
  נשאפרשת 

 ב פסוק ו פרק
   :הוָֹֽ ה- ילַֽ  ריזִּ֖ הַ לְ  ריזִ֔ נָ  רדֶ נֶ֣  ר֙ דֹּ נְ לִ  א֙ לִ פְ יַ  יכִּ֤  השָּׁ֗ אִ ־וֹאֽ  שׁיאִ֣  םהֶ֑ לֵ אֲ  תָּ֖ רְ מַ אָֽ וְ  לאֵ֔ רָ שְׂ יִ  ינֵ֣ בְּ ־לאֶ  ר֙ בֵּ דַּ 

 י"רש
 הּלָ וּקלְ קִ בְּ  הטָ וֹס האֶ וֹרהָ  לכָּ שֶׁ  ˃לְ  רמַ וֹל ?הטָ וֹס תשַׁ רְ פַ לְ  ריזִ נָ  תשַׁ רְ פַּ  הכָ מְ סְ נִ  המָּ לָ  .שׁירִ פְ יַ  :אלִ פְ יַ  יכִּ 
   .ףוּאינִ  ידֵ ילִ  איבִ מֵ  אוּהשֶׁ  ,ןיִ יַּ הַ  ןמִ  וֹמצְ עַ  ריזִּ יַ 

  מושג
   .ןיִ יַּ הַ  ןמִ  וֹמצְ עַ  ריזִּ יַ  הּלָ וּקלְ קִ בְּ  הטָ וֹס האֶ וֹרהָ  לכָּ 

Translation: 
All who see a Sotah at her time of ruin, will make a vow separating themselves 
from wine.  

Explanation:  
One who sees the punishment of the Sotah will most certainly recognize the 
damage that results from immoral acts and realize how the high risk behavior of 
drinking wine contributed to the Sotah’s downfall. Such a person will become a 
Nazir and distance themselves from wine and its destructive consequences1. Even 
though normally we might suggest refraining from forms of excessive abstention, 
as they might be considered a sin, here we encourage it. Here we are confident that 
one who has witnessed the ruin of the Sotah, will never waver from their vow of 
abstention. This commitment will ensure that the abstention remains a positive, 
spiritually uplifting act, and will not bring with it regrets that would turn it into a 
negative act of sin.  

Looking in the Pasuk: 
The Parsha of Nazir follows the Parsha of Sotah, suggesting a link between the 
two, known as תוכימס . While not every proximity proves a logical connection, here 
the fact that a Sotah and Nazir sit on two ends of the moral spectrum (and 
therefore should not be written near each other), plus the use of the seemingly 
extra words השא וא שיא , lead us to link the two2.  

Musag Learning Outcomes: 
Know: Witnessing the terrible punishment meted out to the Sotah, and the role that 
wine played in her downfall, will strengthen one’s commitment to become a Nazir 
and distance themselves from this danger. 
Understand: Even according to those who see abstention in a negative light, when 
it leads to spiritual purity all agree it to be a positive experience. One’s 
commitment to the abstention is the key to using it as a morally corrective tool. 
Seeing the Sotah in her ruin will ensure the necessary commitment and lead to a 
successful תוריזנ . 
Think: Not only must one look at the context of individual Pesukim, for extra or 
redundant words, but also at proximity of one Parsha to another. 

                                                        
1 See note #2 
2 See note #1 



NOTES 

1. Rashi’s source is found in the Gemoroh in ב( הטוס תכסמ.(  which seeks to understand why, in the 
order of the Talmud, הטוס תכסמ  follows ריזנ תכסמ . The Gemoroh answers that there exists a cause 
and effect relationship between the two, as is evidenced by the fact that in the Torah the Parsha of 
Nazir follows the Parsha of Sotah. The logic behind the link is found in the fact that one who 
witnesses the ruin of the Sotah - either referring to a Sotah who is put through a demeaning process 
to prove her innocence, or to the gruesome death that meets the unfaithful wife - should become a 
Nazir3. For, as Rashi concludes, wine leads to licentious behavior.  
The question that is asked by commentators is why Rashi mentions this Gemoroh. After all, Rashi 
usually only mentions ארקמ לש וטושפ that are consistent with  ל"זח 4. It does not seem problematic for 
Nazir to follow Sotah in the Torah5, so why does Rashi see a need to quote the Gemoroh?  
There a number of answers given. The הירא רוג  does find it problematic that Nazir should follow 
Sotah. After all, he reasons, one is considered holy and the other impure, why does the Torah put 
one near the next? The רקי ילכ  points out that the wording at the beginning of our Pasuk is what led 
Rashi to require the Gemoroh’s explanation. The Pasuk begins with the words השא וא שיא  which 
seem unnecessary, for I should have no reason to assume there to be a difference between the two 
regarding becoming a Nazir6. To answer these textual difficulties Rashi brings the Gemoroh which 
explains why the Torah connected the impure Sotah to the holy Nazir. 
 
