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NOTES

His own pregnant or nursing wife — npym nayn
inxy: Rashi and the Rambam hold that a pregnant
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.
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HALAKHA

The 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 bitter water nor collect payment of their marriage

contracts, as their marriages were prohibited by rabbinic law. This

is the statement of Rabbi Meir.

The baraita continues: The reason for this is as Rabbi Meir would
say: A man may not marry a woman who is pregnant" with the
child of another man or a woman who is nursing the child of
another man, until twenty-four months pass after 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," i.e., twenty-four months
after the baby’s birth, he can marry her again.

The baraita continues: In the case of a young man who married a
barren woman" 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 awoman with whom he cannot procreate. Rabbi Elazar says:
This marriage is not forbidden, as he can marry another woman
and procreate through her, and therefore she can drink the bitter
water.

The baraita continues: However, in the case of one who issued a
warning to his betrothed," or to his yevama while she was a widow
awaiting her yavam, and she secluded herself with the other man
after he consummated the marriage, she either drinks the bitter
water or does not collect payment of her marriage contract. If
his own pregnant or nursing wife™ becomes a sota, then despite
the concern that the bitter water may harm the fetus, she either
drinks the bitter 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 children" and
was therefore permitted to marry his barren or elderly wife, the
woman either drinks the bitter water or does not collect payment
of her marriage contract.

A man may not marry a woman who is pregnant, etc. — k5
1) NP o7 KB The Sages decreed that @ man may not
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, orif 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; Shulhan Arukh,
Even HaEzer13:m).

He must divorce her and when his time to marry her arrives,
etc. -1, Dij:)’? 1211 W KYP: If one marries a woman who
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

156

SOTA - PEREK IV - 26A - 1397711

her. If he is an Israelite, then after the period of twenty-four
months elapses he is permitted to remarry her. If he married
herand 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 Beer 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; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 13:12).

A young man who married a barren woman, etc. - 83177
191 1Y KR In the case of a man young enough to father
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. - xapna

=) mDﬁN’? In the case of one who issued a warning to his
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. — np»m mawn
131 inxy: A husband may have his pregnant or nursing wife
drink the bitter water, even while she is pregnant or nursing.
The Arukh HaShulhan, 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. — xEw X277
191 ORI KR ) YN, A barren, elderly, orsexually under—
deve\oped 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).



JPRI% P0I MK, 0D 0D MK
i - mﬁ»m MR TV),% DK
N7 RN TN n‘vuu b ix i

M 277 PRI .mﬁ’gtg

XIXY X0 OXan o 37 77 oK
1IVB 937, X007 K0 KT 03 1KY
X5 nniw i nm’wm AN w’m
YW ORI WK NS nBuu
AR mm’v AT M
Az

XD YA YT APV RT3
R NSy wIR 2 1y
MRy A oy - ] mym
21 1 o KPPy 31 1137 TP
nivpy b2 10 12 o xwns

DS I K9 N i 1 Tpan

I NP b YR 0 2 ox
m‘w - wya nYh T oNY 279
- DMEp B m’w niapy M2

nu:") m’w - DYime DN n'r'w

W NS Sannh nn nek
Xp e ) p’ms DK KT
Tpyaen

ZRnTnKY TIMEn 133 % neR
wws

The baraita concludes: With regard to the wife of a mamzer®
who is married to a mamzer" in a permitted 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 bitter water
or does not collect payment of her marriage contract, as
the marriage is permitted. After citing the entire baraita, the
Gemara explains the difficulty: In any event, the baraita
teaches that a sexually underdeveloped woman can drink the
bitter water if the marriage is permitted, and this is a conclusive
refutation of the opinion of Rav Nahman.

The Gemara answers: Rav Nahman could have said to you:
There is a dispute between tanna’im with regard to this matter,
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 s:28),
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.

The 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 bitter water, what do they derive from the verse? The

Gemara answers: They require it for that which is taughtin a

baraita: The verse: “And she shall be cleared, and shall con-
ceive seed” (Numbers 5:28), 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 after drinking the

bitter 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 5:28)? This 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.

§ The baraita in the Tosefta cited above states: The wife of a

mamzer who is married to a mamzer in a permitted marriage...

either drinks the bitter water or does not collect payment of
her marriage contract. The Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious?
Since their marriage is permitted, why should the sota ritual not
apply? The 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 permitted to her husband. This is
undesirable since their offspring are also mamzerim, and we
do not cause the number of individuals of flawed lineage to
proliferate. The baraita in the Tosefta therefore teaches us that
this is not a concern, and the wife of a mamzer is permitted
to drink.

The aforementioned baraita in the Tosefta states: The wife of a
convert or an emancipated slave, and a sexually underdevel-
oped woman can drink the bitter water. The 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 permitted, why should the sota ritual not apply?

BACKGROUND

Mamzer - 3mn: A mamzer or mamzeretis 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.

HALAKHA

The wife of a mamzer who is married to a mamzer, etc. -
=)} W;m’? Jmn w: If a woman is a convert, or an emanci-
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).

