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GENERAL NOTES: 
 

• The 1 st Edition of  the book was dated November 24,  2015.  Two revised 1 st editions 
subsequently became available,  dated December 12,  2015 and December 30,  2015.  
The 2 nd Edition is  dated January 7,  2016.  

• Most of  the revisions below were already included in the December 15,  2015 
revised 1st  edition.  All  of  the revisions below are included in the January 7,  2016 
2 nd edition.  

• Only passages relevant to revisions are presented below, with red text indicating 
revised text.  

 
 
PAGES 10-11 

A study of this particular area of Jewish law forces us to face the fact that the original Talmudic 
sources themselves are to some degree limited in their ability to shed total light on the matter. Certain 
questions shall be raised in the course of our discussion that we shall not yet succeed in clarifying entirely. 
And there is the issue of variant texts or traditions, whereby different ancient sources provide divergent 
versions or interpretations of the same teachings. In our case, at least one fundamental teaching has two 
mutually exclusive versions. 

*** 

Rather, the goal of the Talmud’s compilers-editors appears to have been to collect, record, analyze, 
authenticate, clarify, refine, distill, reconstruct and/or further apply the portion of the Oral Torah corpus 
that had been passed down, or survived, to their day.  

*** 

In addition, the definitive identities of the Talmud’s compilers-editors (including, and especially, that 
anonymous voice running through the Talmud like a commentary, which at times offers what can appear 
to be conjectural, even counter-intuitive, reconciliations for contradictory traditions that force them to fit 
together) and the exact time period(s) when the text of the Talmud as we have it was written down and by 
whom remain matters of some debate. 

But even accepting that the Talmud, in conjunction with other early rabbinic writings, preserves a 
comprehensive enough archive of records to construct, or reconstruct, a valid representation of G-d’s will 
for humanity, and even if one takes it as a given that its compilers-editors were unimpeachable Torah 
scholars, guided in their work by divine inspiration, it is arguable that the more information they would 
have passed on to us, the more clarity they would have passed on to us as well. 

*** 
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These few passages, which include tersely, even cryptically, reported statements and anecdotes from 
hundreds of years before the Talmud as we know it was complete, are dissected, analyzed and interpreted – 
and in some cases not only based upon what they say, but also upon what they don’t say.  

 
PAGE 12 

In this study, we assume a reverential approach to the classical Jewish commentaries on the Bible and 
Talmud. Nevertheless, we will not shy away from raising difficulties in their statements, nor from 
suggesting daring, perhaps revolutionary, re-interpretations of established assumptions, taking the stance 
that where people’s psychological-emotional-physical-spiritual lives are at stake, no authority is beyond 
question and no reasonably-argued solution is too daring. 

 
PAGE 18 
As mentioned, this sometimes results in our suggesting bold reinterpretations of commonly held 
assumptions. But where a suggested translation or interpretation significantly diverges from common 
assumption, we note it – and we justify it. 
 
 
PAGE 40 
But exploring key excerpts of these two works will provide the reader a clearer prespective on, and 
appreciation of, the gravity of the problem of contradictory textual traditions and/or interpretations that 
we touched upon in our Introduction. 
 
 
PAGES 46-47 

But still, Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai was not speaking in his own name [alt. from his own 
reasoning], [he was speaking in the name of ‘ministering angels’], so why did the Rabbis 
[rabanan] not concede to him? 

Because Rabbi Yochanan [ben Dahavai] said that these behaviors were ‘forbidden’ (asurim 
heim166*) The Rabbis [therefore] said back to him: 

It could be that you are speaking in the name of ministering angels, but there is  no 
prohibition that forbids [them167*] (mihu asur ein isur) .  

Rabbi Yochanan [ben Dahavai] said back [to the Rabbis]: 

But at least admit to me that it is because of these [four behaviors,  i f  performed during the same 
sexual  encounter in which conception occurs,  that these four congenital  illnesses manifest]. 
 
166* Callah Rabti has Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai saying that “these” behaviors – in the plural – are 
forbidden (asurim heim), implying that it understood Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai as forbidding all four. 
The implication, then, is that according to Callah Rabti the Rabbis’ rejection of any legal prohibition here 
was also in regard to all four. 

See below, page 193, for an important possible implication of this point in regard to the opinion of Raavad 
III.   
 
167* See above, endnote 166*. 
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PAGE 49 
1. Tractate Callah 8 states that gazing at a forbidden woman’s heel causes one’s children to be 

physically maimed, while Nedarim 20a quotes certain sages saying only that it causes one’s 
children to be spiritually uncouth. 

2. Tractate Callah 8 states that children are born blind, dumb, mute or deaf due to a husband raping 
his wife. Nedarim 20b does not discuss this. 

 
PAGE 51 
It is possible, however, that when the authors of Callah Rabti 2:11 stated, on account of Rabbi Yochanan 
ben Dahavai’s teaching, that Rabbi Eliezer could not possibly have encouraged a husband to talk 
seductively with his wife in order to succeed in conceiving children (“What should a man do so that he will 
have offspring”), it was not because they believed such talk to be forbidden by the Sages or Rabbi Eliezer, 
but because it believed such talk to still be dangerous to the child even according to the Sages and Rabbi 
Eliezer if performed during the same sexual encounter in which conception occurs. 
 
 
PAGE 59 
ADDED TO THE LIST OF THOSE MEDIEVAL COMMENTARIES WHO INTERPRET 
“OVERTURNING THE TABLE” AS ANAL SEX: 
Rabbi Yisrael Alnaqua, Menoras Hamaor, Perek Nisuei Ishah 

 

PAGES 60-61 

Mefaresh ,  Nedarim 20a  

The foremost medieval commentator on the Talmud was Rabbi Shlomoh Yitzchaki (1040-1105), 
commonly known by the acronym of his name, “Rashi.” However, it is today generally understood that the 
commentary traditionally printed on the Talmudic page of Nedarim 20ab as “Rashi” was not actually 
penned by him, but by an unknown writer, referred to in rabbinic literature as “Mefaresh – the 
Commentator.”230* 

The precise intention of the Mefaresh commentary, here, is somewhat obscure, for when it interprets 
the term “overturning the table” on Nedarim 20a it mentions three different positions in tandem, and in 
the following order: 

“Face-to-back” (panim c’neged oref) – which in rabbinic literature always refers to rear-entry 
vaginal intercourse (unless otherwise specified). 

“Unnatural intercourse” (shebaim al neshoseihem shelo cedarcan) – which in rabbinic literature 
always refers to anal intercourse (unless otherwise specified). 

“Her-on-top, him-on-bottom” (hee l’maalah v’hu l’matah). 

When the Mefaresh’s three comments are combined, the result is: rear-entry vaginal or anal 
intercourse, with the wife on top and her back to the husband. 

Alternatively, the Mefaresh may have been offering two separate, but equally valid, interpretations of 
the term “overturning the table”: rear-entry anal intercourse or wife-on-top. 

Or, it may have simply meant to explain that “overturning the table” is a general all-inclusive term that 
could refer to any position other than standard face-to-face, husband-on-top, vaginal intercourse. 
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230* For more on the authorship of this commentary, see the Artscroll English edition of the Talmud, 
Tractate Nedarim: General Introduction: Notes about our Commentary: A. Ran’s Commentary. 

