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GENERAL NOTES: 
 

• The following textual  revisions were made since the publication of  the second 
edition (dated January 7,  2016) and are incorporated in the third edition (dated 
January 22,  2017) 

• Red text  indicates textual  revision 
• Only significant content revisions are presented in this  document 
• In select  places,  deleted text  is  indicated in the right hand margin 

 
 
PAGE 3 FOOTNOTE 
Jewish Law and The New Reproductive Technologies by Rabbi Dr. Emanuel Feldman and Rabbi Dr. Joel B. 
Wolowelsky (Ktav 1997), pp. 120-123 and endnotes thereon. 

An in-depth analysis of the subject will be covered in volume two of this series. Of particular importance 
will be a serious reexploration of the heretofore rabbinical approach to masturbation – a matter that has 
historically caused, and continues to cause, untold sexual anxiety in Orthodox boys and men. In the 
meantime, see below, pp. 91-92, 118-122, 123-129, 132-168 (and footnotes to pages 134 and 144), 190, and 
endnotes 335, 343, 518, 524, 553, 563-565, 567, 569, 591-593, 594, 633, 718, 818. 

 

PAGE 14 

Nevertheless, the study will provide any reader unprecedented entry into the fascinating world of 
Jewish sexual law. And it will offer deeper insight into the beliefs a halachic Jew must come to terms with 
in order to achieve psychological-emotional-physical-spiritual-sexual balance. 

 

PAGE 29 

• G-d acknowledges, empathizes with and legitimizes all of a man’s (and woman’s) sexual desires 
and permits them within marriage. 

• Husband and wife may have intercourse “any time” they mutually want – meaning, even in excess 
of Torah’s mandate upon him to satisfy her (or, as we shall see, perhaps regardless of what kind of 
conversation they may be having or may have had just prior). 
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Why are some [children] lame?  



Why are some [children] blind? 

Why are some [children] mute?  

Why are some [children] deaf? 
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Why are some [children] lame?  

Why are some [children] blind? 

Why are some [children] mute?  

Why are some [children] deaf?  
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Tractate Callah 8 states that children are born blind, dumb, mute or deaf due to the father forcing the 
mother (i.e., his wife) into sex. Nedarim 20b says that such force results in spiritually rebellious children. 

 

PAGE 55 

Rabbi Betzalel Ashkenazi, in his Shitah Mekubetzes, reports reason d) in the name of Rabbi Eliezer of 
Metz (Re’em),  

 

PAGE 56 

Finally, Maimonides, Rabbi Menachem Meiri, Tosfos Yeshanim, Rabbi Eliezer of Metz (Re’em) and 
Tosfos (to Talmud, Nidah 17a) 

 

PAGE 59 

Rabeinu Asher to Yevamos 34b (no longer extant, but preserved in Hagahos Habach to Rosh, Yevamos 34b, 
in Yam Shel Shlomoh to Yevamos 34b, and in Beis Yosef to Tur, Orach 240:2-4:4) 

 

PAGE 61 

in the permissive ruling of Rebbi and/or Rav as quoted on Nedarim 20b in regard to “overturning the 
table.” 

 

PAGE 68 

Tosfos Yeshanim and Rabbi Eliezer of Metz (12th century author of Sefer Yeraim) comment: 
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PAGE 74 FOOTNOTE 

Added note to the third edition:  See also Rabbi Eliezer Melamed’s Simchat Habayit v’Birchato 
(second edition, 2015), p. 54. 

 

PAGE 84 FOOTNOTE 

See Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, Sefer Shoftim, Melachim 9:7, perhaps implying that such an adulterous 
act is not “permitted” by Heaven, it is only that the court of man cannot punish one for it. In such a case, 
then, G-d Himself exacts justice. And see below, page 86 point 1, and endnote 327 thereon. 

This understanding of Rava’s intention could perhaps be said to be supported by the fact that there is no 
alternate textual version of the Talmud which has Rava saying that such infidelity is “permitted,” only that 
one is “exempt” for it, whereas there is an alternate textual version earlier on the Talmudic page which has 
Rava saying that anal sex between husband and wife within marriage is not just “not liable,” but 
“permitted” (shari). 

But see Peirush Rashi and Yad Ramah to Sanhedrin 58b. And consider the perspective of Rabbi Moshe 
Weiner in his Sheva Mitzvos Hashem, vol. 2 (ANI 2009), pp. 451-452. 

 

PAGE 86 

1. The common Vilna edition of the Talmud does not actually have Rava stating that anal sex is 
“permitted” (shari) to Jewish couples, only that they are “not liable” (lo mechayev) for it. Ostensibly, it is 
conceivable that something could be forbidden by Jewish law for Jews even though one cannot be liable – 
i.e., punished – for it by the hand of the rabbinic court, only by the hand of Heaven. 

Note, however, that numerous surrounding discussions, there, about the laws of Jews and non-Jews – 
including an immediately preceding discussion quoted in the name of the same Rabbi Elazar in the name 
of the same Rabbi Chanina – are clearly in the realm of justice meted out by the human court. 

And numerous medieval commentaries cite an alternate textual version that has Rava explicitly stating 
that anal sex is “permitted” (shari) to Jews within marriage, while yet others offer logical support for such a 
reading of the text. 

 

PAGE 91 FOOTNOTE 

Note that birth control is not categorically forbidden by Jewish law. Readers seeking practical guidance are 
encouraged to consult a halachically-competent rabbi. And see Contraception in Contemporary Orthodox 
Judaism, by Gedalia Meyer and Henoch Messner, available online at: http://finkorswim.com/wp-
content/uploads/2012/06/Contraception.pdf.  

 

PAGE 92 FOOTNOTE 

because it occurs naturally in the course of the husband providing his wife her need for physical intimacy 
and sexual fulfillment, and because it itself even enhances the wife’s pleasure. 
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PAGE 96 

In any case, whatever the true original reason for this stringency might have been, sexual intercourse 
during the day is permitted by Jewish law when the room is darkened – as reported in the name of Abayei’s 
colleague, Rava, on Nidah 17a. Rava adds that even in a lit room that cannot practically be darkened 
during the day, if the husband is a Torah scholar – which presumably means he can be trusted to act 
modestly – he and his wife may simply cover themselves head-to-toe by a blanket for intercourse. And 
according to one latter-day opinion, they need only cover the actual genitalia and the immediately 
surrounding lower bodily regions for intercourse. 

Sexual foreplay prior to intercourse – including, according to those who permit it, oral sex – could 
perhaps be allowed for all couples at night even in a perfectly lit room, as well as during the day in a lit 
room (that can later be darkened), and in both cases perhaps even without a blanket covering, so long as 
the room is subsequently darkened for intercourse. And the same could perhaps apply for a Torah scholar 
during the day in a lit room that cannot practically be darkened, so long as he and his wife are 
subsequently appropriately covered for intercourse. 

As stated, more on this topic in a future volume of this series. 

 

PAGE 96 FOOTNOTE 

Added note to the third edition:  See the ruling of Rabbi Yosef Messas (1892-1794) in his Mayim 
Chaim, Responsum 97, that with modern advances in matters of hygiene, it is permissible on occasion, 
randomly in the heat of  passion (b’akrai) , for any husband and wife who desire the sight of each 
other’s bodies during intercourse to have sex during the day or night in a perfectly lit room, even without 
covering themselves head to toe – on the logic that such is certainly no worse than intra-anal ejaculation, 
which, Rabbi Messas says, is also permitted within marriage on occasion, randomly in the heat of passion. 
Rabbi Messas does not specify if the genitals, or any other specific body parts, must be covered for foreplay 
or intercourse on such an occasion. To learn more about Rabbi Yosef Messas, see the online essay by Rabbi 
Dr. Marc Shapiro at www.jewishideas.org/article/rabbi-joseph-messas. Credit goes to Rabbi Eliezer 
Melamed for bringing this source in Mayim Chaim to my attention in his Simchat Habayit v’Birchato 
(second edition, 2015) p. 64, end of footnote 21. See also pp. 55-57, there, and footnote 16 thereon. And 
especially see Rabbi Maor Kayam’s Harchavot l’Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (2015), pp. 155-162. 

 

PAGE 103 FOOTNOTE 

partial penetration of the penile head (glans penis) into the vagina. 

 

PAGE 104 FOOTNOTE 

Karyana d’Igarta vol. 1, Letter 166,  

 

PAGE 107 

Tosfos Yeshanim and Rabbi Eliezer of Metz (Re’em),  

*** 
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On the night of her ritual immersion, it is not appropriate other than with him on top and her on bottom, 
because the wife has no pleasure if he is on bottom (sic) . . . But on all other nights, he should do whatever 
gives him pleasure (c’fi hanaaso), so that he should not lust to do it with other women. But it must be with 
his wife’s permission . . . 

 

PAGE 113 

Rabbi Eliezer Melamed, Simchat Habayit v’Birchato 

 

PAGE 113 FOOTNOTE 

Added note to the third edition:  See Rabbi Eliezer Melamed’s Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (second 
edition, 2015), bottom of page 63, asserting that there are no restrictions on a wife gazing at her husband’s 
genitals. 

 

PAGE 114 

Rabbi Eliezer Melamed, Simchat Habayit v’Birchato 
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Rabbi Eliezer Melamed, Simchat Habayit v’Birchato 
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Rabbi Eliezer Melamed, Simchat Habayit v’Birchato 

 

PAGE 118 FOOTNOTE 

As for those latter day “family purity” or marital intimacy guides that suggest “shelo cedarcah” refers to 
rear-entry vaginal intercourse, see below, p. 166 and endnotes 645*, 647. 

*** 

Note that birth control is not categorically forbidden by Jewish law. Readers seeking practical guidance are 
encouraged to consult a halachically-competent rabbi. And see Contraception in Contemporary Orthodox 
Judaism, by Gedalia Meyer and Henoch Messner, available online at: http://finkorswim.com/wp-
content/uploads/2012/06/Contraception.pdf. 

 

PAGE 119 

In fact, there are modern scholars of Maimonides who do believe that the concluding restrictive 
phrase, “as long as there is no seed wasted in vain,” was not penned by Maimonides himself, 

 

 



PAGE 120 

Anal Sex – intra-anal  ejaculation unspecified or undetermined 

 

PAGE 122 FOOTNOTE 
XLVI** Added note to the third edition:  Additional post-medieval authorities who permit occasional 
intra-anal ejaculation include R. Yosef Messas in Mayim Chaim, Resp. 97, R. Avraham Yitzchak Kook in 
Ezrat Cohen 35, 37 (in Shmoneh Kovtzim 6:99 he permits at least anal penetration), and R. Eliezer 
Melamed in Simchat Habayit v’Birchato, page 60. Credit goes to R. Eliezer Melamed and R. Maor Kayam 
for bringing these sources in Rav Kook’s works to my attention – see below, endnote 555. 

