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a woman whose suspected promiscuity is publicly spoken of 
[duma],L  and not marry the daughter of a woman suspected of 
promiscuity, as this woman, who is herself suspected of promiscuity, 
comes from seed of unfl awed lineage; but that woman, the daughter 
of a woman suspected of promiscuity, comes from seed of fl awed 
lineage, as she might be a mamzeret.

And Rabbi Yoĥanan says: It is bett er that a man marry the daughter 
of a woman suspected of promiscuity, and not marry a woman 
suspected of promiscuity, as this daughter maintains the presump-
tive status of virtuousness, but that woman suspected of promiscuity 
does not maintain the presumptive status of virtuousness.

Th e Gemara raises an objection to Rabbi Yoĥanan’s statement from 
a baraita: A man may marry a woman suspected of promiscuity. 
Rava said in response: And how can you understand the baraita 
at face value? Th e baraita states that a man may marry her ab initio, 
yet clearly it is undesirable to do so. Rather, the wording of the baraita 
is imprecise, and one must render it: If one married a woman sus-
pected of promiscuity, she is permitt ed to him. Since the baraita is 
imprecise, one should also correct it and teach: Th e daughter of a 
woman suspected of promiscuity.

Th e Gemara concludes: And the halakha is that it is bett er that a man 
marry the daughter of a woman suspected of promiscuity, and not 
marry a woman suspected of promiscuity. Th is is as Rav Taĥalifa, 
from the West, i.e., Eretz Yisrael, taught before Rabbi Abbahu: If 
a married woman engages in adulterous sexual intercourse, her 
children are considered of unfl awed lineage,H  as most instances of 
sexual intercourse are att ributed to the husband, and consequently 
it is presumed that the children were conceived by the husband and 
not by the paramour. Th erefore, the daughter of a woman suspected 
of promiscuity is not suspected of being a mamzeret.

Rav Amram raises a dilemma: What is the halakha if the woman was 
extremely promiscuous and one cannot reasonably att ribute most 
instances of intercourse to the husband? Are her children considered 
of unfl awed lineage, or is their lineage uncertain? According to the 
opinion of the one who says that a woman becomes pregnantB  only 
close to the time of the onset of her menstruation, you do not need 
to raise this dilemma, as the husband does not know the time of this, 
i.e., the time of her menstruation, in advance, and he does not watch 
her actions in order to prevent her from conceiving from another man. 
Her children are therefore of uncertain lineage.

When do you need to raise this dilemma? It is necessary according 
to the opinion of the one who says that a woman becomes pregnant 
only close to the time of her immersion. What is the halakha? Can 
it be assumed that since he knows the time of this, i.e., of her immer-
sion, he watches her actions on that day in order to prevent her from 
conceiving from another man; or perhaps, since she is extremely 
promiscuous, her husband cannot adequately watch her and her 
children are considered of uncertain lineage? Th e Gemara concludes: 
Th e dilemma shall stand unresolved.
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אָה  בָּ זּוֹ  שֶׁ דּוּמָה,  ת  בַּ א  יִשָּׂ וְאַל  דּוּמָה 
סוּלָה; ה פְּ יפָּ אָה מִטִּ רָה, וְזוֹ בָּ שֵׁ ה כְּ יפָּ מִטִּ

דּוּמָה  ת  בַּ אָדָם  א  יִשָּׂ אָמַר:  יוֹחָנָן  י  וְרַבִּ
חֶזְקַת  בְּ עוֹמֶדֶת  זּוֹ  שֶׁ דּוּמָה,  א  יִשָּׂ וְאַל 
חֶזְקַת  בְּ עוֹמֶדֶת  אֵינָהּ  וְזוֹ  רוּת,  שְׁ כַּ

רוּת. שְׁ כַּ

רָבָא:  אֲמַר  דּוּמָה!  אָדָם  א  נוֹשֵׂ מֵיתִיבֵי: 
אִם  א  אֶלָּ ה?  חִלָּ לְכַתְּ א  נוֹשֵׂ רָא  וְתִסְבְּ

ת דּוּמָה. נֵי נַמִי בַּ א; תְּ נָשָׂ

א  ת דּוּמָה וְאַל יִשָּׂ א אָדָם בַּ וְהִלְכְתָא: יִשָּׂ
מַעַרְבָא  ר  בַּ חֲלִיפָא  תַּ רַב  תָנֵי  דְּ דּוּמָה, 
נֶיהָ  בָּ  – ה  מְזַנָּ ה  ָ אִשּׁ הוּ:  אַבָּ י  רַבִּ דְּ יהּ  קַמֵּ

עַל. עִילוֹת אַחַר הַבַּ רִין, רוֹב בְּ שֵׁ כְּ

יוֹתֵר,  בְּ רוּצָה  פְּ הָיְתָה  עַמְרָם:  רַב  עֵי  בָּ
ה  ָ אִשּׁ אֵין  אָמַר  דְּ מַאן  דְּ א  יבָּ אַלִּ מַהוּ? 
לָא  הּ,  לְוִוסְתָּ סָמוּךְ  א  אֶלָּ רֶת  מִתְעַבֶּ
הּ וְלָא מַנְטַר לָהּ. לָא יָדְעִי בָּ עֵי לָךְ, דְּ יבָּ תִּ

אָמַר אֵין  מַאן דְּ א דְּ יבָּ עֵי לָךְ – אַלִּ יבָּ י תִּ כִּ
א סָמוּךְ לִטְבִילָתָהּ.  רֶת אֶלָּ ה מִתְעַבֶּ ָ אִשּׁ
הּ – נָטוֹרֵי מַנְטַר לָהּ,  יָדַע בָּ יוָן דְּ מַאי? כֵּ
לָא?   – יוֹתֵר  בְּ פְרוּצָה  דִּ יוָן  כֵּ לְמָא  דִּ אוֹ 

יקוּ. תֵּ

 A woman whose suspected promiscuity is publicly 
spoken of [duma] – דּוּמָה: The Sages use this term with 
regard to anything that serves as the subject of gossip 
and rumors. It is usually, though not always, used in a 
negative sense.