 

PAGE 62 

Nevertheless, because one opinion, Raavad III, asserts that “anything is permitted” meant only one out of 
the four, we will list, here, other medieval scholars who do comment directly or indirectly on this passage 
regarding how many, and which, of the four behaviors the Sages intended to permit: 

 

PAGE 65 

Note that other medieval authorities who rule according to Maimonides on the matter of sexual 
technique and positions within marriage, can all possibly be presumed to interpret the Sages’ ruling on 
Nedarim 20b in kind.259* 
259* Such as: Rabbi Aharon Hacohen of Lunil, Orchos Chaim, Hilchos Kesubos Siman 7; Kol Bo, Hilchos 
Ishus, Siman 75; Rabeinu Yaakov of London, Etz Chaim, Hilchos Piryah Vrivyah, Chapter 3; Rabbi 
Menachem Ibn Zerach, Tzeidah Laderech, Maamar 3, Clal 4, Chapter 14. 

 

PAGE 66 

We’ve established what a majority of medieval commentators understood the Sages on Nedarim 20b as 
permitting in the realm of sexual exploration within marriage. But let us also understand the underlying 
reasoning why the Sages permitted it. 

 

PAGE 81 

And even if the Sages accepted Rav’s caution against “excess light-headed talk,” it is possible they 
understood it only as a pious measure for Torah scholars, not as a baseline law for all couples. And even 
Rav himself may have only meant it as such. 

 

PAGE 87 

But for those interested in understanding the main points of, and some possible difficulties in, Rabbi 
Azikri’s argument, we present them below, in endnote 616. 

*** 

If the medieval commentaries understood Rava on Sanhedrin 58b as permitting anal sex for married 
couples, and if a majority of medieval commentaries understood the Sages, Rebbi, Rav and Rabbi 
Yochanan bar Napacha on Nedarim 20b as permitting anal sex within marriage as the correct definition of 
“overturning the table,”iv did they all understand all these sages as permitting only anal penetration 
without ejaculation, or even complete anal intercourse to the point of the husband’s climax? 
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PAGE 102 

We will turn to this passage now, followed by Maimonides’ famous and succinct codification of Jewish 
marital sex law in his Mishneh Torah, which appears to reflect the more prevalent Jewish approach to sex 
among rabbinic authorsiv during the Middle Ages. 

 

PAGE 110 

Note that under each behavior, technique or position we will list those opinions who clearly and explicitly 
permit it, as well as those who can reasonably be believed to permit it by logical inference. In the case of the 
latter, we will succinctly explain how such deduction is made or refer back to an earlier discussion 
explaining it.XLIV* 
XLIV* As noted above, page 59, whichever sexual position a medieval commentator chose as the correct 
definition of “overturning the table” on Nedarim 20ab, that is the position he understood the Sages, Rebbi, 
Rav and Rabbi Yochanan bar Napacha as permitting within marriage. 

 

PAGE 112 

Note that those medieval commentators who reflect Maimonides’ rulings in marital sex law could 
presumably agree with him on the matter of talk during sex as well.441* 
441* See above, pages 62-65, and our discussion, here, throughout Part Three. 

*** 

1. Tractate Callah 9434* 
434* As seen above, pp. 62-63, Raavad III interprets the Sages on Nedarim 20b as coming to permit only one 
of the four behaviors cautioned against by Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai, namely, “overturning the table.” 
But see below, pp. 172, 174, 192, that part of his argument in insisting this is that the compilers-editors of 
the Talmud, there, only go on to report actual case precedents of sages permitting that one behavior. 
Tractate Callah, however, does not report these case precedents, and thus they cannot be invoked as 
indication that Tractate Callah meant only to permit that one behavior. A straightforward reading of 
Tractate Callah has the Sages permitting all four behaviors – and this appears to be how the author(s) of 
Callah Rabti also understood it (see above, p. 46 and endnotes 166*, 167*). 

 

PAGE 113 

1. Tractate Callah 9441** 
441** See above, endnote 434* 
 

PAGE 114 

1. Tractate Callah 9447* 
447* See above, endnote 434* 

*** 
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Rabbi Aharon Hacohen of Lunil, Orchos Chaim, Hilchos Kesubos, Siman 7 

 

PAGE 115 

Mefaresh, Nedarim 20a 

*** 

Rabbi Elazar Azikri, Sefer Charedim, Chapter 64 (in the name of Rashi)464*) 
464* This reference to Rashi presumably refers to the Mefaresh commentary on Nedarim 20ab. See above, 
page 60. 

 

PAGE 117 

Rabbi Eliyahu de Vidas, Reishis Chochmah, 16:29 (in the name of Rashi478* and Rabeinu Asher) 
478* This reference to Rashi presumably refers to the Mefaresh commentary on Nedarim 20ab. See above, 
page 60. 

*** 
XLV* See above, footnote to page 110. 

 

PAGE 118 

Though the commentaries disagree on the exact definition of this term, a majority understands it to mean 
anal sex. 

 

PAGE 120 

Rabbi Aharon Hacohen of Lunil, Orchos Chaim, Hilchos Kesubos Siman 7 

*** 

Mefaresh, Nedarim 20a 

*** 
XLVI* See above, footnote to page 110. 

 

PAGE 121 

Anal Sex – with intra-anal  ejaculation;  no l imit  mentioned on intention or frequency  

1. Rabeinu Meyuchas ben Eliyahu, Commentary to Genesisiv 

2. Rabbi Yisrael Alnaqua, Menoras Hamaor, Perek Nisuei Ishah 
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PAGE 123 

A number of medieval commentaries that discuss and permit “intercourse between limbs” stipulate that it 
must not result in ejaculation outside the womb. It must be noted, however, that, just like in the case of 
anal intercourse (discussed in our previous section), the medieval sources who forbid ejaculation between 
limbs all merely restate the wording of Maimonides in Mishneh Torah, Isurei Biah 21:9 – who, as we saw 
before, permits “vaginal intercourse, anal intercourse, or intercourse between limbs, as long as no seed is 
wasted in vain.” 

 

PAGE 128 

In any case, in light of the strong evidence that Maimonides himself meant to permit ejaculation between 
limbs, we must reevaluate the views of those commentators who merely quoted verbatim the prohibition of 
it disseminated in his name. 

*** 

Rabbi Aharon Hacohen of Lunil, Orchos Chaim, Hilchos Kesubos Siman 7 

 

PAGES 132-133 

During the medieval period, Raavad III’s interpretation of the Sages on Nedarim 20b, by which he excluded 
gazing at or kissing the female genitals from their permissive ruling, was virtually a lone voice among 
halachic writers. 

But in his Shulchan Aruch, Orach Chaim 240, published in 1565, Rabbi Yosef Caro presented Raavad III as 
the only Jewish voice – essentially writing the permissive approach to cunnilingus shared by a majority of 
his medieval forebears out of common Jewish law and out of common Jewish consciousness. 

 

PAGE 136 

As we’ve seen above, a majority of medieval halachic writers ruled according to, or in similar fashion to, 
Maimonides to permit anal sex and (gazing at or) kissing the female genitals. Additionally, the majority of 
medieval scholars who weigh in on the question of intra-anal ejaculation – including Rabbi Yaakov ben 
Asher’s own father, Rabeinu Asher – expressly rule according to Rabeinu Yitzchak’s second approach in 
Tosfos to Yevamos 34b, permitting occasional intra-anal ejaculation for the sake of a husband’s sexual 
fulfillment. 

 

PAGE 138 

This is the reason, Rabbi Caro says, that Maimonides permitted anal sex to couples only without intra-anal 
ejaculation. 

