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Th e baraita continues: A woman who was pregnant with the child 
of another man at the time of her marriage and a woman who was 
nursing the child of another man at the time of her marriage nei-
ther drink the bitt er water nor collect payment of their marriage 
contracts, as their marriages were prohibited by rabbinic law. Th is 
is the statement of Rabbi Meir.

Th e baraita continues: Th e reason for this is as Rabbi Meir would 
say: A man may not marry a woman who is pregnantH  with the 
child of another man or a woman who is nursing the child of 
another man, until twenty-four months pass aft er the baby’s birth, 
so as to ensure that the woman will not become pregnant while the 
child needs to nurse. And if he married her, he must divorce her 
and may never remarry her, as the Sages penalized him for trans-
gressing the prohibition. And the Rabbis say: He must divorce her, 
and when his time to marry her arrives,H  i.e., twenty-four months 
aft er the baby’s birth, he can marry her again.

Th e baraita continues: In the case of a young man who married a 
barren womanH  or an elderly woman, and he did not have a wife 
and children beforehand, the woman neither drinks nor collects 
payment of her marriage contract, as it is prohibited for him to 
marry a woman with whom he cannot procreate. Rabbi Elazar says: 
Th is marriage is not forbidden, as he can marry another woman 
and procreate through her, and therefore she can drink the bitt er 
water.

Th e baraita continues: However, in the case of one who issued a 
warning to his betrothed,H  or to his yevama while she was a widow 
awaiting her yavam, and she secluded herself with the other man 
aft er he consummated the marriage, she either drinks the bitt er 
water or does not collect payment of her marriage contract. If 
his own pregnant or nursing wifeN H  becomes a sota, then despite 
the concern that the bitt er water may harm the fetus, she either 
drinks the bitt er water or does not collect payment of her marriage 
contract. In the case of a young man who married a barren woman 
or an elderly woman, and he already had a wife and childrenH  and 
was therefore permitt ed to marry his barren or elderly wife, the 
woman either drinks the bitt er water or does not collect payment 
of her marriage contract.

Perek IV
Daf 26 Amud a

לאֹ   – חֲבֵירוֹ  וּמֵינֶקֶת  חֲבֵירוֹ  רֶת  מְעוּבֶּ
י  רַבִּ בְרֵי  דִּ ה,  תוּבָּ כְּ נוֹטְלוֹת  וְלאֹ  שׁוֹתוֹת 

מֵאִיר,

אָדָם  א  יִשָּׂ לאֹ  אוֹמֵר:  מֵאִיר  י  רַבִּ הָיָה  שֶׁ
וְאִם  חֲבֵירוֹ;  וּמֵינֶקֶת  חֲבֵירוֹ  רֶת  מְעוּבֶּ
א – יוֹצִיא וְלאֹ יַחֲזִיר עוֹלָמִית. וַחֲכָמִים  נָשָׂ
 – לִכְנוֹס  זְמַנּוֹ   יע יַּגִּ וּכְשֶׁ יוֹצִיא,  אוֹמְרִים: 

יִכְנוֹס.

לוֹ  וְאֵין  וּזְקֵינָה,  עֲקָרָה  א  שָׂ נָּ שֶׁ וְהָרוֹבֶא 
וְלאֹ  שׁוֹתָה  לאֹ   – רָא  מֵעִיקָּ וּבָנִים  ה  ָ אִשּׁ
יָכוֹל  אוֹמֵר:  אֶלְעָזָר  י  רַבִּ ה.  תוּבָּ כְּ נוֹטֶלֶת 
וְלִרְבּוֹת  וְלִפְרוֹת  אַחֶרֶת  א  לִישָּׂ הוּא 

ה. הֵימֶנָּ

יָבָם  וּלְשׁוֹמֶרֶת  לַאֲרוּסָתוֹ  א  הַמְקַנֵּ אֲבָל 
רָה – אוֹ שׁוֹתָה אוֹ לאֹ  נָסָהּ נִסְתְּ כְּ ֶ לּוֹ וּמִשּׁ שֶׁ
רֶת וּמֵינֶקֶת עַצְמוֹ –  ה. מְעוּבֶּ תוּבָּ נוֹטֶלֶת כְּ
תָהּ. הָרוֹבֶא  תוּבָּ אוֹ שׁוֹתָה אוֹ לאֹ נוֹטֶלֶת כְּ
ה וּבָנִים –  ָ א עֲקָרָה וּזְקֵינָה וְיֵשׁ לוֹ אִשּׁ שָׂ נָּ שֶׁ

ה. תוּבָּ אוֹ שׁוֹתָה אוֹ לאֹ נוֹטֶלֶת כְּ

 A man may not marry a woman who is pregnant, etc. – ֹלא 
רֶת וכו׳ א אָדָם מְעוּבֶּ  The Sages decreed that a man may not :יִשָּׂ
marry or betroth a woman who is pregnant with the child 
of another man or nursing the child of another man until 
twenty-four months elapse after the baby’s birth. This prohibi-
tion applies both with regard to a widow and with regard to a 
divorcée. She may not marry even if she already entrusted her 
child to a wet nurse or weaned the child. However, if the child 
died she is permitted to remarry immediately. If the mother 
weaned the child during her husband’s lifetime, or entrusted 
the child to a wet nurse three months before her husband’s 
death, or if she is a woman who does not nurse her children at 
all, she is required to wait only three months from the time of 
her husband’s death in order to remarry. These three months 
are required in order to differentiate between a child born from 
the first husband and a child born from the second husband 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 11:25; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 13:11).

 He must divorce her and when his time to marry her arrives, 
etc. – זְמַנּוֹ לִכְנוֹס וכו׳ יע יַּגִּ  If one marries a woman who :יוֹצִא וּכְשֶׁ
is pregnant with the child of another man or nursing the child 
of another man, in violation of the rabbinic decree prohibiting 
this marriage, he is ostracized until he divorces her. This applies 
even if he is a priest and he will not be permitted to remarry 

her. If he is an Israelite, then after the period of twenty-four 
months elapses he is permitted to remarry her. If he married 
her and fled to a distant land from which he will not return until 
the twenty-four months elapse, then when he returns he may 
maintain her as his wife.

