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Th e Gemara asks: But one could just as easily say the opposite: 
“Th ereto” should be understood specifi cally, and the ashes must be 
placed fi rst. Th e phrase “running water shall be put…in a vessel,” 
should indicate only that the water must run directly into the vessel 
and that it may not be brought from the spring by means of another 
vessel.

Th e Gemara answers: Just as we fi nd in every instance that the 
facilitating item goes above the primary item, e.g., in the case of a 
sota the dust goes on top of the water, so too here, in the case of 
the red heifer, the facilitating item must go above the primary item. 
Th e water must be placed fi rst, and only then the ashes. 

mishna When the priest comes to writeN  the scroll
of the sota that is to be placed in the water, 

from what place in the Torah passage concerning the sota (Numbers 
Ʃ:ƥƥ–Ƨƥ) does he write?H 

He starts from the verse: “If no man has lain with you, and if you 
have not gone astray to defi lement while under your husband, you 
shall be free from this water of bitt erness that causes the curse” 
(Numbers Ʃ:ƥƭ); and continues: “But if you have gone astray while 
under your husband, and if you are defi led, and some man has lain 
with you besides your husband” (Numbers Ʃ:ƦƤ).

And then he does not write the beginning of the following verse, 
which states: “Th en the priest shall cause the woman to swear 
with the oath of cursing, and the priest shall say to the woman” 
(Numbers Ʃ:Ʀƥ), but he does write the oath recorded in the continu-
ation of the verse: “Th e Lord shall make you a curse and an oath 
among your people when the Lord will cause your thigh to fall 
away, and your belly to swell. And this water that causes the curse 
shall go into your bowels, and cause your belly to swell, and your 
thigh to fall away” (Numbers Ʃ:Ʀƥ–ƦƦ); but he does not write the 
conclusion of the verse: “And the woman shall say: Amen, amen” 
(Numbers Ʃ:ƦƦ).

Rabbi Yosei says: He does not interrupt the verses but rather writes 
the entire passage without any omissions.

Rabbi Yehuda says: He writes nothing other than curses recorded 
in the fi nal verses cited above: “Th e Lord shall make you a curse 
and an oath among your people when the Lord will cause your thigh 
to fall away, and your belly to swell. And this water that causes the 
curse shall go into your bowels, and cause your belly to swell, and 
your thigh to fall away.” And he does not write the conclusion of the 
verse: “And the woman shall say: Amen, amen.”

gemara With regard to what issue do the Sages
in the mishna disagree? What is the source 

of their disagreement? Th ey disagree concerning the proper inter-
pretation of the verse: “And the priest shall write these [ha’eleh] 
curses [et ha’alot] in a scroll” (Numbers Ʃ:ƦƧ).

 – לִי״  כֶּ ״אֶל  וְקָא,  דַּ ״עָלָיו״  וְאֵימָא: 
לִי! כְּ הֵא חִיּוּתָן בַּ תְּ שֶׁ

יר לְמַעְלָה,  כָל מָקוֹם מַכְשִׁ צִינוּ בְּ מַה מָּ
יר לְמַעְלָה. אן מַכְשִׁ אַף כָּ
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ה,  גִילָּ הַמְּ אֶת  לִכְתּוֹב  לוֹ  א  בָּ מתני׳ 
מֵאֵיזֶה מָקוֹם הוּא כּוֹתֵב?

י  כַב אִישׁ״ וגו', ״וְאַתְּ כִּ מִ״וְאִם לאֹ שָׁ
ךְ״. חַת אִישֵׁ טִית תַּ שָׂ

אֶת  הַכּהֵֹן   יע בִּ ״וְהִשְׁ כּוֹתֵב:  וְאֵינוֹ 
ן ה' אוֹתָךְ לְאָלָה  ה״. וְכוֹתֵב: ״יִתֵּ ָ הָאִשּׁ
הַמְאָרְרִים  יִם  הַמַּ בֻעָה…וּבָאוּ  וְלִשְׁ
ל  וְלַנְפִּ טֶן  בֶּ לַצְבּוֹת  מֵעַיִךְ  בְּ ה  ֶֵּהָא
ה  ָ הָאִשּׁ ״וְאָמְרָה  כּוֹתֵב:  וְאֵינוֹ  יָרֵךְ״, 

אָמֵן אָמֵן״.