J3971p1 SOTA - PEREK IV - 26A 1§77
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The 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 5:12). 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 Tosefta therefore teaches us that this
is not so. The Gemara asks: Why not say that indeed the verse
excludes converts? The Gemara answers: The subsequent term:

“And say unto them” (Numbers 5:12) is an amplification, which
serves to include converts.

§ The mishna states: The wife of a priest drinks the bitter water,
and if she is found to be innocent of adultery she is permitted to her
husband. The Gemara asks: Why does the mishna state: The wife
of a priest drinks? Isn’t that obvious? The 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 s:13).
This indicates that if the sota was not seized she is forbidden; how-
ever, if she was seized, i.e., raped, she is permitted 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. Therefore, the mishna teaches us that she does drink.

§ The mishna states: The wife of a priest drinks, and if she is found
to be innocent of adultery, she is permitted to her husband. The
Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious? Rav Huna says: The mishna is
referring to a case where the woman’s health deteriorates after she
drinks the bitter water, and one might have thought that she is
defiled. The Gemara asks: In the case of a woman whose health
deteriorates, hasn’t the bitter water already evaluated that she was
unfaithful? The fact that her health deteriorates indicates that she is
defiled and forbidden to her husband, and her death is delayed due

to her merit in other matters.

The Gemara answers: The mishna is referring to a case where her
health deteriorates, but not in the manner of a sota, who is afflicted
in her belly and thighs (see Numbers 5:27). Rather, she is afflicted
by way of other limbs." Lest you say: This woman engaged in
licentious intercourse, and the fact that the bitter 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.

§ The mishna states: The wife of a eunuch drinks. The Gemara
asks: Isn’t that obvious? Since their marriage is permitted, why
should the sota ritual not apply? The Gemara replies: It is necessary
lest you say that she does not drink, since the Merciful One states
with regard to the sofa: “But if you have gone astray while under
your husband, and if you are defiled, and some man has lain with
you besides your husband” (Numbers 5:20). This indicates that her
husband had lain with her, and this husband, the eunuch, is not
capable of that. The mishna therefore teaches us that the wife of a
eunuch does drink the bitter water.

§ The 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. The Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious?

HALAKHA

Where her health deteriorates by way of other limbs — does not fall (see Numbers 5:27). However, if her belly begins
DM3X 777 MR A sota who drinks the bitter water and  to swell and her thigh begins to fall, she is certainly forbidden
does not die immediately is permitted to her husband, even  to her husband, in accordance with the statement of Rav Huna
if he is a priest. She is permitted to him even if she is afflicted  (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 3:21).

by sickness, as long as her belly does not swell and her thigh
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The 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 defiled” (Numbers s:13), “And she
was defiled” (Numbers s:14), two times. One verse teaches
that she is defiled 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. The mishna therefore teaches us that one can issue a
warning even with regard to forbidden relatives.

§ The 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. The
Gemara cites the source for this halakha: The Merciful One
states in the Torah: “And a man lay with her” (Numbers s:13),
indicating that one can warn his wife with regard to a man but
not with regard to a minor." The Gemara asks: The 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 [shahuf],"® but didn’t Shmuel say: One can issue a
warning with regard to a shahuf" and if a shahuf engages in
sexual intercourse with the daughter of a priest, he disqualifies
her from partaking of teruma."

With regard to Shmuel’s statement that one can issue a warning
with regard to a shahuf, the Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious? The
Gemara answers: It is necessary, lest you say that one cannot
issue a warning with regard to a shahuf, as the Merciful One
states in the Torah: “And a man lay with her carnally [shikhvat
zera]” (Numbers 5:13), 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 shahuf.

The Gemara asks with regard to Shmuel’s statement that a shahuf
who engages in sexual intercourse with the daughter of a priest
disqualifies her from partaking of teruma: Isn’t that obvious?
The Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say that a shahuf
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 offspring among his
people” (Leviticus 21:15). One might infer from this verse that
one who can have offspring disqualifies a woman from par-
taking of teruma, through forbidden sexual intercourse, and that
one who cannot have offspring 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 shahuf, unlike the initial interpretation of the
mishna.

HALAKHA

One can issue a warning with regard to a shahuf - papn pme
i 'w A man can issue a warning to his wife even on account
Ofa shahuf, who is unable to maintain an erection and cannot
ejaculate. If she subsequently secludes herself with the shahuf
she is forbidden to her husband (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot

Sota 1:1; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 178:2).

If a shahuf engages in intercourse with the daughter of a
priest he disqualifies her from partaking of teruma — ..
'w:ﬁn:l'vmm Awoman who engaged in prohibited intercourse,
even with a shahuf, is disqualified from partaking of teruma
(Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 8:1).

NOTES

A man but not a minor - jup N"?l...w'?ts: The Rambam
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
awoman 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 Heshek
Shlomo).

