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as it is written: “This is the law of jealousy” The word “this” is a
restricting term and excludes that possibility. With regard to two
different husbands and two different paramours, where her first
husband suspected her with regard to one paramour during her
first marriage and the second husband suspected her with regard
to a different man during the second marriage, everyone agrees
that the woman drinks and repeats, as it is written: “This is the
law of jealousy,” in all cases of jealousy.

They disagree when there is one husband and two paramours, i.e.,
where one husband warned her with regard to a second paramour
after she survived her first ordeal. They also disagree in a case
of two husbands and one paramour, i.e., if her second husband
accused her with regard to the same paramour on account of whom
she was compelled to drink by her first husband.
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The opinions are justified as follows: The first tanna holds that the
phrase “the law of jealousy” serves to include all of these cases. In
almost all cases the woman drinks and repeats. The word “this”
serves to exclude only the case of one husband and one paramour,
in which she does not drink and repeat.

And the Rabbis mentioned later in the baraita hold that the word

“this” serves to exclude all of these cases. The woman almost never
drinks and repeats. The phrase “the law of jealousy” serves to
include only the case of two husbands and two paramours, in
which she does drink and repeat.

And Rabbi Yehuda holds: The word “this” serves to exclude two"
of the cases, and the phrase “the law of jealousy” serves to include
two. The word “this” serves to exclude the two cases of one hus-
band and one paramour and one husband and two paramours.
In neither of these cases does the woman drink and repeat. The
phrase “the law of jealousy” serves to include two cases, i.e., two
husbands and one paramour, and all the more so two husbands
and two paramours. In both of these cases, the woman must drink
and repeat.

NOTES

This serves to exclude two -0 ’gwr_:’? Xt Rashi
explains the logic behind the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda.
If one man warns his wife a second time after she was
already found to be innocent, no matter whether he sus-
pects a different paramour or the same one, it appears
that his suspicions are unfounded and he is simply a
quarrelsome person.
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MI S H N A He would take" her meal-offering out of

the Egyptian wicker basket made of palm
leaves in which it was lying and would put it into a service vessel
and then place it on her hand." And the priest would then place
his hand underneath hers" and wave it together with her. The
priest waved it and brought it near to the southwest corner of the
altar, removed a handful® from it, and burned the handful; and
the remainder was eaten by the priests.

The priest would force the woman to drink the bitter water of a
sota, and afterward he would sacrifice her meal-offering.” Rabbi
Shimon says: The priest would sacrifice her meal-offering and
afterward he would force her to drink, as it is stated: “And the
priest shall take a handful of the meal-offering, as the memorial
part of it, and burn it upon the altar, and afterward he shall make
the woman drink the water” (Numbers 5:26). But Rabbi Shimon
concedes that if the priest first forced her to drink and afterward"
sacrificed her meal-offering, it is still valid.

bbi El id bbi Yoshiya of hi
GEMARARa 1E'aza:§al t9Ra i Yoshiya of his

generation,’ i.e., his contemporary: You
shall not sit on your feet" until you explain this matter to me:
From where is it derived that the meal-offering of a sota requires
waving? The Gemara expresses surprise at the question: From
where do we derive this? It is explicitly written with regard to the
meal-offering of a sota: “And the priest shall take the meal-offering
of jealousy out of the woman’s hand, and shall wave the meal-
offering before the Lord, and bring it unto the altar” (Numbers
5:25). Rather, the question is as follows: From where do we derive
that the waving is performed by the owner, i.e., the woman, and
not only by the priest?

Rabbi Yoshiya answered: This is derived by means of a verbal
analogy between the term “hand” written here and “hand” from
the peace-offering: It is written here, with regard to the meal-
offering of a sota: “And the priest shall take the meal-offering of
jealousy out of the woman’s hand” (Numbers 5:25), and it is
written there, with regard to the peace-offering: “He that offers
his peace-offerings unto the Lord... His own hands shall bring
the offerings... that the breast may be waved before the Lord”
(Leviticus 7:29-30).