י יוֹסֵי אוֹמֵר: לאֹ הָיָה מַפְסִיק. רַבִּ

ל עַצְמוֹ אֵינוֹ כּוֹתֵב  י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר: כָּ רַבִּ
בֻעָה  ן ה' אוֹתָךְ לְאָלָה וְלִשְׁ א: ״יִתֵּ אֶלָּ
ה  הָאֵלֶּ הַמְאָרְרִים  יִם  הַמַּ וּבָאוּ  וגו' 
״וְאָמְרָה  כּוֹתֵב:  וְאֵינוֹ  וגו',  מֵעַיִךְ״  בְּ

ה אָמֵן אָמֵן״. ָ הָאִשּׁ

קְרָא  הַאי  בְּ לְגִי?  מִיפַּ קָא  מַאי  בְּ גמ׳ 
ה  הָאֵלֶּ הָאָלוֹת  אֶת  ״וְכָתַב  לְגִי:  קָמִיפַּ

פֶר״, סֵּ הַכּהֵֹן בַּ

 Comes to write, etc. – וכו׳ לִכְתּוֹב  לוֹ  א   The mishna is :בָּ
not explicit as to the language in which the scroll is writ-
ten. Although another mishna (32a) states that the oath 
of the sota may be taken in any language that the wife 
understands, apparently the scroll itself was to be written 
specifically in Hebrew. This is true especially according to 
the opinion that the scroll of a sota may be taken from a 
Torah scroll (see 20b), and this is the ruling of the Rambam 
(Minĥa Ĥareva).

NOTES

 From what place does he write – כּוֹתֵב הוּא  מָקוֹם   The :מֵאֵיזֶה 
priest writes the scroll of the sota from the verse: “If no man 
has lain with you, and if you have not gone astray to defilement 
while under your husband, you shall be free from this water of 
bitterness that causes the curse” (Numbers 5:19); and continues: 

“But if you have gone astray while under your husband, and if 
you are defiled, and some man has lain with you besides your 
husband” (Numbers 5:20). And then he skips the beginning of 
the verse that follows: “Then the priest shall cause the woman 
to swear with the oath of cursing, and the priest shall say to the 

woman” (Numbers 5:21). But he does write the oath recorded 
in the continuation: “The Lord shall make you a curse and an 
oath among your people, when the Lord will cause your thigh 
to fall away, and your belly to swell. And this water that causes 
the curse shall go into your bowels, and cause your belly to 
swell, and your thigh to fall away” (Numbers 5:21–22). But he 
does not write the conclusion of the verse: “And the woman 
shall say: Amen, amen” (Numbers 5:22), in accordance with 
the first tanna of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 3:8).

HALAKHA



sota . Perek II . 17a 105 . פרק ב׳ דף יז.   

Rabbi Meir, the fi rst tanna of the mishna, reasons: Th e word 
“alot,” curses, is referring to actual curses. Th e prefi x ha, mean-
ing: Th e, in the word “ha’alot” serves to include curses that 
come on account of the blessings, i.e., the curses that are 
inferred from the phrase: “You shall be free from this water of 
bitt erness that causes the curse” (Ʃ:ƥƭ). Th e word “eleh,” meaning 
these, is a limiting term that serves to exclude the long list of 
curses that are recorded in Mishne Torah,N  the book of Deuter-
onomy (chapter ƦƬ). Although these curses are also referred to 
as “alot,” the priest does not write them. Th e addition of the 
defi nite article in the word “ha’eleh” serves to exclude the 
commands recorded in the sota passage and the acceptances 
by the word “amen” recorded there as well. Th e priest need not 
write these sections of the passage.