If one betrothed a pregnant or nursing woman, he is not 
forced to divorce her; however, he may not consummate the 
marriage until after the twenty-four months elapse. The Rema, 
however, writes that there is no distinction between marriage 
and betrothal, and he must divorce her. See the Be’er Heitev and 
the Beit Shmuel, who discuss whether it is possible to rely on 
the more lenient opinion in the case of a priest who betrothed 
a pregnant or nursing woman, since if he divorces her, he will 
not be permitted to remarry her (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Geirushin 11:28; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 13:12).

 A young man who married a barren woman, etc. – הָרוֹבֶא 
א עֲקָרָה וכו׳ שָׂ נָּ  In the case of a man young enough to father :שֶׁ
a child who has not yet fulfilled the mitzva to procreate and 
who married a barren or elderly woman, if the woman secluded 
herself with another man after being warned, she does not 
drink the bitter water. She must be divorced and she does 
not collect payment of her marriage contract (Rambam Sefer 
Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:10).

 One who issued a warning to his betrothed, etc. – א  הַמְקַנֵּ

וכו׳  In the case of one who issued a warning to his :לַאֲרוּסָתוֹ 
betrothed, or to his yevama while she was awaiting levirate 
marriage, and she secluded herself with the other man after 
the marriage was consummated, she may drink the bitter water 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:5).

 His own pregnant or nursing wife, etc. – וּמֵינֶקֶת רֶת   מְעוּבֶּ
וכו׳  A husband may have his pregnant or nursing wife :עַצְמוֹ 
drink the bitter water, even while she is pregnant or nursing. 
The Arukh HaShulĥan, citing Tosafot, rules that in the case of 
a pregnant woman the ritual is delayed until she gives birth 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:7).

 The case of a young man who married a barren woman…
and he already had a wife and children, etc. – א שָׂ נָּ  הָרוֹבֶא שֶׁ
ה וּבָנִים וכו׳ ָ -A barren, elderly, or sexually under :עֲקָרָה…וְיֵשׁ לוֹ אִשּׁ
developed woman may drink the bitter water if her husband 
has already fulfilled the mitzva to procreate or if he was already 
married to a fertile woman. This is despite the fact that the 
Torah states with regard to a sota who is found to be innocent 
of adultery: “And she shall be cleared, and shall conceive seed” 
(Numbers 5:28). This verse does not exclude a woman who 
cannot give birth. Rather, the verse teaches that a fertile woman 
who is found by the sota ritual to be innocent of adultery is 
blessed by giving birth with ease, and by giving birth to male 
offspring (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:10).

HALAKHA

 His own pregnant or nursing wife – וּמֵינֶקֶת רֶת   מְעוּבֶּ
 Rashi and the Rambam hold that a pregnant :עַצְמוֹ
woman drinks the bitter water immediately, even 
though it might cause her death and, consequently, 
the death of the fetus. Tosafot, however, explain that 
she does not drink immediately. Rather, the ritual is 
delayed until she gives birth. This opinion is supported 
by the statement of Rabban Gamliel in the Sifrei Zuta 
that a sota does not drink the bitter water while she 
is pregnant.

NOTES
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Th e baraita concludes: With regard to the wife of a mamzerB  
who is married to a mamzerH  in a permitt ed marriage, and the 
wife of a Gibeonite who is married to a Gibeonite in a permit-
ted marriage, and the wife of a convert or an emancipated 
slave, and a sexually underdeveloped woman, if any of 
these women becomes a sota she either drinks the bitt er water 
or does not collect payment of her marriage contract, as 
the marriage is permitt ed. Aft er citing the entire baraita, the 
Gemara explains the diffi  culty: In any event, the baraita 
teaches that a sexually underdeveloped woman can drink the 
bitt er water if the marriage is permitt ed, and this is a conclusive 
refutation of the opinion of Rav Naĥman.

Th e Gemara answers: Rav Naĥman could have said to you: 
Th ere is a dispute between tanna’im with regard to this matt er, 
and I state my opinion in accordance with the opinion of this 
tanna, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon Ben Elazar 
says: A sexually underdeveloped woman neither drinks nor 
collects payment of her marriage contract, as it is stated: “And 
she shall be cleared, and shall conceive seed” (Numbers Ʃ:ƦƬ), 
indicating that the sota ritual pertains only to one whose way 
is to bear seed and give birth, excluding this sexually under-
developed woman, whose way is not to bear seed.

Th e Gemara asks: And as for the Rabbis, what do they do 
with this verse: “And she shall be cleared, and shall conceive 
seed”? Since they hold that a sexually underdeveloped woman 
drinks the bitt er water, what do they derive from the verse? Th e 
Gemara answers: Th ey require it for that which is taught in a 
baraita: Th e verse: “And she shall be cleared, and shall con-
ceive seed” (Numbers Ʃ:ƦƬ), indicates that if she was barren, 
she will be remembered and conceive a child; this is the state-
ment of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Yishmael said to him: If so, all 
the barren women will seclude themselves with other men, 
and they will be remembered and conceive aft er drinking the 
bitt er water and being found innocent; but that virtuous barren 
woman, who does not transgress the prohibition of seclusion, 
since she does not seclude herself with other men, she loses 
the opportunity to receive this blessing.

Rabbi Yishmael continues: If so, what is the meaning when the 
verse states: “And she shall be cleared, and shall conceive 
seed” (Numbers Ʃ:ƦƬ)? Th is means that if in the past she would 
give birth in pain, from then on she will give birth with ease; 
if she gave birth to females, she will now give birth to males; 
if her children were short, she will now give birth to tall 
children; if her children were black, she will give birth to 
white children.

§ Th e baraita in the Toseft a cited above states: Th e wife of a 
mamzer who is married to a mamzer in a permitt ed marriage… 
either drinks the bitt er water or does not collect payment of 
her marriage contract. Th e Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious? 
Since their marriage is permitt ed, why should the sota ritual not 
apply? Th e Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say that 
she should not drink, since if she drinks and is found to be 
innocent of adultery, she is permitt ed to her husband. Th is is 
undesirable since their off spring are also mamzerim, and we 
do not cause the number of individuals of fl awed lineage to 
proliferate. Th e baraita in the Toseft a therefore teaches us that 
this is not a concern, and the wife of a mamzer is permitt ed 
to drink.