 

PAGE 144 

Rabbi Shlomoh Yehudah Tabak (1830-1907), a rabbinical judge in the Chasidic city of Sighet and author of 
the halachic work Erech Shai, writes that Rabbi Yosef Caro’s assertion in Bedek Habayis, that Rabeinu 
Yitzchak would have retracted had he seen (and believed in) the Zohar, is debatable: 
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PAGE 153 

Rabbi Shlomoh Yitzchaki [Rashi – i.e, the Mefaresh602*] interprets: 
602* This reference to Rashi presumably refers to the Mefaresh commentary on Nedarim 20ab. See above, 
page 60. 

 

PAGES 154-155 

Firstly, his quote from the Zohar appears to be stressing that sex must be “face-to-face” with one’s 
wife, not “from behind her” (achorei ishto), implying that at issue is front-entry vaginal intercourse versus 
rear-entry vaginal intercourse – not vaginal intercourse versus anal intercourse. But then Rabbi Eliyahu 
equates the Zohar’s term “from behind her” with the term on Nedarim 20a, “overturning the table” – as 
interpreted by the Mefaresh and Rabeinu Asher, both of whom expressly define it as “shelo cedarcah” – 
anal intercourse.  

Now, you might have noticed that for the sake of presenting Rabbi Eliyahu’s flow of logic, we 
translated (in bold) his quotations of the Mefaresh and Rabeinu Asher’s use of the term “shelo cedarcah” as 
“rear-entry vaginal intercourse” rather than “anal intercourse.” This was clearly Rabbi Eliyahu’s intent, for 
he goes on to say that the rest of the Talmudic discussion on Nedarim 20b, which permits “overturning the 
table,” could not possibly have been referring to anal intercourse; and he maintains that the caution found 
on Nedarim 20a against “overturning the table” had to do with concerns about conceptioniv – and anal sex 
does not result in conception. 

But the fact of the matter is that it is extremely difficult to force such a meaning into the term “shelo 
cedarcah,”iv and Rabbi Eliyahu’s attempt to do so in interpreting the words of the Mefaresh and Rabeinu 
Asher fundamentally undermines the rest of his argument. 

 

PAGE 157 

Like Rabbi Eliyahu de Vidas in Reishis Chochmah, in the course of his argument to forbid anal sex even 
from a Talmudic standpoint, there are innacuracies in Rabbi Azikri’s reporting of sources. Here, too, the 
innacuracies relate to quotations of Rabeinu Asher (Rosh)iv and Rashi (presumably the Mefaresh 
commentary) – though here the innacuracies could perhaps be attributed to alternate textual versions of 
both.615* 
615* Though I personally have not seen such alternate versions reported. 

 

PAGE 163 

Alternatively, Rabbi Kagan’s source could have been Callah Rabti 1:14, which states that the Sages 
admitted to Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai that all four of the behaviors he cautioned against do cause the 
four congenital illnesses he described. 

*** 
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In any case, not one of these four later halachic works inform their readers that a majority of medieval 
scholars, as well as numerous major post-medieval authorities, including Rabbi Moshe Isserles himself, 
considered all four of these behaviors to be both legally permitted and medically safe at all times. 

 

PAGE 164 

Despite the “new kabbalah” of the Zohar, Rabbi Isserles held fast to the full permissive legal approach to 
marital sex of the majority of medieval writers, ruling in his gloss to Shulchan Aruch, Even Haezer 25:2 
according to both Maimonides’ and Rabeinu Yitzchak’s liberal legal views, while gently encouraging the 
striving for sanctity. 

 

PAGE 170 

But what about the medieval writers who permitted all these things? Obviously they knew the same biblical 
and Talmudic sources as Raavad III – so how might they have responded to his lines of reasoning? 

 

PAGE 172 

And how much more so (col shekein) is he acting without regard for dignity if he gazes there during non-
sexually-intimate moments, which also means the husband voluntarily incites his “evil urge,” as we 
discussed in Shaar Haprishah. 

 

PAGE 174 

We will now suggest what other medieval writers may have considered to be difficulties in each of these 
four arguments. 

 

PAGE 193 

And unless he had a different textual version of Callah Rabti, it is unlikely to have escaped him that Callah 
Rabti 1:14 has the Rabbis responding to Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai in regard to all four behaviors that 
“There is no prohibition that forbids them.” 

 

PAGE 198 

Among the medieval authorities we have found, there is a majority who reflect the opinion of Maimonides 
in Mishneh Torah, Sefer Kedushah, Isurei Biah 21:9, permitting a man to do anything he craves sexually 
with his wife, including (gazing at or) kissing the female genitals, vaginal intercourse, anal intercourse, and 
intercourse between limbs. 

 

PAGE 203 

Important post-medieval authorities, such as the authors of Chochmas Adam, Kitzur Shulchan Aruch, 
Mishnah Berurah-Biur Halachah and Kaf Hachaim, offer varying presentations of Jewish sex law that 
endorse and/or combine the views of Callah Rabti and/or Raavad III, without clarifying the complexities of 
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these two sources nor reflecting the majority of medieval written opinion we (now) know of – thereby 
(unintentionally or intentionally) leaving their readers with varying degrees of erroneously harsh 
impressions of the law. 

 

PAGE 212 

Rabbi Moshe Feinstein, Igros Moshe, Even Haezer vol. 1, Responsa 63-64 (1961, Hebrew) 

Rabbi Moshe Feinstein, Igros Moshe, Even Haezer vol. 3, Responsum 28 (1973, Hebrew) 

 

PAGE 213 

The Mefaresh commentary to Nedarim 20a may be describing the same position as Rabeinu Peretz, 
extending it to include anal penetration. 

 

PAGE 215 

The first thing the reader should take note of, here, is how similar the teachings of Ben Sira and Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yochai are. While it is possible that the two merely disagreed on the matter, it is also perhaps 
possible that one original teaching had evolved into two divergent versions over time.iv This point becomes 
even more stark considering that Rabbi Shimon ben Yochai himself, in both places, in Midrash Rabah and 
in Tractate Nidah, is not only quoted as listing things he didn’t like, but as listing a precise number of 
them. This further suggests that these two sets of teachings in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yochai were 
originally one and the same and had somehow become divergent, or that Rabbi Shimon ben Yochai 
himself had changed his mind on the matter at some point. Not to mention that the Talmud elsewhere, on 
Pesachim 113b, lists three entirely different behaviors that G-d is said to abhor. Clearly there was much 
disagreement or ambiguity about how many, and which specific, activities G-d “abhors,” yet does not 
“forbid.” 

*** 

For while any sensitive individual would presumably abhor, or at least “not love,” someone who reveals the 
private discussions he or she held in confidence with their spouse, or someone who urinates right next to 
their own bed, we have no reason to abhor or denigrate sex done naked and uncovered when such is done 
consensually and lovingly within marriage in complete privacy behind closed doors. 

 

PAGE 216 

But nevertheless, according to Tosfos, Rabbi Shimon ben Yochai’s teaching about G-d’s “abhorrence” of 
naked uncovered sex is equivalent to Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai’s implication about G-d’s lack of love 
for “overturning the table,” gazing at or kissing the female genitals, and non-sex-related talk during sex. 

*** 

Accordingly, naked uncovered sex should be legally permitted. 

And indeed it appears to be. 
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PAGE 217 

Again, even if we are to accept Rabbi Shimon ben Yochai’s teaching about that which G-d abhors, we need 
only look back to Maimonides’ Commentary on the Mishnah, Sanhedrin 7:4, where, in discussing the Sages’ 
definite preference for “sanctified” sexual behavior within marriage, he still maintains that: 

 

PAGE 221 

And in any case, for the sake of health – which, if we may be realistic about human nature and frailty, 
should include psychological-emotional-physical-spiritual balance resulting from the sexual fulfillment of 
either spouse, and the resultant health of their marriage and general family life as a whole – complete 
nakedness during sexual intimacy should arguably be permitted for those who feel the honest need for it. 

