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I 13 mwn: those women who are banned from eating nman (if married to a jn2)
if she admits that she is nxrno
if witnesses come to testify that she is nxnv
if she refuses to drink
if her husband refuses to participate in the ceremony (lit. "if her husband won't give her [the waters] to drink)
if her husband had relations with her on the way (to the v1pn)
II  Ruling of nww 4, supported by our nmwn
a  Ruling: if she has witnesses anywhere in the world, the water is ineffective (as per v. 1)
i Proof: case (b) in our nwn — witnesses must have come after she drunk, and she was evidently unaffected
1 Explanation: she must have been unaffected because of the existing witness — else they'd be 1pw 7y
ii  Rejection (901 *7): waters are effective, but she was spared due to mar (cf. 1:1 nVID)
iii  Source of dispute: do 1327 accept »27's caveat to the principle of mar (even with mar she gets sickly and dies)
1 Alignment: nWW 1 - 1317 accept it > she'd be sickly unless water was ineffective; qov "1 — they reject it
iv  Challenge (?wK 73 »97® “3): N:3 NOYD — W™ rejects notion of Mt as it slanders the innocent ones
1 Explanation: if witnesses anywhere make water ineffective, this also slanders the innocent ones
2 Defense: w" would similarly reject nww 's ruling for the same reason; nww "1's ruling was 13277 R19R
v Challenge (27): 1:3 N0 those women whose nmmin are burnt (on the j97)... witnesses came to testify that she's nxrnv
1 Explanation: witnesses came after nnin was sanctified (else, it would go 191n5)
(a) Therefore: if the existence of those witnesses would have kept the water from working, the original wpn
would've been invalid; since it isn't, we see that the water would've worked in spite of the witnesses
(b) Suggested circumstantial defenses: she had nr»ain the interim
2 Answer (899 77): nnn is burnt 1313771 so people shouldn't think that it can go from n v "9 to PN
(a) Challenge: v:1 oo ®navn — if her o1y turned out to be Prmr 7Y — the NMn goes PNy
(b) Defense: pnni nr1y are publicized and no one would think that the nnin can go from nyw *53 > pHn
b Support: R (interpreting v. 2 — nnYY), that she has no witnesses anywhere
i Question: how will ™ defend his position — doesn't this raise the specter of mmnon % 15 Rxn?
1 Answer; since such a case is rare, no one will think that she's guilty but there were witnesses...
III 23 mwn: process of bringing her to wTpn
a  hebrings her to local 13, who appoint 2 n"n to escort him and prevent him from having nx»a with her on the way
i Observation: the requirement of 2 supports 27 who maintains that the rule that a woman may be alone with 2 men
only holds in the city, but not on the road
1 Rejection: here, we require 2 in order to testify about what they may do
ii ~ Observation: the requirement of n"n supports another ruling of 29: n» with 2 is allowed only if they are scholars
1 Rejection: we require n"n so that they can issue a proper nxnn
b dissent: " 1 — her husband is trusted vis-a-vis having relations with her
i Argument:1"p —if he's trusted with her as a nm (m13), 1"p here, where there's merely a 189
1 Response: for that exact reason — that he may take nvo 170°R lightly, that we don't trust him (v. 4)
ii  Challenge: nmyip "7 didn't utilize the v"p, as follows:
1 77 n”nn a man brings his wife to the wpn (v. 3) — but v’non decreed an escort
2 spr 1 he's trusted based on the v’p (above, attributed to nTin’ '7)
3  Ami 1 v. 3 (doesn't accept the notion that n'nan decreed an escort nonetheless)
iii answer: N 7 originally suggested the v'p; when rejected (as per v. 4), he used verse (& *0v "7 adopted reasoning)
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