Perek 111
Daf20 Amuda

NOTES

And then she retracted her statement and said | will
drink, etc. — 11 2% 7RI 7% AWM If the woman
said explicitly that she was defiled, she cannot retract
her statement. The discussion here pertains to a woman
who did not state explicitly that she was defiled; how-
ever, her refusal to drink is interpreted in this manner,
and the Gemara questions whether she can claim that
her refusal to drink was only due to fear. Some com-
mentaries write that were she to claim explicitly that
her initial refusal was due to fear, she would certainly
be believed. This case is comparable to that of a woman
who informed her husband that she was menstruating
and afterward retracted her statement and claimed that
she was ritually pure, in which case the halakha is that
if she provided a pretext for her initial statement, she
is believed. The Gemara raises this question only in a
case where she did not explain her reasons for initially
refusing to drink but merely claimed that she is now
willing to drink the water (Minhat Hinnukh).

Itis necessary to put a bitter substance into the water,
etc. — 131 01 NG 1 g Py: The water is called
“the water of bitterness” (Numbers 5:23) even before it
is drunk, although it might not cause any harm. This
indicates that it is not so named because it causes
death, but because it is already bitter (Rashi). Others
add that the additional phrase “the water of bitterness
that causes the curse” (Numbers 5:18) indicates that the
water’s bitterness is unrelated to its causing a curse. The
ink and dust added to the water do not cause it to be
bitter, and therefore something bitter must be added.
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The Gemara asks: The statement of Rabbi Akiva is difficult, as
it is contradicted by another statement of Rabbi Akiva: There,
in the first baraita, he said that erasure prevents the authorities
from compelling the woman to drink the water if she retracted
her decision to drink, and here he says that the sacrifice of the
handful prevents the authorities from compelling the woman
to drink the water. In other words, according to the first baraita
the woman can retract her decision to drink until the scroll is
erased, whereas according to the second baraita she can retract
her decision until the handful is sacrificed.

The Gemara responds: There is a dispute between two tanna'im,
and they disagree with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva.
They disagree with regard to what point in time, according to
Rabbi Akiva, is the final moment at which a woman can refuse
to drink the bitter water without being forced to do so.

A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If she initially said: I
will not drink, while in a state of good health, and then she
retracted her statement and said: I will drink," what is the
halakha? Does one say that when she said: I will not drink, it is
as if she confessed and said: I am defiled, and since she estab-
lished herself as defiled she cannot retract her statement?" Or
perhaps when she said: I will drink, she revealed her thoughts
that it was only due to fear that she said she will not drink? The
Gemara concludes that the dilemma shall stand unresolved.

Shmuel’s father says: It is necessary for one to put a bitter
substance into the water"" that the sota drinks. What is the
reason for this? It is as the verse states: “And he shall blot them
out into the water of bitterness” (Numbers 5:23), indicating that
they are already bitter before the scroll is erased.

HALAKHA

She cannot retract her statement — 72 1T X¥1 N’g: A sotawho,
due to fear, says: | will not drink, may later retract her statement
and say: | will drink. However, if she said: | will not drink, when she
is in good health and unafraid, she may not later recant and say: |
will drink (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:3).

It is necessary to put a bitter substance into the water, etc. —
o onn ]1n'? I3 17 8t A bitter substance, e.g.,, wormwood,
must be placed into the water that the sota drinks, as the verse
(Number 5:23) describes that water as “the water of bitterness”
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:10).



o e pnm Kby w 1IN0
ANMI N3 -m‘wm - rAniY Wy
s -m’mn YT by e
”‘2’3’;’3 PR ST 71D A3 NPT
112902 DAT - TN NDY” 17K
MM T 03 Yy e Anmm
PWwWn - At R TR T

2 b3 nix ppwm Aok

nipMin e 1w ningY npson Apx
O P IK7RNR X NivYia
NV RROR KW MY DN

mat w9 AR fnv mat A v ox
DN Y 1’71:'\ Mot A Y 1’71:1
12 71 (xR o U 1’71:'1 mat v
XY, 7IM N2 m’v’v DI I XY
MoK T ) 7’711'1 MY Y10 TR
(1’7*&:) - iR ina 1mbnn 52 mix

bsn b

b P2 MK XK BT 3

I T KT TEID PAR TYWND
YD TR DN YU 0T 1o
a5y Y9am 1% 11 - P nism

MI S H N If before the scroll was erased she said:

I will not drink," the scroll that was
written for her is sequestered, and her meal-offering is burned
and scattered over the place of the ashes, and her scroll is
not fit to give to another sota to drink. If the scroll was erased
and afterward she said: I am defiled," the water is poured out,
and her meal-offering is scattered" in the place of the ashes.
If the scroll was already erased and she said: I will not drink,
she is forced to drink against her will.