*** 

However, this entire discussion about naked sexual intercourse above the covers is presuming it is done in 
the darkness of night or in a darkened room during the day.iv But if the room is lit up at night or by day, a 
couple would perhaps be required to darken it or keep their bodies partially or entirely covered, or perhaps 
avoid sexual intercourse altogether. 

 

PAGE 223 

FOOTNOTE LVII Perhaps another way of expressing this: In the way G-d has interacted with His creation 
throughout history, it is evident that He Himself chooses to make a distinction between that which might 
be the absolute truth (that is ,  the absolute comprehension) of  reality  and Torah and that 
which might be His interim will for an individual, a community, the Jewish nation, or the world as a whole 
to believe in and/or obey for a  given time and in a given place. G-d manifests this interim will 
by means of limiting or expanding the amount of information He makes available to the living Torah 
scholars of each generation and the degree of insight He bestows upon them (as well as the practical ability 
He grants them to articulate, communicate and/or disseminate that information/insight). This cycle 
continues until G-d is ready to reveal His absolute truth of reality and Torah to the whole of humanity in 
the Messianic Age (see below, endnotes 847, 848; and see our next point in regard to the prophets). 

As for why G-d would do such a thing, to allow absolute truth to go unknown for so long, and even among 
the keepers and teachers of His Torah, such a question would be no different than any of the other great 
mysteries of the human condition. Indeed, the same question would have to be asked as to why G-d 
allowed the whole world to go without Torah itself for over two thousand years between Adam and Moses. 

 

PAGE 224 

NEW FOOTNOTE LVIII See Rashi’s commentary to Numbers 30:2, quoting Sifri 153, acknowledging the 
difference in perception/articulation between Moses’ prophecies and those of all other prophets (see the 
explanation of Rabbi Eliyahu Mizrachi on this, referenced in the Mosad HaRav Kook Toras Chaim edition 
of Numbers 31:2, Rashi, footnote 6). 

Add to this the rabbinic principle that “G-d speaks in language that man relates to” (dibrah Torah c’lashon 
bnei adam) – that even G-d’s own choice of wording is tailored to be meaningful to each prophet in his or 
her time and place. 

And see Mishneh Torah, Sefer Shoftim, Melachim 12:1 for a further angle relevant to this point. 
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PAGE 225 

We might say, then, that G-d intentionally gave the keys of scientific wisdom into the hands of the non-
Jewish nations (chochmah bagoyim taamin) while He entrusted the principles of divine wisdom into the 
hands of the Jewish people, so that they would all one day come to realize their need for, and dependence 
upon, one another – and most importantly, they would actualize their united mission and purpose within 
creation: to marry their G-d-given wisdoms together in the pursuit of truth, the knowledge of G-d,iv the 
new Torah revelations of the Messianic Age. 

 

PAGE 226 

Rabbi Moshe de Leon (the first to circulate copies of the Zohar) – 1250-1305 

 

PAGE 228 

Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneersohn (Tzemach Tzedek) – 1789-1866 

 

ENDNOTE 18 

For one example relevant to our subject, see Talmud, Nidah 17a, whose anonymous compilers-editors 
appear to rewrite no less than three rabbinic statements under the preconceived notion that sexual 
intercourse in the light of day or to candlelight is to be restricted. 

 

ENDNOTE 19 

(I will note, only because of the reality that some Chasidic-Charedi readers will deem it important, that 
while Professor Halivni is Orthodox-ordained, he is associated with the Union for Traditional Judaism, 
formerly a branch of the Conservative Movement; but see below, endnote 335 point 3) 

 

ENDNOTE 20 

Even the precise halachic grounds upon which the Talmud’s canonical status was/is based is debated. 

And see Professor Shlomoh Zalman Havlin, Mesores HaTorah Shebaal Peh, 2012, pp. 428-429, discussing 
the implication of the view of Rabbi Elchanan Wasserman (1874-1941) in his Kuntres Divrei Sofrim 
(printed in Kovetz Shiurim vol. 2) that the basis for the Talmud’s canonical authority derived from a 
majority of leading Torah scholars at some point in history ruling together to make it legally binding – 
implying that, halachically speaking, a majority of leading scholars in a future Sanhedrin could perhaps 
potentially supersede that ruling. 

 

ENDNOTE 61 

Rabbi Achi’s first warning, too, that habitual looking at other women will eventually lead to actual sin, is 
not necessarily a remarkable or mystical prediction, but rather an observation of behavioral science. 
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ENDNOTE 72 

In any case, if the Talmudic sages, the Talmud’s compilers-editors and/or the rabbinic commentaries did 
in fact understand this passage as including the male genitals, then much, if not all, of our discussion 
throughout this study regarding cunnilingus would arguably apply equally to the matter of a wife giving 
her husband oral sex – “fellatio.” 

But we discuss the matter of fellatio under the separate category of “intercourse between limbs” (see below, 
footnote to p. 103, as well as pp. 123-129 and endnotes 511-513 thereon). 

And note that Maimonides, in his Commentary to the Mishnah, Sanhedrin 7:4 (see below, p. 103), implies 
that he understood intercourse between limbs as being among the sexual behaviors the Sages on Nedarim 
20b (to be quoted next in our study) came to permit in contrast to Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai – even 
though Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai himself made no mention of it specifically. It is therefore perhaps 
possible that Maimonides actually understood “kissing that place” as referring to either husband or wife 
kissing each other’s genitals – which would include fellatio, a manner of intercourse between limbs.  

Alternatively, Maimonides may have understood intercourse between limbs as being included in the term 
“overturning the table,” as implied by the fact that in his Commentary to the Mishnah, Sanhedrin 7:4, he 
speaks of both anal intercourse and intercourse between limbs being included in “the response of one of 
the sages to a wife who asked him about this subject” (see below, p. 103) – that sage being either Rebbi or 
Rav, both of whom are quoted on Nedarim 20b as having responded to wives who sought their guidance 
specifically in regard to “overturning the table” within marriage. 

 

ENDNOTE 75 

Why, according to this prevalent manner of interpretation, Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai or his 
“ministering angels” would have found a husband gazing at his wife’s genitals more objectionable than a 
wife gazing at her husband’s remains to be explored. 

In any case, if the Talmudic sages, the Talmud’s compilers-editors and/or the rabbinic commentaries did 
in fact understand this passage as including the male genitals, then much of our discussion throughout this 
study regarding a husband gazing at his wife’s genitals would arguably apply equally to the matter of a wife 
gazing at her husband’s. 

 

ENDNOTE 80 

The Mefaresh commentary (see below, page 60), here, gives two interpretations of the phrase “compelled 
by a demon”: 

 

ENDNOTE 83 

And see a similar statement made by the medieval Nachmanides in his Peirush HaRamban commentary on 
Leviticus 18:19 

 

ENDNOTE 86 

If his words are to be taken at face value, he was not arguing “Jewish law,” but “medical wisdom” as he 
reported to have received from certain “ministering angels.” 
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*** 

Indeed, next in the Talmudic discussion, on Nedarim 20b, a Babylonian sage of the late Talmudic period, 
Ameimar, explains that when Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai reported to speak in the name of “ministering 
angels,” Rabbi Yochanan bar Napacha and the Sages understood him to be referring to other human rabbis 
(rabanan) who were “distinguished like ministering angels.” 