LANGUAGE

 If a married woman engages in adulterous sexual 
intercourse her children are considered of unflawed 
lineage – רִין שֵׁ נֶיהָ כְּ ה בָּ ה מְזַנָּ ָ  If a woman is rumored :אִשּׁ
to have committed adultery, one need not be con-
cerned that perhaps her children are mamzerim, even 
if she is the subject of communal gossip, in accordance 
with the ruling of Rav Taĥalifa. However, there is reason 
for concern that perhaps she has acquired the status 
of a zona, i.e., a woman who has engaged in sexual 
intercourse with a man forbidden to her, and if her 
husband is a priest he is forbidden by Torah law to 
remain married to her. Furthermore, even an Israelite 
should refrain from marrying her in order to distance 
himself from alleged impropriety. If she is extremely 
promiscuous, her children’s lineage is also consid-
ered uncertain, as the Gemara’s dilemma concerning 
whether the husband will ensure she does not become 
impregnated by another man stands unresolved. The 
Rema writes that even so, if she states that her children 
are of unflawed lineage, her testimony is accepted. If 
she behaved extremely licentiously before her mar-
riage but not afterward, then even if she was once 
seen committing adultery, her children are considered 
of unflawed lineage (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 15:20; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:15).

HALAKHA

 A woman becomes pregnant – רֶת מִתְעַבֶּ ה  ָ  A woman can :אִשּׁ
become pregnant only at the time of ovulation, which usu-
ally occurs around fourteen days before she menstruates. The 
time of a woman’s immersion is seven days after she ceases to 
menstruate. Consequently, the duration of the time between 
ovulation and the time of menstruation or the time of immersion 

depends on the length of a woman’s menstrual cycle. A woman 
with a regular menstrual cycle of approximately a month will 
ovulate around two weeks after the beginning of menstruation, 
close to the time of her immersion, while a woman with a much 
shorter menstrual cycle will ovulate closer to the time she ceased 
menstruating.

BACKGROUND
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§ Th e mishna states (Ʀƨa): And these are the women to whom the 
court issues a warning in place of their husbands: One whose 
husband became a deaf-mute or became an imbecile, or if he were 
incarcerated in prison. Th e Sages taught: Th e verse states: “If the 
wife of any man goes astray” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƦ). As the verse could 
have said: Th e wife of a man, what is the meaning when the verse 
states: “Th e wife of any man”? It serves to include the wife of a 
deaf-mute, and the wife of an imbecile, and the wife of an insane 
person, and one whose husband went overseas, and one whose 
husband was incarcerated in prison; and it teaches that the court 
issues a warning to these women in order to disqualify them from 
receiving payment of their marriage contract.

One might have thought that the court’s warning is eff ective even 
to have the women drink the bitt er water; therefore, the verse 
states: “Th en the man shall bring his wife to the priest” (Numbers 
Ʃ:ƥƩ), indicating that only the warning issued by the husband causes 
his wife to drink. Rabbi Yosei says: Th e court’s warning is eff ective 
even to have her drink, and when her husband is released from 
prison he has her drink.

Th e Gemara asks: With regard to what do they disagree? Th e 
Gemara answers: Th e Rabbis hold that we require the same person 
who issues the warning to bring the woman to the Temple, as the 
verse states: “And he warned his wife…then the man shall bring 
his wife to the priest” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƨ–ƥƩ). And Rabbi Yosei holds 
that we do not require that the actions stated in the verse, i.e., “And 
he warned…then the man shall bring,” be performed by the same 
person; and although only the husband may bring the woman to 
the priest to drink the bitt er water, the warning may be issued by the 
court.

§ Th e Sages taught that the verse: “Th is is the law of jealousy, 
when a wife, while under her husband, goes astray and is defi led” 
(Numbers Ʃ:Ʀƭ), is superfl uous, and serves to compare a man to a 
woman and a woman to a man.H  Th e Gemara asks: With regard to 
what halakha is this comparison necessary? Rav Sheshet says: Th is 
teaches that just as if the husband was blind he would not have her 
drink, as it is writt en: “And it was hidden from the eyes of her 
husband” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƧ), indicating that the sota ritual applies 
only if the husband was capable of seeing her infi delity but did not 
do so; so too, with regard to the woman, if she were blind, she 
would not drink. Rav Ashi also says: Just as a lame woman and a 
woman without hands would not drink, as it is writt en: 

“And the priest shall stand the woman before the Lord…and 
place the meal-off ering of memorial in her hands” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƬ), 
indicating that if she is unable to stand up straight or if she does not 
have hands with which to accept the off ering, then she does not 
drink; so too, if the husband were lame or without hands, he 
would not cause his wife to drink. Mar Bar Rav Ashi says: Just as 
a mute woman would not drink, as it is writt en: “And the woman 
shall say: Amen, Amen” (Numbers Ʃ:ƦƦ), indicating that she must 
be able to speak; so too, if the husband were mute, he would not 
cause his wife to drink.