A sick man who lacks the ability to complete inter-
course [shahuf] - mmw: There are various opinions with
regard to the exact definition of a shahuf. For the purposes
of this discussion, a shahufis 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 shahufbecause, unlike a eunuch, a shahuf
is sometimes able to maintain a partial erection.

BACKGROUND

A sick man who lacks the ability to complete inter-
course [shahuf] — mnw: The term shahuf refers to a
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.

2397719 - SOTA - PEREK IV - 26B 159



HALAKHA

One can issue a warning with regard to a gentile -
17?'712 1R 1122 If one issued a warning to his wife on

account of a genme and she then secluded herself with

that gentile, she is forbidden to her husband (Rambam

Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Sota 1:1; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer
17822).

If a gentile engages in intercourse with the daugh-
ter of a priest he disqualifies her from partaking of
teruma - N2 '791'51...*1;;: A woman who engages
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 - 7127133 1 PX: A woman who
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;
Shulhan Arukh, Even Hafzer 6:8).
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Since Shmuel’s statement contradicts the suggestion that the mishna
excludes a shahuf, 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. The Gemara asks: But didn’t
Rav Hamnuna say: One can issue a warning with regard to a
gentile," and if a gentile engages in sexual intercourse with the
daughter of a priest, he disqualifies her from partaking of teruma."

The Gemara asks with regard to Rav Hamnuna’s statement that one
can issue a warning with regard to a gentile: Isn’t that obvious?
The Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say that one cannot
issue a warning in this case, as the verse states: “And she was defiled”
(Numbers 5:13), “And she was defiled” (Numbers 5:14 ), twice. One
verse teaches that she is defiled 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 sofa ritual does not apply. Rav Hamnuna therefore teaches
us that one can issue a warning even with regard to a gentile.

The Gemara asks with regard to Rav Hamnuna’s statement that a
gentile who engages in sexual intercourse with the daughter of a
priest disqualifies her from partaking of teruma: Isn’t that obvious?
The 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 22:12),
indicating that if a woman engages in sexual intercourse with one
who is unfit for her, he disqualifies 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 disqualifies the
woman; but a gentile, who is not eligible for betrothal, does not
disqualify her. Rav Hamnuna therefore teaches us that a gentile
disqualifies the woman from partaking of teruma, as one can learn
from the ruling of Rabbi Yohanan.

This is as Rabbi Yohanan 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, disqualified her

from marrying a priest and from partaking of teruma? This 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 22:13). This indicates that the daughter of
apriestreturns 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. This 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: This serves to exclude an animal, as the concept of licentious-
ness does not apply with regard to an animal." Therefore, the
halakhot of a sota do not apply in this case.

Rava of Parzakya said to Rav Ashi: From where is this matter
that the Sages stated derived, that licentiousness does not apply
with regard to an animal? Rav Ashi replied that it is as it is written:
“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 23:19). This
verse prohibits one from sacrificing an animal that served as payment
to a prostitute or as payment for the purchase of a dog.
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And it is taught in a mishna (Temura 30a): 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," i.e., a kosher animal which
served as payment in the purchase of a maidservant acquired for
prostitution, are permitted to be sacrificed, as it is stated in the
aforementioned verse: For both of them. This term indicates
that only those two animals may not be sacrificed, 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. This 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.

The Gemara asks: Shmuel states that one can issue a warning
with regard to a shahuf 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 5:13)?
The Gemara answers: It is necessary for that which is taught
in a baraita: The term “shikhvat zera” excludes something
else.

The Gemara asks: What is meant by the term: Something else?
Rav Sheshet said: This 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 written: “The cohabitations
of a woman” (Leviticus 18:22), indicating that there are two
forms of sexual intercourse with a woman, vaginal and anal, and
there is no halakhic differentiation 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,"" as this is not considered
sexual intercourse. Abaye said to Rava: That 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. The verse is therefore not required to exclude
this case.

Rather, Abaye said: The verse excludes a case where the hus-
band issued a warning to his wife with regard to engaging in
genital contact without actual penetration. The Gemara asks:
This works out well according to the one who says that the
definition of the initial stage of intercourse is the insertion
of the corona" 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 definition 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?

The Gemara answers: Actually, the verse serves to exclude a case
where the husband issued a warning to his wife not to engage
inintimate 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. The verse therefore teaches us that this is not considered
awarning, as it does not involve sexual intercourse.

§ Shmuel says: It is better that a man marry

HALAKHA

The hire of a dog and the price of a prostitute - janx
mi e :'7: The hire of a dog, i.e, an animal given as
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'ah 4:18).

Excludes a case where he issued a warning to her not to
engage in intimate contact by way of other limbs - v12
=i =3 n ! 'r’? NJ")W’? The Rambam rules that if a woman’s
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 HaShulhan, 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 — by NPT it ARW: 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; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 20:1).

NOTES

Where he issued a warning to her not to engage in
intimate contact by way of other limbs — 7'7 x1’7w5
012X 777 According to Rashi and Tosafot (Yevamot 55b),
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.
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