Just as here, in the case of the sota, the priest waves the offering,
so too there, in the case of the peace-offering, the priest waves
the offering. And just as there, in the case of the peace-offering,
the owner waves the offering, so too here, in the case of the sota,
the owner waves the offering. How is this accomplished? The
priest places his hand beneath the hands of the owner and then
waves the offering with the owner.

§ The mishna states: The priest waved it and brought it near
to the southwest corner of the altar, removed a handful from it,
and burned the handful. Yet the continuation of the mishna states:
The priest would force the woman to drink, and afterward he
would sacrifice her meal-offering. The Gemara asks: Didn’t the
mishna state in the previous phrase that the offering was already
sacrificed?

Removed a handful -

ynp: Most meal-offerings require that a
handful be removed by a priest and burnt on the altar. This rite
parallels the rite of slaughtering performed in the case of an
animal offering. However, the slaughtering of an offering may be
performed by a non-priest, whereas removing the handful from
a meal-offering may be performed only by a priest. According

BACKGROUND

to many authorities, the priest would remove the flour with only
the three middle fingers of his right hand, using his thumb and
little finger to remove any surplus flour from his closed fingers. He
would then place the flour in a sacred service vessel in order to
consecrate it. Since the priest had to scoop out a precise amount
of flour, this was one of the more difficult services in the Temple.

NOTES

He would take, etc. - 131 5vh i1 The subject of this
sentence is not explicit in the mishna. Rashi and Rabbi
Ovadya Bartenura explain that the husband takes the
meal-offering, as the mishna continues: And the priest
would then place his hand, indicating that the priest was
notinvolved beforehand. However, Tosafot and the Meiri
explain that ideally, the priest was the one who would
take the meal-offering. The reference to the priest in the
continuation of the mishna merely means that from that
point onward the priest must perform the actions, and a
non-priest is not permitted to do so. This explanation is
based on the Jerusalem Talmud (see Melekhet Shlomo).

The priest would then place his hand underneath
hers — manAR 17 3 1721 In the Jerusalem Talmud it
is asked Why is it not improper for the priest to touch
the woman’s hand? The conclusion is that since this was
only for a short time, there is no reason for concern lest
the priest’s desire be stimulated. Some explain that the
priest did not actually touch her; his hands held the
vessel, lower down than her hands, and did not touch
her hands directly (Tosefot HaRash).

If the priest first forced her to drink and afterward,
etc. — 11 12 ) ARW Ox: It is stated in the Jeru-
salem Talmud that the Rabbis concede that if the priest
sacrificed the meal-offering before giving the sota the
water to drink, the offering is valid.

You shall not sit on your feet - 2% 210 N'?: One
understanding of this expression is based on the princi-
ple that difficult subjects are learned while one is seated,
while simpler subject matter is learned while standing
(see Megilla 21a). Rabbi Elazar intended to indicate that
due to Rabbi Yoshiya's extensive knowledge, this was
a simple matter for him and he would not need to sit
down and consider the matter much in order to provide
a correct answer (Minha Hareva).

HALAKHA

And then place it on her hand, etc. — 1> n:r:'?x_’ Aanin:
After the woman drinks the water, the service vessel with
the meal-offering is placed on the woman’s hands. The
priest places his hand under hers and waves it to the east
of the altar in the same manner as all other wavings; he
waves it to and fro to each side, and also up and down.
After the waving, the priest brings the meal-offering near
to the southwest corner of the altar, removes a handful,
and burns it. The remainder is eaten by the priests in the
same manner as other meal-offerings (Rambam Sefer
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:15).

The priest would force the woman to drink the water
and afterward he would sacrifice her meal-offering —
ANMI K 2P 72 IR APwR M The priest first forces

the woman to drink the bitter water and afterward he

sacrifices the meal-offering, in accordance with the unat-
tributed opinion in the mishna. If the priest sacrificed the

meal-offering first and afterward forced her to drink, the

offering is valid, as indicated later in the Gemara and as

stated explicitly in the Jerusalem Talmud (Rambam Sefer
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 4:14).

PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Yoshiya of his generation — /1177 mwK?13%: This
title is used to distinguish this Rabbi Yoshlya who was
an amora and a contemporary of Rabbi Elazar, from the
tanna of the same name. Rabbi Yoshiya was an amora
of the third generation of amora’im. He lived in Eretz
Yisrael and apparently was one of the older students of
Rabbi Yohanan, as was Rabbi Elazar. His statements are
recorded in the Jerusalem Talmud.
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NOTES

Rabbi Shimon and the Rabbis disagree, etc. — ¥27 ’;”7@
13 23 piyaw: Itis explained in the Jerusalem Talmud that
in addition to the dispute between them with regard to the
proper understanding of the verses, Rabbi Shimon and the
Rabbis also disagree with regard to which rite is central to
the evaluation of whether the sota was unfaithful. Rabbi
Shimon holds that the essential part of the evaluation is
accomplished by the water, and the meal-offering is only a
supplementary offering, whereas the Rabbis hold that the
evaluation is accomplished primarily by the meal-offering,
although the drinking of the bitter water is necessary in order
to allow the curse to enter the women's bodly.
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HALAKHA

If the scroll was already erased and then the woman says
I will not drink — fniw 2m¢ iR 'r’vun Apmma: Once the
scroll is erased, if the woman says: | vv\H not drink, she is
forcibly compelled to drink (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot
Sota 4:4).

Where the impression of the ink is still discernible —
21 173%@’1{?’?: The scroll must be thoroughly erased so that
the impression of the writing is not discernible. If the text is
still discernible, it is invalid (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot
Sota 4:10).

LANGUAGE

Forced [me‘arerin] - pwwn: Some explain that this term
is derived from the word irur, which means breaking
and is used here to denote the opening of her mouth by
force. Others explain that the term means to place liquid in
one’'s mouth without swallowing. It is similar to the talmudic
Hebrew terms me‘arer and megarger. According to this expla-
nation, here the term means that the water is poured down
her throat.

NOTES

The statement of Rabbi Akiva - X2/py 31 *327: Accord-
ing to Rashi, Rabbi Akiva agrees with Rabbi Shimon that
first the meal-offering is sacrificed and only afterward is she
given to drink; however, Rabbi Akiva takes a more extreme
position than Rabbi Shimon on this matter, asserting that
if she were to drink first, it is considered as if nothing was
done. By contrast, Rabbeinu Hananel asserts that Rabbi Akiva
holds in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who
state that the woman should drink first. This explanation is
based on an alternative version of the text. Tosafot note that
later (20b) the Gemara apparently understands Rabbi Akiva’s
opinion as explained by Rashi; however, Tosafot explain that
the tanna’im themselves disagree with regard to the opinion
of Rabbi Akiva.

120  SOTA:PEREKIII-19B-:* 1378

71 2793 MM 110 R 2]

.uu;r;‘y

11y »21 s non MNpYID
12 0 ARER 239 AT A
301w Y21 AN X 2
P T2 ) AR 1 0

ST AIRY NG

7§ 3P T2 VI AT ONY
YD - A

Tn5n 0 - “ARYIY 21 NN
apwmy 1K 123 Xom 2mb
W MRIK AP MR OXY
NI PPYR ANIK PWwn mniY

RIPY IR AT W3

~ “TpE? IMKY WX Jiynw 3
K 33 xbm 2t 'nu‘?n mn
owyn ‘7: b Ny o
Mg M 1’7::::‘7 PN 91
B My A3 P33V 037
AP PR N5 T YRipT

oy apn sy w)

fiynw 131 - yoipa 21p Koy
AR P 3P0 T, Ry
e 72 )

D K90 TR Ko 1w
7% b WK 27 K 29 TP
2% 1mw’1tg‘?

The Gemara answers: This is what the mishna is saying: What was
the sacrificial order of meal-offerings in general? The priest waved
the meal-offering and brought it near to the southwest corner of
the altar, removed a handful from it, and burned the handful, and
the remainder was eaten by the priests.