 

PAGE 123 

In fact, Maimonides, there, states that anal intercourse and intercourse between limbs were both included 
in the permissive ruling of Rebbi and/or Rav for “overturning the table” as quoted on Nedarim 20b. 

 

PAGE 124 

in the permissive ruling of Rebbi and/or Rav (and the Sages) on Nedarim 20b, 

 

PAGE 125 

See also Rabbi Yechiel Michel Epstein, in his Aruch Hashulchan, Even Haezer 25:11, whose wording 
applies Rabeinu Yitzchak’s permission of occasional intra-anal ejaculation for couples to occasional 
ejaculation between limbs as well – though Rabbi Epstein, too, mentions, and even appears to endorse, 
Rabbi Yosef Caro’s halachic caution (though not prohibition) against intra-anal ejaculation (to be 
discussed below, in Part Four). 

[Note, however, that in regard to Rabbi Yaakov ben Asher in Tur, Even Haezer 25:2, Rabbi Moshe Isserless 
in Shulchan Aruch, Even Haezer 25:2, and Rabbi Mordechai Yoffe in Levush, Even Haezer 25:2, it is not 
objectively clear that they understood Rabeinu Yitzchak as halachically equating intra-anal ejaculation and 
ejaculation between limbs. In all three of their presentations on the subject, they first quote (the version 
available to them of) Maimonides’ ruling in Mishneh Torah, Isurei Biah 21:9, permitting anal intercourse 
and intercourse between limbs only without extra-vaginal ejaculation, followed by Rabeinu Yitzchak’s 
ruling permitting occasional intra-anal ejaculation. Whether or not they agreed with Rabbi Yehoshua 
Falk’s assertion in Drishah that Rabeinu Yitzchak’s permission of occasional intra-anal ejaculation 
encompassed a permission of occasional ejaculation between limbs remains undetermined.] 

 

PAGE 129 

Intercourse between l imbs – with ejaculation 

1. Rabeinu Meyuchas ben Eliayhu, Commentary to Genesis (though, according to the spirit of the 
law, he discourages any extra-vaginal ejaculation even within marriage) 
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2. Rabbi Yehoshua Falk, Drishah, Tur, Even Haezer 23:1:1, Even Haezer 25:2:5-6 (interpreting the 
view of Rabeinu Yitzchak – though Rabbi Falk also references Rabbi Yosef Caro’s halachic caution 
in Beis Yosef, Even Haezer 25:2, against any extra-vaginal ejaculation even within marriage) 

3. Rabbi Yechiel Michel Epstein, Aruch Hashulchan, Even Haezer 25:11 (though Rabbi Epstein also 
endorses Rabbi Yosef Caro’s halachic caution in Beis Yosef, Even Haezer 25:2, against any extra-
vaginal ejaculation even within marriage) 

 

Note that nearly all the opinions that speak of intercourse between limbs being permitted speak of 
cunnilingus being permitted as well. Thus, they would presumably also all permit the two techniques being 
performed in tandem – such as a husband and wife simultaneously stimulating each other’s genitals orally 
or manually. 

 

PAGE 129 FOOTNOTE 

Added note to the third edition:  See Rabbi Eliezer Melamed’s Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (second 
edition, 2015), bottom of page 63, asserting that there are no restrictions on a wife kissing her husband’s 
genitals – though it is not specified if fellatio is permitted to the point of ejaculation. And see Rabbi Maor 
Kayam’s Harchavot l’Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (2015), pages 183-184, discussing ejaculation between 
limbs for married couples. 

 

PAGE 144 FOOTNOTE 

See also Shaalos uTeshuvos Rivash, Responsum 171, for the acknowledgment by Rabbi Yitzchak ben 
Sheshes (1326-1408) that the Sages’ exaggerated when they compared the severity of certain sins to 
idolatry, adultery and/or murder, as a means of deterrence. Credit goes to Rabbi Dr. Marc Shapiro for 
bringing this source in Rivash to my attention, in his Changing the Immutable: How Orthodox Judaism 
Rewrites its History (The Littman Library of Jewish Civilization, 2015), chapter 8, page 242, footnote 15. 

 

PAGE 149 FOOTNOTE 
LI* Added note to the third edition:  See Rabbi Eliezer Melamed’s Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (second 
edition, 2015), page 64, paragraph four of footnote 21, suggesting that Rabbi Caro may have in fact 
permitted cunnilingus – that Rabbi Caro’s “prohibition” of cunnilingus in Shulchan Aruch, Orach Chaim 
240, may have only been in the realm of holiness and modesty (kedushah utznius), whereas because he 
knew that baseline law ultimately permits it, he did not include a legal prohibition against it in Shulchan 
Aruch, Even Haezer 25. 

According to this line of reasoning, then, Rabbi Caro and Rabbi Isserles did not differ either about a 
husband being permitted to kiss (or gaze at) his wife’s genitals. 

 

PAGE 153 

Rabbi Eliyahu devotes an entire chapter, Chapter 17, of Reishis Chochmah, Shaar Hakedushah, to 
awareness of the Zohar’s harsh condemnations of “wasting seed in vain.” 

 



PAGE 159 

he instructs his readers, and especially his descendants, as well as all those who consider themselves his 
disciples, to follow (and even memorize) the entire Chapter 16 of Reishis Chochmah, Shaar Hakedushah. 

 

PAGE 181 

In Shaar Haprishah, in regard to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish’s possible interpretation of Rabbi Achi’s 
caution as being against gazing at one’s own pure wife’s genitals, Raavad III does not address the 
distinction of gazing at them (clothed) when other people are around – such as in public or in the company 
of one’s children – versus gazing at them (clothed or naked) in privacy during non-sexual moments or 
(naked) during sexual moments. Indeed, part of his wording in Shaar Haprishah implies a blanket 
prohibition: “We have taken from this that it is forbidden to gaze at the female genitals at all.” 

 

PAGE 191 

More importantly, there are two approaches in Jewish law as to what defines “disgustingness” – one 
that it is determined by the sensibilities of the majority of humanity, the other that it is determined by the 
sensibility of each individual human being. According to the first approach, the rule regarding Bal 
Teshaktzu is that anything other than what the Talmud itself explicitly categorizes as “disgusting” cannot 
be prohibited by anyone else unless the majority of the world finds it repugnant. According to the second 
approach, if even a minority of people finds it appealing, it cannot be categorically forbidden after the 
Talmud itself did not make it so. 

As pertains to the question of cunnilingus, then, if one were to take the first approach, one would be 
hard-pressed to prove that a majority of humans finds it unappealing. And if one were to take the second 
approach, then it is only the individual couple’s personal desires that matter.  

 

PAGE 192 

the reason why cases permitting the other three behaviors were not brought could potentially be 
explained rather simply: 

 

PAGE 210 FOOTNOTE 

See also above, our preface to the Third Edition of this study, where we most highly recommend the 
Hebrew work, Simchat HaBayit v’Birchato (Second Edition, 2015), by Rabbi Eliezer Melamed of Yeshivat 
Har Brachah, and Harchavot l’Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (2015), written under Rabbi Melamed’s 
guidance by Rabbi Maor Kayam. 

For those seeking practical guidance on sex and sex-related matters from sources cognizant of Orthodox 
sensitivities, see the sources recommended above in our Introduction, page 12. 

 

PAGE 212 

Halachic Responsa and Other Commentary 

Otzar Haposkim, Even Haezer 25 (1965, 1971, 1982, Hebrew) 
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Studies by Orthodox-trained Rabbis (Non-Orthodox Affiliation) 

Rabbi Dr. Louis Epstein, Marriage Laws in the Bible and the Talmud (1942, English) 

Rabbi Dr. Louis Epstein, Sex Laws and Customs in Judaism (1948, English) 

Rabbi Dr. David Feldman, Marital Relations, Birth Control and Abortion in Jewish Law, later renamed 
Birth Control in Jewish Law (1968, 1974, 1998, English) 

Rabbi Dr. Louis Jacobs, What Does Judaism Say About…? (1973, English) 

Rabbi Gershon Winkler, Sacred Secrets: The Sanctity of Sex in Jewish Law and Lore (1998, English) 

 

PAGE 214 

One who grasps hold of his shaft while urinating 

 

PAGE 215 

One who grasps hold of his shaft while urinating 

 

PAGE 219 

and thus not even a single part of his [normally covered] skin will be revealed for no reason (shelo 
letzorech) even for a single moment. 

*** 

such that even a small amount of his [normally covered] skin will not be revealed even for a single moment 
for no reason . . . 

 

PAGE 221 FOOTNOTE 
LVI** Added note to the third edition: See the ruling of Rabbi Yosef Messas (1892-1794) in his Mayim 
Chaim, Responsum 97, that with modern advances in matters of hygiene, it is permissible on occasion, 
randomly in the heat of  passion (b’akrai) , for any husband and wife who desire the sight of each 
other’s bodies during intercourse to have sex during the day or night in a perfectly lit room, even without 
covering themselves head to toe – on the logic that such is certainly no worse than intra-anal ejaculation, 
which, Rabbi Messas says, is also permitted within marriage on occasion, randomly in the heat of passion. 
Rabbi Messas does not specify if the genitals, or any other specific body parts, must be covered for foreplay 
or intercourse on such an occasion. Credit goes to Rabbi Eliezer Melamed for bringing this source to my 
attention in his Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (second edition, 2015), page 64, end of footnote 21. See also pp. 
55-57, there, and footnote 16 thereon. 

And see Rabbi Maor Kayam’s Harchavot l’Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (2015), page 148, concluding as well 
that a blanket covering during intercourse, at least in a dark room, is a pious custom rather than a legal 
obligation. 
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PAGE 223 FOOTNOTE 

In regard to the fallibility of the Sanhedrin itself, see Talmud, Tractate Horayot. And see Rabbinical 
Authority and Personal Autonomy (Rabbi Isaac Elchanan Theological Seminary, 1992), Chapter One by 
Lawrence Kaplan, Daas Torah: A Modern Conception of Rabbinic Authority, pp. 28-46. 

 

PAGE 224 

Although Maimonides states that G-d helped the prophets interpret the messages of their visions, it is not 
clear at all that this meant they understood all the detailed historical facets that would unfold in their 
predictions or that they fathomed the absolute profundity of all the math, biology, chemistry or physics (or 
metaphysics) underlying their elevated perceptions of reality. 

 

PAGE 224 FOOTNOTE 

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 
30:2, Rashi, footnote 6). 

 

PAGES 224-225 FOOTNOTE 

Added note to the third edition:  See also the medieval commentary of Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 
(“Ralbag,” 1288-1384) to the Book of Job, beginning of Chapter 40, Biur divrei hamaaneh, where in the 
midst of a long discussion Ralbag asserts that if a prophet has a preconceived false belief about the nature 
of reality, that false belief is liable to color his prophetic vision: 

. . .V’yoser zar mizeh, shecvar yagia l’navi davar cozeiv b’eis hanevuah b’mah she’ein lo mitzad shehu 
navi, mitzad hadeos asher lo b’inyonim hahem, c’mo ha’inyan b’Yechezkel, shehigiya lo b’nevuah c’ilu 
hagalgalim mechadshim kolos b’tnuasam, mipnei shehaya maamin shehagalgalim yechadshu kolos 
b’tnuoseihem, c’mo shezachar haRav haMoreh. . . 