Th e aforementioned baraita in the Toseft a states: Th e wife of a 
convert or an emancipated slave, and a sexually underdevel-
oped woman can drink the bitt er water. Th e Gemara asks with 
regard to the wife of a convert or an emancipated slave, who 
also has the status of a convert: Isn’t that obvious? Since their 
marriage is permitt ed, why should the sota ritual not apply?

לְנָתִין,  נָתִין  ת  וְאֵשֶׁ לְמַמְזֵר,  מַמְזֵר  ת  אֵשֶׁ
ר, וְעֶבֶד מְשׁוּחְרָר, וְאַיְילוֹנִית – אוֹ  ת גֵּ וְאֵשֶׁ
ה. קָתָנֵי מִיהָא  תוּבָּ שׁוֹתָה אוֹ לאֹ נוֹטֶלֶת כְּ

רַב נַחְמָן! יהּ דְּ יוּבְתֵּ אַיְילוֹנִית. תְּ

וַאֲנָא  הִיא,  אֵי  נָּ תַּ נַחְמָן:  רַב  לָךְ  אָמַר 
מְעוֹן  י שִׁ תַנְיָא, רַבִּ א; דְּ נָּ י הַאי תַּ אֲמַרִי כִּ דַּ
ן אֶלְעָזָר אוֹמֵר: אַיְילוֹנִית לאֹ שׁוֹתָה וְלאֹ  בֶּ
תָה וְנִזְרְעָה  אֱמַר: ״וְנִקְּ נֶּ ה, שֶׁ תוּבָּ נוֹטֶלֶת כְּ
אֵין  , יָצְאתָה זוֹ שֶׁ הּ לְהַזְרִיע רְכָּ דַּ זָרַע״, מִי שֶׁ

. הּ לְהַזְרִיע רְכָּ דַּ

מַאי  זָרַע״  וְנִזְרְעָה  תָה  ״וְנִקְּ הַאי  נַן,  וְרַבָּ
תָה  עֵי לְהוּ לְכִדְתַנְיָא: ״וְנִקְּ עָבְדִי לֵיהּ? מִיבָּ
עֲקָרָה  הָיְתָה  אִם  שֶׁ  – [זָרַע]״  וְנִזְרְעָה 
י  רַבִּ לוֹ  אָמַר  עֲקִיבָא.  י  רַבִּ בְרֵי  דִּ נִפְקֶדֶת, 
הָעֲקָרוֹת  ל  כָּ תְרוּ  יִסָּ ן,  כֵּ אִם  מָעֵאל:  יִשְׁ

רָה הִפְסִידָה! קְדוּ, וְזוֹ הוֹאִיל וְלאֹ נִסְתְּ וְיִפָּ

תָה וְנִזְרְעָה  לְמוּד לוֹמַר: ״וְנִקְּ ן, מַה תַּ אִם כֵּ
צַעַר – יוֹלֶדֶת  אִם הָיְתָה יוֹלֶדֶת בְּ זָרַע״? שֶׁ
רֶיוַח, נְקֵבוֹת – יוֹלֶדֶת זְכָרִים, קְצָרִים –  בְּ

חוֹרִים – יוֹלֶדֶת לְבָנִים. ים, שְׁ יוֹלֶדֶת אֲרוּכִּ

מַהוּ  יטָא!  שִׁ פְּ לְמַמְזֵר״.  מַמְזֵר  ת  ״אֵשֶׁ
קָא  לֵיפּוּשׁ.  לָא  סוּלִין  פְּ י  אַפּוּשֵׁ תֵימָא:  דְּ

מַע לָן. מַשְׁ

וְאַיְילוֹנִית״.  מְשׁוּחְרָר  וְעֶבֶד  ר  גֵּ ת  ״אֵשֶׁ
יטָא! שִׁ פְּ

 Mamzer –  מַמְזֵר: A mamzer or mamzeret is the male or female 
offspring, respectively, of an adulterous or incestuous rela-
tionship, i.e., a child born from relations between a married 
woman and a man other than her husband, or between 
relatives who are prohibited from marrying by a prohibition 
punishable by karet. The case of a child conceived through 
relations with a menstruating woman is an exception to this 
principle, as, although engaging in sexual relations with a 
menstruating woman is punishable by karet, the child is not 
a mamzer or mamzeret. Similarly, a child conceived out of 
wedlock by a man and woman who are permitted to marry 
is not a mamzer or mamzeret. A mamzer is prohibited from 
marrying a Jewish woman of unflawed lineage. However, he 
may marry a convert or a mamzeret. Similarly, a mamzeret 
can marry only a convert or a mamzer. The offspring of these 
unions are also mamzerim. A mamzer inherits from his father 
and is considered his father’s son in all respects.

BACKGROUND

 The wife of a mamzer who is married to a mamzer, etc. – 
ת מַמְזֵר לְמַמְזֵר וכו׳ -If a woman is a convert, or an emanci :אֵשֶׁ
pated maidservant, or the wife of a convert or emancipated 
slave, or a mamzeret, or the wife of a mamzer, if she was 
permitted to her husband, she may drink the bitter water 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 2:6).

HALAKHA
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Th e Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say that she does not 
drink, as the verse states: “Speak to the children of Israel, and say 
unto them: If the wife of any man goes astray, and acts unfaithfully 
against him” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƦ). One might have inferred from this 
verse that the sota ritual applies only to those born as Jews and not 
to converts; the baraita in the Toseft a therefore teaches us that this 
is not so. Th e Gemara asks: Why not say that indeed the verse 
excludes converts? Th e Gemara answers: Th e subsequent term: 

“And say unto them” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƦ) is an amplifi cation, which 
serves to include converts.