נַן: ״אִישׁ״ –  נוּ רַבָּ ין״ כו'. תָּ ית דִּ בֵּ ״וְאֵלּוּ שֶׁ
לְמוּד לוֹמַר: ״אִישׁ אִישׁ״? לְרַבּוֹת  מַה תַּ
ת  וְאֵשֶׁ שׁוֹטֶה,  ת  וְאֵשֶׁ חֵרֵשׁ,  ת  אֵשֶׁ
הַיָּם,  לִמְדִינַת  עְלָהּ  בַּ הָלַךְ  וְשֶׁ עֲמוּם,  שִׁ
ית  בֵּ בֵית הָאֲסוּרִין – שֶׁ הָיָה חָבוּשׁ בְּ וְשֶׁ

תָן. תוּבָּ ין לָהֶן לְפוֹסְלָן מִכְּ ין מְקַנִּ דִּ

לוֹמַר:  לְמוּד  תַּ  – קוֹתָן  לְהַשְׁ אַף  יָכוֹל 
יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ תּוֹ״.  אִשְׁ אֶת  הָאִישׁ  ״וְהֵבִיא 
עְלָהּ  יֵּצֵא בַּ קוֹתָהּ, וְלִכְשֶׁ אוֹמֵר: אַף לְהַשְׁ

ה. קֶנָּ ית הָאֲסוּרִין יַשְׁ מִבֵּ

עֵינַן  בָּ סָבְרִי:  נַן  רַבָּ לְגִי?  מִיפַּ קָא  מַאי  בְּ
לָא  סָבַר:  יוֹסֵי  י  וְרַבִּ א…וְהֵבִיא״.  ״וְקִנֵּ

א…וְהֵבִיא״. עֵינַן ״וְקִנֵּ בָּ

חַת  תַּ ה  ָ אִשּׁ טֶה  שְׂ תִּ ר  ״אֲשֶׁ נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
ה  ָ וְאִשּׁ ה  ָ לְאִשּׁ אִישׁ  ישׁ  לְהַקִּ  – הּ״  אִישָׁ
ת:  שֶׁ לְאִישׁ. לְמַאי הִלְכְתָא? אָמַר רַב שֵׁ
קֶה,  אִם הוּא סוּמָא לאֹ הָיָה מַשְׁ ם שֶׁ שֵׁ כְּ
ךְ הִיא  הּ״, כָּ כְתִיב: ״וְנֶעְלַם מֵעֵינֵי אִישָׁ דִּ
רַב  שׁוֹתָה.  הָיְתָה  לאֹ  סוּמָא  הָיְתָה  אִם 
לאֹ  מֶת  וְגִידֶּ רֶת  חִיגֶּ שֶׁ ם  שֵׁ כְּ אָמַר:  י  אַשִׁ

כְתִיב: הָיְתָה שׁוֹתָה, דִּ
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ה'… לִפְנֵי  ה  ָ הָאִשּׁ אֶת  הַכּהֵֹן  ״וְהֶעֱמִיד 
ר  ךְ הוּא אִם הָיָה חִיגֵּ יהָ״, כָּ פֶּ וְנָתַן עַל כַּ
י  ר רַב אַשִׁ קֶה. מָר בַּ ם לאֹ הָיָה מַשְׁ ידֵּ אוֹ גִּ
מֶת לאֹ הָיְתָה שׁוֹתָה,  אִילֶּ ם שֶׁ שֵׁ אָמַר: כְּ
ךְ  ה אָמֵן אָמֵן״, כָּ ָ כְתִיב: ״וְאָמְרָה הָאִשּׁ דִּ

קֶה. ם לאֹ הָיָה מַשְׁ הוּא אִם הָיָה אִילֵּ

הדרן עלך ארוסה

 To compare a man to a woman and a woman to a man – 
ה לְאִישׁ ָ ה וְאִשּׁ ָ ישׁ אִישׁ לְאִשּׁ  If the husband or the wife :לְהַקִּ
has a physical defect that prevents either of them from 
fulfilling the literal details stated in the verses, the woman 
does not drink the bitter water. Furthermore, because 
the Torah compares a man to a woman and a woman to 
a man, the woman does not drink the bitter water if one 
of them has a physical defect that would have prevented 
the other from fulfilling the details stated in the verses 
had he or she had that same defect. Consequently, the 
wife of a man who is blind, deaf, lame, missing a hand, or 
mute, does not drink the bitter water. Likewise, a woman 
who is blind, deaf, lame, missing a hand, or mute does 
not drink the bitter water (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 2:2–3).

HALAKHA
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mishna Just as the water evaluates her fi delity,N H  
so too, the water evaluates his, i.e., her 

alleged paramour’s, involvement in the sin, as it is stated: “And the 
water that causes the curse shall enter into her” (Numbers Ʃ:Ʀƨ), 
and it is stated again: “And the water that causes the curse shall 
enter into her and become bitt er” (Numbers Ʃ:Ʀƫ). It is derived 
from the double mention of the phrase “and…shall enter” that 
both the woman and her paramour are evaluated by the water.

Furthermore, prior to her drinking the water, just as she is forbid-
den to her husband, so too is she forbidden to her paramour,H  
because in contrast to the verse stating: “Is defi led [nitma’a]” 
(Numbers Ʃ:ƥƨ), a superfl uous conjoining prefi x vav is added to a 
later verse, rendering the phrase: “And is defi led [venitma’a]” 
(Numbers Ʃ:Ʀƭ). Th e addition indicates another prohibition, that 
of the woman to her paramour. Th is is the statement of Rabbi 
Akiva.