And Rabbi Yosei interprets it: It would all be as you, Rabbi Meir, 
said; however, the additional word “et” in the verse amplifi es 
its scope. It serves to include both commands and acceptances, 
as they must be writt en in the scroll as well.

And why does Rabbi Meir disagree? As a rule, he does not 
interpret the additional word et as amplifying a verse’s scope.

And as for Rabbi Yehuda, he interprets all of the terms in the 
verse as exclusionary: Th e word “alot” is referring specifi cally 
to the actual curses recorded in the verses. Th e defi nite article 
in the word “ha’alot” serves to exclude curses that come on 
account of blessings. Th e word “eleh” serves to exclude the 
curses recorded in the Mishne Torah. And the defi nite article 
in the word “ha’eleh” serves to exclude the commands and 
acceptances recorded in the verses.

Th e Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Meir, what is diff er-
ent about this lett er heh at the beginning of the word “ha’alot” 
such that it amplifi es the halakha to include curses that come 
on account of the blessings, and what is diff erent about that 
lett er heh in the word “ha’eleh” such that it excludes the com-
mands and acceptances by the word “amen”? Why should one 
amplify while the other excludes?

Th e Gemara answers: Th e lett er heh when writt en near an 
amplifi er is an amplifi er. Th e word “alot” itself amplifi es the 
halakha, and the defi nite article extends that amplifi cation; and 
a heh when writt en near a restrictor is a restrictor. Th e word 

“eleh” itself restricts the halakha, and the defi nite article before it 
extends that restriction.

Th e Gemara asks: But Rabbi Meir does not accept the principle 
that from a negative statement you can infer a positive state-
ment. What is to be gained by writing the blessings if one cannot 
infer the curses from them?

Rabbi Tanĥum says: It is writt en: “If no man has lain with 
you…you shall be free [hinnaki]” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƭ).N  Th e word 

“hinnaki” should be interpreted as if it were in fact ĥinnaki, mean-
ing: You shall choke. When read with the beginning of the next 
verse, it then forms the sentence: You shall choke… if you have 
gone astray while under your husband. Th erefore, Rabbi Meir 
understands the blessings themselves to have a dimension of 
a curse.

§ Rabbi Akiva taught: If a man [ish] and woman [isha] merit 
reward through a faithful marriage, the Divine Presence rests 
between them. Th e words ish and isha are almost identical; the 
diff erence between them is the middle lett er yod in ish, and 
the fi nal lett er heh in isha. Th ese two lett ers can be joined to form 
the name of God spelled yod, heh. But if due to licentiousness 
they do not merit reward, the Divine Presence departs, leaving 
in each word only the lett ers alef and shin, which spell esh, fi re. 
Th erefore, fi re consumes them.N 

שׁ,  מַמָּ אָלוֹת   – ״אָלוֹת״  סָבַר:  מֵאִיר  י  רַבִּ
אוֹת מֵחֲמַת  ״הָאָלוֹת״ – לְרַבּוֹת קְלָלוֹת הַבָּ
נֵה  מִשְׁ בְּ ה״ – לְמַעוּטֵי קְלָלוֹת שֶׁ רָכוֹת, ״אֵלֶּ בְּ
לוֹת  ואוֹת וְקַבָּ ה״ – לְמַעוּטֵי צַוָּ תוֹרָה, ״הָאֵלֶּ

אָמֵן.