§ Th e mishna states: Th e wife of a priest drinks the bitt er water, 
and if she is found to be innocent of adultery she is permitt ed to her 
husband. Th e Gemara asks: Why does the mishna state: Th e wife 
of a priest drinks? Isn’t that obvious? Th e Gemara answers: It is 
necessary lest you say that she does not drink, as the verse states: 

“And a man lay with her…neither was she seized” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƧ). 
Th is indicates that if the sota was not seized she is forbidden; how-
ever, if she was seized, i.e., raped, she is permitt ed to her husband. 
And with regard to this woman, the wife of a priest, since even if 
she was seized she is forbidden to her husband, as a priest may not 
remain married to his wife if she was raped while they were married, 
one might say that the sota ritual does not apply to her, and she does 
not drink. Th erefore, the mishna teaches us that she does drink.

§ Th e mishna states: Th e wife of a priest drinks, and if she is found 
to be innocent of adultery, she is permitt ed to her husband. Th e 
Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious? Rav Huna says: Th e mishna is 
referring to a case where the woman’s health deteriorates aft er she 
drinks the bitt er water, and one might have thought that she is 
defi led. Th e Gemara asks: In the case of a woman whose health 
deteriorates, hasn’t the bitt er water already evaluated that she was 
unfaithful? Th e fact that her health deteriorates indicates that she is 
defi led and forbidden to her husband, and her death is delayed due 
to her merit in other matt ers.

Th e Gemara answers: Th e mishna is referring to a case where her 
health deteriorates, but not in the manner of a sota, who is affl  icted 
in her belly and thighs (see Numbers Ʃ:Ʀƫ). Rather, she is affl  icted 
by way of other limbs.H  Lest you say: Th is woman engaged in 
licentious intercourse, and the fact that the bitt er water did not 
evaluate her in the usual manner is because she engaged in licen-
tious intercourse under duress, and with regard to a priest, even 
rape renders her forbidden to her to her husband, the mishna 
therefore teaches us that the woman’s deteriorating health does not 
indicate anything.

§ Th e mishna states: Th e wife of a eunuch drinks. Th e Gemara 
asks: Isn’t that obvious? Since their marriage is permitt ed, why 
should the sota ritual not apply? Th e Gemara replies: It is necessary 
lest you say that she does not drink, since the Merciful One states 
with regard to the sota: “But if you have gone astray while under 
your husband, and if you are defi led, and some man has lain with 
you besides your husband” (Numbers Ʃ:ƦƤ). Th is indicates that her 
husband had lain with her, and this husband, the eunuch, is not 
capable of that. Th e mishna therefore teaches us that the wife of a 
eunuch does drink the bitt er water.

§ Th e mishna states: A husband can issue a warning to his wife 
with regard to all those with whom relations are forbidden, e.g., 
her father or brother. Th e Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious? 

רָאֵל״ –  נֵי יִשְׂ ר אֶל בְּ בֵּ תֵימָא? ״דַּ מַהוּ דְּ
מַע לָן. וְאֵימָא הָכִי  רִים. קָא מַשְׁ וְלאֹ גֵּ

״ – רִבּוּיָא הוּא. נַמִי! ״וְאָמַרְתָּ

כּהֵֹן  ת  ״אֵשֶׁ כו'.  שׁוֹתָה״  כּהֵֹן  ת  ״אֵשֶׁ
תֵימָא? ״וְהִיא  יטָא! מַהוּ דְּ שִׁ שׁוֹתָה״ פְּ
ה  שָׂ נִתְפְּ הָא  אֲסוּרָה,  ה״  שָׂ נִתְפָּ לאֹ 
ה אֲסוּרָה –  שָׂ רֶת, וְזוֹ הוֹאִיל וְנִתְפְּ מוּתֶּ

מַע לָן. ה. קָא מַשְׁ תֶּ שְׁ אֵימָא לאֹ תִּ

אָמַר  יטָא!  שִׁ פְּ לְבַעְלָהּ״.  רֶת  ״וּמוּתֶּ
הָא  ונָה,  מִתְנַוְּ ונָה.  מִתְנַוְּ בְּ הוּנָא:  רַב 

דַקוּהָ מַיָּא! בְּ

תֵימָא?  רֶךְ אֵבָרִים. מַהוּ דְּ ונָה דֶּ מִתְנַוְּ בְּ
דַקוּהָ מַיָּא  לָא בְּ הָא זַנּוּיֵי זְנַאי, וְהָא דְּ
זְנַאי,  בְאוֹנֶס  דִּ וּם  מִשּׁ  – אוֹרְחֵיהּ  י  כִּ

מַע לָן. י כּהֵֹן אֲסִירָא. קָא מַשְׁ וּלְגַבֵּ

מַהוּ  יטָא!  שִׁ פְּ שׁוֹתָה״.  סָרִיס  ת  ״אֵשֶׁ
אָמַר  ךְ״  אִישֵׁ לְעֲדֵי  ״מִבַּ תֵימָא:  דְּ
ר הָכִי הוּא. קָא  רַחֲמָנָא, וְהַאי לָאו בַּ

מַע לָן. מַשְׁ

יטָא! שִׁ ין״. פְּ ל עֲרָיוֹת מְקַנִּ ״עַל יְדֵי כָּ

 Where her health deteriorates by way of other limbs – 
אֵבָרִים רֶךְ  דֶּ ונָה  מִתְנַוְּ  A sota who drinks the bitter water and :בְּ
does not die immediately is permitted to her husband, even 
if he is a priest. She is permitted to him even if she is afflicted 
by sickness, as long as her belly does not swell and her thigh 

does not fall (see Numbers 5:27). However, if her belly begins 
to swell and her thigh begins to fall, she is certainly forbidden 
to her husband, in accordance with the statement of Rav Huna 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:21).
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Th e Gemara answers: It is necessary, lest you say that the sota 
ritual does not apply with regard to forbidden relatives, as the 
Torah states: “And she was defi led” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƧ), “And she 
was defi led” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƨ), two times. One verse teaches 
that she is defi led and forbidden to her husband, and one verse 
teaches that she is forbidden to her paramour. One might under-
stand that the sota ritual applies only where she is forbidden to 
the paramour due to this licentious intercourse; however, with 
regard to that woman, who secluded herself with a forbidden 
relative, since the woman already stands prohibited to him due 
to the prohibition of incest, one might say that the sota ritual does 
not apply. Th e mishna therefore teaches us that one can issue a 
warning even with regard to forbidden relatives.