 

ENDNOTE 90 

They were adorned in ritually-fringed robes, a sign in those days of a distinct level of piety. (Mefaresh; 
Rabeinu Peretz) 

 

ENDNOTE 110 

That is, a husband feels hatred toward his wife during intimacy [Ohel Moed, Shaar Isur v’Heter, Derech 11; 
Peirush R. Avraham min Hahar Nedarim 20b (and according to some, he hates her so much that he 
fantasizes of other women – Mefaresh, Ran, Tosfos Rabeinu Peretz, Shitah Mekubetzes, Ritz quoted in 
Shitah Mekubetzes, to Nedarim 20b).] 

 

ENDNOTE 111 

That is, the husband is in a state of excommunication by the rabbinic court [Mefaresh, Ran, Chidushei 
HaMeiri (and Meiri, Beis HaBechirah), Peirush R. Avraham min Hahar, Tosfos Rabeinu Peretz, Talmidei 
Rabeinu Peretz, Shitah Mekubetzes to Nedarim 20b]. Peirush HaRosh to Nedarim 20b says it applies if 
either husband or wife are excommunicated. 

 

ENDNOTE 113 

That is, a husband thought he was having intercourse with a forbidden woman and it turned out to be his 
own wife. [Mefaresh, Nedarim 20b; Raavad III, Baalei HaNefesh, Shaar Hakedushah, page 177 in the 
Buchwald edition; Chidushei HaMeiri (and Meiri, Beis HaBechirah), Nedarim 20b; Ohel Moed, Shaar Isur 
v’Heter, Derech 11; Peirush R. Avraham min Hahar; Shitah Mekubetzes, Nedarim 20b; Tosfos Yeshanim, 
Tosfos Rabeinu Peretz and Ritz (quoted in Shitah Mekubetzes) to Nedarim 20b have it referring to a man 
fantasizing specifically of another married woman]. 

Mefaresh, Ran, Peirush R. Avraham min Hahar and Peirush HaRosh also offer a polygamous 
interpretation, that Bnei Temurah refers to a husband who expected one of his wives in bed, and then, after 
the fact, discovered it was a different one of his wives. Rabbi Avraham of Montepellier (Peirush R. 
Avraham min Hahar) may have considered this to be the more true interpretation of the two. Raavad III, 
however, rejects this interpretation, arguing that if this were the case, why should anyone be called 
“rebellious” or be punished for such an inadvertent mistake [Baalei HaNefesh, Buchwald edition, page 
177]. 

*** 

[Parenthetically, commentaries who say that Reuben must have been conceived on Jacob and Leah’s 
wedding night, do so based on the verse in Genesis 49:4, where Jacob calls Reuben, “My firstborn, my 
strength, my first vigor.” 
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ENDNOTE 115 

Others interpret this as a case where husband and wife harbor hard feelings toward one another only 
temporarily, but such feelings happened to coincide with the act of intercourse [Mefaresh, Ran, Peirush 
HaRosh, Peirush R’ Avraham min Hahar to Nedarim 20b.] 

 

ENDNOTE 118 

The Mefaresh commentary to Nedarim 20b, however, offers three entirely different interpretations, which 
it does not seem to restrict to the context of marriage: 

a) A man had sex with one out of multiple women, but he doesn’t know which one it was (Peirush 
HaRosh to Nedarim 20b quotes this interpretation too, but he has it referring to a husband who 
has multiple wives, and he does not know which wife he slept with). 

b) A woman had sex with multiple men, and she doesn’t know which one is the father of her child 
(Ran to Nedarim 20b offers this interpretation too). 

c) A woman (Mefaresh does not mention if she was unmarried, a widow or a divorcée) had sex with 
a new man and found herself to be pregnant all within less than three months since having sex 
with her last man, thus calling the paternity of the child into question. 

Ritz quoted in Shitah Mekubetzes, Nedarim 20b, echoes interpretations b) and c) of the Mefaresh. 

 

ENDNOTE 125 

Most commentaries suggest that the conclusion of the Talmud’s compilers-editors was that a wife should 
not initiate sex by talking sexy to her husband at all, or at least not use explicit, direct phrases like “let’s 
have sex.” See the following commentaries to Nedarim 20b: Mefaresh, Ran, Peirush HaRosh, Piskei Riaz 
(quoted in Kovetz Shitos Kamai), Meiri-Beis Habechirah, Tosfos Rabeinu Peretz. See also Raavad III in 
Baalei HaNefesh, Shaar Hakedushah (p. 178 in the Buchwald edition) and Ohel Moed, Shaar Isur v’Heter, 
Derech 11. See also Eruvin 100b, Rabeinu Chananel: Meratzya artzuyei and Rashi: D’meratzya artzuyei 
kamei. See also Prishah to Tur, Orach Chaim 240:2-4:7 – but compare to Prishah to Tur, Even Haezer 25:8-
10:32. 

*** 

But most importantly, it is difficult to  assert that the fourth “curse,” that a woman would be like a “pillow” 
for her husband, was said in the realm of halachic “obligation” or “prohibition” as to which spouse must or 
must not be on top or bottom during intercourse, for numerous medieval and post-medieval authorities 
expressly permit sex with the wife on top (see below, p. 115) – and this in spite of Callah Rabti 1:23, which 
casts a moral judgment on the position, calling it “arrogant.” 

 

ENDNOTE 134 

But then would it not be just as astonishing, if not more so, to suggest she should endure the challenge of 
giving birth to, and raising, handicapped children on account of her husband’s behavior – and after 
submitting to his forceful demands (or, in even worse context, after suffering his violent rape – if such 
context were in fact included in the intentions of the sages here)? 
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ENDNOTE 135 

Rabbi Avraham Hayarchi then rejects this interpretation, due to the obvious question: If a couple should 
not talk about anything unrelated to their sex during intercourse, what difference should it make if they are 
speaking ill or well of others? They should not be talking about others at all! 

 

ENDNOTE 158 

While Rava is quoted here attempting to explain how these four sexual behaviors are similar in form to the 
illnesses the “ministering angels” reportedly said they cause, he never actually justifies how such horrific 
life-long manners of suffering are proportionate to such innocent, natural, widespread human sexual 
curiosity within the covenant of marriage. 

 

ENDNOTE 167 

Actually, nowhere on Nedarim 20ab or in Tractate Callah 9 do we find Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai 
calling the four sexual behaviors he cautions against, “forbidden.” He only cautions that they are medically 
harmful. But it is perhaps inferred from the Sages’ (or Rabbis’) response, worded in the form of legality, 
that Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai, too, was speaking in the context of law. And see above, endnote 86. 

 

ENDNOTE 170 

This reading is largely non-literal to the text, nor does it ultimately resolve the most important question: 
how could the rabbis permit by law something they allegedly believed to be of such definite harm to the 
health of children if performed during the same sexual encounter in which conception occurs? 

The sage, Ameimar, however, on Nedarim 20b, has the Sages only permitting these four behaviors because 
they did not believe them to cause these four illnesses, even if performed during the same sexual encounter 
in which conception occurs. 

[But see the M. Higger edition of Callah Rabti 1:14, page 184, footnote to lines 47-48.] 

 

ENDNOTE 195 

See also the Mefaresh to Nedarim 20b, interpreting the flawed condition of Bnei Snuah: 

“Snuah” – The husband sets his heart upon another woman during intercourse. And they said that it is 
not considered true intercourse because he hates her so much, rather it is tantamount to mere 
prostitution. 