, ״אֶת״ – לְרַבּוֹת  דְקָאָמְרַתְּ הוּ כִּ י יוֹסֵי: כּוּלְּ וְרַבִּ
לוֹת. ואוֹת וְקַבָּ צַוָּ

רֵישׁ. ים לָא דָּ י מֵאִיר, אֶתִּ וְרַבִּ

לְהוּ:  רֵישׁ  דָּ מִיעוּטֵי  בְּ הוּ  כּוּלְּ יְהוּדָה,  י  וְרַבִּ
שׁ, ״הָאָלוֹת״ – לְמַעוּטֵי  ״אָלוֹת״ – אָלוֹת מַמָּ
 – ה״  ״אֵלֶּ רָכוֹת,  בְּ מֵחֲמַת  אוֹת  הַבָּ קְלָלוֹת 
ה״ –  נֵה תוֹרָה, ״הָאֵלֶּ מִשְׁ בְּ לְמַעוּטֵי קְלָלוֹת שֶׁ

לוֹת. ואוֹת וְקַבָּ לְמַעוּטֵי צַוָּ

יהּ,  י בֵּ מְרַבֵּ נָא הַאי הֵ״י דִּ י מֵאִיר, מַאי שְׁ וְרַבִּ
יהּ? נָא הַאי הֵ״י דְמַעֵיט בֵּ וּמַאי שְׁ

הֵ״י  הִיא;  רִיבּוּיָא   – רִיבּוּיָא  דְּ יהּ  גַבֵּ דְּ הֵ״י 
מִיעוּטָא – מִיעוּטָא. יהּ דְּ גַבֵּ דְּ

ה  לַל לָאו אַתָּ י מֵאִיר מִכְּ וְהָא לֵית לֵיהּ לְרַבִּ
שׁוֹמֵע הֵן!

תִיב. קִי״ כְּ נְחוּם: ״הִנָּ י תַּ אָמַר רַבִּ

כִינָה  ה, זָכוּ – שְׁ ָ י עֲקִיבָא: אִישׁ וְאִשּׁ רֵישׁ רַבִּ דָּ
ן. ינֵיהֶן, לאֹ זָכוּ – אֵשׁ אוֹכַלְתָּ בֵּ

 Curses in Mishne Torah – נֵה תוֹרָה מִשְׁ בְּ  There is :קְלָלוֹת שֶׁ
also a long list of curses recorded in Leviticus. However, 
no verse is needed to exclude it, since the curses there 
are written in the plural and directed to the people as a 
whole, whereas the ones in Deuteronomy are written in 
the singular (Tosefot HaRash; Tosefot HaRosh). From the 
commentaries of Rashi and the Meiri, however, it seems 
that they had an alternate text that reads: To exclude 
all the curses in the Torah, including those in Leviticus.

 You shall be free [hinnaki] – קִי -A number of explana :הִנָּ
tions have been given for the significance of this phrase. 
Most understand that the word hinnaki resembles ĥinnaki, 
taken to mean: You shall choke. The word is therefore a 
hint that if she is in fact guilty she will die a terrible death. 
The Sefat Emet adds that the phrase: You shall be free, 
indicates that there are additional curses not explicit in 
the verse from which the sota will be saved only if she 
is innocent.

 Fire consumes them – ן אוֹכַלְתָּ -A number of com :אֵשׁ 
mentaries explain that this refers to the fire of discord, 
which appears as a result of the departure of the Divine 
Presence and leads to disputes between the couple (see, 
e.g., Iyyun Ya’akov). According to the Halakhot Gedolot, 
however, the consuming fire is the evil inclinations of 
the couple.

NOTES
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Rava said: And the fi re that consumes the woman is strongerN  
and more immediate than that which consumes the man. What is 
the reason for this? Th e lett ers alef and shin in the word isha are 
adjacent, joined together, but in the word ish they are not joined, 
as the lett er yod is writt en between them.

Additionally, Rava says: For what reason did the Torah say: Bring 
dust for the sota?N  It is because if she merits to be proven faith- 
ful aft er drinking the water of the sota, a child like our Patriarch 
Abraham will emerge from her, as it is writt en with regard to 
Abraham that he said: “I am but dust and ashes” (Genesis ƥƬ:Ʀƫ). 
But if she does not merit to be proven faithful aft er drinking the 
water of the sota, she shall die and return to her dust, the soil from 
which mankind was formed.