§ Th e mishna states: A husband can issue a warning to his wife 
with regard to all those with whom relations are forbidden, with 
the exception of a minor and of one who is not a man. Th e 
Gemara cites the source for this halakha: Th e Merciful One 
states in the Torah: “And a man lay with her” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƧ), 
indicating that one can warn his wife with regard to a man but 
not with regard to a minor.N  Th e Gemara asks: Th e phrase: And 
of one who is not a man, serves to exclude what? If we say that 
it serves to exclude a sick man who lacks the ability to complete 
intercourse [shaĥuf],N B  but didn’t Shmuel say: One can issue a 
warning with regard to a shaĥuf,H  and if a shaĥuf engages in 
sexual intercourse with the daughter of a priest, he disqualifi es 
her from partaking of teruma.H 

With regard to Shmuel’s statement that one can issue a warning 
with regard to a shaĥuf, the Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious? Th e 
Gemara answers: It is necessary, lest you say that one cannot 
issue a warning with regard to a shaĥuf, as the Merciful One 
states in the Torah: “And a man lay with her carnally [shikhvat 
zera]” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƧ), literally, a lying of seed, and this man is 
not capable of that, as he cannot ejaculate. Shmuel therefore 
teaches us that one can issue a warning with regard to a shaĥuf.

Th e Gemara asks with regard to Shmuel’s statement that a shaĥuf 
who engages in sexual intercourse with the daughter of a priest 
disqualifi es her from partaking of teruma: Isn’t that obvious? 
Th e Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say that a shaĥuf 
does not disqualify the daughter of a priest from partaking of 
teruma, as the Merciful One states in the Torah with regard to a 
priest: “And he shall not disqualify his off spring among his 
people” (Leviticus Ʀƥ:ƥƩ). One might infer from this verse that 
one who can have off spring disqualifi es a woman from par-
taking of teruma, through forbidden sexual intercourse, and that 
one who cannot have off spring does not disqualify a woman 
from partaking of teruma. Shmuel therefore teaches us that this 
is not so. In any event, Shmuel states that one can issue a warning 
on account of a shaĥuf, unlike the initial interpretation of the 
mishna.

Perek IV
Daf 26 Amud b

נֵי  שְׁ ״נִטְמְאָה״  ״נִטְמְאָה״,  תֵימָא:  דְּ מַהוּ 
עַל וְאֶחָד לַבּוֹעֵל, הֵיכָא  עָמִים – אֶחָד לַבַּ פְּ
הָא זְנוּת, אֲבָל הָא הוֹאִיל  רָא בְּ קָא מִיתַסְּ דְּ
מַע  וַאֲסוּרָה וְקַיְימָא – אֵימָא לָא. קָא מַשְׁ

לָן.

טָן״ וכו׳. ״אִישׁ״ אָמַר רַחֲמָנָא –  ״חוּץ מִן הַקָּ
מַאי?  לְמַעוּטֵי  אִישׁ״  אֵינוֹ  ״וְשֶׁ קָטָן.  וְלאֹ 
מוּאֵל:  חוּף – וְהָאָמַר שְׁ אִילֵימָא לְמַעוּטֵי שָׁ

תְרוּמָה. ין עַל יָדוֹ וּפוֹסֵל בִּ חוּף מְקַנִּ שָׁ

תֵימָא:  דְּ מַהוּ  יטָא!  שִׁ פְּ יָדוֹ״,  עַל  ין  ״מְקַנִּ
אָמַר  זֶרַע״  כְבַת  שִׁ אֹתָהּ  אִישׁ  כַב  ״וְשָׁ
מַע  ר הָכִי הוּא. קָא מַשְׁ רַחֲמָנָא, וְהָא לָאו בַּ

לָן.

תֵימָא:  דְּ מַהוּ  יטָא!  שִׁ פְּ תְרוּמָה״,  בִּ ״וּפוֹסֵל 
אִית לֵיהּ  ל זַרְעוֹ״ אָמַר רַחֲמָנָא – דְּ ״לאֹ יְחַלֵּ
ל. קָא  לֵית לֵיהּ זֶרַע לָא לִיחַלֵּ ל, דְּ זֶרַע לִיחַלֵּ

מַע לָן. מַשְׁ

 A man but not a minor – קָטָן  The Rambam :אִישׁ…וְלאֹ 
explains that this excludes a minor under the age of nine, 
whose sexual act does not have the legal status of a 
sexual act. Although a minor’s sexual act does not render 
a woman forbidden to her husband, a verse is required in 
order to exclude a minor, as one might have thought that 
due to the husband’s objection to this contact, he may 
issue a warning. An alternative approach is provided by 
Tosafot, who explain that the verse excludes all minors, i.e., 
anyone under the age of thirteen. Despite the fact that 
the sexual act of a minor above the age of nine renders a 
woman forbidden to her husband, the verse nevertheless 
states that one may issue a warning only on account of 
a man, i.e., one who has reached majority (see Ĥeshek 
Shlomo).

 A sick man who lacks the ability to complete inter-
course [shaĥuf ] – חוּף  There are various opinions with :שָׁ
regard to the exact definition of a shaĥuf. For the purposes 
of this discussion, a shaĥuf is an individual who suffers 
from impotency and is unable to properly engage in 
sexual intercourse. He can engage in intercourse with a 
flaccid penis, but this is not considered intercourse, except 
with regard to disqualifying a woman from partaking of 
teruma. The Meiri explains that one may issue a warning 
on account of a shaĥuf because, unlike a eunuch, a shaĥuf 
is sometimes able to maintain a partial erection.

