a husband
divorcing his wife. Whereas Beit Shamai believe that divorce is justified only when the wife has engaged
in adulterous conduct (“ervat davar”), Beit Hillel and R. Akiva offer more liberal grounds.' Meir argues
that the Beth Din should adopt the position of Beit Shamai (in Meir’s words: “that even if the husband is
facing seemingly insurmountable difficulties in his mission of shalom bayit he is forbidden to divorce his
wife unless there is a halachic reason that he cannot remain married to her and fulfill his obligation to the
mitzvot”) and rule that it is forbidden to divorce Sophie.

Generally, wherever the halakhah adopts the position of Beit Hillel it is prohibited for an individual or a
beit din to adopt the opposing view of Beit Shamai.? As it happens, some decisors hold that for a first
marriage the halakhah follows Beit Shamai, or at least that the two schools agree in the case of a first
marriage.’ Nevertheless, Beit Shamai’s requirement of ervat davar is limited to cases where the husband
seeks to divorce his wife unilaterally, without her consent. No justification is required when the wife
consents to the divorce.* All the more so where the wife seeks divorce, as in the present case.’

' See Gittin Mishnah 90a.
2 See Berakhot 11a-b and Beitzah 11b.
3 See Rambam Gerushin 10:21:
M2T DAY N2 R¥N D T DNATH MKW 12T DAY N RYNA D DX KR NIYRY MUK DTN WA KY

See also Tur and Shulchan Arukh Even Ha-Ezer 119, and the note of the Beit Shmuel 119:3:
N7 'NN2 12179 0" WM RDT YR NNIXDYZE 02T NNY N RYNA D INKIY 010N D'ANNa 02T NNY N2 R¥NO'NX
") 7019 "X wNani nny Diwn XpiT 7"o wMl
See Pnei Yehoshua Gittin 90b:
DT NNY RN DURR WY PRT A" 1T [IWRD 21T 73R W AT XX 0" W' o X7 02019 NXp 1and
For a different interpretation of Rambam’s position, see Bi'ur Ha-Gra Even Ha-Ezer 119:
NMIYKY MWK D NIYYT7 IR 'R N"R NIIYRY MWK "OX 0" nd7n T e 'o v gr "I

4 See Shulchan Arukh Even Ha-Ezer 119:3:
NWIAN DX 72N NN 702 'YNIN Y DR RPITE .2 DNY N2 RYN D DX KR NIWRY MUK DTR WA KY

AN NNy
5 See Pitchei Teshuva Even Ha-Ezer 119:3:
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B. Moredet and Ma’is Alai

Meir claims that Sophie is a moredet (a rebellious spouse) and that the Beth Din should compel Sophie to
reconcile with him.

The Jewish law of moredet sanctions a wife who rebels against her husband by refusing to live intimately
with him.® The law of Moredet applies where the wife lacks a valid reason for leaving her husband, such
as when she acts out of spite or to torment. However, where the wife has legitimate grounds for separating
from her husband, moredet does not apply. Thus, the Tur and Shulchan Arukh rule that a wife who finds
her husband intolerable (*>v ©>X%) should not be ordered to return to him.” Contemporary poskim explain
that a wife’s conviction that she no longer wants to remain with her husband (12 7¥17 *2°X) is halakhically
equivalent to the talmudic claim that the husband is intolerable (*v oXn).®

Based on Sophie’s presentation and submissions, the Beth Din finds that Sophie sincerely fears for her
safety and genuinely believes that it would be intolerable for her to remain married to Meir. Furthermore,
Sophie has provided reasonable grounds for her conviction.

C. An Obligation to Divorce

Jewish law recognizes several instances where a husband can become obligated, and in some cases even
compelled, to divorce his wife at her petition. These cases range from instances where the husband
develops bad breath or intolerable body odor, a husband who refuses to be intimate with his wife, a
husband who refuses to support his wife, a husband who locks his wife out of the house, a husband who
must relocate to a new city, and more.’