And Rava further taught: As reward for that which our Patriarch 
Abraham said:N  “And I am but dust and ashes” (Genesis ƥƬ:Ʀƫ), 
his children merited two mitzvot: Th e ashes of the red heifer 
(see Numbers, chapter ƥƭ) and the dust of the sota.

Th e Gemara asks: But there is also another mitzva involving 
dust: Th e dust used for covering the blood of a slaughtered 
undomesticated animal or fowl (see Leviticus ƥƫ:ƥƧ).

Th e Gemara answers: Th ere, the dust does serve as an accessory 
to the mitzva of covering the blood, but there is no benefi t 
imparted by it. It occurs aft er the animal has been slaughtered and 
does not itself render the meat fi t for consumption.

Rava further taught: As reward for that which our Patriarch 
Abraham said to the king of Sodom: “Th at I will not take a thread 
nor a shoe strap nor anything that is yours” (Genesis ƥƨ:ƦƧ), 
distancing himself from anything not rightfully his, his children 
merited two mitzvot: Th e thread of sky-blue woolB  worn on ritual 
fringes and the strap of phylacteries.

Th e Gemara asks: Granted, the strap of the phylacteries impart 
benefi t, as it is writt en: “And all the peoples of the earth shall 
see that the name of the Lord is called upon you; and they 
shall be afraid of you” (Deuteronomy ƦƬ:ƥƤ). And it is taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Eliezer the Great says: Th is is a reference to 
the phylacteries of the head, upon which the name of God is 
writt en. Phylacteries therefore impart the splendor and grandeur 
of God and are a fi t reward.

אִישׁ.  ה עֲדִיפָא מִדְּ ָ אֲמַר רָבָא: וּדְאִשּׁ
לָא  וְהַאי  רַף,  מִצָּ הַאי  טַעְמָא?  מַאי 

רַף. מִצָּ

תּוֹרָה:  אָמְרָה  מָה  נֵי  מִפְּ רָבָא,  אָמַר 
יוֹצֵא   – זָכְתָה  לַסּוֹטָה?  עָפָר  הָבֵא 
כְתִיב  דִּ אָבִינוּ,  אַבְרָהָם  כְּ ן  בֵּ ה  נָּ מִמֶּ
חֲזוֹר  יהּ ״עָפָר וָאֵפֶר״, לאֹ זָכְתָה – תַּ בֵּ

לַעֲפָרָהּ.

אַבְרָהָם  אָמַר  שֶׁ כַר  שְׂ בִּ רָבָא:  רֵישׁ  דָּ
נָיו  בָּ זָכוּ  וָאֵפֶר״,  עָפָר  ״וְאָנכִֹי  אָבִינוּ: 

רָה וַעֲפַר סוֹטָה. י מִצְותֹ: אֵפֶר פָּ תֵּ לִשְׁ

ם! יסּוּי הַדָּ א נַמִי עֲפַר כִּ וְהָאִיכָּ

הֲנָאָה  א,  אִיכָּ מִצְוָה  ר  הֶכְשֵׁ הָתָם 
א. לֵיכָּ

אַבְרָהָם  אָמַר  שֶׁ כַר  שְׂ בִּ רָבָא:  רַשׁ  דָּ
נַעַל״,  רוֹךְ  שְׂ וְעַד  מִחוּט  ״אִם  אָבִינוּ: 
כֵלֶת  ל תְּ י מִצְותֹ: חוּט שֶׁ תֵּ נָיו לִשְׁ זָכוּ בָּ

ין. פִלִּ ל תְּ וּרְצוּעָה שֶׁ

כְתִיב:  ין, דִּ פִלִּ ל תְּ לָמָא רְצוּעָה שֶׁ שְׁ בִּ
ם ה' נִקְרָא  י שֵׁ י הָאָרֶץ כִּ ל עַמֵּ ״וְרָאוּ כָּ
דוֹל  הַגָּ אֱלִיעֶזֶר  י  רַבִּ וְתַנְיָא,  עָלֶיךָ״, 