Credit goes to Rabbi Simcha Feuerman for bringing this source in Ralbag’s commentary to my attention. 

 

PAGE 225 

The implication of all this is that neither the predictions nor the scientific (or metaphysical) outlooks 
of the prophets were necessarily perfectly perceived or articulated by them – and how much more so the 
predictions or scientific (or metaphysical) outlooks of the Talmudic sages (and Torah scholars thereafter), 
whom we have no reason to believe ever attained the level of divine perception of the prophets. Rather, just 
as we must rely on the unfolding of human history, including non-Jewish history in all its facets, for us to 
properly unravel the complete meaning of G-d’s messages to the prophets and Talmudic sages in the realm 
of prediction, so too must we rely on the unfolding of human inquiry, including non-Jewish scientific 
discovery, to come to a complete understanding of G-d’s revelation to the prophets and Talmudic sages in 
the realm of the nature of reality. 

 

 



PAGES 226-231 

Timeline of Rabbinic Authorities 

In lieu of bibliography, we present here a chronological list of the medieval and post-medieval rabbinic 
authorities referenced in this book, as well as the works they authored that are referenced and/or the 
acronyms by which they are commonly known 

 

Medieval 

R. Saadiah Gaon (Arabic Commentary on the Bible) – 882-942 

R. Sherira Gaon (Igeres Rav Sherira Gaon) – 906-1006 

R. Chananel (Rabeinu Chananel) – 990-1053 

R. Yitzchak Alfasi (Rif) – 1013-1103 

R. Shlomoh Yitzchaki (Rashi) – 1040-1105 

R. Shmuel ben Meir (Rashbam) c.1085-c.1158 

R. Avraham ben Meir Ibn Ezra (Ibn Ezra) 1089-c.1167 

R. Simchah ben Shmuel of Vitri (Machzor Vitri) – died 1105 

R. Yaakov ben Meir (Rabeinu Tam) – 1100-1171 

R. Eliezer of Metz (Re’em, Sefer Yeraim) – died 1175 

R. Avraham ben Yitzchak (Raavad II, Sefer HaEshkol) – 1110-1179 

R. Zerachiah Halevi of Gerona (Hasagos al Baalei HaNefesh) – 1115-1186 

R. Avraham ben Dovid, (Raavad III, Baalei HaNefesh) – 1120-1197 

R. Yitzchak of Dampierre (Rabeinu Yitzchak, Ri, Tosfos) – 1120-1200 

R. Moshe ben Maimon (Maimonides, Rambam, Commentary to the Mishnah, Mishneh Torah, Moreh 
HaNevuchim) – 1135-1204 

R. Yehudah bar Kalonymous of Speyer (Erchei Tannaim v’Amoriam) – 12th century 

R. Eliezer of Beaugency (Peirush Rabbi Eliezer Mibalganzi) – 12th century 

R. Yosef Bechor Shor of Orleans (Peirush al HaTorah) – 12th century 

[R. Meyuchas ben Eliyahu (Peirush Rabeinu Meyuchas) – 12th/15th century] 

R. Yehudah the Pious (Rabbi Yehudah Hachasid, Sefer Chasidim) – 1150-1217 

R. David Kimchi (Radak) – 1160-1235 

R. Avraham Hayarchi (Commentary to Callah Rabti) – 1155-1215 

R. Meir Abulafia (Yad Ramah) – 1170-1240 

R. Elazar of Worms (Sefer HaRokeach, Peirush HaRokeach al HaTorah) –  c.1176-1238 

R. Yeshayah of Trani I (Rid) 1180-1250 

R. Yonah ben Avraham of Gerona (Rabeinu Yonah, Sefer Hayirah) – 1180-1263 



R. Yitzchak ben Moshe of Vienna (Or Zarua) – c.1185-c.1260 

R. Moshe ben Nachman (Ramban, Peirush Ramban al HaTorah, Kisvei Ramban) – 1194-1270 

R. Netanel ben Yeshaya of Yemen (Maor Ha’afelah) – c. early 13th century 

R. Yitzchak of Carcassonne (Peirush R. Yitzchak Karkosha al HaRif) – 13th century 

R. Tanchum Hayerushalmi (Sefer Hamaspik) – 13th century 

R. Peretz ben Eliyahu of Corbeil (Rabeinu Peretz) – died c. 1295 

R. Yeshayah of Trani II (Riaz) – 1235-1300 

R. Menachem Hameiri (Beis HaBechirah) – 1249-1306 

R. Mordechai ben Hillel Hakohen (Mordechai) – 1250-1298 

R. Yitzchak ben Yosef of Corbeil (Sefer Mitzvot Katan) – 13th century 

R. Avigdor of France (Rabeinu Avigdor Tzarfati, Peirushim uPsakim al HaTorah) – 13th century 

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

R. Avraham ben Yitzchak of Montpellier (Peirush R. Avraham min Hahar) – d.1315 

R. Asher ben Yechiel (Rabeinu Asher, Rosh) – c.1250-1327 

R. Meir Hacohen of Rothenburg (Hagahos Maimonios) – c.1260-1298 

R. Aharon Hacohen of Lunil (Orchos Chaim) – 13th-14th century 

R. Yaakov ben Asher (Arbaah Turim, Tur) – c. 1269-c. 1343 

R. Alexander Suslin Hakohen (HaAgudah) – died 1349 

R. Yeruchem ben Meshulam (Rabeinu Yeruchem) – c.1280-c.1350 

R. Levi ben Gershon (Ralbag) – 1288-1344 

R. Menachem Ibn Zerach (Tzeidah Laderech) – 1310-1385 

R. Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona (Rabeinu Nissim, Ran) – 1320-1376 

R. Yom Tov ibn Asevilli (Ritva) – c.1320 

R. Yisrael Alnaqua (Menoras Hamaor) – died c. 1390 

R. Yitzchak Aboab (Menoras Hamaor) – 14th century 

R. Shmuel ben Meshulam Yerondi (Ohel Moed) – 14th century 

R. Yitzchak ben Sheshes (Shaalos uTeshuvos Rivash) – 1326-1408 

R. Shimon ben Tzemach Duran (Tashbatz, Ohev Mishpat) – 1361-1444 

R. Yitzchak ben Yehudah Abravanel – 1437-1508 

R. Yaakov ben Yehudah Landau (HaAgur) – died 1493 

[R. Meyuchas ben Eliyahu (Peirush Rabeinu Meyuchas) – 12th/15th century] 

R. Ovadiah ben Avraham Bartenura (Peirush R. Ovadia Bartenura) c.1445-c.1515 

R. Eliyahu Mizrachi (Re’em) – c.1455-c.1525 



 