Rabbi Yehoshua said: Th at was how Zekharya ben HaKatzav 
would interpret it, i.e., he also derived from the superfl uous vav 
that the woman is forbidden to her paramour. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says an alternate source: Th e two times that the defi lement 
of the wife is stated in the passage, namely: “And he warns his wife, 
and she is defi led” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƨ),N  and the later verse: “When a 
wife, being under her husband, goes astray and is defi led” (Num-
bers Ʃ:Ʀƭ), indicate that her defi lement results in two prohibitions. 
One is that she is forbidden to her husband and one is that she is 
forbidden to her paramour.

§ On that same dayN  that Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya was appointed 
head of the Sanhedrin, Rabbi Akiva interpreted the verse: “And 
every earthen vessel into which any of them falls, whatever is in 
it shall be impure [yitma], and you shall break it” (Leviticus ƥƥ:ƧƧ), 
as follows: Th e verse does not state: Is impure [tamei], but rather: 

“Shall be impure,” in order to indicate that not only does the 
vessel itself become ritually impure, but it can now render other 
items ritually impure. Th is teaches with regard to a loaf that has 
second-degree ritual impurity status due to its being placed inside 
an earthenware vessel that had fi rst-degree impurity, that it can 
render other food with which it comes into contact impure with 
third-degree impurityN  status.
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ךְ  יִם בּוֹדְקִין אוֹתָהּ כָּ הַמַּ ם שֶׁ שֵׁ מתני׳ כְּ
״וּבָאוּ״,  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ אוֹתוֹ,  בּוֹדְקִין  יִם  הַמַּ

״וּבָאוּ״.

ךְ אֲסוּרָה לַבּוֹעֵל,  עַל כָּ אֲסוּרָה לַבַּ ם שֶׁ שֵׁ כְּ
בְרֵי  דִּ ״וְנִטְמָאָה״,  ״נִטְמָאָה״,  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ

י עֲקִיבָא. רַבִּ

ן  ךְ הָיָה דּוֹרֵשׁ זְכַרְיָה בֶּ : כָּ ע י יְהוֹשֻׁ אָמַר רַבִּ
נֵי פְעָמִים הָאֲמוּרִים  י אוֹמֵר: שְׁ ב. רַבִּ צָּ הַקַּ
אֶחָד  ״וְנִטְמָאָה״,  ״נִטְמָאָה״,  ה  רָשָׁ פָּ בַּ

עַל וְאֶחָד לַבּוֹעֵל. לַבַּ

חֶרֶשׂ  ״וּכְלִי  עֲקִיבָא:  י  רַבִּ רַשׁ  דָּ יּוֹם  בַּ בּוֹ 
ר  אֲשֶׁ כּלֹ  תּוֹכוֹ  אֶל  מֵהֶם  יִפֹּל  ר  אֲשֶׁ
א  תוֹכוֹ יִטְמָא״. אֵינוֹ אוֹמֵר ״טָמֵא״ אֶלָּ בְּ
ר  כָּ ד עַל כִּ א אֲחֵרִים. לִמֵּ ״יִטְמָא״ – לְטַמֵּ

י. לִישִׁ ְ א אֶת הַשּׁ טַמֵּ מְּ נִי שֶׁ שֵׁ

 Just as the water evaluates her fidelity, etc. – ם שֵׁ  כְּ
וכו׳ אוֹתָהּ  בּוֹדְקִין  יִם  הַמַּ  The Jerusalem Talmud cites :שֶׁ
a number of additional derivations, most of which are 
quoted in Tosafot, for the halakha that the water evaluates 
not only the wife but the paramour as well. Among the 
sources is the fact that the numerical value of the word 
used to describe the ability of the water to cause the 
curse, hame’arerim (Numbers 5:18), is 496. This is twice the 
number 248, which corresponds to the number of limbs in 
a person’s body. It indicates that the water evaluates not 
only the 248 limbs of the woman, but the 248 limbs of the 
alleged paramour as well.

 The two times that it is stated in the passage: She is 
defiled – נִטְמָאָה ה  רָשָׁ פָּ בַּ הָאֲמוּרִים  פְעָמִים  נֵי   In fact, this :שְׁ
phrase is stated more than twice in the passage, and 
therefore the early commentaries discuss which verses 
are being discussed here and why the others are not 
counted here, as they are later. Rashi explains that only 
two mentions of the phrase are expounded here because 
the other mentions are interpreted elsewhere as teaching 
other halakhot.

 On that same day – יּוֹם  Rashi comments, based on :בּוֹ בַּ
the Gemara (Berakhot 28a), that whenever the Mishna 
uses this description it is referring to the day that Rabban 
Gamliel was removed from his position as Nasi of the 
Sanhedrin and was replaced by Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. 
On that day many halakhic matters were discussed, elu-
cidated, and clarified, many of which are cited in tractate 
Eduyyot. It appears that this day marked a change in the 
method of study in the study hall, as rather than having 
the discussion centered only around the Nasi, other Sages 
were able to express their opinions with greater freedom. 
Some commentaries explain that apparently the initial 
statement of Rabbi Akiva in this mishna was also stated 
on that day, and that is why the mishna continues to 
mention other seemingly unconnected matters that were 
taught on that day.