When a guilty woman drinks she does not manage to finish
drinking" before her face turns green" and her eyes bulge,
and her skin becomes full of protruding veins, and the people
standing in the Temple say: Remove her, so that she does not
render the Temple courtyard impure by dying there.

The mishna limits the scope of the previous statement: If she
has merit, it delays punishment for her and she does not die
immediately. There is a merit that delays punishment for one
year, there is a larger merit that delays punishment for two
years, and there is a merit that delays punishment for three
years. From here Ben Azzai states: A person is obligated to
teach" his daughter Torah, so that if she drinks and does
not die immediately, she will know that some merit she has
delayed punishment for her. Rabbi Eliezer says: Anyone who
teaches his daughter Torah" is teaching her promiscuity

[tiflut] M

Rabbi Yehoshua says: A woman desires to receive the amount
of a kav of food and a sexual relationship [tiflut] rather than
to receive nine kav of food and abstinence. He would say: A
foolish man of piety, and a conniving wicked person, and an
abstinent woman [perusha],® and those who injure them-
selves out of false abstinence; all these are people who erode
the world."

HALAKHA

If before the scroll was erased she said | will not drink, etc. — 1y
A1 I P T T ) X If the woman says: | will
not drink, before the scroll is erased, then the scroll is sequestered,
and itis not fit to give to another sota to drink. Her meal-offering
is scattered over the place of the ashes. If she says: I will not drink,
once the scroll has been erased, she is forced to drink against
her will, and it is explained to her that if she is not defiled she
will not be harmed by the water (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot
Sota 4:4-5).

She said: | am defiled — 7% L~ 1IAK: If she says: | am defiled,
even if the scroll has been erased, the water is poured out and
her meal-offering is scattered in the place of the ashes (Rambam
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:6).

Her face turns green, etc. — "2 nipin s If she is defiled, her
face immediately turns green, her eyes bulge out, and her veins
protrude, and the people standing in the Temple say: Remove
her from the Temple courtyard, lest she begin menstruating
and render the Temple courtyard impure (see 20b). She is then
removed from the women'’s courtyard where she is standing
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:16).

Anyone who teaches his daughter Torah - 117in 102 'lrg’?ptl 17:3:
A woman who studies Torah receives a reward, but her reward is
not equal to that of a man because, unlike men, she is not com-
manded to learn. Despite the fact that women receive a reward
if they study Torah, the Sages ruled that a man should not teach
Torah to his daughter, since most women's minds are not attuned
to learning and they render the words of the Torah into nonsense.
Therefore, the Sages stated: Anyone who teaches his daughter
Torah is considered as though he taught her foolishness.

This applies only with regard to the Oral Torah; however, with
regard to the Written Torah, although one should not teach the
Written Torah to one’s daughter, it is not considered as though
he taught her foolishness. The distinction between the Oral and
Written Torah stems from the statement of Rabbi Elazar ben
Azarya in tractate Hagiga (3a) that women are also required
to participate in the mitzva of assembly, i.e., the obligation to
assemble in the Temple on Sukkot in the year following the
Sabbatical Year in order to hear the Written Torah being read
publicly (Bah).

Some of the later authorities state that the above ruling does
not apply to a woman who decides to study Torah on her own
initiative, as by doing so she proves that she does not belong
in the category of women who turn the Torah into nonsense
(Perisha).

The Rema writes that women are certainly obligated to learn
the halakhot that are applicable to them. The later authorities
write that nowadays, when women study secular subjects, it is
incumbent upon them to study Torah as well, and girls should be
taught at least the entire Written Torah and the ethical teachings
of tractate Avot (Likkutei Halakhot). Furthermore, some authorities
state that women are required to study those parts of the Torah
that deal with matters of faith, as women are obligated to believe
in God and to love and fear Him (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot
Talmud Torah 1:13; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 246:6).

People who erode the world — u’?m ?’7:\7: If one gives all his
money to charity or spends all his money on other mitzvot,
he is not pious but foolish, and he is considered one of those
who erode the world (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, Hilkhot Arakhin
VaHaramim 8:13).