ראֹשׁ. בָּ ין שֶׁ פִלִּ אוֹמֵר: אֵלּוּ תְּ

 And the fire that consumes the woman is stronger – ה ָ  וּדְאִשּׁ
 According to the Iyyun Ya’akov, this means that the :עֲדִיפָא
fire that consumes the woman expiates her sins more than 
that of the man. This is because from the time of Eve’s curse, 
a woman undergoes much physical suffering through men-
struation, pregnancy, and childbirth. This suffering serves as 
an additional expiating force.

 Dust for the sota – עָפָר לַסּוֹטָה: In the Jerusalem Talmud the 
symbolism of the scroll of the sota, the dust, and the water is 
explained. The dust alludes to death, while the water alludes 
to the beginning of one’s formation. The scroll represents the 
accounting one must provide before God. These are the three 
elements that one must contemplate so as to avoid sin, as 
stated in the mishna in tractate Avot (3:1): Know from where 
you come, and to where you are going, and before Whom you 
will have to give an accounting.

 As reward for that which our Patriarch Abraham said, etc. – 
אָמַר אַבְרָהָם אָבִינוּ וכו׳ כַר שֶׁ שְׂ  Abraham’s statement displayed :בִּ
his modesty; the Divine Presence rests with those who are 
modest. God provided mitzvot that ensure that the Divine 
Presence rests among the Jewish people. These mitzvot help 
eradicate impurity and adultery, both of which banish the 
Divine Presence (Iyyun Ya’akov).

NOTES

Common cuttleö sh Raft snail

 

 Sky-blue wool [tekhelet] – כֵלֶת  The Torah mentions the :תְּ
color tekhelet in many situations, and the word refers specifi-
cally to the dye from which the color is made. Various discus-
sions in the Gemara make it clear that the blue dye of the 
tekhelet was extracted from a living creature called a ĥilazon. 
Because of the many passages that describe the ĥilazon, it is 
difficult to identify one particular animal that meets all of the 
criteria, and there are many different opinions with regard to 
its classification. Already during talmudic times the use of 
tekhelet became a rarity, and soon its true source was forgot-
ten. In recent generations there have been efforts to identify 
the ĥilazon and to resume use of the dye. Various suggestions 
have been made as to the identity of the ĥilazon, including 
the common cuttlefish and the raft snail. Today, many are of 
the opinion that the ĥilazon is the snail Murex trunculus, which 
is found on the shores of the Mediterranean Sea in the north 
of Israel. This creature has a unique liquid dye, which, when 
mixed with other materials, produces the blue tekhelet color 
described in the Torah.

The Torah (Numbers 15:38) delineates a positive mitzva to 
use wool that is dyed with this color for ritual fringes. One of 
the four threads of the fringes must be dyed with this blue 
dye, and it is wound around the other threads. However, one 
can fulfi ll the mitzva to wear fringes even if the threads are 
not dyed, and today most ritual fringes are made without 
the dyed thread.

Murex

BACKGROUND
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But what is the benefi t imparted by the thread of sky-blue 
wool? Th e Gemara answers: As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Meir would say: What is diff erent about sky-blue from all other 
colors such that it was specifi ed for the mitzva of ritual fringes?