2. The Gemoroh quoted by Rashi teaches: 

 .יברדכ ?)הטוס וישכע דמלמ אוהש דמיל המ( הטוס אנת אקד אנת יאמ ,)ריזנ תבסממ ךישממ הנשמה לש רבחמה( קילס ריזנמ אנת
 .ןייה ןמ ומצע ריזי הלוקלקב הטוס האורה לכש ,ךל רמול ?הטוס תשרפל ריזנ תשרפ הכמסנ המל רמוא יבר ,אינתד

The simple understanding of this ל"זח  is that one who would see the ordeal of the unfaithful wife 
would realize the danger that wine might cause to his moral sense and should thus vow to become a 
Nazir. 
There are a two obvious problems with this understanding. First, why would one become a Nazir? 
After all, a Nazir is not only forbidden to drink wine, but is also commanded not to cut his hair and 
not to become impure to a corpse. Why would one take on these prohibitions out of concern for a 
drinking problem?7 Also problematic is the logic in the statement. For if the Gemoroh would have 
simply said one who sees a Sotah, then I could understand that seeing an unfaithful woman should 
help him realize the dangers of wine, leading to a vow of abstention. But why say one who sees a 
Sotah in her ruin? I would imagine that one who witnesses the gruesome death of the Sotah will be 
so traumatized that they will not touch wine for the rest of their lives! Why in the world would they 
need to become a Nazir? 
Perhaps a fuller understanding of the sacrifices brought by a Nazir might lead us to a different 
understanding of our Musag. 
 

                                                        
3 The Gemoroh continues to wonder, that if seeing a הטוס  is what causes one to become a ריזנ , then  ריזנ תכסמ  should 

follow תותכסמ and not the other way around! The Gemoroh answers that in fact there is are two  הטוס תכסמ  that do not 
seem to belong in םישנ רדס , where  ריזנ תכסמ is found; םירדנ תכסמ  and ריזנ תכסמ . To explain why they were included in 

םישנ רדס  the Gemoroh explains that we first placed םירדנ תכסמ  following תובותכ תכסמ , as it is connected to one of the 
final chapters of תובותכ תכסמ . We then followed םירדנ  with ריזנ , as ריזנ  is a רדנ  in itself, and finally placed הטוס  after 

ריזנ , even though the cause and effect places הטוס  before ריזנ . 
4 We have discussed previously the status of תוכימס  according to Rashi. See Musag on בי קוספ ה קרפ . 
5 The point being that not every time the Torah places one Parsha near another is it warranted to search for a 

connection. 
6 The ד:י( הבר שרדמ(  seems to agree that the connection between the two is reflected in the use of the words וא שיא 

השא . The Midrash reads: יכ השא וא שיא ביתכד אוה אדה ,הלקתל אבל תפאונו ףאונל םרוג ןייהש ,ריזנ ןיד הטוס רחא הרות הריהזה ךכל 
אלפי  

7 To answer this question one might claim that the Gemoroh only said יזיר עצמו מן היין, only accept upon themselves 
the prohibition of wine. However, this is difficult to maintain as the word ריזי  connotes a full ריזנ  and one may not 
only become a ריזנ  from wine alone. 



There seem to be conflicting messages in the Torah concerning the spiritual status of a Nazir. On 
the one hand the Torah calls him holy, היהי שדק , and on the other hand he brings a ,תאטח ןברק  both 
upon resuming his תוריזנ  following an episode of תמ תאמוט , and after successfully concluding his 

תוריזנ . How can he be both holy and a sinner? 
The question of whether a Nazir is essentially a saint or a sinner is the subject of a debate in תכסמ 

).אי( תינעת . The debate centers around the question if one who constantly fasts is considered holy or 
a sinner. Two Amoraim, Shmuel (agreeing with opinion of רפקה רזעלא בר ) and Rov Elazar argue; 
Shmuel considers him a sinner and Rav Elazar considers him holy. Both derive their opinions from 
how the Torah views a Nazir. Shmuel points to the fact that the Torah considers the Nazir a אטוח 8, 
while Rov Elazar argues that in fact a Nazir is considered שודק 9.  
Both Amoraim are challenged to explain why the Torah titles the Nazir both a שודק  and a אטוח . Rav 
Elazar explains that essentially he is holy, and he brings a תאטח ןברק  only as a result of his 
negligence which led to his becoming impure10. Rov Elazar does not explain why even a רוהט ריזנ  
brings a תאטח ןברק  at the end of his תוריזנ . However, the ן"במר  explains11 that the תאטח  brought at 
the conclusion of his תוריזנ  is the result of his leaving the elevated spiritual state of the ריזנ  and 
returning to a more material life12. Shmuel,on the other hand, explains that the Nazir is essentially a 