And as for the correct order for sacrificing the meal-offering of the
sota and forcing her to drink, this itself is a matter about which
Rabbi Shimon and the Rabbis disagree," as the Rabbis hold that
the priest would force the woman to drink and afterward he
would sacrifice her meal-offering; and Rabbi Shimon holds that
the priest would sacrifice her meal-offering and afterward he
would force her to drink, as it is stated: “And the priest shall take
ahandful of the meal-offering, as the memorial part of it, and burn
it upon the altar, and afterward he shall make the woman drink
the water” (Numbers 5:26).

§ The mishna states: But Rabbi Shimon concedes that if the
priest first forced her to drink and afterward sacrificed her
meal-offering, the offering is still valid.

The Sages taught: What is the meaning when the verse states after
the sacrifice of the meal-offering: “And he shall make her drink
the water” (Numbers 5:27)? But isn’t it already stated: “And he
shall make the woman drink the water of bitterness that causes
the curse” (Numbers 5:24)? The baraita answers: The repetition
teaches that if the scroll was already erased and then the woman
says: Iwill not drink," she is forced [ mearerin]* to drink against
her will. This is the statement of Rabbi Akiva."

Rabbi Shimon says: What is the meaning when the verse states:

“And the priest shall take a handful of the meal-offering, as the

memorial part of it, and burn it upon the altar, and afterward he

shall make the woman drink the water” (Numbers 5:26)? Butisn’t

italready stated previously: “And he shall make the woman drink”
(Numbers s5:24)? Rather, this verse indicates that the sota is given

the bitter water to drink only after all the actions that are stated

above are performed, i.e., erasing the scroll, sacrificing the meal-
offering, and administering the oath. Therefore, this verse teaches

that three matters preclude her from drinking: She does not drink

until the handful is sacrificed, and until the scroll is erased, and

until she accepts the oath upon herself.

The Gemara elaborates: She does not drink until the handful is
sacrificed. Rabbi Shimon conforms to his line of reasoning stated
earlier, as he says that the priest sacrifices her meal-offering and
afterward forces her to drink.

The Gemara questions the second condition: She does not drink
until the scroll is erased. Why does the baraita need to state this?
But what could he give her to drink if the scroll was not yet erased
into the water? Rav Ashi says: No, this halakha is necessary for
an instance where the scroll was erased, but the impression of the
ink is still discernible" on the parchment. The woman does not
drink until the scroll is totally erased.
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The Gemara discusses the third condition: She does not drink
until she accepts the oath upon herself. One might infer from
this statement that it is only that she does not drink before she
accepts the oath; however, the scroll is written for her before she
accepts the oath. But didn’t Rava say: With regard to ascroll of a
sota that was written before she accepted the oath upon herself,
whoever wrote it did nothing, and the scroll is rendered invalid.
The Gemara responds: This was cited for no reason, as in fact the
scroll is not even written before she accepts the oath upon herself,
and nothing should be inferred.

The Gemara asks: With regard to what do the Rabbis and Rabbi
Shimon disagree in the mishna? The Gemara answers: Three
verses are written which pertain to drinking the bitter water: The
first occurrence of the term is in the verse: “And he shall make
the woman drink” (Numbers 5:24); the second: “And afterward
he shall make the woman drink the water” (Numbers 5:26); and
the last occurrence of the term is in the verse: “And he shall make
her drink” (Numbers 5:27).

The Rabbis hold that the first occurrence of the term: “And he

shall make the woman drink,” is written to teach the halakha itself,
i.e., that the priest first forces her to drink and afterward sacri-
fices her meal-offering. The second instance: “And afterward he

shall make the woman drink,” is necessary to teach that as long

as the impression of the writing is still discernible, the sota is not

given the bitter water to drink. The third verse, the last occurrence

of the term: “And he shall make her drink,” teaches that if the

scroll was erased and then the woman says: I will not drink, she

is forced to drink against her will.