NOTES

 A sick man who lacks the ability to complete inter-
course [shaĥuf ] – חוּף  The term shaĥuf refers to a :שָׁ
sick individual whose illness prevents him from prop-
erly absorbing and digesting food. This causes exces-
sive weight loss due to the body exhausting its supply 
of fatty tissue, and also causes impotency and a lack of 
sexual desire. These symptoms can appear, for example, 
in severe cases of diabetes mellitus.

BACKGROUND

 One can issue a warning with regard to a shaĥuf – ין חוּף מְקַנִּ  שָׁ
 A man can issue a warning to his wife even on account :עַל יָדוֹ
of a shaĥuf, who is unable to maintain an erection and cannot 
ejaculate. If she subsequently secludes herself with the shaĥuf 
she is forbidden to her husband (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot 
Sota 1:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:2).

 If a shaĥuf engages in intercourse with the daughter of a 
priest he disqualifies her from partaking of teruma – …חוּף שָׁ
תְרוּמָה  ,A woman who engaged in prohibited intercourse :וּפוֹסֵל בִּ
even with a shaĥuf, is disqualified from partaking of teruma 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 8:11).

HALAKHA
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Since Shmuel’s statement contradicts the suggestion that the mishna 
excludes a shaĥuf, the Gemara suggests another explanation: Rather, 
the mishna serves to exclude a gentile, and teaches that one cannot 
issue a warning with regard to him. Th e Gemara asks: But didn’t 
Rav Hamnuna say: One can issue a warning with regard to a 
gentile,H  and if a gentile engages in sexual intercourse with the 
daughter of a priest, he disqualifi es her from partaking of teruma.H 

Th e Gemara asks with regard to Rav Hamnuna’s statement that one 
can issue a warning with regard to a gentile: Isn’t that obvious? 
Th e Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say that one cannot 
issue a warning in this case, as the verse states: “And she was defi led” 
(Numbers Ʃ:ƥƧ), “And she was defi led” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƨ), twice. One 
verse teaches that she is defi led and forbidden to her husband, and 
one verse teaches that she is forbidden to her paramour. One might 
understand that the sota ritual applies only where she is forbidden 
to the paramour due to this licentious intercourse; however, with 
regard to that woman, who engaged in sexual intercourse with a 
gentile, since she already stands prohibited to him, one might say 
that the sota ritual does not apply. Rav Hamnuna therefore teaches 
us that one can issue a warning even with regard to a gentile.

Th e Gemara asks with regard to Rav Hamnuna’s statement that a 
gentile who engages in sexual intercourse with the daughter of a 
priest disqualifi es her from partaking of teruma: Isn’t that obvious? 
Th e Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say that he does not 
disqualify her, as the Merciful One states in the Torah: “And if a 
priest’s daughter should be unto a strange man, she shall not eat 
of that which is set apart from the holy things” (Leviticus ƦƦ:ƥƦ), 
indicating that if a woman engages in sexual intercourse with one 
who is unfi t for her, he disqualifi es her from partaking of teruma. 
Since the term “should be unto” denotes marriage, one might say 
that one who is eligible for betrothal, yes, he disqualifi es the 
woman; but a gentile, who is not eligible for betrothal, does not 
disqualify her. Rav Hamnuna therefore teaches us that a gentile 
disqualifi es the woman from partaking of teruma, as one can learn 
from the ruling of Rabbi Yoĥanan.

Th is is as Rabbi Yoĥanan says in the name of Rabbi Yishmael: 
From where is it derived that a gentile or a slave who engaged in 
sexual intercourse with the daughter of a priest or with the daugh-
ter of a Levite or with the daughter of an Israelite, disqualifi ed her 
from marrying a priest and from partaking of teruma? Th is is derived 
as it is stated: “But if a priest’s daughter should be a widow or a 
divorcée…she returns to her father’s house…she may eat of her 
father’s bread” (Leviticus ƦƦ:ƥƧ). Th is indicates that the daughter of 
a priest returns to eat of her father’s bread, i.e., teruma, if she engaged 
in sexual intercourse with one whose marriage to her has the poten-
tial to end in widowhood or divorce, i.e., a Jew whom she is permit-
ted to marry. Th is excludes a gentile and a slave, whose marriage 
to her does not have the potential to end in widowhood or divorce, 
as their betrothal is invalid.

Since Rav Hamnuna’s statement contradicts the suggestion that the 
mishna excludes a gentile, the Gemara asks: Rather, what does the 
term: And of one who is not a man, serve to exclude? Rav Pappa 
says: Th is serves to exclude an animal, as the concept of licentious-
ness does not apply with regard to an animal.H  Th erefore, the 
halakhot of a sota do not apply in this case.

Rava of Parzakya said to Rav Ashi: From where is this matt er 
that the Sages stated derived, that licentiousness does not apply 
with regard to an animal? Rav Ashi replied that it is as it is writt en: 

“You shall not bring the hire of a harlot, or the price of a dog, into 
the house of the Lord your God for any vow; for both of them are 
an abomination to the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy ƦƧ:ƥƭ). Th is 
verse prohibits one from sacrifi cing an animal that served as payment 
to a prostitute or as payment for the purchase of a dog.

א לְמַעוּטֵי נָכְרִי? וְהָאָמַר רַב הַמְנוּנָא:  וְאֶלָּ
תְרוּמָה. ין עַל יָדוֹ וּפוֹסֵל בִּ נָכְרִי מְקַנִּ

תֵימָא:  דְּ מַהוּ  יטָא!  שִׁ פְּ יָדוֹ״,  עַל  ין  ״מְקַנִּ
עָמִים – אֶחָד  י פְּ תֵּ ״נִטְמְאָה״, ״נִטְמְאָה״ שְׁ
רָא  קָמִיתַסְּ דְּ הֵיכָא  לַבּוֹעֵל  וְאֶחָד  עַל  לַבַּ
וַאֲסוּרָה  הוֹאִיל  הָא  אֲבָל  זְנוּת,  הָא  בְּ