אטוח , and the use of the word שודק  in the Torah refers only to the growth of his hair or to his 
distancing himself from תמ תאמוט 13. 
However, Shmuel, who considers abstention a sin, must agree that becoming a Nazir is a הוצמ , as 
the Torah would not instruct the laws of becoming a Nazir if it was a sin! But, how can תוריזנ  be a 

הוצמ  and yet a sin? The Tosafot answer )לאומש רמא ה"ד .אי ריזנ(  that in effect both are true. On the 
one hand becoming a Nazir is a positive, spiritually purifying act, actually required in certain 
situations as our Musag teaches. However, the fact that it is accomplished through abstention 
somewhat taints the experience and adds a shade of אטח  to his actions. But, we must ask, why 
would the Torah have him reach this spiritual high through a sin? Isn’t here a better way that would 
not involve sinning by completely abstaining from wine? 
Perhaps this question can lead us to a novel understanding of Shmuel’s opinion and of our Musag.  
The key is found in the following story related in ד( ריזנ תכסמ:( :  

 ויתוצווקו יאור בוטו םיניע הפי םורדה ןמ ילא אבש ,דחא םדאמ ץוח אמט ריזנ םשא יתלכא אל ימימ :קידצה ןועמש רמא
  יתכלהו ,יריעב יבאל יתייה העור :יל רמא ?הז האנ רעש תחשל תיאר המ ,ינב :ול יתרמא ,םילתלת ול תורודס
 
 התא המ ינפמ הקיר :ול יתרמא ,םלועה ןמ ינדרוטל שקיבו ילע ירצי זחפו ,ילש האובבב יתלכתסנו ןייעמה ןמ םימ בואשל
 :ול יתרמא ,ושאר לע ויתקשנו יתדמע !םימשל ךחלגאש ,הדובעה ?'עלותו המר תויהל ךפוסש ,ךלש וניאש םלועב האגתמ
 .'הל ריזהל ריזנ רדנ רודנל אילפי יכ שיא :רמוא בותכה ךילע ,לארשיב םיריזנ וברי ךתומכ

The story is found, almost verbatim, in the ז:י( הבר שרדמ(  with an important addendum: 

                                                        
8 Thereby concluding that if abstaining from wine alone is considered a sin, abstaining from all food through fasting 

certainly will be considered a sin. 
9 Thereby concluding that if abstaining from wine alone earned one the title of שודק , one who fasts would certainly be 

considered holy. 
10 The two explanations brought by Rashi in אי קוספ( שפנה לע אטח רשאמ ה"ד(  reflect these two opinions. 
תאטחה םעטו ה"ד די קוספ  11  
12  It is difficult to understand why the Gemoroh does not address the issue how רזעלא בר  would explain the תאטח ןברק  

brought by a ריזנ  at the conclusion of his תוריזנ , which did not include an episode of תמ תאמוט . A closer reading of the 
ן"במר  might answer this question as well. The ן"במר , in explaining this תאטח ןברק  writes:  

 רוזנ התע אוה יכ ,תוריזנה תאלמב ושפנ אטוח הזה שיאה יכ טשפה ךרד לעו .שרפתנ אל ,ורזנ ימי תאלמ םויב ריזנה בירקיש תאטחה םעטו
 :םלועה תוואתב אמטהל ובושב הרפכ ךירצ אוה הנהו ...ויקלאל שודקו ריזנ וימי לכ דומעיו םלועל ריזיש ול היה יוארו ,םשה תדובעו ותשודקמ

If one examines the end of the ן"במר ’s words carefully he writes that the ריזנ  who concludes his תוריזנ  has returned to 
“defile himself in the desires of the material world”. Why use such strong words? Perhaps the ן"במר  is explaining 
that when the Gemoroh answered that, according to Rov Elazar, the תאטח ןברק  is brought as a result of him 
becoming impure, the Gemoroh was not only referring to the ריזנ  who became impure by touching a corpse, but also 
to the ריזנ  who, at the conclusion of his תוריזנ , becomes impure by returning to “defile himself in the desires of the 
material world”. 