 A loaf that has second-degree impurity…can render 
other food impure with third-degree impurity – ר כָּ  כִּ
י לִישִׁ ְ הַשּׁ אֶת  א  טַמֵּ מְּ שֶׁ נִי   A loaf that has second-degree :שֵׁ
impurity refers to one that is rendered impure by being 
placed in an earthenware vessel, such as an oven, which 
itself has first-degree impurity. Rabbi Akiva states that 
this loaf, which has second-degree impurity, can impart 
third-degree impurity to another loaf, even if the other 
loaf is non-sacred. Rabban Yoĥanan ben Zakkai seems 
to take the opposite extreme opinion, that a loaf with 
second-degree impurity cannot transmit impurity even 
to a loaf of teruma. However, the halakha is not in accor-
dance with either of these extreme opinions; an item 
that has second-degree impurity can transmit impurity 
to teruma and consecrated food, thereby disqualifying 
them from being eaten, but it cannot transmit impurity 
to non-sacred food.

NOTES

 Just as the water evaluates her fidelity, etc. – יִם הַמַּ שֶׁ ם  שֵׁ  כְּ
וכו׳ אוֹתָהּ   At the very same time that the sota dies, her :בּוֹדְקִין 
paramour with whom she committed the act of adultery dies as 
well, in the same manner as she did, no matter where he may be 
at the time (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:17).

 Just as she is forbidden to her husband so too is she forbid-
den to her paramour – ךְ אֲסוּרָה לַבּוֹעֵל עַל כָּ אֲסוּרָה לַבַּ ם שֶׁ שֵׁ  If a :כְּ
woman who was warned by her husband subsequently secludes 
herself with the man she was warned about, she is forbidden 

to her husband as well as to her paramour. If the paramour 
transgresses the halakha and marries her, he is obligated to 
give her a bill of divorce. However, if a man engages in sexual 
intercourse with a married woman in such a manner that she 
remains permitted to her husband, e.g., if he rapes her, she is 
not rendered forbidden to him in the event she is either wid-
owed or divorced (Beit Shmuel). For a summary of some of the 
many discussions surrounding this halakha see Arukh HaShulĥan 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:12; Shulĥan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 11:1, 178:17).

HALAKHA
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Aft er hearing Rabbi Akiva’s statement, Rabbi Yehoshua said: Who 
will remove the dirt from your eyes,N  Rabban Yoĥanan ben 
Zakkai,P  so that you could live and see this? As you would say: 
In the future, another generation is destined to deem pure a 
loaf that contracted third-degree impurity, as there is no explicit 
verse from the Torah stating that it is impure. But now Rabbi 
Akiva, your disciple, brings a verse from the Torah indicating 
that it is impure, as it is stated: “Whatever is in it shall be 
impure.”

Furthermore, on that same day Rabbi Akiva interpreted the 
verses with regard to the Levite cities as follows: One verse states: 

“And you shall measure outside the city for the east side two 
thousand cubits…this shall be for them the open land outside the 
cities” (Numbers ƧƩ:Ʃ), and another verse states: “And the open 
land around the cities, which you shall give to the Levites, shall be 
from the wall of the city and outward one thousand cubits round 
about” (Numbers ƧƩ:ƨ).

It is impossible to say that the area around the cities given to 
the Levites was only one thousand cubits, as it is already stated: 

“Two thousand cubits.” And it is impossible to say that two 
thousand cubits were left  for them, as it is already stated: “One 
thousand cubits.” How can these texts be reconciled? One thou-
sand cubits are to be set aside as a tractH  of open land surrounding 
the city, and the two thousand cubits are mentioned not in order 
to be given to the Levites, but to indicate the boundary of the 
Shabbat limit, beyond which it is forbidden to travel on Shabbat. 
Th is verse thereby serves as the source for the two-thousand-cubit 
Shabbat limit.

Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, says otherwise: One 
thousand cubits were given to the Levites as an open tract of land, 
that could not be planted or built upon, and two thousand cubits 
of additional land were given to the Levites for planting fi elds and 
vineyards.N 

Additionally, on that same day Rabbi Akiva interpreted the verse: 
“Th en Moses and the children of Israel sang this song to the Lord, 
and said, saying” (Exodus ƥƩ:ƥ), as follows: As there is no need 
for the verse to state the word “saying,” because it states the 
word “said” immediately prior to it, why must the verse state 
the word “saying”? It teaches that the Jewish people would 
repeat in song aft er Moses every single statement he said, as is 
done when reciting hallel. Aft er Moses would recite a verse, they 
would say as a refrain: “I will sing to the Lord, for He is highly 
exalted” (Exodus ƥƩ:ƥ). It is for this reason that the word “saying” 
is stated, in addition to the word “said.”

ה עָפָר מֵעֵינֶיךָ  : מִי יְגַלֶּ ע י יְהוֹשֻׁ אָמַר רַבִּ
הָיִיתָ אוֹמֵר: עָתִיד  אי, שֶׁ ן זַכַּ ן יוֹחָנָן בֶּ רַבָּ
לוֹ  אֵין  שֶׁ י,  לִישִׁ שְׁ ר  כָּ כִּ לְטַהֵר  אַחֵר  דּוֹר 
וַהֲלאֹ  טָמֵא.  הוּא  שֶׁ הַתּוֹרָה  מִן  מִקְרָא 
מִקְרָא  לוֹ  מֵבִיא  לְמִידְךָ  תַּ עֲקִיבָא  י  רַבִּ
״כּלֹ  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ טָמֵא,  הוּא  שֶׁ הַתּוֹרָה  מִן 

תוֹכוֹ יִטְמָא״. ר בְּ אֲשֶׁ

״וּמַדֹּתֶם  עֲקִיבָא:  י  רַבִּ רַשׁ  דָּ יּוֹם  בַּ בּוֹ 
יִם  אַלְפַּ קֵדְמָה  אַת  פְּ אֶת  לָעִיר  מִחוּץ 
יר  ה״ וגו', וּמִקְרָא אַחֵר אָמַר: ״מִקִּ אַמָּ בָּ