NOTES

And her meal-offering is scattered — nyann AnmIMDY
The commentaries explain that if the woman refuses to
drink without admitting infidelity, her meal-offering is
burned in the place of the ashes, located in the Temple
courtyard, and its ashes are scattered (see 22b). The reason
for this is that since the meal-offering was consecrated
in a service vessel, it must be burned. In the second case
in the mishna, where the woman admits her infidelity,
the meal-offering is scattered without being burned, as,
although the meal-offering was consecrated in a service
vessel, her admission clarifies that the consecration was
in error, and therefore it need not be burned (Meiri).

She does not manage to finish drinking — npson Ayx
mnw’7 This is an exaggeration, as the water does not
affect her until she drinks the entire amount. This phrase
is used to emphasize that the effect of the water occurs
immediately afterward (Jerusalem Talmud).

A person is obligated to teach, etc.— 13 17:577 o anm:
If a woman learns Torah and is later accused of being a
sota, she will know that even if she survives the evaluation
of the water despite her infidelity, it is not because the
water is powerless but because of her merit. Although the
knowledge that it is possible to survive the evaluation of
the water could cause a woman to commit adultery, it is
nevertheless preferable that they become aware of this
possibility, as the lack of this knowledge is more likely to
cause a lack of fear of the water, as rumors will be spread
that the water is powerless (£tz Yosef).

Is teaching her promiscuity [tiflut] — m'?gn :-1'17;1"7:
Rashi interprets the term tiflut as referring to promiscu-
ous behavior, while the Rambam interprets the term as
referring to idle nonsense (Rambam’s Commentary on
the Mishna). According to some versions of the text, the
mishna reads: Anyone who teaches his daughter Torah is
considered as though he taught her promiscuity. How-
ever, it is evident from the Gemara (21b) that this is not
the actual text of the mishna; rather it is the Gemara’s
interpretation of the mishna (Meiri).

LANGUAGE

Promiscuity [tiflut] - m’v;n: The root tav, peh, lamed
refers to that which is meaningless or worthless. This
literal definition fits well according to the Rambam’s
interpretation that the term here is referring to idle non-
sense. Alternatively, the term can be understood as a
euphemism for words or acts of a sexual nature, whether
adulterous, as in the statement of Rabbi Eliezer, or of a
permitted nature, as in the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua.
This interpretation is indicated by the fact that the term
is contrasted with abstinence, both here and elsewhere,
and might have been influenced by the similar root tet,
peh, lamed, which denotes attachment and bonding, as
in the attachment of a man and a woman.

BACKGROUND

An abstinent woman [perusha] - w119 TwK: The
mishna refers critically to women who are unwilling
to accept a life of abstinence, yet at the same time it
declares that an abstinent woman, as well those who
injure themselves out of false abstinence, are among
those who erode the world. The Gemara (22a-b) explains
that the mishna’s criticism pertains to individuals who
are self-righteous, sanctimonious, and hypocritical. The
terms perusha and perushin can be translated as those
who engage in self-restraint, but they can also carry
the negative connotation of separatists who reject com-
munity norms. The term perushim, sometimes rendered
perushin, i.e., Pharisees, was also used by the opponents
of rabbinic Judaism in reference to the rabbinic Sages,
often in a derogatory sense. Its usage here appears to
be an example of self-criticism on the part of the Sages
with regard to the activities of some members of their
community.
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LANGUAGE

Scribe [laviar] - 1'7:’7 This word is derived from the Latin
librarius, which means scribe or writer, and refers to one
whose profession is to write promissory notes or other
documents.

NOTES

Lest you omit a single letter — N nix WOAN KOY:

According to the Ritva, Rabbi Yishmael means that any let-
ter omitted or added to the text of a Torah scroll invalidates
it, even if it does not alter the meaning of the verse. How-
ever, most of the commentaries explain that the Gemara is
referring to additional or missing letters that change the
meaning of the text and transform the text into a blasphe-
mous statement. Rashi provides some examples of this.
For instance, with regard to the verse: “But the Lord God

is the true God [emet]” (Jeremiah 10:10), if one omitted the
first letter of the word emet, the word would become met,
which means: He is dead.

Rendering it the letter reish which could be a critical
error — &Y r-n'? e For example, if when writing: “The
Lord is one [ehad]” (Deuteronomy 6:4), the dalet at the end
of ehad became a reish, it would read: The Lord is another
[aher].