Post-Medieval to Present 

R. Yosef Caro (Kesef Mishneh, Beis Yosef, Bedek Habayis, Shulchan Aruch) – 1488-1575 

R. Moshe of Trani (Kiryas Sefer) – 1505-1585 

R. Shlomoh Luria (Yam Shel Shlomoh) – 1510-1573 

R. Eliyahu de Vidas (Reishis Chochmah) – 1518-1592 

R. Moshe Isserles (Rema)– 1520-1572 

R. Betzalel Ashkenazi (Shitah Mekubetzes) – c.1520-c.1592 

R. Yehudah Loew (Maharal, Nesivos Olam) – c.1520-1609 

R. Mordechai Yoffe (Levush) – c.1530-1612 

R. Elazar Azikri (Sefer Charedim) – 1533-1600 

R. Yitzchak Luria (Kisvei HaArizal) – 1534-1572 

R. Yehoshua Falk (Drishah, Prishah) – 1555-1614 

R. Avraham de Boton (Lechem Mishneh) – c.1560-c.1605 

R. Yoel Sirkis (Bayis Chadash, Bach) – 1561-1640 

R. Yeshayah Horowitz (Shnei Luchos Habris) – 1565-1630 

R. Yosef Yuspa Hahn Nordlinger (Yosef Ometz) – d. 1637 

R. Yom Tov Lipman Heller (Lechem Chamudos) – c.1579-1654 

R. Moshe Rivkash (Be’er Hagolah) – 1591-1671 

R. Moshe Leima (Chelkas Mechokek) – 1604-1658 

R. Shlomoh Algazi (Gufei Halachos) – 1610-1683 

R. Aharon Shmuel Kaidanover (Maharshak) – 1614-1676 

R. Gur Aryeh HaLevi Finzi (Gur Aryeh) – 17th century 

R. Tzvi Hakohen Katz (Nachlas Tzvi) – 17th century 

R. Shmuel Feivush (Beis Shmuel) – 1640-1700 

R. Eliyahu Hacohen (Midrash Talpios) - c.1659-1729 

R. Eliyahu Spira (Elyah Rabah) - 1660-1712 

R. Yaakov Reischer (Iyun Yaakov) – 1661-1733 

R. Elazar Rokeach of Amsterdam (Arbaah Turei Even) – c.1665-1742 

R. Meir Eisenstadt (Panim Meiros) – 1670-1744 

R. Yitzchak Lampronti (Pachad Yitzchak) – 1679-1756 

R. Yisrael Baal Shem Tov – c.1698-1760 

R. David Altschuler (Metzudas David, Metzudas Tzion) - 1687-1769 



R. Yaakov Emden (Yaavetz) – 1697-1776 

R. Malachi ben Yaakov Hacohen (Yad Malachi) – 1700-1771 

R. Dovber of Mezritch (Maggid of Mezritch, Or HaEmes) – d.1772 

R. Aharon Alfandri (Yad Aharon) – 1700-1774 

R. Moshe Chaim Luzzato (Mesilas Yesharim, Derech Hashem) – 1707-1746 

R. Elimelech of Lizhensk (Noam Elimelech) – 1717-1787 

R. Eliyahu Kramer (Vilna Gaon, Biur HaGra) 1720-1797 

R. Chaim Yosef David Azulai (Chida, Kisei Rachamim, Birchei Yosef, Pesach Einaim, Pnei David) – 1724-
1806 

R. Yosef Teomim (Pri Megadim) – 1727–1792 

R. Yehudah Ashkenazi (Be’er Heitev) – 1730-1770 

R. Noach Chaim Tzvi Berlin (Atzei Arazim) – 1734-1802 

R. Levi Yitzchak of Berditchev (Or HaEmes) – 1740-1809 

R. Avraham “HaMalach” – 1740-1777 

R. Schneur Zalman of Liadi (Shulchan Aruch HaRav, Tanya, Igeres Hateshuvah, Igeres Hakodesh) – 1745-
1812 

R. Yaakov Yitzchak Horowitz (Chozeh-Seer of Lublin) – 1745-1815 

R. Avraham Danzig (Chochmas Adam) – 1748-1820 

R. Avraham Yehoshua Heschel of Apta (Oheiv Yisrael) – 1748-1825 

R. Moshe Sofer (Chasam Sofer) – 1762-1839 

R. Tzvi Hirsch of Ziditchev (Sur Mera) – 1763-1831 

R. Avraham Dovid Wahrman of Buczacz (Eshel Avraham, Ezer Mekudash, Mili d’Chasidusa, Birchas 
David) – 1770-1840 

R. Dovber Schneuri (Pokeach Ivrim) – 1773-1827 

R. Yaakov Meshulam Orenstein (Yeshuos Yaakov) – 1775-1839 

R. Nosson of Breslov (Likutei Eitzot) – 1780-1844 

R. Tzvi Elimelech Shapiro of Dinov (Derech Pikudecha) – 1783-1841 

R. Shmaryahu Brandeis (Rosh Pinah-Ikvei Habayis) – 19th century 

R. Ze’ev Wolf Einhorn of Grodno/Vilna (Maharzu) – d.1862 

R. Menachem Mendel Schneersohn (Tzemach Tzedek, Derech Mitzvosecha) – 1789-1866 

R. Chaim Halberstam of Sanz (Divrei Chaim) – 1793-1876 

R. David Luria (Radal) – 1798-1855 

R. Shlomoh Ganzfried (Kitzur Shulchan Aruch) – 1804-1886 

R. Meir Leibush (Malbim) – 1809-1879 



R. Avraham Tzvi Hirsch Eisenstadt (Pischei Teshuvah) – 1812-1868 

R. Naftali Tzvi Yehudah Berlin (Netziv, Meromei Sadeh, Meishiv Davar) – 1816-1893 

Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz (Chief Rabbi of Pinsk) – 1817-1890 

R. Yechiel Michel Epstein (Aruch Hashulchan) – 1829-1908 

R. Schneur Zalman Fradkin (Toras Chesed) – 1830-1902 

R. Shlomoh Yehudah Tabak (Erech Shai) – 1830-1907 

R. Chaim Chizkiyahu Medini (Sdei Chemed) – 1833-1905 

R. Yosef Chaim (Ben Ish Chai) – 1835-1909 

R. Yisrael Meir Kagan (Mishnah Berurah-Biur Halachah) – 1838-1933 

R. Eliyahu David Rabinowitz-Teomim (Aderes, Machshirei Mitzvah) – 1843-1905 

R. Yaakov Chaim Sofer (Kaf Hachaim) – 1870-1939 

R. Elchanan Bunim Wasserman (Kovetz Shiurim) – 1874-1941 

R. Yosef Messas (Mayim Chaim) – 1892-1974 

R. Avraham Yitzchak Kook (Ezras Cohen, Shmoneh Kovtzim) – 1865-1935 

R. Yosef Yitzchak Schneersohn (Sefer HaSichos, Igros Kodesh) – 1880-1950 

R. Yosef Eliyahu Henkin – 1881-1973 

R. Avraham Shimon Engel-Horowitz of Zelichov (Naharei Eish) – 1886-1943 

R. Reuven Margolis (Mekor Chesed, Nitzutzei Ohr) – 1889-1971 

R. Moshe Feinstein (Igrot Moshe) – 1895-1986 

R. Yisrael Yaakov Kanievsky (Steipler Gaon; Karyana d’Igarta) – 1899-1985 

R. Yechiel Michel Gold (M’aseif l’Chol Hamachanos) – 1899-1944 

R. Menachem Mendel Schneerson (Likutei Sichos, Teshuvos uBiurim, Igros Kodesh, Hadranim al 
HaRambam) – 1902-1994 

R. Moshe Stern (Be’er Moshe) – 1914-1997 

R. Yosef Kapach – 1917-2000 

R. Ovadia Yosef (Yabia Omer) – 1920-2013 

R. Shmaryahu Yosef Chaim Kanievsky (Biur to Callah Rabti) – b.1928 

R. Mordechai Eliyahu (Darchei Taharah) – 1929-2010 

R. Yitzchak Abadi (Ohr Yitzchak) – b.1933 

R. Adin Steinsaltz – (Steinsaltz Edition of the Talmud) – b.1937 

R. Yehuda Henkin (Bnei Banim) – b.1945 

R. Yitzchak Ratzabi (Shulchan Aruch Hamekutzar) – b.1953 

R. Eliezer Melamed (Simchat Habayit v’Birchato) – b. 1961 



R. Chaim Rapoport (Judaism and Homosexuality) – b. 1963 

 

ENDNOTE 1 

See, for example, Tosfos Yeshanim and Rabbi Eliezer of Metz (Re’em) to Babylonian Talmud, Nedarim 20b, 
quoted below, p. 68. 

 

ENDNOTE 22 

And see Hagahos HaBach to Rosh, Yevamos 34b and Yam Shel Shlomoh to Yevamos 34b, as well as Beis 
Yosef to Tur, Orach 240:2-4:4, all quoting Rabeinu Asher as deducing from the same case precedents in 
which Rebbi and Rav permitted “overturning the table” that the fact that Rebbi and Rav did not warn 
against “wasting seed in vain” suggests that occasional intra-anal ejaculation is permitted to married 
couples. 

 

ENDNOTE 30* (ADDED TO PAGE 17) 
30* See Talmud, Nedarim 20b, which warns either spouse from ever coercing the other in matters of sex 
(discussed below, pp. 37-38, footnote to page 38, and endnote 125; see also Eruvin 100b, referenced in 
endnote 125). See below, page 107, for a clear statement in this regard by Rabbi Yehudah HaChasid in Sefer 
Chasidim 509. And see below, endnote 476, for a reference to a similar statement in Raavad III’s Baalei 
HaNefesh. 

 

ENDNOTE 35 

This belief is expressed in Babylonian Talmud, Nidah 31a. See also Midrash Tanchuma, Shemos 1, 
suggesting that Bat Sheva believed sexual intimacy with her husband, King David, during her pregnancy 
with Solomon would make their son comely and vibrant. 

 

ENDNOTE 70* (ADDED TO PAGE 33) 
70* Ostensibly, “they” could also include the mother initiating “overturning the table” with her husband, 
gazing at or kissing her husband’s genitals, or speaking to her husband during sex. However, for the 
purpose of our study to outline and analyze the rabbinic sources on the subject, we have presented the 
cautions of Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai as addressing the father specifically, for such is the context in 
which these cautions are generally discussed in rabbinic literature. See, for example, below, pp. 34-35, 41-
42, 46, the ruling of the Sages in response to Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai, that “Anything a man craves to 
do with his wife sexually, he may do.” See also below, pp. 45-46, Rava’s interpretation of the “measure-for-
measure” justice behind these cautions, all in the context of the husband’s actions. And see below, endnotes 
72, 75. 

 

ENDNOTE 72 

Added note to the third edition:  See Rabbi Eliezer Melamed’s Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (second 
edition, 2015), bottom of page 63, asserting that there are no restrictions on a wife kissing her husband’s 
genitals – though it is not specified if fellatio is permitted to the point of ejaculation. And see Rabbi Maor 
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Kayam’s Harchavot l’Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (2015), pages 183-184, discussing ejaculation between 
limbs for married couples. 

 

ENDNOTE 75 

[Parenthetically, in his commentary on the prayer book, Mitas Hakesef, chapter 7, section 2:2, Rabbi 
Yaakov Emden quotes the four cautions of Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai. On the caution against gazing at 
one’s wife’s genitals, Rabbi Emden suggests a loose scriptural support for it from the verse in Leviticus 
20:17: 

“And he shall see her nakedness and she shall see his nakedness, and they will be cut off before the eyes 
of the children of their nation.” 

(Note that although a literal translation of the verse could loosely associate it with gazing at genitals, the 
actual context of the verse is referring to illicit sexual intercourse – the term “seeing nakedness” being a 
common biblical euphemism for intercourse. The verse is also speaking about a very specific case of incest. 
And it is clearly speaking about an adult man and woman, not their offspring. It is therefore not clear what 
relevance this verse actually has to the caution of Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai.) 

See Rabbi Yehudah Leib Nachmanson’s Sheyekadesh Atzmo (2015), Chapter 43, page 449, footnote 11, for 
opinions that differentiate between a husband gazing at his wife’s genitals and a wife gazing at her 
husband’s. 

See also Callah Rabti 1:13, which explains in the name of the Amoraic sage, Rava, that the gravity of a 
husband gazing at his wife’s vagina (during the same sexual encounter in which conception occurs) is on 
account of gazing “at that which is hidden from all” – which would not necessarily apply to a wife gazing at 
her husband’s genitals. But as noted below, endnotes 158, 161, this passage in Callah Rabti fails to explain 
what is so objectionable about gazing “at that which is hidden from all” in the first place.] 

Added note to the third edition:  See also Rabbi Eliezer Melamed’s Simchat Habayit v’Birchato 
(second edition, 2015), bottom of page 63, asserting that there are no restrictions on a wife gazing at her 
husband’s genitals. 

 

ENDNOTE 86 

(and a similar explanation has been given for why we no longer witness cases of the biblical “tzaraas” skin 
affliction). See also Talmud, Sotah 47b, that once adultery began to proliferate, the Sotah-waters no longer 
demonstrated their power. Credit goes to Rabbi Simcha Feuerman for bringing this source in Sotah to my 
attention on page 40 of his Kuntres Es Lifrosh v’Es Le’ehov (2016). And see the Steinsaltz Hebrew edition of 
the Talmud, Sotah 47b, Iyunim: Misherabu Hamenaafin.] 

 

ENDNOTE 90 

Note that the Talmud in numerous places stresses that one should not be a perfectionist and/or obsessive 
about Jewish ritual observance, because “Torah was not given to ministering angels.” See Babylonian 
Talmud, Brachos 25b, Yoma 30a, Kidushin 54a, Meilah 14b. And see Encyclopedia Talmudis vol. 34, Entry: 
Lo Nitnah Torah l’Malachei Hashares. 

 

 



ENDNOTE 124 

a) Even in regard to the science of astronomy that the Tribe of Isachar is said to have at some point 
possessed, it is not clear if they actually derived the essential equations themselves or if they were 
merely entrusted with them by prophets who had recorded divine revelation (see Maimonides, 
Mishneh Torah, Sefer Zmanim, Kidush Hachodesh 17:24; and see below, endnote 846*). 

[And see Yalkut Shimoni, Korach 16:2, that the 250 Jewish leaders (nesi’ei ha’eidah) who stood 
with Korach in rebellion against Moses – that is, in Moses’ own generation – were from among 
the distinguished of the nation (meyuchadin she’b’eidah) and they knew how to calculate leap 
years and establish the months (she’hayu yodin l’aber shanim v’likvoa chadashim). Thus, if by 
“men of understanding” Moses had been referring to those possessing an understanding of 
astronomy, according to this passage in Yalkut Shimoni such understanding did exist already 
among others in his generation. But perhaps they all died out in the episode of Korach. And more 
research into the matter is required.] 