Decisors of Jewish law debate whether a wife’s claim that she generally finds her husband repugnant or
intolerable (*7¥ ©°Xn) constitutes sufficient grounds to compel the husband to divorce. Rambam rules that

n"1'02 21D NIYY? XY 'R N"A 12T V0N 'R TRY NWRN [IXN2 GRY IWORI DY Q"0 n"ny NN 17 1R N
72X 2107 N712' NI'RY RIR DIT N2 NN 0" NN RNY R " A 'winnan Yyam Xinwd Xt neaT 17
.NIN 7INA IN'NY XOU'WO NYAIN R'NYD

¢ Shulchan Arukh Even Ha-Ezer 77:1-2:

" Tur Even Ha-Ezer 77:
JA7¥X DAY DNIX 'O 'K .17V 0'NN MIYUAW NOXI TIDWX MON 1IN0l
Shulchan Arukh Even Ha-Ezer: 77:3:
11'KY NNNIRY 12D ,NN2T7 X7NNK NINNA 72X ;™7 0'RN DK A7 N2aT? DY0I X7NNK NINR Nk Nt ‘o1 R™
NT DA) 17¥K NI DNIX ...'91D 'NI ....0NIKAN NPNY KT N7 [T T8 ,NTA RXIDIRIMN 07901 ;0w 112 700
.(0"nm nawnaniva
8 Piskei Din, Batei Din Rabaniyim Be-Yisrael, Vol. 9, p. 182:
NINIRY RN W™D O"NI ..."7Y 0'NN NNNIXD 12 XN NIRY [IW70 10 W1a7 09D Y7 DT ...ynwn DY [IYY X"inna
UM27 19107 KNA'MNN NIPN XD W 19Y 17 7027 7Y 0INNY NNNIK NI'RY X LI XN NI'RY
See Rashi Ketubot 63b:
.N2'V2Q INAIND K71 KIN X7 - 170 O'RNn

R. Yehonatan Mi-Lunil Ketubot 27a (Rif):
290 1Y 7alpm 1R i Ly o'Rn
® See, generally, Shulchan Arukh Even Ha-Ezer 154.
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a beit din should compel the husband to issue a get. He explains that a woman is not a prisoner who can
be forced to live with a man she cannot tolerate.'

Many decisors disagree with Rambam’s interpretation of talmudic law. But even so, a separate enactment
of the Geonim (fakanas ha-mesivta) requires a husband to divorce his wife when she finds him
intolerable. This geonic enactment licenses a beit din to compel the husband to issue a get.!' R. Ovadia
Yosef rules that this geonic enactment remains good law and in effect today. He counsels contemporary
batei din to follow the takkanat ha-geonim wherever the wife petitions for a divorce on the ground that
she finds her husband intolerable.'? All the more so, where the beit din has reason to believe that the wife
may enter into a new relationship without a get. In such a case, the halakhic costs of failing to procure a
get are exceedingly high."

Putting aside the halakhic question of when a husband can be compelled (7°°93) to give a get, many
decisors hold that a husband is obligated to give a get even where Jewish law would not coerce him. For
example, Rabbenu Yonah rules that where the wife claims that she can no longer tolerate her husband, he

' Rambam Ishus 14:8:
INYWY X'XINT MIX ['912 MyTA 17 75207 0'713' "2'R1INMORNA NINK DX ...K'N NONN YYD 751 NYINY NN
.N7 MY7 22Ny DAY NINRY 19Y