It is because sky-blue dye is similar in its color to the sea, and 
the sea is similar to the sky, and the sky is similar to the Th rone 
of Glory, as it is stated: “And they saw the God of Israel; and 
there was under His feet the like of a paved work of sapphire 
stone, and the like of the very heaven for clearness” (Exodus 
Ʀƨ:ƥƤ). Th is verse shows that the heavens are similar to sapphire, 
and it is writt en: “And above the fi rmament that was over their 
heads was the likeness of a throne, as the appearance of a 
sapphire stone” (Ezekiel ƥ:Ʀƪ). Th erefore, the throne is similar 
to the heavens. Th e color of sky blue dye acts as an indication of 
the bond between the Jewish people and the Divine Presence.

mishna Th e priest does not write the scroll of 
the sota upon a wooden tablet,H  and not 

upon paper made from grass, and not upon

dift era,L  a hide that is only partially processed, as it is salted and 
treated with fl our but not gallnuts; rather, it must be writt en only 
on a scroll of parchment, as it is stated: “And the priest shall write 
these curses in a scroll” (Numbers Ʃ:ƦƧ).N 

And the scribe may not write with gum [komos],L H  and not 
with copper sulfate [kankantom],L  nor with any substance 
that makes a mark and cannot be completely erased, but only 
with inkN B  made from soot, as it is stated in the continuation of 
the same verse: “And he shall blot them out into the water of 
bitt erness” (Numbers Ʃ:ƦƧ). Th is indicates that the scroll must 
be writt en with a writing that can be erased in water.

gemara Rava says: A scroll of a sota that one 
wrote at nightH  is unfi t. What is the rea-

son for this? It is derived by verbal analogy between one instance 
of the word “law” and another instance of the word “law.” It is 
writt en here, with regard to a sota: “And the priest shall execute 
upon her all this law” (Numbers Ʃ:ƧƤ), and it is writt en there, 
with regard to judgment: “According to the law, which they 
shall teach you, and according to the judgment, which they 
shall tell you” (Deuteronomy ƥƫ:ƥƥ). Just as judgment may be 
done only by day, so too the scroll of a sota may be writt en 
only by day.

תַנְיָא,  כֵלֶת מַאי הִיא? דְּ ל תְּ א חוּט שֶׁ אֶלָּ
כֵלֶת  ה תְּ נָּ תַּ שְׁ י מֵאִיר אוֹמֵר: מַה נִּ הָיָה רַבִּ

ל מִינֵי צִבְעוֹנִין? מִכָּ

דּוֹמֶה  וְיָם  לַיָּם,  דּוֹמָה  כֵלֶת  הַתְּ שֶׁ נֵי  מִפְּ
בוֹד,  הַכָּ א  לְכִסֵּ דּוֹמֶה   וְרָקִיע  , לָרָקִיע
רָאֵל וְתַחַת  אֱמַר: ״וַיִּרְאוּ אֵת אֱלהֵֹי יִשְׂ נֶּ שֶׁ
וּכְעֶצֶם  יר  פִּ הַסַּ לִבְנַת  ה  מַעֲשֵׂ כְּ רַגְלָיו 
אֶבֶן  מַרְאֵה  ״כְּ וּכְתִיב:  לָטהַֹר״,  מַיִם  ָ הַשּׁ

א״. סֵּ מוּת כִּ יר דְּ סַפִּ

וְלאֹ   הַלּוּח עַל  לאֹ  כּוֹתֵב  אֵינוֹ  מתני׳ 
יָיר וְלאֹ עַל עַל הַנְּ
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אֱמַר:  נֶּ ה, שֶׁ גִילָּ א עַל הַמְּ רָא – אֶלָּ יפְתְּ הַדִּ
פֶר״. סֵּ ״בַּ

קַנְקַנְתּוֹם  קוֹמוֹס וְלאֹ בְּ וְאֵינוֹ כּוֹתֵב לאֹ בְּ
דְיוֹ,  בִּ א  אֶלָּ  – ם  רוֹשֵׁ שֶׁ בָר  דָּ כָל  בְּ וְלאֹ 