 

ENDNOTE 125 

We would therefore argue that at issue here is not so much the wife’s wording in expressing her sexual 
desires to her husband, but her tone in doing so – not only because this arguably makes more sense from 
the simple context of Leah’s precedent and a simple reading of the Talmud’s words, but because the term 
“toveia” in rabbinic literature is generally used in the context of someone who forcefully demands their 
legal rights from another. In the case at hand, Jewish law gives a wife three basic legal rights she can expect 
from her husband within marriage, one of them being “conjugal rights” – i.e. sexual fulfillment to the 
fullest extent of her husband’s abilities. 

[And note the wording of Rabeinu Avigdor Tzarfati (13th century) in Peirushim uPsakim al HaTorah, 
Parshas Mishpatim, Psak 76: Chayav adam l’ishto she’er, csus v’onah. V’im machal lo zeh . . . b’davar 
sheb’mamon tenao kayem, v’ein lah alav she’er csus. Aval onah, shehu davar sheb’gufo, tenao batel, 
v’yicholah l itvoa mimenu din onasah.] 

*** 

“D’meratzya artzuyei” – She appeases him and shows him body language indicating her interest in sex 
(m’fayasto umasberes lo panim l’tashmish), as [our matriarch] Leah did. 

*** 

While both Rabbi Betzalel Ashkenazi’s and Rabbi Avraham of Montpellier’s interpretations of Leah’s 
behavior imply that only “suggestive” verbalization is acceptable from a wife, not direct talk, such as “let’s 
have sex,” if a wife were to use the latter direct language to her husband lovingly and playfully, because she 
knows it will arouse him, then she can hardly be accused of demanding sex “with force, light-headedness, 
brazenness, and/or demandingness,” in the manner of “an adulteress or prostitute.” In other words, both 
rabbis speak, here, in extremes, and in so doing they arguably leave a wide range of agreeable verbal 
expression at a loving wife’s disposal. 

*** 
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Thus, as radical a suggestion as it may be, if we see sweeping changes in the world such that wives are no 
longer embarrassed to lovingly, vulnerably, directly express their sexual needs to their husbands, it is not 
necessarily a sign that women have become less refined or less “modest” or more “brazen,” but rather that 
the primordial “curse” of sexual inhibition within marriage has run its course, and that it is coming, or has 
already come, to its end, at least in civilized societies – not the least because modern men, modern 
husbands, have become more sensitive and refined and less chauvinistic (i.e., less “dominating”) and 
therefore they themselves strive to make their wives feel comfortable in expressing their sexual needs and 
desires. 

The second of these four “curses,” that women would be “embarrassed” to leave their homes with their hair 
uncovered, certainly no longer applies to vast numbers of women across the globe, perhaps because the 
original “embarrassment” was really a concern about male aggression – “dominance” – which has largely 
subsided in modern times in civilized societies. [Still, for Jews, married women cover their hair not as a 
matter of embarrassment, but of modesty.] 

*** 

Added note to the third edition:  See also Rabbi Eliezer Melamed’s Simchat Habayit v’Birchato 
(second edition, 2015), p. 33, footnote 4. 

 

ENDNOTE 128 

Clearly, two of the nine-ten conditions, forced sex and sex during menstruation, are forbidden. But for 
forced sex, Bnei Aimah-Anusah, there is an alternate version, Bnei Amah, that is, sex with a servant girl (see 
above, endnote 108) – about which, at least in ancient times, there presumably were spiritual concerns 
regarding the union and the future of the offspring even if she were not forced during conception. And for 
sex during menstruation, Bnei Nidah, there is an alternate version, Bnei Nidoi, sex during 
excommunication, the legal “prohibition” of which is not definitively determined (see above, endnote 111). 

 

ENDNOTE 156 

Here, too, perhaps this debate would support the notion that according to the belief of these sages it is not 
some heavenly decreed “punishment” that causes an illness in the fetus, but rather some physical and/or 
metaphysical cause-and-effect resulting from the mother’s anxiety level, or the degree of the husband’s 
degenerate mental/emotional state. Otherwise, why would it matter to these sages which stage of 
forcefullness they believed could cause the congenital repercussions? 

 

ENDNOTE 179 

Added note to the third edition: See also Rabbi Maor Kayam’s Harchavot l’Simchat Habayit 
v’Birchato (2015), page 188. 

 

ENDNOTE 190 

Implied by the comments of Rabeinu Nissim and Tosfos to Nedarim 20a, that according to Rabbi 
Yochanan ben Dahavai “overturning the table” results in lame children because the parents change their 
manner of sex in a way that requires unusual legwork. 
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ENDNOTE 207 

Like Tosfos Yeshanim, Rabbi Eliezer of Metz (quoted in Shitah Mekubetzes to Nedarim 20b) implies that 
the Sages rejected Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai because they believed that the four behaviors he spoke 
against do not lack sanctity (see previous endnote). 

Note also, as we’ve seen above, that Rabbi Eliezer of Metz says Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai’s objection to 
non-sex-related talk was that it might cause a distraction and a diminishment of a couples’ passion – 
which, Rabbi Eliezer of Metz says, would compromise sexual “sanctity.” 

 

ENDNOTE 230* 

Credit goes to Rabbi Yossi Newfield for bringing the question of this authorship to my attention. 

 

ENDNOTE 234* (ADDED TO PAGE 61) 
234* Added note to the third edition:  See also Rabbi Eliyahu David Rabinowitz-Teomim’s Machshirei 
Mitzvah: “Lo Yarbeh Lo Nashim” (Machon Ahavat Shalom). 

 

ENDNOTE 268 

And while one of Rabeinu Asher’s disciples, Rabeinu Yeruchem (Nesiv 23), does use the term “paam 
achas” in discussing the permission of intra-anal ejaculation within marriage, as does Tosfos Talmid 
Rabeinu Tam (manuscript to Genesis 38:9, quoted in Kovetz Meforshim, Nedarim 20, Leket Rishonim by 
Yerid Haseforim, 2003; see above endnote 221; and compare to Tosfos Hashalem al HaTorah, Vayeshev 
38:9:11:V’shicheis Artzah, p.66), it is clear from both of them that they did not mean to permit intra-anal 
ejaculation only once in a lifetime, but rather once in a while. 

See also Rabbi Yehuda Henkin in his Bnei Banim, vol. 4, end of Responsum 18:1, pp. 64-65, who says that 
Rabeinu Yeruchem’s use of the term “paam achas” could mean once between each menstrual cycle. 

And see below, endnote 613.] 

[See also Nedarim 51a, Peirush Rabeinu Nissim: “Toeh atah bah,” that G-d’s objection to homosexual anal 
intercourse is that the penetrator “chooses male intercourse over the places of intercourse of a woman” 
(shemeiniach mishkevei ishah v’holech etzel zachar) – implying that anal intercourse is acceptable within 
heterosexual marriage. Credit goes to Rabbi Yossi Newfield for bringing this source to my attention.] 

 

ENDNOTE 269 

Added note to the third edition:  See also Shaalos uTeshuvos Torah Lishmah, Responsum 299 (credit 
goes to Rabbi Yossi Newfield for bringing this source in Torah Lishmah to my attention). And see Rabbi 
Maor Kayam’s Harchavot l’Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (2015), pp. 181-183. 

 

ENDNOTE 270 

Rabbi Eliezer of Metz, Re’em, is quoted in Shitah Mekubetzes, Nedarim 20b. 
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ENDNOTE 271 

Note that we do not know with certainty which of Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavi’s four cautions Tosfos 
Yeshanim and Rabbi Eliezer of Metz each understood the Sages 

 

What is more, being that most medieval commentaries who permitted anal sex to couples also permitted 
occasional intra-anal ejaculation, it can reasonably be believed that Tosfos Yeshanim meant to permit such 
as well (especially in the absence of any qualifying statement in Tosfos Yeshanim to the contrary; and it is 
arguable that “stam biah” implies intercourse to the point of climax, as suggested by the comments of 
Rabeinu Asher preserved in Hagahos Habach to Rosh, Yevamos 34b, in Yam Shel Shlomoh to Yevamos 34b, 
and in Beis Yosef to Tur, Orach 240:2-4:4; see also below, endnote 616, the opening excerpts of Rabbi Elazar 
Azikri’s interpretation of Sanhedrin 58b, where he, too, notes that “stam biah” generally implies 
ejaculation) – and still there would be “no lack of holiness.” 

*** 

Taking the implication of Tosfos Yeshanim’s and Rabbi Eliezer of Metz’s comments further, the meaning of 
the Sages’ comparison 

*** 

That being said, sexual fetishes that physically harm or psychologically/emotionally damage either partner 
would obviously not be acceptable in G-d’s eyes. And even where both partners enjoy, or at least agree to, 
such fetishes it is unlikely that Tosfos Yeshanim or Rabbi Eliezer of Metz, or G-d Himself, would consider 
them holy or healthy. Rather, in such cases we would recommend a mental health professional be 
consulted. 

 

ENDNOTE 276 

 As noted, we are given no clear indication that Rav himself actually applied his own statement to the verse 
quoted by Rav Illa. Rather, the compilers-editors of the Talmud, whoever they were, may have suggested 
this connection. Still, Rav’s teaching in-and-of-itself requires explanation. And so the Talmud goes on to 
challenge, and clarify, it. 

 

ENDNOTE 325 

Rava is portrayed by some (such as Rabbi Elazar Azikri in his Sefer Charedim, Chapter 64) as “rewriting,” 
or “restoring,” 

 

ENDNOTE 330 

[Added note to the third edition:  See also Yabia Omer vol. 7, Even Haezer 8:4, where Rabbi Ovadia 
Yosef (1920-2013) cites numerous rabbinic authorities who suggest that whenever Raavad III is silent on a 
ruling of Maimonides in Mishneh Torah, the implication is that Raavad III agreed with Maimonides on the 
matter. Credit goes to Rabbi Yossi Newfield for bringing this responsum of Rabbi Ovadiah Yosef to my 
attention.] 
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ENDNOTE 335 

And in the case of both brothers – even Er, whose marriage was not levirate – it could be argued that the 
severity of their sin was not (only) on account of constant, intentional unsanctioned birth control, but on 
account of abusing their wife, using her purely for sexual gratification and depriving her of the ability to 
become a mother. And see Talmud, Kesubos 72a, the opinion of Shmuel as reported by Rabbi Yehudah, 
that if a man insists his wife perpetually expel his seed after intercourse in order to avoid ever becoming 
pregnant it is grounds for her to demand a divorce.  

And more research into the matter is required. 

See also Tosfos Hashalem al HaTorah, Vayeshev, p. 65, that in the case of Onan, the real reason he did not 
want to give his brother a child was because he wanted a piece of the property left by his brother’s demise, 
which he would have lost if he gave his brother an “heir.” This approach, too, supports the notion that 
there was much more to the “sin” of Onan than “wasting seed.” 