" See Tur Even Ha-Ezer 77:
ONYRYT7 XU N7 X1 R0 7 27 X022 RN K'Y K7 DNNIREX'TMIK T XN2MMNA 1T XATRN D 097K 2
See Bach Even Ha-Ezer 77:
UM7 IMIR QD7 NN DRIXANT INIAN ... 097X 21 NAT[N] ...XNA'NAT 27T NN X7X TIN7NN T2 XY InT
Hagahot Ashri Ketubot 5:35.
T 02 N7 722N DX 'OV PN 711 7w NIR'Y 1IN N D070 NDN N7Ya DR QD7 'RY 19 7Y N And 'Rn Q0
'21DW 07120 NIXNA 1WA 1121 31 AND X7 NAIMDA N DIAN NIPNN IT AN2IY 0NN NN NIY NIRA 'an N
Or Zarua Vol 1, Responsa no. 754
IIRNT7 'WDY NI PRI DA N7 N7 0752 NN 127 D270 NN T INRY 'O 7Y X 12 NX'ON NA'RIE N7V 7Y DTN XD DX
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TIT? |'RI NIPNN IT NIPNIY DM DD NIY NINA AN NI'Y D1IIRAD 721 K1Y 211 //R’D/ '0 20 Daiand a1t ha o™i
2207w 7man 1" napgn iRy 70'w ' 'RIE709N 097X 11 DA ™I nann
R. Ovadia Yosef, Responsa Yabi’a Omer Vol. 3 Even Ha-Ezer no. 18:
2"0 1"N1.RWNINYT 19107 X2N N2 7R 19, 0NN NNAT 2NN 9"V 9"YW NNnolioni NN X7NnRnwd 3K
Y27 IMIX ['9DW 0"1n1Nd 1270 Nnw ,0"0 XD W'w w"Dnl .IT X110 7y 7'TRI 'nnon w"awnn nal .7"an o"innY
NIN1 D' RAY DT XX TN RN |'91D |'RY 7"NINE .NNN K7k K72 "OKI1 L' TR 1j'vn L,'7Y 0'Nn Nayua
TN OP'YNA 'O1D 'R DT DAY 7"NINE.NNINYT |'91D 1'9V IT XWWN NjP7N0IY N'NAT7 NN RYNNN W' DX XNY ,INK
2" .AN7X7 X0 N7 2T PNT L,XNAMIAT XKIT 2 0WA ('D 7Y K 219) 90 W'd L1097 W nwyn? nd'7n knw
oo My
2 R. Ovadia Yosef, Responsa Yabi’a Omer Vol. 3 Even Ha-Ezer no. 18:
|I'01N1,071¥2 NOXIND NN L,NWY! 1'1'WA W WIRIEINTAL WOINND NIXIRA T IIONKRT T'NTAW MIN "yd N DAl
,0NNN D22 DY NIAYIYENIDZIN L0 DIVDY? 72N INNWKR MINNWNRI LYY 0'KN NIYLA [N'72V2 IR NATIV TWROY AN
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MOV D 2IN7 X7W 12T N2 WINYT IR PYOYY KR, IMIZND NIYWYYI D07 YInw? 0N 0YIRY RN, TINGNN T R7X
722 DY NAWY NOXINN X'WY7 1V'AN K7 72K ,"70 0'RN NI7 NIT'YA 'Y QRY 11272 110 0"V TN NIXNIo 1190 0702
.DINAN NIPNA TR AWNNNYT I XNWD D XN'WNT RNV 728 A"Diva ' any 2wxd ,0a '7an ar
¥ R. Ovadia Yosef, Responsa Yabi’a Omer Vol. 3 Even Ha-Ezer no. 18:
NYUYN NIYY7 N¥YNNY IRIY 072027 AThNY 3™ 0M12'0 |'RIL,NYY NIANNYT X¥NY 'wnn WYN W' Nx XNy »'ni
ATl NN 197 D01 .ANipn7 Nyl NIDNNY RN [9 DRIKAD YYD DITN DY Mo n"'y 17 W R'¥INT 19107
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is obligated to give her a get, even though a beit din should not coerce him to do so.'* Rama appears to
adopt this position in his glosses to the Shulchan Arukh."