13 The text of our Gemoroh reads יאק )רעש( ערפ לודיגא אוהה , meaning that the word שודק  applies to his hair. This can be 
learned from the the wording of the Pasuk ה קוספ( ושאר רעש לדג היהי שודק(( . However, it is difficult to understand 
why the Torah would term his hair ‘holy’? Other commentaries (see the ח"ר  and ג"ר ) therefore rely on a different 
text which teaches that the holiness he attains is the result of his commitment to distance himself from תמ תאמוט . 



 ,ןייה ןמ ומצע רעצש לע אוה אטוח ריזנש ינפמ רמאת םא ?ריזנ םשא לכוא קידצה ןועמש היה אל המל )לאש( יעב אנומ בר
 ,ריזנב םירדונ םה הדפקה ךותמ םדא ינב קידצה ןועמש רובס ?וימימ םד תאטח וא בלח תאטח קידצה ןועמש לכא אל יכו
 תעדה בושי ךותמ הזו ,הרזעב ןילח טחושכ ויתונברק ושענ ההות אוהש ןויכו ,תוהתל ןפוס הדפקה ךותמ םירדונ םהש ןויכו
 .םיוש ובלו ויפו רדנ

Shimon HaZaddik would never eat from the תאטח  sacrifice of a Nazir who was resuming his תוריזנ   
after becoming תמ אמט . The Midrash wonders why this sin offering was different from any תאטח  
sacrifice from which Shimon HaZaddik did eat. The Midrash answers that one who makes a vow 
frequently does so impetuously and often regrets their decision. (This would be particularly true in 
the  
case of a ריזנ  who became אמט  and was compelled to re-do his תוריזנ .) If one were to regret his or 
her  
decision to become a ריזנ  the sacrifice they would bring would be tantamount to bringing a non-
sanctified animal into the שדקמה תיב . For this reason Shimon HaZaddik would not partake of the 

תאטח ןברק  of a ריזנ  who had become אמט . He was he willing to eat only from the sacrifice of this 
particular lad, who he knew to have vowed out of pureness of heart and therefore would surely 
never regret his decision. 
Using this idea we may propose that even according to Shmuel the act of תוריזנ  is, in fact, not a sin 
whatsoever. For one who abstains from wine for spiritual growth is in no way a sinner. However, if 
the Nazir was not careful and became שפנל אמט  then all his previous days of abstention are voided, 
leading him to regret his vow14. At this point of regret his abstention would retroactively become a 
sin, for it no longer will lead him to spiritual growth! However, if he were to never become אמט , 
and therefore not regret his vow, then he would not be considered a sinner at all. Only upon the 
conclusion of his תוריזנ , when he has decided to leave this elevated spiritual state, would he then be 
called a אטוח  as the ן"במר  explained above. 
With the above understanding, we may now provide a new explanation for our Musag. For it is 
indeed difficult still to understand why the Torah would propose the הוצמ  of תוריזנ  if, in the end, it 
will lead to ריזנ either by the , אטח  becoming שפנל אמט  or upon the conclusion of his תוריזנ . The 
obvious answer is that the Torah does not tell him to become אמט  nor to conclude his תוריזנ . The 
Torah’s hope is that he will remain a רוהט ריזנ  and retain that status, as the Pasuk )אי:ב סומע(  teaches: 

םירִ זִ נְ לִ  םכֶ ירֵ וּחבַּ מִ וּ םיאִ יבִ נְ לִ  םכֶ ינֵ בְּ מִ  םיקִ אָ וָ   . For this reason, we may conclude, becoming a Nazir is not for 
everyone. For only one who can hope to never waver in his or her commitment, to abstain from 
wine and retain that lofty status no matter how difficult this may be, should vow to become a Nazir. 
Who might be such a person? To this our Musag answers, one who saw a הלוקלקב הטוס , a Sotah 
suffering a most gruesome death. Such a person, will be able to swear off wine and never look 
back. In short we are not to understand that one who sees a הלוקלקב הטוס  must become a Nazir, but 
rather, may become a Nazir.  
The Musag is not a requirement, but rather an allowance for such a person to enter the lofty status 
of a Nazir, as such a person will fully realize the dangers of wine to one’s moral sense, and will 
hold fast to a commitment to distance themselves from its siren call. 
 
3. Questions for further thought: 

a. According to Tosafot, while becoming a Nazir is a הוצמ  it also brings with it an aspect of 
sin. Why is this not considered a הריבעב האבה הוצמ , tantamount to using a stolen בלול  on 

תוכוס ? 
b. How do you think one might feel upon seeing a Sotah who drank the water but did not 
die? 

 

                                                        
14  See the וילע רפכו ה"ד( רקי ילכ(  who proposes a somewhat similar explanation. 