*** 

And see Rabbi Avraham Dovid Wahrman of Buczacz, in his Birchas David commentary to Genesis, 
Parshas Vayeshev, Lemberg edition, p. 128b, who implies that G-d may have perceived in the hearts of Er 
and Onan that they intended to never get Tamar pregnant. A similar notion was put forth by Rabbi 
Yeshaya of Trani I, that G-d foresaw that Er and Onen would “continue to sin” – i.e., continue to avoid 
pregnancy – into adulthood (Tosfos Hashalem al HaTorah, Vayeshev, pp. 63-64). Rabbi Yosef Bechor Shor, 
as well, in his Bible commentary (quoted also in Tosfos Hashalem al HaTorah, Vayeshev, pp. 63, 65), comes 
close to this idea, saying that perhaps Er never wanted to deal with the challenges of childrearing (tzaar 
gidul banim); and Onan, too, knowing that the child of his union with Tamar would not be considered his 
in the eyes of the community, did not want to deal with raising such a child. 

*** 

See also Rabeinu Avigdor Tzarfati (13th century), Peirushim uPsakim al HaTorah, Parshas Vayeshev, Psak 
30, that although Er and Onan were only eight or nine years old at the time, when it comes to punishment 
“by the hand of heaven” perhaps G-d overlooks biological age if a child’s intellectual/emotional maturity is 
that of at least a twenty year old. See also Tosfos Hashalem al HaTorah, Vayeshev, p. 63-64, for additional 
medieval commentaries suggesting this principle. But if this is true, then it is all the more questionable if 
the entire episode of Er and Onan has any practical relevance to the average adolescent of today. 

 

ENDNOTE 341 

Added note to the third edition:  For another, post-medieval, approach to resolving Yevamos 34b 
with Sanhedrin 58b and Nedarim 20ab, see Aruch Lenair, Yevamos 34b, “Tosfos: V’lo.” Credit goes to Rabbi 
Yossi Newfield for bringing this source in Aruch Lenair to my attention. 

 

ENDNOTE 344 

Thus, being that Sanhedrin 58b is concerned about sexual pleasure, “clinging,” not conception of children, 
once the phrase “and he shall cling to his wife” is rejected as precluding anal sex for a married couple, 
Jewish or not, there is no other verse to prohibit it, and anal sex is therefore permitted – and even, 
occasionally, to the point of intra-anal ejaculation, when done for the sake of marital sexual pleasure. [See 
also Sanhedri Gedolah to Sanhedrin 58b]. 
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ENDNOTE 352 

Added note to the third edition:  See also Rabbi Eliezer Melamed’s Simchat Habayit v’Birchato 
(second edition, 2015), p. 49, footnote 13, quoting a similar interpretation in the name of Rabeinu Bachya 
(1255-1340). 

 

ENDNOTE 355 

Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Nidah 71a states clearly that this is a matter of reward, presumably for the 
husband having put his wife’s sexual needs ahead of his own. See also Shavuos 18b, implying the same. 

*** 

Added note to the third edition:  See also Rabbi Maor Kayam’s Harchavot l’Simchat Habayit 
v’Birchato (2015), pp. 49-55. 

 

ENDNOTE 358* (ADDED TO PAGE 94) 
358* The most direct statement I have seen attesting to the non-legal nature of Rabbi Eliezer’s personal 
behavior is that of Rabbi Yaakov Emden in his marginal notes to Talmud, Brachos 62a, commenting on 
Rav’s sexual play with his own wife, as reported on Hagigah 5b: 

We see from here [i.e. Rav’s sexual play] that Rabbi Eliezer’s custom to reveal only one hands-breadth 
[of his wife’s body] at a time, etc., and to perform intercourse as if he were being pressured by a 
demon, was an added measure [of piety] (milsa yeseirta avid), and it is not what is normal for most 
people – not even for great people like Rav (v’einah midas col adam, afilu hagadol c’Rav). 

See Shas Wagshal-Nehardea, Tractate Brachos, Hagahos v’Chidushim, Brachos 62a, Yaavetz. Credit goes to 
Rabbi Simcha Feuerman for bringing this source to my attention on page 50 of his Kuntres Es Lifrosh v’Es 
Le’ehov (2016). 

 

ENDNOTE 362 

[Added note to the third edition:  See also the statement of Rabbi Yosef Messas in his Mayim Chaim, 
Responsum 97, supporting the notion that the original warnings of the Sages against sex in a lit room were 
made at a time when it was customary for multiple families to live under the same roof, and out of a 
concern that there was a high risk of being caught in the act.] 

 

ENDNOTE 365 

And see Rabbi Yitzchak Abadi, Or Yitzchak, vol. 2, Orach Chaim, Responsum 95, Part 1, p. 62, reporting in 
the name of Rabbi Moshe Feinstein that the sole concern here is about hygiene (hacavanah al min lichluch 
ucayotzei bazeh shenimtza alehah shelo b’cavanah b’oeso zman). See also Rabbi Yosef Messas, Mayim 
Chaim, Responsum 97, implying the same. 

 

ENDNOTE 369 

Note that in regard to sex during the day, the terminology of the Talmud’s teaching in Nidah 17a is that 
sexual intercourse (tashmish) uncovered in a lit room is problematic. But then perhaps manual or oral 



stimulation of one’s spouse’s genitals even naked and uncovered in a lit room during the day (so long as 
any subsequent intercourse is done in a darkened room; or, for a Torah scholar, so long as any subsequent 
intercourse is done with husband and wife appropriately covered) would be permitted – at least from 
husband to wife, and according to some we shall see below, even from wife to husband. And see below, 
Appendices: Sex Above the Covers and endnote 845 thereon. 

*** 

But legally speaking, even gazing at one’s (pure) wife’s genitals is permitted according to many, and 
perhaps even a majority, of medieval writers on account of the Sages’ ruling on Nedarim 20b (see below, p. 
113). 

*** 

At the very least, note Rashi’s implication that rabbinical discussions about a husband “gazing” at his wife’s 
nakedness are about gazing in a lit up room, and specifially during sexual activity, presumably foreplay. 
Indeed, what “gazing” could there really be in the dark? This, then, perhaps supports yet further the 
argument that when the Sages on Nedarim 20b legally permitted a husband to gaze at his own wife’s 
genitals during sexual intimacy, the permission included naked foreplay uncovered by a blanket in a lit up 
room. 

*** 

Behold: this would perhaps explain why when explaining Rabbi Alfasi’s example about sex during the day 
not being in line with the holiness of the Jewish people, commentaries explain that the concern about lack 
of holiness is that the husband might notice something unhygenic on the wife’s body and perform 
intercourse without love and/or with deliberate illicit fantasy (see above, endnotes 366, 367, 368 – in the 
words of Rabeinu Yitzchak of Carcassonne (Peirush Rabeinu Yitzchak Karkosha): shelo yiru b’nishoseihem 
davar megunah v’yisa’enah b’shaas tashmish; and in the words of Rabeinu Yehonasan Milunil: shelo yiru 
b’nishoseihem davar megunah v’yisa’enah b’shaas tashmish, v’lo yihiyeh libo alehah ele achar ishah acheres 
yafeh mimenah). 

And much more research into the matter is required. 

And see in the body of our study, here, the footnote to page 96 for a relevant ruling of Rabbi Yosef Messas. 

[Added note to the third edition:  See also the final paragraph of Rabbi Baruch Halevi Epstein’s 
Torah Temimah, Vayikra 19:123.] 

 

ENDNOTE 370 

Added note to the third edition:  And see Rabbi Yisrael Meir Kagen’s Mishnah Berurah-Shaar 
Hatziyun 240:28, noting that the wording of Rabbi Avraham Danizg in Chochmas Adam implies that this 
ruling of Rava applies equally to all couples in any circumstance where delaying marital sex could lead to 
illicit sexual outlets. Rabbi Kagen does not specify where in Chochmas Adam this is implied, but it appears 
he was referring to Chochmas Adam, Shaar Beis HaNashim, Clal 128:9, where Rabbi Danizg discusses the 
subject without any distinction between scholar and non-scholar. [Credit goes to the 2016 English 
translaton of Darchei Taharah Hashalem, Chapter 22, Passage 29, page 323, footnote 201, for bringing this 
source in Shaar Hatziyun to my attention. It is also referenced in the corresponding chapter and passage in 
the 2011 Hebrew edition, page 276, footnote 66.] 

 



ENDNOTE 404 

Referring to Rabbi Yehudah Hanasi, “Rebbi,” and/or his disciple, Rabbi Abba Arikha, “Rav,” as related on 
Nedarim 20b. 

 

ENDNOTE 408 

As for the concern that anal sex does not create “clinging” because it does not provide pleasure to the wife, 
even this is a matter of debate among the sources (see above, endnote 269). And the fact is that anal sex 
(and even intra-anal ejaculation) IS permitted to married couples by many sources in Jewish law – as is 
intercourse between limbs and, as we shall see according to some sources, even ejaculation between limbs, 
the latter of which also brings many women erotic pleasure and a sense of “bonding” between spouses. If, 
according to these sources, such behaviors ran contrary to “intimacy” for all couples, then they presumably 
would never have allowed them for anybody. Rather, these sources appear to have recognized that for some 
(read: many) couples such behaviors can, and do, foster deeper closeness, vulnerability and love – 
“clinging.” And even those sources who forbid intra-anal ejaculation and/or ejaculation between limbs do 
not do so under the concern that it frustrates marital bonding, but on the technicality that it might be 
considered “wasting seed.” 

*** 

Added note to the third edition:  See also Shaalos uTeshuvos Torah Lishmah, Responsum 299. Credit 
goes to Rabbi Yossi Newfield for bringing this source in Torah Lishmah to my attention.] 

 

 

ENDNOTE 414* (ADDED TO PAGE 105) 
414* Maimonides presents this teaching in the names of “sages.” Hagigah 5b presents it in the name of one 
sage, Rav. 

 

ENDNOTE 427 

Note that Rabbi Yehudah the Pious and Rabbi Elazar Rokeach, master and disciple, are cautious in their 
respective permissive rulings regarding sex with the wife on top (Rabbi Yehudah the Pious) and face-to-
back (Rabbi Elazar Rokeach) only because they assumed these would not satisfy the wife’s need for sexual 
fulfillment. But in the case of a wife who actually enjoys, or prefers, these positions, and with her husband’s 
wholehearted agreement, Rabbi Yehudah the Pious and Rabbi Elazar Rokeach would presumably each 
have no objection to the specific position they each addressed. 

 

ENDNOTE 476 

It goes without saying, but Raavad III does stipulate that this position is only permitted with the wife’s 
consent (see page 179 in the Buchwald edition of Baalei HaNefesh). The same stipulation would be 
assumed to apply to any other “non-missionary” position according to any other opinion – as implied by 
Talmud, Nedarim 20b, which warns either spouse from ever coercing the other in matters of sex (see 
above, pp. 37-38, footnote to page 38, and endnote 125; see also Eruvin 100b, referenced in endnote 125). 
And see Rabbi Yehudah HaChasid’s statement on the matter in Sefer Chasidim 509, quoted above, page 
107. 