Why would halakhah distinguish between coercion (X°%137 1912) and obligation (X°%177 2>°17) to divorce?
Some authorities explain that a wife’s claim that she finds her husband intolerable is by its nature difficult
to verify. Thus, a group of rishonim adopt the policy not to coerce at the wife’s petition of ma 'is alai,
even though the claim in principle justifies coercing the husband to issue a get. Nevertheless if a beit din
finds that the wife has offered compelling evidence to support her claim, the husband is obligated to
divorce her, and the beit din should rule accordingly.'®

Having heard the parties testify, and having read the parties’ written submissions, the Beth Din finds that
Sophie has offered compelling grounds for petition. It constitutes a valid claim of ma is alai be-amatla
mevureret. Accordingly, Meir is obligated to divorce her and give her a get.

D. Mesirah

Meir argues that Sophie violated the prohibition of mesirah when she appealed to the Connecticut courts
for an order of protection against him. The Beth Din disagrees. First, many authorities maintain that there
is no prohibition of mesirah where the government respects the rule of law and where its institutions are
generally just.'” Second, mesirah would not apply where the complainant acted to save herself from what

'* See Shita Mekubetzet Ketubot 64a:
NIXAY 17 D' TN T"2 72K 0'0IYA DY) 110 Y72V 0'RN NNNINA VA NN |'91D 'RT 22 v qXT 7' 77 narr 1112 anol
N1V NMIPNT DIXN 22NTR QYT XA RN IART RN RN NIYIAY K7 ORI NIYIAY DXY 17 N0 nwaT 11y
'* Shulchan Arukh Yoreh De’ah 228:20:
TNX DY ,N20N NP NTT NN YT X72 TRRY [N 'RLIT IR DT XYY DT7 0T 1VAWIY IR DN 17270 DWURIE YN
N7 7'M ,NM2T? N0 XNNAK NN INIK DTKIYY DNIR NDWRD DX 72X . D77 0T )2 DIYN 13wl NN XYY nxn
NNINYT 2N 7Y 0'RNCINNNIRD ,NXW 12D DX 17'OKT ,INYTN K79
For a discussion of this Rama see Tzitz Eliezer 5:26 and R. Ovadia Yosef Yabi’a Omer Vol. 3 Even
Ha-Ezer no. 18.
'® See the decision of the Beit Din Ha-Gadol Le-’Irurim, co-authored by R. Yosef Elyashiv, in Piskei Din
Shel Batei Ha-Din Ha-Rababniyim Be-Yisrael Vol. 7, p. 201:
n1,0'9N [NNT DIYA L|'S1D 'K NWYN7T X7X 12 7V IMIX 'O13 I'N X1 NWIA7 2N N*7V 0'NN KIN NNNA DN ,|' TN DYy
NIN DIYN "937 DIpn 'R P71 ...0Y%Y 0'RN RINY 7722 KIn NNTIN N2'0 DIAR DX NWT7 27 AN NI nian XN
02 NP "7 12NN 1PYT 7™M DT,V 12N YA R NN T Y7 IRNIN KPR NINNA DA WIR UK
NN X7NnNa Y 0'NNn Niva
7 See Arukh Ha-Shulchan Choshen Mishpat 388:
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170 MO 210 7V1 D'YWIY N7YUNNN NINDYW ONNNIE TIWN Rj?XIORNA NIFFTA NT'RA DI'N DA YIT'D NIWUN 0Y DNV INVIY
"N’ |YNn7 NIZINTN NIXIN] DN7YNN '91) IWI9YW X0 2701 DN0'{7N MIARI R'ONN N™"1PN 111X TINKI X9N'R
NT 2V1 DNIXR 2701 DINAN 177 K7W DNXY 1'MoNYT 120X X7 DN'WYNY [DIN] 1INNI 912 7Y |INVY WINI WU'N 707
X700 N7RO D'TTIV 1197 NN DX ['W7n1 10mn D 702 DIXQI WWKRD 070191 0"waY ['w'mi 1ion 1T 73 7710 1210
AWD1 17'¥N7 [N* 271 nmnl 19112 197N

See also Tzitz Eliezer 19:52:



she perceived to be a genuine danger to her and her welfare.'® This is especially true where a beit din has
no jurisdiction to provide emergency relief through a protective order.' Finally, even if, arguendo, Sophie
violated the prohibition of mesirah, it has no bearing on Meir’s obligation to give Sophie a get.