ה סָבִיב״. הָעִיר וָחוּצָה אֶלֶף אַמָּ

בָר  כְּ שֶׁ ה״  אַמָּ ״אֶלֶף  לוֹמַר  ר  אֶפְשָׁ אִי 
ר לוֹמַר  ה״, וְאִי אֶפְשָׁ יִם אַמָּ נֶאֱמַר ״אַלְפַּ
״אֶלֶף  נֶאֱמַר  בָר  כְּ שֶׁ ה״  אַמָּ יִם  ״אַלְפַּ
מִגְרָשׁ,  ה  אַמָּ אֶלֶף  יצַד?  כֵּ הָא  ה״.  אַמָּ

ת. בָּ ַ חוּם הַשּׁ ה תְּ יִם אַמָּ וְאַלְפַּ

לִילִי  הַגְּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ ל  שֶׁ נוֹ  בְּ אֱלִיעֶזֶר  י  רַבִּ
ה  יִם אַמָּ ה מִגְרָשׁ, וְאַלְפַּ אוֹמֵר: אֶלֶף אַמָּ

דוֹת וּכְרָמִים. שָׂ

יר  יָשִׁ ״אָז  עֲקִיבָא:  י  רַבִּ רַשׁ  דָּ יּוֹם  בַּ בּוֹ 
הַזּאֹת  ירָה  ִ הַשּׁ אֶת  רָאֵל  יִשְׂ וּבְנֵי  ה  משֶֹׁ
לְמוּד  תַּ אֵין  שֶׁ  – לֵאמֹר״  וַיּאֹמְרוּ  לַה' 
לוֹמַר  לְמוּד  תַּ וּמַה  ״לֵאמֹר״,  לוֹמַר 
עוֹנִין  רָאֵל  יִשְׂ הָיוּ  שֶׁ ד,  מְלַמֵּ ״לֵאמֹר״? 
בָר וְדָבָר  ל דָּ ה עַל כָּ ל משֶֹׁ ירָה אַחֲרָיו שֶׁ שִׁ
י גָאהֹ  ירָה לַה' כִּ ל (״אָשִׁ קוֹרְאִין אֶת הַלֵּ כְּ

אָה״). לְכָךְ נֶאֱמַר ״לֵאמֹר״. גָּ

 Who will remove the dirt from your eyes – ה עָפָר  מִי יְגַלֶּ
 This phrase is understood to mean: How I wish that :מֵעֵינֶיךָ
you were resurrected from death. This is because during 
burial the eyes of the deceased are covered with dirt, and 
this expression alludes to the time when the deceased 
will remove the dirt as he opens his eyes and sees again 
(Mitzpe Eitan).

 Two thousand cubits for fields and vineyards – יִם  וְאַלְפַּ
דוֹת וּכְרָמִים ה שָׂ  Rashi explains this to mean that every :אַמָּ
Levite city was surrounded by a two-thousand-cubit 
area on all sides; the inner one thousand cubits were set 
aside as the city’s tract of open space and the outer one 
thousand cubits were designated for fields and vineyards. 
The Rambam, however, rules in accordance with the 
straightforward meaning of the mishna (see Kesef Mishne), 
that beyond the one thousand cubits of the city’s tract 
of open space was an additional two thousand cubits of 
fields and vineyards. Accordingly, the limits of the Levite 
cities stretched three thousand cubits outward in every 
direction.

NOTES

 Rabban Yoĥanan ben Zakkai – אי ן זַכַּ ן יוֹחָנָן בֶּ  Rabban Yoĥanan :רַבָּ
ben Zakkai was the youngest of Hillel the Elder’s students. He 
headed the Sanhedrin after the destruction of the Second 
Temple and was one of the greatest leaders in the history of the 
Jewish people. He lived to an old age and served as the leader 
of the Jewish people for many years. The Sages said of him that 
there was not a single area of Torah that he neglected. Despite 
his prominence, he was a modest individual who greeted every 
person he met, including gentiles in the marketplace.

Even while the Temple stood Rabban Yoĥanan was acknowl-
edged as a leading Torah scholar, and most of the Sages of that 
generation were his students. He strongly opposed the Jew-
ish Great Revolt against the Romans and instead attempted 
to resolve issues with Rome peacefully. As one of the leaders 
of the besieged Jerusalem, he was aware that the city would 
soon fall. He succeeded in escaping with the help of several 

of his students in order to appear before the Roman general 
Vespasian, who received him warmly. When his prediction that 
Vespasian would be appointed emperor was fulfi lled, Vespasian 
rewarded him by allowing him to establish a new center of 
Torah study and Jewish leadership in Yavne and by saving the 
life of the Nasi, Rabban Gamliel.

In Yavne Rabban Yoĥanan instituted a wide range of ordi-
nances that off ered hope for Jewish continuity in the absence 
of the Temple, even as they served to commemorate the 
Temple and promised the possibility of its ultimate rebuilding. 
The results of his eff orts are integral to the modern practice of 
halakhic Judaism. His students taught Torah throughout Eretz 
Yisrael following the destruction of the Temple, and he served 
as a mentor for Rabban Gamliel of Yavne, who succeeded him 
in the leadership capacity as the acting Nasi.