 

ENDNOTE 478 

And see below, page 166, and endnotes 606* and 607*, for a further point in this regard. 

And see endnote 647. 

 

ENDNOTE 482 

the fact that certain later authorities quote verbatim, or practically verbatim, the stringent ruling 
disseminated in Maimonides’ name, makes it hard to believe that the weight of his authority was not a 
determining factor in their own decisions to rule stringently on the matter. 

 

ENDNOTE 484 

In Rabeinu Yonah’s words: 

Rabbi Moshe [Maimonides], of blessed memory, writes: “A man’s wife is permitted [to him]. 
Therefore, anything a man craves to do with his wife [sexually], he may do at any time he wants: he 
may kiss any part of her body he wants, and he may penetrate her between limbs, etcetera, so long as 
he does not ejaculate, etcetera (ubilvad shelo yotzi shichvas zera v’chulhu) . . .   

*** 

[Note that in his paraphrase of Maimonides’ restrictive version, Rabeinu Yonah words the concluding 
phrase: “. . . so long as he does not ejaculate,  etcetera (ubilvad shelo yotzi shichvas zera v’chulhu).” 
The prevalent wording of this phrase, however, is: “. . . so long as he does not “ejaculate in vain” 
(ubilvad shelo yotzi shichvas zera levatalah). It thus appears that in Rabeinu Yonah’s paraphrase, 
“etcetera” (v’chulhu) substitutes for, “in vain” (levatalah).] 

*** 

Rabeinu Nissim first presents in the name of anonymous commentators the equivalent of Rabeinu 
Yitzchak’s first approach, that anal sex is permitted only without ejaculation. He then quotes Tosfos as a 
second approach, that anal sex is permitted so long as the husband’s intention is not to “destroy seed” and 
thus his ejaculation is not considered to be “for waste.” And he equates this second approach with 
Maimonides’ ruling in Isurei Biah 21:9. 

*** 

Also, it is arguable that by “Tosfos,” Rabeinu Nissim (on Sanhedrin 58b) was referencing not Tosfos on 
Yevamos 34b, but Tosfos on Sanhedrin 58b, which offers only one approach – in line with the second 
approach of Rabeinu Yitzchak. That is, if Rabeinu Nissim had been referencing Tosfos on Yevamos 34b, 
then he presumably would not have quoted it as a separate approach from the one he presented first in the 
name of anonymous commentators – for Tosfos on Yevamos 34b in fact offers both approaches (in the 
name of Rabeinu Yitzchak). And if Rabeinu Nissim were referencing Tosfos on Sanhedrin 58b, he clearly 
would have been invoking an opinion that permits occasional intra-anal ejaculation within marriage – and 
equating it with the opinion of Maimonides in Mishneh Torah.] 

*** 
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[Added note to the third edition: See also Yabia Omer vol. 8, Even Haezer 21:2, where Rabbi Ovadia 
Yosef (1920-2013) appears to understand Rabeinu Nissim as equating Maimonide’s ruling in Mishneh 
Torah, Isurei Biah 21:9 with the second approach of Rabeinu Yitzchak cited in Tosfos to Yevamos 34b. 
Credit goes to Rabbi Yossi Newfield for bringing this responsum of Rabbi Ovadiah Yosef to my attention.] 

 

ENDNOTE 505* 

Added note to the third edition: See also Rabbi Yosef Yuspa Hahn Nordlinger (d. 1637), Yosef 
Ometz 192. Credit goes to Rabbi Yossi Newfield for bringing this source in Yosef Ometz to my attention. 

 

ENDNOTE 509 

And while Babylonian Talmud, Sanhedrin 100b implies that anal sex is not “befitting” (Rashi – eino 
hagun), 

 

ENDNOTE 518 

For more on the authorship of Pirkei D’Rabbi Eliezer according to rabbinic sources, see the Kuntres 
Hamevo in the 2006 Zichron Aharon edition of Pirkei D’Rabbi Eliezer.] 

*** 

Callah Rabti 2:7 (M. Higger edition) offers another interpretation: Astrologers had told the generation that 
it was written in the stars that mankind would exist upon the earth for at least 6,000 years. Because of this 
belief, the people decided not to have any more children, thinking that this would force G-d to allow them 
to live for all 6,000 years and enable them to enjoy all the benefits of creation for themselves. And so they 
began to engage in perpetual coitus interruptus. 

[Note that this specific passage of Callah Rabti 2:7 implies that the problem with such behavior was that 
the adults of the generation inflated their own place in the history of the world – the fact that seed was 
being “wasted” appears to be of secondary concern. And even when the author of the passage goes on to 
equate their actions with those of Er and Onan, the implication remains that Er and Onan’s sin, too, was 
the inflation of their own self worth.] 

In any case, if the generation as a whole were in fact practicing permanent birth control, and thus actually 
(intentionally or unintentionally) threatening the very survival of the human race, this might shed a new 
light on the notion that the Generation of the Flood “sealed its fate” in the Creator’s mind on account of 
their “wasting seed in vain.” 

[Note also that the collective interpretations of Pirkei D’Rabbi Eliezer, Breishis Rabsi, Midrash HaGadol 
and Callah Rabti appear to address the two main concerns expressed to this day by those who intentionally 
choose to never have children: fear of seeing their children suffer and/or fear of diminishing their own 
enjoyment of life – though in the case of Pirkei D’Rabbi Eliezer, Breishis Rabsi, and Midrash HaGadol, it is 
implied that the potential suffering of the children could have been avoided by the repentance of the 
parents (and perhaps the same applies today to some extent, if the adults of society would actively and 
collectively repair the ills of society), and in the case of Callah Rabti, it appears to have been talking at a 
time when G-d wished to see the world become populated, per His original blessing and command to 
Adam and Eve: “be fruitful and multiply and fill the earth and conquer it,” whereas today it is perhaps 
arguable that mankind as a whole has fulfilled this commandment sufficiently, such that not every couple 
need attempt to bear children – to be discussed further in Volume Two of this series. And see above, pp. 
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91-92, that according to some sources, only those who are halachicaly obligated to procreate are prohibited 
against “wasting seed.”] 

*** 

And although the Babylonian Talmud in three places – Rosh Hashanah 12a, Sanhedrin 108b and Zevachim 
113b – suggests that the generation was punished with “hot, thick water” measure-for-measure for their 
transgressions through “hot, thick semen,” there is no proof that this reference was about masturbation or 
extra-vaginal ejaculation in particular, for there were enough other forms of sexual behavior going on – 
involving “hot, thick semen” – for which this punishment might have been said to be justified “measure for 
measure.” And see Avnei Nezer, Even Haezer, Hilchos Ishus 79:7, which supports this logic. See also the 
concluding passage of Tosfos Hashalem al HaTorah, Noach 6:13:6:Ci Malah Haaretz Chamas, p. 205, 
implying that the “hot, thick water” was a punishment for illicit sexuality in general (znus).  

*** 

The implication of this is that G-d did not punish men for masturbating, nor did He even hold it against 
them or expect them to abstain from it. On the contrary, He understood and empathized with them, and 
attempted to give them a constructive outlet (in that society, and in that time, through polygamy). 

*** 

[Relevant to this entire discussion is a principle that we do not generally derive Jewish law from midrashic 
works, at least not when a midrashic version of things contradicts a Talmudic version. For sources on this 
topic, see Encyclopedia Talmudis, vol. 1, Entry: Agadah, Section 4: Ein Lomdin Me’Agadah; Sdei Chemed, 
vol. 1, pp. 40 (subsections 95-97) and 51 (subsection 150); Rabbi Ovadia Yosef, Yabia Omer vol. 8, Even 
Haezer 21:2 (credit goes to Rabbi Yossi Newfield for bringing this source in Yabia Omer to my attention). 
The basis and parameters of this principle, and if or how it applies to the present discussion about “wasting 
seed in vain,” shall be explored in volume two of this series. One point we shall consider is whether the 
midrashic versions we have discussed are truly contradictory to all related discussions in the Talmud – and 
if we can find even a single Talmudic version that is in congruence with them, then it can perhaps be 
argued that it is a matter of dispute within the Talmud itself. To this point, note that our entire discussion 
in this endnote was sparked by the passage in Talmud, Nidah 13b which speaks of (constant) intercourse 
between limbs, not masturbation, as the sin of the Generation of the Flood. Note also that as discussed 
above, this endnote, Pirkei D’Rabbi Eliezer 22 (considered by some a Tannaitic source) as well as Callah 
Rabti 2:7 both already describe the “wasting of seed” of the Generation of the Flood in the context of coitus 
interruptus for the sake of constant intentional unsanctioned birth control. 

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 – both, again, for the 
sake of constant intentional unsanctioned birth control. 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 6:11-12 (“vatishaches”–“nishchasah”–“hishchis,” in the episode of the 
flood) and Genesis 38:9 (“shicheis,” in 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. [See also Rabbi Menachem Kasher, Torah 
Shleimah vol. 1, Genesis 6:12, entry and footnote 150; Tosfos Hashalem al HaTorah, Noach 
6:11:2:Vatishaches Haaretz, p. 202, Vayeshev 38:9:13:V’shicheis Artzah, p. 66.]  

 

ENDNOTE 523 

Rabbi Isserles presumably did not see Rabbi Caro’s kabbalistic caution in Bedek Habayis, it having been 
published only after Rabbi Isserles’s death. Rabbi Falk, on the other hand, was alive when Bedek Habayis 
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was printed. But if Rabbi Falk saw this kabbalistic caution of Rabbi Caro in Bedek Habayis, he certainly 
does not mention it in his Drishah commentary. 

We therefore have no reason to believe that as a matter of baseline practical law Rabbi Falk  ever 
contradicted his master’s – and Rabeinu Yitzchak’s – permissive view in regard to intra-anal ejaculation for 
the sake of sexual fulfillment within marriage. And, as discussed, he went on to extend Rabeinu Yitzchak’s 
view – upon which the view of his master, Rabbi Isserles, was based – to include permission for ejaculation 
between limbs (for the sake of sexual fulfillment within marriage) as well. See above, endnote 519, and 
below, pp. 124-125, 164-165. And see below, endnote 638. 

 

ENDNOTE 524 

[And note that Callah Rabti 2:6 (M. Higger edition) describes one who masturbates as both “penetrator 
and penetratee” – though the concern expressed about this in that particular passage of Callah Rabti is that 
the person “arouses the evil inclination upon himself,” it does not say that there is any literal connection to 
the commandment of “lo tinaf.” And the meaning of “evil inclination,” there, remains to be determined – 
perhaps it refers to intentional arousing of the inclination for sake of illicit fantasy, not to masturbation 
that results from the body’s natural inclination (and need) for regular orgasm and/or ejaculation.] 