E. The Order of Protection

Meir petitions the Beit Din to remove the protective order issued by the Connecticut courts. The Beth Din
lacks jurisdiction to interfere with a protective order issued by the Connecticut courts. Moreover, the
Connecticut courts issued the protective order because they were convinced that Sophie required
protection. We have no firm basis to overturn that finding.

F. Harchakot of Rabbenu Tam

Meir writes that the “harchakot instituted by Rabbenu Tam... are truly #reif... [Florcing a get with
sanctions is an abomination in God’s eyes.”

There are circumstances when Jewish law obligates a husband to divorce his wife and orders a beit din to
compel the husband to do so. There are also circumstances where Jewish law obligates the husband to
divorce his wife but will not order or license a beit din to compel him.?® “Coercion” is a well-defined term
in the Jewish law of divorce. In the Talmud it denotes physically coercing the husband with batons, but
some halakhic authorities extend it to include seizing of his property and financial assets. These forms of
sanctions are halakhically licensed wherever Jewish law requires coercion.!

JNIRY NN |'1'7 NI'KYO NI |'2 N1 ,7|'7'n Y'Y NX1 ...00In |"|"7 Vi

'® See Shach Choshen Mishpat 388:45 who distinguishes between mesirah intended as a punitive
measure and mesirah as a self-protection:

.09IYY TA'W N7 DX 17'¥n7 R"NI KA KID 7'¥n? XONT Yoimn 27 0N
This distinction is further developed by Tzitz Elizer 19:52:
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' Tzitz Eliezer: 19:52:
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20 See Section C above.
21 See Shulchan Arukh Even Ha-Ezer 154.



By contrast, Harchakot of Rabbenu Tam are halakhically non-coercive. They impose an obligation on
others to distance themselves from a recalcitrant husband and to refrain from socializing with him and
from doing business with him.? Thus, where Jewish law calls for a husband to divorce his wife but does
not license coercion, the Shulchan Arukh endorses the use of Harchakot De-Rabbenu Tam.*

If Meir complies with the pesak and delivers a get to Sophie, the Beth Din will not need to order
Harchakot of Rabbenu Tam.

Conclusion

Meir is obligated to give Sophie a get within thirty days of this pesak.

Any provision of this agreement may be modified with the written consent of both parties. Except as
otherwise indicated, all of the provisions of this decision shall take effect immediately.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we hereby sign and affirm this order as of the date written above.

Rabbi AA, Esq. Rabbi BB Rabbi CC

2 See Responsa Maharik 102:
21NA NYI0 IT NIYLI NYYNN 72U 2NdIR7Y 0'RNT NIYLI W7 220 9107 110X71 1217 2790 N"W XD YIT N
2"712ND 1T N0 N''9IN TION? TINN OW WK '1D 0'¥YNN 7170 N7NNNN naIwna D "ori 7KW onmn Nl
Y MQT7 'R 1IN K7W DNV 07301 IR N YATA NWRIEWIR 7D 7Y NNimn n7RQ DTN QT I 1NN 7 N
ININX YI2' X7 DX DTN 72 7V DAUXID MmN 19'01' TIVI INI7ZNA NP7 MIT70 INIRWURTI 179K 1INNNT71 My N1 kU
IR IR DT 'IT NN 19122 NZ'7' X7 KINEDIPN 17 X¥N' QXY DRY 1179 019D 'R NTAW NINTA NT7'0 DR 1N WD
|'RT 2"0T 'R7'W 0'NN NIV "ORT R*TN2 17 "IN RV 0'RN NIWIVN 7Y 2'WNY 2pY' 1127 [INAN 7"V 1'7un T1oN)
DT 'RY 21NN ' 7222 1'NnY1 10 71207 U '21'w and DN 17'9K 1NAT 197 T K7W nwivnn VA A'WNI |'91D
.19 Ny

2 Shulchan Arukh Even Ha-Ezer 154:21.
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