The Mefaresh’s wording makes clear that it is not the illicit fantasy, but the profound hatred – that is, the 
lack of any loving intention – that makes the case of the Bnei Snuah tantamount to prostitution. 

 

 

 

 

Jonathan Shapiro� 1/13/2016 9:55 PM
Deleted: shoots down

Jonathan Shapiro� 1/13/2016 9:55 PM
Deleted: claimed

Jonathan Shapiro� 1/13/2016 9:55 PM
Deleted: , according to any version of the 
episode,
Jonathan Shapiro� 1/13/2016 9:55 PM
Deleted: ... [2]

Jonathan Shapiro� 1/13/2016 9:55 PM
Deleted: , however,

Jonathan Shapiro� 1/13/2016 9:55 PM
Deleted: entirely

Jonathan Shapiro� 1/13/2016 9:55 PM
Deleted: Rashi

Jonathan Shapiro� 1/13/2016 9:55 PM
Deleted: Rashi’s



                                                                                                                                            
ENDNOTE 233 

There is reason to say that this interpretation of the Talmud is the most likely, for if Rabbi Yochanan ben 
Dahavai on Nedarim 20ab were discussing anal sex alone, it is reasonable to believe he would have used the 
standard rabbinic term for it across the sea of Talmud, “unnatural intercourse” (shelo cedarcah); if he were 
speaking of rear-entry vaginal intercourse alone, it is reasonable to believe he would have used either of the 
usual rabbinic terms for it, “face-to-back” (panim k’neged oref) or “animal-style” (maaseh beheimah); and 
if he were referring to wife-on-top alone, it is reasonable to believe he would have used the rabbinic term 
“him-on-bottom, her-on-top” (hu l’matah, hee l’maalah). 

 

ENDNOTE 234 

See also Rabbi Elazar Azikri in Sefer Charedim, Chapter 64 (discussed below, pp. 157-158 and endnote 615 
thereon) who attempts to determine the halachic definition of “overturning the table” from these very 
same comments of Rashi to Nedarim 20a. 

But then see Yad Malachi, Clalei Haposkim – Rashi, Clal 6, that the commentary on Nedarim 20ab 
traditionally attributed to Rashi was not actually penned by him. And see above, endnote 230*. 

 

ENDNOTE 261 

In any case, the principle that Rabbi Alfasi’s omission of a Talmudic passage is tantamount to his rejection 
of it as a legally binding one is at least born out by Rabbi Avraham Hayarchi’s comment on this very 
Talmudic piece. 

 

ENDNOTE 328 

But Rabbi Azikri reinterprets the Talmudic discussion in an attempt to prove his preconceived notion that 
anal sex of any kind is forbidden (see below, page 87 and endnotes 333, 616). 

 

ENDNOTE 333 

See also below, endnote 616, for why understanding the difficulties in Rabbi Azikri’s interpretation is so 
important. 

 

ENDNOTE 335 

[Only because of the reality that some Ultra-Orthodox readers will deem it important, I will note that while 
Rabbi David Feldman was Orthodox-ordained, he later associated with the Union for Traditional Judaism, 
formerly a branch of the Conservative Movement. Still, I believe it is possible to quote what I believe to be 
a worthy point from a scholarly study without endorsing the entire study itself or its author’s entire world 
outlook. I am personally of the belief that one should accept the truth from whoever speaks it – be they 
Orthodox or non-Orthodox, Jew or gentile, believer or heathen. And see the end of Maimonides’ preface to 
his Introduction to Ethics of the Fathers, Shmoneh Perakim. And there is certainly much more to be said on 
the subject, but here is not the place for it.] 

*** 
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Behold: According to a reported family tree, the great Rabbi Yehudah Loew, the “Maharal” of Prague, 
descended from King David specifically through the line of Manasseh. If this family tree is in fact 
authentic, it would mean that Manasseh was also the progenitor of many other great Jewish leaders who 
themselves descended from Loew, including the rebbes of Chabad. See the family tree printed in Daas 
Doros, Feldheim 2005, pp. 105-106.] 

 

ENDNOTE 344 

We discussed, above, the Talmudic discourse in Babylonian Talmud, Sanhedrin 58b: 

Rabbi Elazar said in the name of Rabbi Chanina: 

If a non-Jewish man has anal sex with his own wife, he is liable – for G-d states [in regard to 
man]: “And he shall cling [to his wife],” which implies that he should not engage in anal sex 
with her [for it does not create a bond of “clinging.”] 

Rava responded: 

Is there ever a case where a Jew is not liable and a non-Jew is? [Meaning to say, if a Jewish 
man is permitted to have anal sex with his own wife, why can’t a non-Jewish man?] 

Rather, Rava explained [the verse in Genesis as teaching a different law]: 

If a non-Jewish man has anal sex with another [non-Jewish] man’s wife, he is exempt from 
liability. Why? Because the prohibition against [non-Jewish] adultery learned from that verse 
in Genesis only applies where there is a bond of “clinging,” which is not the case with anal 
sex. 

[See above, footnote to page 84, that it is not clear at all that the Talmud meant to actually “permit” 
adulterous anal sex to non-Jews.] 

 

ENDNOTE 352 

See the Steinsaltz Edition of the Talmud, Shavuos 18b, Iyunim. I personally have not as of yet found the 
actual source in Tosfos Rid. 

 

ENDNOTE 369 

But legally speaking, even gazing at one’s (pure) wife’s genitals is permitted according to many medieval 
authorities on account of the Sages’ ruling on Nedarim 20b. 

 

ENDNOTE 402 

At least among those whose writings have come down to us. 

See above, pages 62-65 and below, Part Three. 
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ENDNOTE 419 

Maimonides speaks in extremes, describing those who are focused entirely on    G-d and truth versus those 
who focus entirely on food, drink, sex and foolishness, invoking also in the same discussion King 
Solomon’s Proverbs, which he says was composed entirely to exhort against alcoholism and prostitution. 
[Part 3, Chapter 8] 

*** 

But Maimonides’ deduction is arguably difficult, for a simple reading of the verse and its greater context 
does make it appear to be about shame deriving from the prostitution factor, not from the act of “talking 
about sex” in general – and that is how other medieval commentaries understood it. 

*** 

(Parenthetically, see Rabbi Yosef Kapach’s Hebrew translation of the Arabic Bible commentary of Rabbi 
Saadiah Gaon (referenced in the Mosad HaRav Kook Toras Chaim Bible seres), which interprets the word 
“lavuz” in the verse as “lacherphah” – the same Hebrew term Rabbi Kapach uses in translating 
Maimonides’ description of the pleasure of touch in the Guide. But Rabbi Saadiah Gaon interprets the 
verse differently than others, saying that Judah commanded his servant to go out yet again to find Tamar, 
lest they be disgraced in the eyes of the people for not making good on their promise to repay her.)] 

*** 

Maimonides puts forth the assertion that most talk between man and wife is about sex, and therefore it is 
forbidden to unlimit the amount of such talk even within marriage, for the constant arousal of sexual 
desire will serve as an impediment to character development (yadua shehasichah im hanashim b’rov hu 
b’inyonei hamishgal, mipnei zeh amar shharbos hasichah imahen asur ci hu gorem raah l’atzmo rachmana 
l’tzlan sheyikneh pchisus midos l’nafsho v’hu rov hataavah). 