HALAKHA
Copper sulfate put into the ink — #77 ]1'1'15: DIRR: A
Torah scroll, as well as phylacteries and mezuzot, must
be written with ink prepared from the soot produced by
burning oils and soaked in gallnut juice, as this ink is both
durable and erasable. If one wrote with ink containing cop-
per sulfate or similar substances that prevent the writing
from being erased, the Torah scroll is valid, in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, provided that the ink is black
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah
1:4; Shulhan Arukh Yoreh De'a 271:6).
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G E M ARA Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says in

the name of Rabbi Meir: When I was
studying Torah before Rabbi Akiva, as his disciple, I used to
put copper sulfate into the ink with which I wrote Torah scrolls,
and he did not say anything to me in protest. Afterward, when
I came to learn Torah before Rabbi Yishmael, he said to me:
My son, what is your vocation? I said to him: I am a scribe
[lavlar] who writes Torah scrolls. He said to me: My son, be
careful in your work, as your work is the work of Heaven, lest
you omit a single letter" from the Torah scroll or add a single
letter, and in this you are found to be destroying the entire
world if the mistake alters the meaning of the verse and results
in blasphemy.

Rabbi Meir continues: I said to Rabbi Yishmael: I have one
substance that I putinto the ink, and it is called copper sulfate,
which prevents the writing from being erased. He said to me:
And may copper sulfate be putinto the ink2" The Torah clearly
said with regard to the scroll of the sota: “And the priest shall
write these curses in a scroll, and he shall blot them out into
the water of bitterness” (Numbers s:23). This indicates that the
Torah requires writing that can be blotted out.

Since Rabbi Meir’s remark about copper sulfate seems unrelated
to Rabbi Yishmael’s previous statement, the Gemara asks: What
is Rabbi Yishmael saying to Rabbi Meir, and what is Rabbi Meir
replying to Rabbi Yishmael?

The Gemara explains: This is what Rabbi Meir is saying to him:
It is not necessary to say that I do not err in omissions and
additions, as I am an expert. Rather, there is not even any
reason for concern with regard to a fly lest it come and sit on
the protrusion of the letter dalet and erase it, thereby render-
ing it the letter reish, which could be a critical error.N There is no
concern of this erasure occurring, since I have a certain sub-
stance that I put into the ink and that prevents the writing from
being erased, and it is called copper sulfate.

The Gemara questions the initial part of Rabbi Meir’s statement:
Is that so? But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir
said: When I was studying Torah before Rabbi Yishmael, I
used to put copper sulfate into the ink with which I wrote
Torah scrolls, and he did not say anything to me. Afterward,
when I came to learn Torah with Rabbi Akiva, he prohibited
me from doing so.

The Gemara points out that there are two separate contradictions
between the two statements: Rav Yehuda’s statement with regard
to Rabbi Meir first serving Rabbi Akiva as a disciple is difficult,
as it is contradicted by the statement of the baraita with regard
to his first serving Rabbi Yishmael. Furthermore, Rav Yehuda’s
statement is difficult, since he states that it was Rabbi Yishmael
who prohibited the addition of copper sulfate, and this is con-
tradicted by the statement of the baraita that it was Rabbi Akiva
who prohibited it.

The Gemara answers: Granted, the apparent contradiction
between Rav Yehuda’s statement with regard to Rabbi Meir’s
serving Rabbi Akiva first, and the statement of the baraita
with regard to serving Rabbi Yishmael first, poses no difficulty.
Initially, he came before Rabbi Akiva to study, but since he
could not comprehend his extremely complicated method of
learning, he came before Rabbi Yishmael and learned the oral
tradition from him. Afterward, he returned and came before
Rabbi Akiva and studied his method of logical reasoning in
order to understand the reasons behind the halakhot he had
already learned.
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However, the contradiction between Rav Yehuda’s statement that
it was Rabbi Yishmael who prohibited the addition of copper
sulfate and the statement of the baraita that it was Rabbi Akiva
who prohibited it still poses a difficulty. The Gemara concludes:
Indeed, the matter is difficult.