מַע לָן. וְקָיְימָא – אֵימָא לָא. קָמַשְׁ

תֵימָא?  יטָא! מַהוּ דְּ שִׁ תְרוּמָה״, פְּ ״וּפוֹסֵל בִּ
אָמַר  זָר״  לְאִישׁ  תִהְיֶה  י  כִּ כּהֵֹן  ״וּבַת 
ר הֲוָיָה  לָאו בַּ בַר הֲוָיָה אִין, דְּ רַחֲמָנָא – דְּ

י יוֹחָנָן, רַבִּ פָסֵיל מִדְּ מַע לָן דְּ לָא. קָמַשְׁ

מָעֵאל:  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ וּם  מִשּׁ יוֹחָנָן  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  דְּ
הַכּהֶֹנֶת  עַל  אוּ  בָּ שֶׁ וְעֶבֶד  לְנָכְרִי  יִן  מִנַּ
סָלוּהָ?  פְּ שֶׁ רָאֵל  יִשְׂ ת  בַּ וְעַל  וִיָּיה  הַלְּ וְעַל 
אַלְמָנָה  תִהְיֶה  י  כִּ כּהֵֹן  ״וּבַת  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ
ין  יֵּשׁ לוֹ אַלְמָנוּת וְגֵירוּשִׁ ה״ – מִי שֶׁ וּגְרוּשָׁ
אַלְמָנוּת  לוֹ  אֵין  שֶׁ וְעֶבֶד  נָכְרִי  יָצְאוּ  הּ,  בָּ

הּ! ין בָּ וְגֵירוּשִׁ

א:  פָּ פַּ רַב  אָמַר  מַאי?  לְמַעוּטֵי  א  וְאֶלָּ
בְהֵמָה. אֵין זְנוּת בִּ הֵמָה, דְּ לְמַעוּטֵי בְּ

י:  אַשִׁ לְרַב  רְזַקְיָא  מִפַּ רָבָא  לֵיהּ  אֲמַר 
זְנוּת  אֵין  נַן  רַבָּ אֲמוּר  דַּ תָא  מִילְּ הָא  מְנָא 
כְתִיב: ״לאֹ תָבִיא אֶתְנַן זוֹנָה  בְהֵמָה? דִּ בִּ

לֶב״ וגו', וּמְחִיר כֶּ

 One can issue a warning with regard to a gentile – 
ין עַל יָדוֹ  If one issued a warning to his wife on :נָכְרִי מְקַנִּ
account of a gentile, and she then secluded herself with 
that gentile, she is forbidden to her husband (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 
178:2).

 If a gentile engages in intercourse with the daugh-
ter of a priest he disqualifies her from partaking of 
teruma – תְרוּמָה  A woman who engages :נָכְרִי…וּפוֹסֵל בִּ
in sexual intercourse with a gentile acquires the legal 
status of a zona and is disqualified from marrying 
a priest. If she is the daughter of a priest she is also 
disqualified from partaking of teruma (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 18:2).

 The concept of licentiousness does not apply with 
regard to an animal – בְהֵמָה  A woman who :אֵין זְנוּת בִּ
engages in intercourse with an animal does not 
acquire the legal status of a zona, i.e., a woman who has 
engaged in sexual intercourse with a man forbidden 
to her, and is not disqualified from marrying a priest. 
This is so despite the fact that this act is punishable by 
stoning (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 18:1; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 6:8).
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And it is taught in a mishna (Temura ƧƤa): In the converse 
cases, the hire of a dog, i.e., a kosher animal that was given to 
the owner of a dog as payment for engaging in intercourse with 
it, and the price of a prostitute,H  i.e., a kosher animal which 
served as payment in the purchase of a maidservant acquired for 
prostitution, are permitt ed to be sacrifi ced, as it is stated in the 
aforementioned verse: For both of them. Th is term indicates 
that only those two animals may not be sacrifi ced, i.e., those 
which served as the hire of a harlot and as the price of a dog; and 
not four animals, as the reverse cases are excluded from this 
halakha. Th is indicates that the concept of licentiousness does 
not apply with regard to animals, as the payment for intercourse 
with a dog is not considered payment for prostitution.

Th e Gemara asks: Shmuel states that one can issue a warning 
with regard to a shaĥuf even though he is unable to discharge 
semen. But rather, why do I need the verse to state: “And a 
man lay with her carnally [shikhvat zera]” (Numbers Ʃ:ƥƧ)? 
Th e Gemara answers: It is necessary for that which is taught 
in a baraita: Th e term “shikhvat zera” excludes something 
else.

Th e Gemara asks: What is meant by the term: Something else? 
Rav Sheshet said: Th is excludes a case where the husband 
issued a warning to his wife not to engage in sexual intercourse 
in an atypical manner, i.e., anal intercourse, with another man, 
and teaches that this is not considered a valid warning. Rava 
said to Rav Sheshet: Intercourse in an atypical manner is con-
sidered sexual intercourse, as it is writt en: “Th e cohabitations 
of a woman” (Leviticus ƥƬ:ƦƦ), indicating that there are two 
forms of sexual intercourse with a woman, vaginal and anal, and 
there is no halakhic diff erentiation between them.

Rather, Rava said: It excludes a case where the husband issued 
a warning to his wife not to engage in intimate contact with 
another man by way of other limbs,H N  as this is not considered 
sexual intercourse. Abaye said to Rava: Th at is merely licentious 
behavior, and does the Merciful One render a woman forbid-
den to her husband on account of merely licentious behavior, 
without sexual intercourse? Since this does not render her forbid-
den to her husband, it is obvious that if the husband issues a 
warning in this manner, violating the warning does not cause her 
to become a sota. Th e verse is therefore not required to exclude 
this case.

Rather, Abaye said: Th e verse excludes a case where the hus-
band issued a warning to his wife with regard to engaging in 
genital contact without actual penetration. Th e Gemara asks: 
Th is works out well according to the one who says that the 
defi nition of the initial stage of intercourse is the insertion 
of the coronaH  but that genital contact is nothing; this is 
the reason that the verse came to exclude genital contact. How-
ever, according to the one who says that the defi nition of the 
initial stage of intercourse is genital contact, what is there 
to say? Why should this case be excluded from the halakhot 
of a sota?