PERSONALITIES

 One thousand cubits as a tract, etc. – ה מִגְרָשׁ וכו׳  :אֶלֶף אַמָּ
The Levite cities are provided with a surrounding area 
spanning a radius of three thousand cubits; the first thou-
sand cubits constitute the tract and the remaining two 
thousand are used for fields and vineyards. This ruling is 
in accordance with the Rambam’s understanding of the 
statement of Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. This 
is not in accordance with Rabbi Akiva’s ruling, as most 
authorities agree that by Torah law the Shabbat limit is not 
two thousand cubits as Rabbi Akiva maintains (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 13:2 and Kesef Mishne 
there).

HALAKHA
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Rabbi Neĥemya says: Th e people sang the song together with 
Moses as is done when reciting Shema, which is recited in unison 
aft er the prayer leader begins, and not as is done when reciting 
hallel.

On that same day Rabbi Yehoshua ben HyrcanusP  taught: Job 
served the Holy One, Blessed be He, only out of love, as it is 
stated: “Th ough He will slay me, still I will trust in Him” ( Job 
ƥƧ:ƥƩ). And still, the matt er is even,N  i.e., the verse is ambiguous, 
as there are two possible interpretations of the verse. Was Job 
saying: I will await Him, expressing his yearning for God; or 
should the verse be interpreted as saying I will not await Him. As 
the word “lo” can mean either “to him” or “not,” it is unclear which 
meaning is intended here. Th is dilemma is resolved elsewhere, 
where the verse states a clearer indication of Job’s intent: “Till I 
die I will not put away my integrity from me” ( Job Ʀƫ:Ʃ). Th is 
teaches that he acted out of love.

Rabbi Yehoshua said: Who will remove the dirt from your 
eyes, Rabban Yoĥanan ben Zakkai, so that you could live and 
see this? As you taught all your life that Job worshipped the 
Omnipresent only out of fear, as it is stated: “And that man 
was wholehearted and upright, and God-fearing, and shunned 
evil” ( Job ƥ:ƥ); but now Yehoshua ben Hyrcanus, the disciple of 
your disciple,N  has taught that Job acted out of love.

gemara It is stated in the mishna that just as the 
water evaluates whether the woman was 

unfaithful, so too, the water evaluates whether he committ ed this 
sin. Th e Gemara asks: To whom does this refer? If we say that it 
is referring to the husband, what did the husband do that he 
should be evaluated? And if you would say

that if he has committ ed a similar iniquityN  the water evaluates 
his actions, this is diffi  cult, as in a case where he has committ ed 
a similar iniquity does the water even evaluate her fi delity? But 
isn’t it taught in a baraita that the verse: “And the man shall be 
clear from iniquity, and that woman shall bear her iniquity” 
(Numbers Ʃ:Ƨƥ), indicates that only when the man is clear of 
iniquityH  does the water evaluate the fi delity of his wife, but if 
the man is not clear of iniquityN  the water does not evaluate the 
fi delity of his wife?

And if the mishna is rather referring to the alleged paramour, 
who is also evaluated by the water that the woman drinks, then 
let the mishna teach as is taught in its latt er clause: Just as she 
is forbidden to her husband, so too is she forbidden to her 
paramour. Just as there the paramour is mentioned explicitly, so 
too here, the mishna should have stated: Just as the water evalu-
ates whether she was unfaithful, so too, it evaluates whether the 
paramour committ ed this iniquity.

מַע וְלאֹ  קוֹרִין אֶת שְׁ י נְחֶמְיָה אוֹמֵר: כְּ רַבִּ
ל. קוֹרִין אֶת הַלֵּ כְּ

ן הוּרְקָנוֹס:  ע בֶּ י יְהוֹשֻׁ רַשׁ רַבִּ יּוֹם דָּ בּוֹ בַּ
הוּא  רוּךְ  בָּ דוֹשׁ  הַקָּ אֶת  אִיּוֹב  עָבַד  לאֹ 
יִקְטְלֵנִי  ״הֵן  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ מֵאַהֲבָה,  א  אֶלָּ
אֲנִי  לוֹ  קוּל,  שָׁ בָר  הַדָּ וַעֲדַיִין  אֲיַחֵל״.  לוֹ 
לוֹמַר:  לְמוּד  תַּ ה?  מְצַפֶּ אֵינִי  אוֹ  ה  מְצַפֶּ
ד  י״, מְלַמֵּ נִּ תִי מִמֶּ מָּ ״עַד אֶגְוַע לאֹ אָסִיר תֻּ

ה. אַהֲבָה עָשָׂ מֵּ שֶׁ

ה עָפָר מֵעֵינֶיךָ  : מִי יְגַלֶּ ע י יְהוֹשֻׁ אָמַר רַבִּ
ל  כָּ דּוֹרֵשׁ  הָיִיתָ  שֶׁ אי,  זַכַּ ן  בֶּ יוֹחָנָן  ן  רַבָּ
א  קוֹם אֶלָּ לּאֹ עָבַד אִיּוֹב אֶת הַמָּ יָמֶיךָ שֶׁ
יְרֵא  ר  וְיָשָׁ ם  תָּ ״אִישׁ  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ מִיִּרְאָה, 
לְמִיד  ע תַּ אֱלהִֹים וְסָר מֵרָע״, וַהֲלאֹ יְהוֹשֻׁ