It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says that Rabbi Meir
would say: Copper sulfate may be put into the ink that is
used for all sacred writings, i.e., Torah scrolls, phylacteries, and
mezuzot,

except for the ink used to write the Torah passage about the sota,
even when written in a Torah scroll. Rabbi Ya’akov says in the
name of Rabbi Meir: It is except for the ink used to write the
scroll with the sota passage used in the Temple.” The Gemara
asks: What is the difference between these two opinions? The
Gemara replies: Rabbi Yirmeya says that there is a difference
between them with regard to whether it is permitted to erase the
passage for the sota from a Torah scroll. According to Rabbi
Yehuda, Rabbi Meir holds that this is permitted, and therefore
the passage in the Torah scroll must be written with ink that does
not contain copper sulfate, so that it can be erased. By contrast,
according to Rabbi Ya'akov, Rabbi Meir holds that it is prohibited
to erase the passage from a Torah scroll, and therefore the passage
may be written with ink containing copper sulfate.

The Gemara assumes that according to Rabbi Ya'akov it is prohib-
ited to erase the passage from a Torah scroll, since he holds that

the scroll must be written for the sake of the sota, whereas Rabbi

Yehuda, who permits this, holds that the scroll need not be writ-
ten for the sake of the sota. And therefore, the opinions of these

tanna’im are parallel to the opinions of those tanna’im, as it is

taught in a baraita: The scroll of one sota is not fit" to be used in

the preparation of the water to give to another sota to drink, as

it was not written for the sake of the other sota. Rabbi Ahai bar

Yoshiya says: Her scrollis fit to be used in the preparation of the

water to give to another sota to drink, since it does not need to

be written for the sake of the sota.

Rav Pappa said: Perhaps that is not so, and the two disputes are
not comparable. It is possible that the first tanna of the baraita
states that the scroll may not be used for another sota only there,
in the case if a scroll written for a specific woman; since it was
originally designated in the name of one woman, e.g., Rachel,
it cannot again be designated in the name of another woman,
e.g., Leah. However, in the case of a Torah scroll, which is writ-
ten without specifying anyone, indeed we may erase the pas-
sage to prepare the water for a sota even though it was not written
for her sake.

Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that the comparison between the
two disputes can be refuted for a different reason: Perhaps that
is not so. It is possible that Rabbi Ahai bar Yoshiya states that
the scroll may be used for another sota only there, with regard
to the scroll written for a specific sota, as it was written for the
purpose of the curses of a sota in general. However, in the case
of a Torah scroll, which is written to be learned from, indeed
we may not erase it for a sota, as it was not written for the sake
of a sota at all.

HALAKHA

Except for the ink used to write the scroll with the sota
passage used in the Temple - wpn '7!_9‘ LiD NYYen yan:
The sota scroll'is written with ink that does not contain copper
sulfate and therefore can be erased (Rambam Sefer Nashim,
Hilkhot Sota 3:8).

The scroll of one sota is not fit, etc. - 1) APV ‘m’?’m PN
The sota scroll must be written for the sake of a specwﬁc sota. If
it was not written for her sake, it is unfit for use. A scroll written
for the sake of one woman is not fit for use in the evaluation of
any other woman (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:4).

D912 PID - SOTA - PEREK III - 20B 12§



HALAKHA

One who wrote a bill of divorce with which to divorce his
wife, etc. — 121 iAW NX wu% an2: Ifa bill of divorce was
not written for the sake ofthe speoﬁc man and woman
using the bill of divorce, it is not valid. Therefore, if one
wrote a bill of divorce and then decided not to use it, then
even if he later found a person from his city with the same
name who is married to a woman of the same name, the
second individual cannot use the bill of divorce (Rambam
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 31-2; Shulhan Arukh, Even
HafEzer1311-2).

NOTES

It is referring to the erasure — 7p'r: The Rosh explains
that although the sota passage need not be written for the
sake of a specific woman, it does need to be written for the
purpose of cursing, as the verse states: “And he shall write
the curses” (Numbers 5:23). Therefore, the sota passage in
the Torah scroll, which is written for study purposes, may
not be used for a sota (Tosefot HaRosh).
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In the Levite camp - 'm'7 mnna3: When the Jewish people
were in the wilderness, the camp was arranged around the
Tabernacle and divided into three areas. The first camp was that
of the Divine Presence, which included the Tabernacle and its
courtyard. The second camp was the Levite camp, whose tents
surrounded the Tabernacle. Surrounding this was the Israelite
camp, where the rest of the nation pitched their tents. Those

126 SOTA:PEREK III-20B:3 7P

BACKGROUND

who were impure were required to remain outside the first,
the second, or the third camp, depending on the type of ritual

impurity involved.