Th e Gemara answers: Actually, the verse serves to exclude a case 
where the husband issued a warning to his wife not to engage 
in intimate contact with another man by way of other limbs. And 
the verse explicitly excludes this case from the halakhot of a sota, 
lest you say that the woman is rendered a sota due to this warning, 
as the Merciful One made this halakha dependent on the hus-
band’s objection, and the husband objects to contact of this 
nature. Th e verse therefore teaches us that this is not considered 
a warning, as it does not involve sexual intercourse.

§ Shmuel says: It is bett er that a man marry

רִין,  מוּתָּ  – זוֹנָה  וּמְחִיר  לֶב  כֶּ אֶתְנַן  וְתַנְיָא: 
עָה. נַיִם וְלאֹ אַרְבָּ נֵיהֶם״, שְׁ ם שְׁ אֱמַר: ״גַּ נֶּ שֶׁ

עֵי לֵיהּ  ה לִי? מִיבָּ כְבַת זֶרַע״ לָמָּ א ״שִׁ וְאֶלָּ
לְדָבָר  רָט  פְּ  – זֶרַע״  כְבַת  ״שִׁ לְכִדְתַנְיָא: 

אַחֵר.

רָט  פְּ ת:  שֶׁ שֵׁ רַב  אֲמַר  אַחֵר״?  בָר  ״דָּ מַאי 
הּ. אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבָא:  דַרְכָּ לּאֹ כְּ א לָהּ שֶׁ ינֵּ קִּ לְשֶׁ

תִיב! ה״ כְּ ָ בֵי אִשּׁ כְּ הּ, ״מִשְׁ דַרְכָּ לּאֹ כְּ שֶׁ

רֶךְ  דֶּ לָהּ  א  ינֵּ קִּ לְשֶׁ רָט  פְּ רָבָא:  אֲמַר  א  אֶלָּ
עָלְמָא  רִיצוּתָא בְּ יֵי: פְּ אֵבָרִים. אֲמַר לֵיהּ אַבַּ

הִיא, וּפְרִיצוּתָא מִי אָסַר רַחֲמָנָא?

לָהּ  א  ינֵּ קִּ לְשֶׁ רָט  פְּ יֵי:  אַבַּ אֲמַר  א  אֶלָּ
הַעֲרָאָה  אָמַר:  דְּ לְמַאן  הָנִיחָא  יקָה.  נְשִׁ בִּ
לוּם  יקָה וְלָא כְּ זוֹ הַכְנָסַת עֲטָרָה, אֲבָל נְשִׁ
יקָה.  נְשִׁ לְמַעוּטֵי  קְרָא  אָתֵי  דְּ הַיְינוּ  הִיא, 
יקָה,  נְשִׁ זוֹ  הַעֲרָאָה  אָמַר:  דְּ לְמַאן  א  אֶלָּ

א לְמֵימַר? מַאי אִיכָּ

וּמַהוּ  אֵבָרִים,  רֶךְ  דֶּ לָהּ  א  ינֵּ קִּ לְשֶׁ לְעוֹלָם 
רַחֲמָנָא,  לְיָא  תַּ בַעַל  דְּ קְפֵידָא  בִּ תֵימָא?  דְּ

מַע לָן. וּבַעַל הָא קָא קָפֵיד. קָמַשְׁ

א אָדָם מוּאֵל: יִשָּׂ אָמַר שְׁ

 The hire of a dog and the price of a prostitute – אֶתְנַן 
זוֹנָה וּמְחִיר  לֶב   The hire of a dog, i.e., an animal given as :כֶּ
payment for engaging in intercourse with a dog, and the 
price of a prostitute, i.e., an animal which served as pay-
ment in the purchase of a prostitute, are permitted to be 
sacrificed on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe’aĥ 4:18).

 Excludes a case where he issued a warning to her not to 
engage in intimate contact by way of other limbs – רָט  פְּ
רֶךְ אֵבָרִים א לָהּ דֶּ ינֵּ קִּ  The Rambam rules that if a woman’s :לְשֶׁ
husband issued a warning to her, and she then secluded 
herself with another man and is given the bitter water to 
drink, if she engaged only in intimate contact with the 
paramour by way of other limbs, she is not evaluated by 
the bitter water. The Arukh HaShulĥan, citing Rashi, rules 
that if the husband specified in his warning that she should 
not engage in intimate conduct with another man by way 
of other limbs, the warning is not a valid warning (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:24).

 The initial stage of intercourse is the insertion of the 
corona – הַעֲרָאָה זוֹ הַכְנָסַת עֲטָרָה: The initial stage of inter-
course is the insertion of the corona into the vagina, and 
the final stage is the complete penetration of the penis. 
With regard to prohibited sexual intercourse, there is no 
difference between the initial stage of intercourse and 
complete intercourse (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 1:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 20:1).

HALAKHA

 Where he issued a warning to her not to engage in 
intimate contact by way of other limbs – ּלָה א  ינֵּ קִּ  לְשֶׁ
רֶךְ אֵבָרִים  ,According to Rashi and Tosafot (Yevamot 55b) :דֶּ
the Gemara is referring to a case where the husband 
issued a warning to his wife not to seclude herself with 
another man and engage in intimate contact by way of 
other limbs, without suspecting her of engaging in actual 
sexual intercourse with another man. Although a husband 
may issue a warning merely by saying: Do not seclude 
yourself with so-and-so, and he does not need to state the 
nature of his suspicions, that is because a general warning 
clearly expresses the husband’s concern that his wife will 
engage in sexual intercourse with her paramour. However, 
if the husband explicitly states that he does not suspect 
her of engaging in sexual intercourse but only in other 
forms of sexual misconduct, since these actions would 
not render her forbidden to her husband, the warning 
is not considered a valid warning (Rosh). According to 
the Rambam and the Meiri, the discussion here does not 
pertain to the nature of the warning issued by the hus-
band. Rather, the Gemara is discussing a case where the 
woman disobeyed her husband’s warning and engaged in 
intimate contact with another man by way of other limbs. 
The Gemara states that since this is not considered to be 
sexual intercourse, the bitter water would not evaluate 
whether she was defiled.

NOTES