*** 

See also our footnote to page 74, that although Maimonides in Mishneh Torah, Deos 5:4 discourages a 
pious Torah scholar from “making his mouth vulgar with vain talk,” the definition of “vain talk” is not 
necessarily equivalent to full-fledged “vulgar talk;” 

*** 

Finally, see Maimonides’ Mishneh Torah, Sefer Zmanim, Hilchos Shabbos 30:14: “Marital sex is among the 
[holy] pleasures of the Sabbath” (see also Rabbi Yosef Caro’s Shulchan Aruch, Orach Chaim, 280). [Credit 
goes to a friend for bringing these sources in Mishneh Torah, Hilchos Shabbos and Shulchan Aruch, Orach 
Chaim 280 to my attention.] 

 

ENDNOTE 435 

Accordingly, when Callah Rabti 2:11 says, on account of Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai’s teaching, that 
Rabbi Eliezer could not possibly have encouraged a husband to talk seductively with his wife in order to 
succeed in conceiving children, it is possibly not because it believed such talk to be forbidden by the Sages or 
Rabbi Eliezer, but because it believed that even they thought such talk could be dangerous to a child if 
performed during the same sexual encounter in which conception occurs. 
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ENDNOTE 503 

Note that Rabbi Yoel Sirkis in his Bayis Chadash commentary to Tur, Even Haezer 25:2:2:V’R”I Pireish 
d’afilu… cites Rabeinu Asher’s comments on Yevamos 34b, and suggests that Rabeinu Asher not only 
limited intra-anal ejaculation to “occasion,” but that he limited anal penetration without ejaculation to 
“occasion” as well. 

 

ENDNOTE 518 

And the Talmud itself, in Yevamos 34b, describes the “wasting of seed” of Er and Onan in the context of 
anal sex, while Breishis Rabah 85:5 describes it in the context of coitus interruptus. This is especially 
pertinent, being that the entire premise that the Generation of the Flood “wasted seed in vain” is generally 
assumed to be derived from a textual equivalence between Genesis 6:12 (the episode of the flood) and 
Genesis 38:9 (the episode of Er and Onan). It is thus arguably implicit that the context of “wasting seed in 
vain” in both episodes was the same. 

 

ENDNOTE 533 

Rabbi Henkin does discuss the fact that most manuscripts of Mishneh Torah do not include the restrictive 
caveat in Isurei Biah 21:9 against intra-anal ejaculation and ejaculation between limbs. But he concludes 
that being that Maimonides’ view is ultimately not definitively determined, and being that Rabbi 
Yehoshuah Falk is a (virtually) lone opinion, one should avoid ejaculation between limbs. Still, he 
acknowledges, if a husband inadvertently ejaculates between his wife’s limbs there is nothing for the couple 
to be anxious about. And see below, endnote 764. 

[Note that in section 18:3 of the responsum, Rabbi Henkin argues that intra-anal ejaculation and 
ejaculation between limbs are not to be fundamentally equated, for anal sex legally constitutes full-fledged 
“intercourse,” on account of the verses in Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13 which speak of a woman’s “places” of 
intercourse (see above, page 66, point 4), whereas Jewish law does not consider intercourse between limbs 
as constituting full-fledged “intercourse.” 

But this argument can be countered by the fact that we are not discussing what legally constitutes 
penetration, but rather what constitutes permissible extra-vaginal ejaculation, and therefore there IS reason 
to equate intra-anal ejaculation and ejaculation between limbs that are done for the sake of sexual 
fulfillment within marriage rather than for constant intentional unsanctioned birth control. 

This would explain why, when discussing the permissibility of intra-anal ejaculation, Rabeinu Yitzchak 
and other medieval commentaries do not invoke the verses in Leviticus at all, but only the logic that such 
ejaculation is for the sake of sexual fulfillment within marriage. It would also explain why Maimonides 
equates anal intercourse and intercourse between limbs in his Commentary to the Mishnah, Sanhedrin 7:4 
and Mishneh Torah, Isurei Biah 21:9 – particularly if he is understood as having meant to permit both to 
the point of ejaculation. It would justify Rabbi Yehoshuah Falk’s equation of intra-anal ejaculation and 
ejaculation between limbs in interpreting Rabeinu Yitzchak’s opinion as quoted in Tur, Even Haezer 25:2. 
And it would clarify Rabbi Yechiel Michel Epstein’s manner of presentation of Rabeinu Yitzchak’s opinion 
in Aruch Hashulchan, Even Haezer 25:11, where he appears to apply Rabeinu Yitzchak’s permission for 
extra-vaginal ejaculation to both intra-anal ejaculation and ejaculation between limbs equally.] 

 

 

Jonathan Shapiro� 1/13/2016 9:55 PM
Deleted: claims



                                                                                                                                            
ENDNOTE 534 

The following opinions either do not mention a definite restriction on ejaculation between limbs, or they 
can perhaps be read as differentiating between intra-anal ejaculation and ejaculation between limbs, 
permitting only the former. 

In the case of Maimonides, we have already explained the difficulties in determining his precise intentions 
(above, pp. 123-124, 128), which is why he is included in this category. 

In regard to Rabbis Yaakov ben Asher, Moshe Isserles, and Mordechai Yoffe, they first present the view of 
Maimonides as being that intra-anal ejaculation and ejaculation between limbs are both forbidden. But 
then they present the view of Rabeinu Yitzchak that intra-anal ejaculation is permitted – which would 
arguably imply that ejaculation between limbs is permitted as well (see above, pp. 124-125 and endnote 520 
thereon, and above, endnote 533). But being that these three authorities do not explain this outright, they 
are included in this category as being “unspecified” in regard to ejaculation between limbs. 

See also Rabeinu Yonah, Sanhedrin 58b:Mi ika midi d’yisrael lo mechayev v’goy mechayev, and endnotes 
484, 528, above. 

 

ENDNOTE 584 

Such as the works of Rabeinu Asher, Rabeinu Yeruchem, Rabbi Yitzchak of Corbeil (Sefer Mitzvos Katan), 
Rabbi Mordechai ben Hillel (Mordechai), Rabeinu Nissim, Rabbi Aharon Hacohen of Lunil (Orchos 
Chaim), as well as Hagahos Maimoni – all of which Rabbi Caro himself says he made use of in composing 
his Beis Yosef commentary. See Rabbi Caro’s own introduction to Beis Yosef. He also mentions, there, that 
he had access to Col Bo. 

 

ENDNOTE 595 

This Chasidism, it was/is explained, came to reveal how, according to the deepest mysteries of Torah and 
kabbalah, G-dliness can be found even in, and specifically in, the physical, and to show even the simplest 
Jew how to elevate the mundane within himself and in the world around him rather than attempt to escape 
from or break it. 

*** 

That being said, Rabbi Schneur Zalman himself does speak about the virtue of a man training himself to be 
disgusted by the thought of a woman’s body, in a nuanced discussion in his Book of Tanya about what 
differentiates a tzadik, a “righteous” person, from a benoni, an “intermediate” person – i.e., one who is 
neither righteous nor sinful. 

*** 

the thought that] “A woman’s intestines are a vessel full of feces [and the mouth of her womb is full of 
blood].” 

*** 

But we do not find a recommendation by any sage on Shabbos 152a that it is holy, or healthy, for a man to 
attempt to think of his wife in an unattractive manner. Rather, we find the sage, Rav, reportedly sighing 
that he had lost his sexual impulse; we find Rav Cahana stating that the sexual impulse exists, and exists in 
full force, by G-d’s own decree; and we find a passage attesting to, and perhaps even marveling at, the 
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power of this divine decree, such that intellectualizing the sexual impulse in order to break it is utterly 
futile. In other words, the Talmud appears to be saying that G-d wants a man to be uncontrollably sexually 
attracted to his wife. 