When the Temple was built in Jerusalem, a correspond-
ing division was instituted. The Temple and its courtyard were
equivalent to the camp of the Divine Presence, the Temple

The Gemara asks: And doesn’t Rabbi Ahai bar Yoshiya hold in
accordance with that which is taught in a mishna (Gittin 242): With
regard to one who wrote a bill of divorce with which to divorce his
wife" but later reconsidered and did not divorce her, if a resident
of his city found him and said to him: My name is the same as
your name, and my wife’s name is the same as your wife’s name;
give me the bill of divorce, and I will use it to divorce my wife, it is
unfit to divorce the other woman with it. The reason for this is
that it was written for the sake of another woman. Seemingly, the
same principle should apply with regard to the scroll of a sota.

The Sages say in response: There, with regard to a bill of divorce,
the Merciful One states: “And he shall write for her a bill of
divorce” (Deuteronomy 24:1). This teaches that we require the
writing to be performed for the sake of the specific woman. How-
ever, no similar requirement is mentioned with regard to a sota. The
Gemara asks: Here, too, with regard to the sota, the verse states:
“And the priest shall perform with her all of this law” (Numbers
5:30), indicating that the ritual must be performed for the sake
of the specific woman. The Gemara answers: What is the per-
formance referred to in the verse? It is referring to the erasure,"
whereas the writing need not be done for the sake of a specific
woman.

§ The mishna states: When a guilty woman drinks she does not
manage to finish drinking before her face turns green and her
eyes bulge, and her skin becomes full of protruding veins. The
Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is this mishna,
which indicates that the water evaluates her while she is still drink-
ing? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who
says: The priest sacrifices her meal-offering and afterward forces
her to drink, because according to the opinion of the Rabbis the
meal-offering is sacrificed only after she drinks, and as long as her
meal-offering has not been sacrificed the water does not evaluate
her, as it is written: “And he shall bring her offering for her...
is a meal-offering of jealousy, a meal-offering of remembrance, a
reminder of iniquity” (Numbers 5:15).

forit

The Gemara asks: Say the latter clause of the mishna: If she has
merit, it delays her punishment for her. We arrive at the opinion
of the Rabbis, as, if this statement were in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, didn’t he say: Merit does not delay
punishment in the case of the bitter water of a sota?

Rav Hisda said: In accordance with whose opinion is this mishna?

Itis in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who says: The

priest sacrifices her meal-offering and afterward forces her to

drink. With regard to the order of the ritual he holds in accordance

with Rabbi Shimon, and with regard to the matter of merit delay-
ing punishment, he holds in accordance with the opinion of the

Rabbis.

§ The mishna states: And the people standing in the Temple say:
Remove her, so that she does not render the Temple courtyard
impure. The Gemara explains: What is the reason for this? It is
lest she die there immediately and render the women’s courtyard,
where she drinks the water, impure. The Gemara asks: Is this to say
that a corpse is prohibited from being in the women’s courtyard,
which has the same status as the Levite camp® in the desert?

Jerusalem was equivalent to the Israelite camp. The women'’s
courtyard was situated immediately outside the entrance to the
Temple courtyard, and by Torah law its sanctity was equivalent
to that of the Temple Mount. However, the Sages ordained that
the sanctity of the women's courtyard would be greater than
that of the Temple Mount.

Mount was equivalent to the Levite camp, and the city of
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But isn’t it taught in a baraita: One who is ritually impure with
impurity imparted by a corpse is permitted to enter" the Levite
camp.” And the Sages said this not only with regard to one who is
ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse; rather, even a
corpse itself may be brought into the Levite camp, as it is stated:
“And Moses took the bones of Joseph with him” (Exodus 13:19),
which is interpreted to mean: With him, in his vicinity, even though
Moses was in the Levite camp.

Abaye said: The woman is removed not due to a concern that she will
die there but lest the fear of the water cause her to begin to menstru-
ate, and it is prohibited for a menstruating woman to enter the Levite
camp. The Gemara asks: Is this to say that fear causes muscular
relaxation and menstrual bleeding?® The Gemara responds: Yes, as
itis written: “And the Queen was exceedingly pained” (Esther 4:4),
and Rav says: This means that she began to menstruate. The Gemara
asks: But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Nidda 39a) that trepidation
eliminates the flow of menstrual blood? Presumably, the sota experi-
ences trepidation. The Gemara answers: Trepidation generated by
extended worry contracts the muscles and prevents the blood from
flowing, but sudden fear relaxes the muscles and causes the blood
to flow.