ה. אַהֲבָה עָשָׂ מֵּ ד שֶׁ לְמִידְךָ לִמֵּ תַּ

עַל,  לַבַּ אִילֵימָא  לְמַאן?  ״אוֹתוֹ״.  גמ׳ 
ימָא, עַל מַאי עָבֵיד? וְכִי תֵּ בַּ
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י  כִּ מַיָּא,  לֵיהּ  דְקִי  בָּ עָוֹן  יהּ  בֵּ אִית  אִי  דְּ
דְקִי לָהּ מַיָּא  דִידֵיהּ מִי בָּ יהּ עָוֹן בְּ אִית בֵּ
ה הָאִישׁ מֵעָוֹן  נְיָא: ״וְנִקָּ לְדִידָהּ? וְהָא תַּ
זְמַן  א אֶת עֲוֹנָהּ״ – בִּ שָּׂ ה הַהִיא תִּ ָ וְהָאִשּׁ
יִם בּוֹדְקִין אֶת  ה מֵעָוֹן, הַמַּ הָאִישׁ מְנוּקֶּ שֶׁ
אֵין  מֵעָוֹן,  ה  מְנוּקֶּ הָאִישׁ  אֵין  תּוֹ;  אִשְׁ

תּוֹ! יִם בּוֹדְקִין אֶת אִשְׁ הַמַּ

סֵיפָא:  דְקָתָנֵי  כִּ לִיתְנֵי   – לַבּוֹעֵל  א  וְאֶלָּ
אֲסוּרָה  ךְ  כָּ עַל,  לַבַּ אֲסוּרָה  שֶׁ ם  שֵׁ כְּ

לַבּוֹעֵל!

 Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hyrcanus – ן הוּרְקָנוֹס ע בֶּ י יְהוֹשֻׁ  This :רַבִּ
Sage is mentioned only in this mishna, and it is unknown 
who he was. It would appear from the context that he was 
a disciple of Rabbi Akiva. Some scholars maintain that he 
was the younger brother of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus, but 
there is no evidence of this.

PERSONALITIES

 And still the matter is even – קוּל בָר שָׁ  According :וַעֲדַיִין הַדָּ
to the simple interpretation of the mishna, the reason for 
the ambiguity is the discrepancy between the two ways 
in which the word “lo” can be understood. However, Rabbi 
David Luria questions this interpretation, as the word “lo,” 
written with the letter vav, is generally understood as mean-
ing: To him. He therefore suggests that the ambiguity exists 
even assuming the meaning of: To him, as the verse can be 
read either as a declarative sentence: “Though He will slay 
me, still I will trust in Him”; or it can be read as a rhetorical 
question: “Shall I still trust in Him even if He slays me?” There-
fore, further evidence is necessary to resolve the ambiguity, 
as the problem cannot be resolved through the verse itself.

 The disciple of your disciple – ָלְמִידְך תַּ לְמִיד   Earlier in :תַּ
the mishna Rabbi Yehoshua refers to Rabbi Akiva as the 
disciple of Rabban Yoĥanan ben Zakkai, although Rabbi 
Akiva, like Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hyrcanus, was only a dis-
ciple of his disciples, as he studied under Rabban Yoĥanan’s 
students Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua. The Rambam 
(Commentary on the Mishna) explains that Rabbi Yehoshua 
refers to Rabbi Akiva as Rabban Yoĥanan’s disciple in order 
to emphasize that due to the spectacular degree of Rabbi 
Akiva’s scholarship, he could be considered worthy of being 
a disciple of Rabban Yoĥanan himself, while Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Hyrcanus, whose greatness was of a smaller magnitude, 
did not deserve as lofty a description. Alternatively, since 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hyrcanus was a student of Rabbi Akiva, 
he was therefore referred to as a disciple of Rabban Yoĥanan 
ben Zakkai’s disciple (Torat Ĥayyim).

NOTES

 If he has committed a similar iniquity – דְקִי יהּ עָוֹן בָּ  אִי אִית בֵּ
 Rashi explains that this is referring to the husband :לֵיהּ מַיָּא
having engaged in sexual intercourse with his wife after her 
seclusion with the other man. However, later commentaries 
question the notion that this transgression should be pun-
ishable by death. One explanation is that the husband may 
have caused his wife to sin through his own sinful behavior, 
and is therefore liable to receive the same punishment (Eshel 
Avraham). Others explain that the Gemara does not entertain 
the possibility that the husband should die, but rather that 
if he is guilty of forbidden intercourse with his wife he is 
punished with suffering similar to hers, albeit on a smaller 
scale (Torat HaKenaot; Devar Shaul).

 If the man is not clear of iniquity – ה מֵעָוֹן  The :אֵין הָאִישׁ מְנוּקֶּ
Rambam understands this principle in a very broad sense, 
stating that any man who has engaged in illicit sexual inter-
course at any point in his adult lifetime cannot be considered 
clear of iniquity, and the water will not evaluate his wife. 
Others disagree, maintaining that this principle applies only 
to one who transgressed the prohibition against engaging 
in sexual intercourse with his wife after she was rendered a 
sota. The Ramban, in his Commentary on the Torah, rules 
based on the Gemara below (47b) that not only is the water 
ineffective in evaluating the wife when the husband is not 
clear of iniquity, but this is the case even if any members of 
their household are not clear of such a transgression. See 
Mishne LaMelekh, where there is a discussion as to why the 
Rambam does not cite that Gemara.

NOTES

 When the man is clear of iniquity, etc. – ה מְנוּקֶּ הָאִישׁ  שֶׁ זְמַן   בִּ
-The Rambam maintains that the water does not evalu :מֵעָוֹן וכו׳
ate the wife of any man who has engaged in any illicit sexual 
intercourse during his adulthood. However, many of the early 
commentaries disagree; in their opinion, this fact applies only 

to one who engaged in sexual intercourse with his wife after 
she was rendered a sota by secluding herself with the alleged 
paramour after her husband’s warning (Rambam Sefer Nashim, 
Hilkhot Sota 2:8).
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