And Rabbi Shimon holds that the second verse: “And afterward
he shall make the woman drink the water” (Numbers 5:26),
is written to teach the halakha itself, i.e., that the priest first
sacrifices her meal-offering and afterward forces her to drink.
The first occurrence of the term: “And he shall make the woman
drink,” teaches that if he forced her to drink and only afterward
sacrificed her meal-offering, the offering is nevertheless valid.

The last occurrence of the term: “And he shall make her drink,”

teaches that if the scroll was erased and then she said: I will not
drink, she is forced to drink against her will.

The Gemara explains the Rabbis’ opinion: And the Rabbis would
respond to Rabbi Shimon that the verse does not begin the dis-
cussion with a halakha that is applicable only after the fact, and
therefore the initial mention of the drinking is referring to the
proper time for the ritual.

The Gemara asks: But does Rabbi Akiva in fact hold that the
woman is forced to drink against her will? But isn’t it taught in
a baraita (Tosefta 2:3) that Rabbi Yehuda says: A hook [ kelabus]*
made of iron" is forcibly placed into her mouth, so that if the
scroll was erased and she said: I will not drink, she is forced to
drink against her will. Rabbi Akiva said: It is not necessary to
force her to drink. Don’t we need to force her to drink the water
only in order to evaluate her fidelity? And isn’t she established
as having been evaluated when she refuses to drink, as she is
essentially admitting her guilt? Rather, Rabbi Akiva’s statement
should be understood as follows: Until the handful is sacrificed
she can retract her decision to drink the bitter water; however,
once the handful is sacrificed she cannot retract her decision
to drink.

The Gemara asks: But according to your reasoning in explanation
of Rabbi Akiva’s statement, this explanation itself should pose a
difficulty for you. Why can’t she retract her decision once the
handful is sacrificed? And isn’t she established as having been
evaluated when she refuses to drink?

LANGUAGE

Hook [kelabus] - m:L_):;s: Apparently from the Latin clavus,
which means a nail. From the description of the gebnim it
appears the kelabus was an object similar to large tongs
in which bent nails were inserted in order to grasp metal
articles during forging.

NOTES

A hook [kelabus] made of iron — '7n: ’710 D1:L):
Although the commentaries disagree with regard tothe
exact meaning of the term kelabus, it appears that its
purpose was not to open her mouth; rather, it was placed
in her open mouth to ensure that her mouth remained
open so that she could be forced to drink (see Tosafo?).
The Tosefta (2:3) cites the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who
disagrees and holds that they opened her mouth with
tongs.
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NOTES

In a state of good health — xn»a nonm: The
Gemara explains later that if the woman admits that

she is defiled, she is never given the water to drink.

The discussion here refers to a woman who does not
explicitly admit her guilt, yet refuses to drink. In this
case, if she retracts her decision to drink while she is
in good health and of clear mind, and she does not
appear frightened, it is assumed that her refusal to drink
is akin to a confession that she is defiled. However, if she
appears frightened, it is possible that her refusal is due
to fear that she will be harmed by the water even if she
is innocent. In this case, if the scroll was already erased
and the handful sacrificed, she is forced to drink so that
the erasure will not be for nothing, as it is possible that
she will be found innocent.
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The Gemara answers: This is not difficult; this case, where she
is forced to drink, is referring to a situation where she retracts
her decision to drink due to fear, as her refusal is not viewed as
an admission of guilt, and it is possible that if she drinks she will
be found undefiled. And that case, where she does not drink, is
referring to a situation where she retracts her decision in a state
of good health." Since she does not appear to be afraid, her
refusal is viewed as an admission of guilt.

And this is what Rabbi Akiva is saying: In any case where she
retracts her decision to drink in a state of good health, she does
not drink at all. With regard to a sota who retracts her decision
due to fear, if she retracts her decision before the handful is
sacrificed, when the scroll has not yet been erased; or even if
the scroll was already erased, since the priests acted incorrectly
when they erased it beforehand; she can retract her decision.
Once the handful is sacrificed, in which case the priests acted
correctly when they erased the scroll, she cannot retract her
decision, and she is forced to drink against her will.