§ The mishna states: If she has merit, it delays punishment... for
one year...for two years... for three years. The Gemara asks: Whose
opinion is expressed in the mishna? It is not the opinion of Abba
Yosei ben Hanan, and not the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Yitzhak
of Kefar Darom, and not the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael.

This is as it is taught in a baraita: If she has merit, it delays punish-
ment for her for three months, equivalent to the time necessary to
recognize the fetus; this is the statement of Abba Yosei ben Hanan."
Rabbi Elazar ben Yitzhak of Kefar Darom says: Merit delays punish-
ment for nine months, as it is stated: “Then she shall be cleared,
and shall conceive seed” (Numbers 5:28). It is possible to infer from
this that if she has merit she will be cleared temporarily, for the length
of time required to conceive a child, and there, in Psalms, it says:

“A seed shall serve him; it shall be told of the Lord unto the next
generation” (Psalms 22:31). This indicates that the seed must be fit
to tell of the Lord once it matures, and a child can live only if it is
born after the culmination of nine months in the womb.

Rabbi Yishmael says: Merit delays punishment for twelve months.
And although there is no explicit proof for the concept of merit
delaying punishment for twelve months, there is an allusion to the
concept, as it is written that Daniel said to Nebuchadnezzar after
interpreting Nebuchadnezzar’s dream concerning the evil which
would befall him: “Therefore, O king, let my counsel be acceptable
to you, and redeem your sins with charity, and your iniquities by
showing mercy to the poor;

NOTES

One whois ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse
is permitted to enter, etc. - 13 Dg;ﬂb R N Kw: The early
commentaries raise a difficulty: A mishna (Kelim 1:8) states that
one who contracted impurity imparted by a corpse may not
enter even the rampart, which was situated beyond the women'’s
courtyard. This contradicts the Gemara’s statement here that even
a corpse may reside in the women'’s courtyard. They answer that
the prohibition cited in tractate Kelim is a rabbinic prohibition,
whereas the Gemara here is referring to Torah law.

The commentaries ask: Why does the Gemara conclude that
the sota is removed lest she begin to menstruate? Perhaps she is
removed due to the rabbinic prohibition against a corpse being
present in the women’s courtyard. Some explain that the rab-
binic prohibition prohibits an impure person only from entering
the sanctified areas, but if one is rendered impure with impurity
imparted by a corpse within the rampart, he is not obligated
to leave (Tosefot HaRash). Similarly, the Meiri cites Tosafot, who

explain that the Sages prohibited one from entering the ram-
part and the women’s courtyard while impure lest one continue
beyond the permitted area. However, the sota clearly has no inten-
tion of entering further, as she likely wishes to leave as quickly as
possible, and therefore the rabbinic prohibition does not apply
to her. The Meiri also cites an alternative answer in the name of
Tosafot: I the sota were removed due to this rabbinic prohibition,
she would not be removed until she showed signs of dying.

Equivalent to the time necessary to recognize the fetus; this
is the statement of Abba Yosei ben Hanan - it maa 12
1311129 K2X 1127: Rashi explains that Abba Yosei also bases
his opinion on the verse cited below by Rabbi Elazar ben Yitzhak:

“Then she shall be cleared, and shall conceive seed” (Numbers

5:28). Abba Yosei infers from the verse that if she has merit she
will be cleared temporarily, for the length of time required to
visibly conceive seed.

HALAKHA

One who is ritually impure with impurity imparted

by a corpse is permitted to enter the Levite camp —
b b Damh A i waw: The Temple Mount has

a status equwalent to the Levite camp in the desert,

and entry to it is prohibited for anyone who is ritually
impure due to a bodily secretion, e.g., a zav or a zava.
However, a corpse may be brought onto the Temple

Mount, and certainly one who is ritually impure due to

contact with a corpse may enter (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:15).

BACKGROUND

Fear causes muscular relaxation and menstrual
bleeding - om7 ng'gpp 7770 The menstrual cycle
is dependent on hormonal activity, which is heavily
impacted by one’s mind-set. Extreme emotional stress,
e.g., a continuous state of fear, can prevent a woman
from menstruating for a lengthy period of time. On the
other hand, sudden fear and other strong emotions can
lead to a flow of menstrual blood, even at an abnormal
time in the menstrual cycle.
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