חוֹת. יָּכוֹל לִמָּ תָב שֶׁ אֱמַר: ״וּמָחָה״, כְּ נֶּ שֶׁ

תָבָהּ  כְּ ת סוֹטָה שֶׁ גמ׳ אָמַר רָבָא: מְגִילַּ
אָתְיָא  טַעְמָא?  מַאי  סוּלָה.  פְּ  – יְלָה  לַּ בַּ
ה לָהּ  תִיב הָכָא: ״וְעָשָׂ ״תּוֹרָה״ תּוֹרָה״. כְּ
וּכְתִיב  הַזּאֹת״,  הַתּוֹרָה  ל  כָּ אֵת  הַכּהֵֹן 
וְעַל  יוֹרוּךָ  ר  אֲשֶׁ הַתּוֹרָה  י  פִּ ״עַל  הָתָם: 
ת  יּוֹם, אַף מְגִילַּ ט בַּ פָּ שְׁ ט״. מַה מִּ פָּ שְׁ הַמִּ

יּוֹם. סוֹטָה בַּ

 The priest does not write upon a wooden tablet, etc. – 
-The curses of the sota are not writ :אֵינוֹ כּוֹתֵב לאֹ עַל הַלּוּח וכו׳
ten upon a wooden tablet, nor on unprocessed parchment, 
nor on paper. They must be written on a parchment scroll. 
If they are written on paper or unprocessed parchment, 
the scroll is unfit (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:8).

HALAKHA

 Diftera – רָא יפְתְּ -From the Greek διφθέρα, difthera, mean :דִּ
ing a hide prepared for writing.

 Gum [komos] – קוֹמוֹס: From the Greek κόμμι, kommi, mean-
ing tree sap. It specifically refers to gum arabic from the 
acacia tree known as Acacia arabica. This sap has a variety 
of uses, including the production of strong inks.

 Copper sulfate [kankantom] – קַנְקַנְתּוֹם: This word appears 
in other sources as kalkantom or kalkantos. It derives from 
the Greek χάϵκανθος, khalkanthos, meaning copper sulfate 
(CuSO₄). This substance was used as a base for the ancient 
dye and ink industry and is still used nowadays to make ink 
and shoe polish.

LANGUAGE

 On a scroll [megilla]…in a scroll [sefer] – פֶר סֵּ ה…בַּ גִילָּ הַמְּ  :עַל 
Rashi explains elsewhere (Eiruvin 15b) that whenever the Torah 
refers to a written object as a sefer it means a scroll [megilla]. This 
can be seen in Jeremiah (36:18–20), where the sefer written is 
later referred to as a megilla. The same verse in Jeremiah also 
indicates that one must write with ink.

 But only with ink – ֹדְיו א בִּ  Some question whether the scroll :אֶלָּ
of a sota must be written specifically with ink, or whether it may 
be written with other writing substances that can be erased 
(see Sefat Emet and Devar Shaul). According to Rabbi David Luria, 
the verses in Jeremiah 36:18–20 indicate that all scrolls must be 
written with ink. Although it appears from the Gemara that ink 
must be made specifically of soot and oils, the consensus is 
that one may use other inks with similar stabilizing materials.

NOTES

 And the scribe may not write with gum, etc. – וְאֵינוֹ כּוֹתֵב 
וכו׳ קוֹמוֹס  בְּ  The scroll of the sota may not be written :לאֹ 
with ink containing copper sulfate, nor may it be written 
with gum or any substance which makes a permanent mark 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:8, 4:9).

 Wrote at night – יְלָה לַּ תָבָהּ בַּ  A scroll of a sota written at :כְּ
night is unfit, in accordance with the statement of Rava 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:7).

HALAKHA

 Ink – ֹיו  In talmudic times, various writing utensils and :דְּ
colored inks were used for writing on parchment and paper. 
Black was the most common color of ink. This ink was similar 
to India ink, a thick ink made from the soot of burnt wood or 
oil. The soot was collected and mixed with the appropriate 
quantity of oil. Sometimes sap was also added to the ink so 
that it would better adhere to the writing surface.

BACKGROUND
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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



sota . Perek II . 18a 109 . פרק ב׳ דף יח.   

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).
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 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).
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