 

ENDNOTE 606 

Perhaps Rabbi Eliyahu de Vidas read this meaning into the Mefaresh’s use of the term “shelo cedarcah,” 
because the Mefaresh also uses the term “panim c’neged oref,” which, on its own, usually does refer in 
rabbinic writing to rear-entry vaginal intercourse. 

And perhaps he read this meaning into Rabeinu Asher’s use of the term “shelo cedarcah,” because Rabeinu 
Asher emphasizes the discomfort the husband causes his wife upon her knees, and Rabbi Eliyahu may have 
assumed that if he had been referring to anal intercourse, he would have instead emphasized the (much 
greater) pain of the penetration itself. 

But whatever his understanding might have been, it does not change the fact that his interpretation of the 
Mefaresh can be challenged. And the wider evidence all but proves that his interpretation of Rabeinu Asher 
is, with all due respect, incorrect, for in Tosfos HaRosh to both Nedarim 20b and Yevamos 34b, Rabeinu 
Asher himself makes perfectly clear that his use of the term “shelo cedarcah” was meant as referring to anal 
sex and that he understood the term “overturning the table” as referring to “shelo cedarcah.” 

 

ENDNOTE 615 

Rabbi Azikri presents the Mefaresh as defining the term “overturning the table” to exclusively mean her-
on-top. 

But see above, pp. 60-61, that the Mefaresh in no way limits the meaning of the term to her-on-top; it 
clearly speaks of anal sex (shelo cedarcah) as another valid interpretation. 

 

ENDNOTE 616 

THE ANALYIS OF SEFER CHAREDIM THAT ORIGINALLY APPEARED IN ENDNOTE 333 NOW 
APPEARS HERE 

 

ENDNOTE 647 

Yad Aharon, Even Haezer vol. 2, 25:1 tries to prove that “shelo cedarcah” can sometimes mean rear-entry 
vaginal intercourse or her-on-top, because that is the definition that Raavad III, and perhaps Rashi, 
presumably referring to the Mefaresh (see above, page 60), give the term on Nedarim 20ab. But Yad 
Aharon’s argument is difficult, for nowhere, there, are Raavad III or the Mefaresh defining the very 
common Talmudic-rabbinic term “shelo cedarcah,” but rather they are defining the very rare term 
“hafichas shulchan” – “overturning the table.” 
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ENDNOTE 660 

Although Rabbi Moshe Isserles, in his Darchei Moshe, asserts that Rabbi Yaakov ben Asher in the Tur rules 
like Raavad III to forbid gazing at or kissing the female genitals, the Tur is arguably ambiguous on these 
points. See above, pp. 136-137 and endnote 549. 

 

ENDNOTE 666 

See, as well, the Mefaresh (and Ran) to Nedarim 20b, explaining that in the case of “Bnei Snuah” the 
husband’s hatred for his wife makes the act tantamount to prostitution. Although the Mefaresh also 
discusses the issue of illicit fantasy there, it is not the fantasy, but the hatred, the utter lack of any loving 
intention, that makes the marital act tantamount to prostitution. 

A careful reading of the Mefaresh makes this clear: 

“Snuah” – The husband sets his heart upon another woman during intercourse. And they said that it is 
not considered true intercourse because he hates her so much, rather it is tantamount to mere 
prostitution. 

The Mefaresh compares the case of “Snuah” to prostitution because they both share the common 
denominator of utter lack of love – not because of the resulting symptom of illicit fantasy. 

It is also informative that out of all the nine-ten flawed conditions, the Mefaresh only describes Bnei Snuah 
(hatred) and Bnei Shichrus (intoxication) as tantamount to prostitution. And in regard to the latter, too, 
the Mefaresh elaborates a similar reasoning: 

It is not proper intercourse [of marriage], but rather like intercourse of prostitution, because the entire 
intention is just sex. 

Obviously, the Mefaresh is not condemning intoxicated sex because of its base animalistic nature, for there 
is undoubtedly animalistic passion involved in rear-entry vaginal intercourse, anal intercourse, and 
intercourse with the wife on top – all of which the Mefaresh has the Sages permitting (based on its 
interpretation of “overturning the table” on Nedarim 20a). But along with those three behaviors there is 
also generally loving/bonding intention. The Mefaresh is only condemning intoxicated sex because it 
involves no loving/bonding intention at all. 

To summarize: According to a precise reading of the Mefaresh and Raavad III, it would seem that it is not 
erotic sexual desire or even illicit sexual fantasy that make marital sex “tantamount to prostitution,” but 
only complete lack of loving/bonding interest/intention. 

*** 

In any case, Raavad III, as well as the Mefaresh, clearly understood illicit sexual fantasies as being 
problematic even if they are not devoid of loving intention for one’s own spouse. It only appears that they 
would not necessarily deem them “tantamount to prostitution.” 

 

ENDNOTE 736 

See above, p. 46 and endnote 166* thereon. 
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ENDNOTE 747 

See above, pages 62-65, and the entire discussion in Part Three. 

 

ENDNOTE 764 

Rabbi Henkin only categorically permits intercourse between limbs without ejaculation. But he does 
conclude that if a husband inadvertently ejaculates between his wife’s limbs there is nothing for the couple 
to be anxious about. And see above, endnote 533. 

*** 

Behold: Even Raavad III was originally a lone voice among medieval rabbinic writers in his interpretation 
of Nedarim 20b – yet subsequently his voice was made dominant (see above, pages 62-65 and the entire 
discussions in Part Three and Part Four). And see Encyclopedia Talmudis, vol. 9, Entry: Halachah C’Basrai, 
2. B’Poskim.] 

 

ENDNOTE 777 

See also Rabbi Moshe Stern’s Be’er Moshe vol. 3, Responsum 152, p. 204; Rabbi B. Fink’s Ufakadata 
Navecha, p. 37, footnote 2. 

And the difficulty in this passage of Taharas Yisrael was brought to wider public attention by Rabbi Dr. 
Marc Shapiro on his Seforim Blog, at http://seforim.blogspot.com/2014/08/the-pew-report-and-orthodox-
community.html. See footnote 35, there, for additional important discussion. 

 

ENDNOTE 807 

Credit goes to Rabbi Chaim Rapoport of London, UK for bringing this source to my attention. 

This responsum of Rabbi Abadi was brought to wider public attention by Rabbi Dr. Marc Shapiro on his 
Seforim Blog, at http://seforim.blogspot.com/2010/06/some-more-assorted-comments-part-1.html and at 
http://seforim.blogspot.com/2014/08/the-pew-report-and-orthodox-community.html. 

 

ENDNOTE 823 

Note Rashi’s commentary to Genesis 3:1, which implies that it was not Adam and Eve’s naked uncovered 
sex in-and-of-itself that brought about negative consequences, but their naked uncovered sex in front of 
other intelligent creatures. 

Note also that the two versions of Rabbi Shimon ben Yochai’s teaching combined would have G-d 
abhorring “naked uncovered sex in front of others.” 

 

ENDNOTE 847 

In the words of Isaiah 11:9, describing the Messianic Age: “And the knowledge of G-d shall fill the earth, as 
water covers the sea.” 

And see Mishneh Torah, Sefer Shoftim, Melachim 12:5. 
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ENDNOTE 848 

See Vayikra Rabah 13:3 and Yalkut Shimoni, Isaiah 429. 

See also Koheles Rabbah 11:1:8. 

And see Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson’s Sefer Hasichos 5751 vol. 2, Address of Second Day Shavuos, 
B’inyan Torah Chadashah Me’iti Teitzei. 