*** 

But whatever “wasting of seed” such murderous idolatrous practices involved, we have no reason to believe 
it involved masturbation specifically. It just as likely, if not more likely, involved adulterous vaginal 
intercourse culminating in extra-vaginal ejaculation (coitus interruptus, to avoid pregnancy), or adulterous 
anal intercourse and intra-anal ejaculation, or adulterous intercourse and ejaculation between limbs (and 
see above, footnote to page 103). 

See Mishnas Rabbi Eliezer (ben Rabbi Yossi Haglili), end of Parshah 18, invoking the verse in Isaiah 57:5 in 
relation to homosexual activity specifically, and not mentioning it at all in its subsequent discussion, there, 
about masturbation. 

*** 

[An additional note: The wording of the sage’s interpretation, “‘Do not commit adultery’ – there should 
not be adultery amongst you, whether  by hand or by leg (bein b’yad, bein b’regel),” is also perhaps curious, 
for, read literally, it implies that the base commandment, “Do not commit adultery,” encompasses only 
that which is performed “by hand or by leg,” not that which is done “by intercourse.” This would of course 
be preposterous. But if the wording of the interpretation were, “Do not commit adultery . . . even by hand 
or by leg” (afilu b’yad, afilu b’regel), adultery “by intercourse” would have at least been intrinsically 
implied. Perhaps, then, the sage’s choice of wording, “whether by hand or by leg,” lends further support to 
the possibility that he used the term “leg” as a euphemism for illicit intercourse (full-fledged adultery) and 
the term “hand” in reference to illicit sexual touching between two people (soft adultery), and therefore 
male self-masturbation was not necessarily part of his discussion at all. And more research into the matter 
is required.] 

 

ENDNOTE 525* (ADDED TO PAGE 125) 
525* See also below, endnote 553, discussing the statement of Rabbi Avraham Dovid Wahrman of Buczacz 
in his Ezer Mekudash, Shulchan Aruch, Even Haezer 23:2, that according to those who permit intra-anal 
ejaculation within marriage it is difficult to argue a distinction between it and masturbation (i.e., if the 
former is permitted for the sake of a man’s pleasure [within marriage], then simple logic dictates that the 



latter should be permitted as well). In Rabbi Avraham Dovid’s words: Gam l’hamatirim shelo cedarcah 
paam achas, rachok l’chalek bein shelo cedarcah l’b’yad. 

While Rabbi Avraham Dovid does not go on to outright permit male masturbation, the logic of his 
argument could potentially be used to support the permission of occasional ejaculation between limbs for 
married couples. 

 

ENDNOTE 533 

See also below, endnote 553, discussing the statement of Rabbi Avraham Dovid Wahrman of Buczacz in 
his Ezer Mekudash, Shulchan Aruch, Even Haezer 23:2, that according to those who permit intra-anal 
ejaculation within marriage it is difficult to argue a distinction between it and masturbation (i.e., if the 
former is permitted for the sake of a man’s pleasure [within marriage], then simple logic dictates that the 
latter should be permitted as well). In Rabbi Avraham Dovid’s words: Gam l’hamatirim shelo cedarcah 
paam achas, rachok l’chalek bein shelo cedarcah l’b’yad. While Rabbi Avraham Dovid does not go on to 
outright permit male masturbation, the logic of his argument could be said to support even more so the 
permission of occasional ejaculation between limbs for married couples.] 

 

ENDNOTE 555 

See also Rabbi Eliezer Melamed’s Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (second edition, 2015), page 61, end of 
footnote 19, and Rabbi Maor Kayam’s Harchavot l’Simchat Habayit v’Birchato, pp. 178-179, quoting a 
similar explanation from Rabbi Avraham Yitzchak Kook, of blessed memory, in Ezras Cohen 35 and 37. 

 

ENDNOTE 565 

(see Midrash Talpios, Anaf Chelek L’olam Haba, page 216a in the 1875 Warsaw edition – cited by Rabbi 
Menachem Mendel Schneerson in his Igros Kodesh vol. 2, page 73, footnote 15*; and see Rabbi 
Schneerson’s lengthy analytical studies about the World to Come and the Resurrection in his Igros Kodesh 
vol. 1, Letter 85, pp. 141-153 and Igros Kodesh vol. 2, Letter 200, pp. 65-77). 

[Added note to the third edition:  See also Yabia Omer, vol. 6, Yoreh Deah 36, where Rabbi Ovadiah 
Yosef quotes this notion from Midrash Talpios, Anaf Chelek L’olam Haba, as well. Credit goes to Rabbi Dr. 
Marc Shapiro for bringing this source in Yabia Omer to my attention. 

See also Rabbi Moshe Chaim Luzzato (1707-1746), Derech Hashem 2:3:8, that those who are unworthy of 
the World to Come in their own right may come to merit a place in it by virtue of their association with the 
righteous (pp. 118-121 in the English edition of Derech Hashem, The Way of G-d, by Rabbi Aryeh Kaplan). 
It is, however, unclear if Rabbi Luzzato meant to suggest that association with the righteous in-and-of-
itself makes one worthy of the World to Come, or only that such association can, in turn, help lead one to 
the path of righteousness as well. 

See also Rabbi Nissan Dovid Dubov, To Live and Live Again (Sichos in English, 1995), p. 55, footnote 187, 
presenting a theory by Rabbi Yitzchak Abravanel which potentially implies that all Jews and non-Jews of 
all generations, righteous and non-righteous alike, shall rise in the Resurrection (i.e., the World to Come), 
perceive the truth of G-d, and serve Him together as one. 

See also Rabbi Dr. Marc Shapiro’s Changing the Immutable: How Orthodox Judaism Rewrites its History 
(The Littman Library of Jewish Civilization, 2015), chapter 8, page 242, footnote 15: “Rabbi Simeon ben 
Tsemah Duran notes that the Sages exaggerated when describing sins that cause a person to lose his share 



in the world to come. See Ohev Mishpat, ch. 10.” See there as well for further references by Shapiro to 
rabbinic discussions about the Sages’ exaggerations, including the acknowledgment by Rabbi Yitzchak ben 
Sheshes (1326-1408) that the Sages’ exaggerated when describing the severity of certain sins, as a means of 
deterrence (Shaalos uTeshuvos Rivash, Responsum 171).] 

 

ENDNOTE 572 

[Added note to the third edition: See also Yabia Omer vol. 8, Even Haezer 21:2, where Rabbi Ovadia 
Yosef (1920-2013) parenthetically references these cautions of Rabbi Yosef Caro in Beis Yosef and Bedek 
Habayis, and then, somewhat mysteriously, points the reader’s attention to this same general section in 
Igros Moshe. Credit goes to Rabbi Yossi Newfield for bringing this responsum of Rabbi Ovadiah Yosef to 
my attention.] 

 

ENDNOTE 573* (ADDED TO PAGE 148) 
573* Even in Shulchan Aruch, Even Haezer 23, where Rabbi Caro addresses the concept of “wasting seed in 
vain,” he does not list intra-anal ejaculation or ejaculation between limbs as examples of “wasting seed in 
vain” between husband and wife. He speaks, there, only against coitus interruptus (and male self-
masturbation). 

 

ENDNOTE 576 

Rabeinu Yitzchak’s second interpretation of Yevamos 34b 

 

ENDNOTE 595 

[Added note to the third edition: See also the final chapter of Mesilas Yesharim, chapter 26, and 
especially its concluding passages, where Rabbi Moshe Chaim Luzzato (1707-1746) describes the path of 
“kedushah” and “chasidus” in a manner that appears to parallel certain principles taught by Rabbi Yisrael 
Baal Shem Tov. Credit goes to Rabbi Simcha Feuerman for bringing this source in Mesilas Yesharim to my 
attention. Rabbi Feuerman also made me aware that there may be a fundamental difference between the 
approach of Maimonides and that of Chasidism, for Maimonides appears to have taught that man’s 
ultimate elevation only comes by transcending the physical, while certain mystics and Chasidic masters 
imply that man’s ultimate elevation is only through the physical.] 

*** 

[Actually, Rabbi Tzvi Elimelech in his Derech Pekudecha is merely quoting and analyzing the report of his 
colleague, Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch; and Rabbi Tzvi Hirsh’s report in Sur Mera is accompanied in the 1997 
edition by marginal notes of Rabbi Tzvi Elimelech. 

Credit goes to Rabbi Dr. Louis Jacobs (1920-2006) for bringing this source in Sur Mera to my attention, in 
the chapter on sex in his book, What Does Judaism Say About…? (Ktav, 1973).] 

*** 

The authoritative commentary on Rabbi Schneur Zalman’s work mentioned above, Shiurim B’Sefer 
HaTanya-Lessons in Tanya, references Babylonian Talmud, Shabbos 152a. But there, we do not find advice 
by any sage that a man should ever train himself to be disgusted in any way by the female body. Perhaps 
Rabbi Schneur Zalman was referencing the interpretation of a commentary. 
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[Added note to the third edition:  Rabbi Schneur Zalman may have been drawing upon one 
manuscript version of a passage in Raavad III’s Baalei HaNefesh, quoted on page 174 of the Buchwald 
edition of Baalei HaNefesh. Credit goes to Rabbi Simcha Feuerman for bringing this source to my attention 
on page 43 of his Kuntres Es Lifrosh v’Es Le’ehov (2016). See also page 12 of Rabbi Feuerman’s work, where 
he addresses the potential danger to marital harmony by a husband’s misinterpretation and/or 
missaplication of such a notion.] 

*** 

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 women in an unattractive manner – let alone to think in such a way about one’s own 
wife. 

*** 

And note that in discussing the intellect’s inability to break the natural sexual urge G-d Himself fashioned, 
the passage attests to the futility in attempting to think of a woman as either “a vessel full of feces” or “a 
mouth full of blood” – perhaps alluding to the unbreakable nature of the male desire for either anal 
intercourse or vaginal intercourse, respectively.) 

*** 

See also Shabbos 152a, Nimukei Yosef: “Meisim Shalom Babayis – taavas tashmish.” 

See also Shabbos 152a, Peirush Rashi: “Meisim Shalom Babayis – ever tashmish.” Credit goes to Rabbi 
Simcha Feuerman for bringing this source to my attention on page 32 of his Kuntres Es Lifrosh v’Es Le’ehov 
(2016). 

*** 

A future study in this series will explore if there exists any evidence that sexually ascetic figures throughout 
Jewish history may have been, to varying degrees, asexual. 

 

ENDNOTE 613 

[It is interesting to note that one of Rabeinu Asher’s disciples, Rabeinu Yeruchem, in Rabeinu Yeruchem, 
Nesiv 23, does use the term “paam achas” in discussing the permission for intra-anal ejaculation within 
marriage, as does Tosfos Talmid Rabeinu Tam (manuscript to Genesis 38:9, quoted in Kovetz Meforshim, 
Nedarim 20, Leket Rishonim by Yerid Haseforim, 2003; see above endnote 221; and compare to Tosfos 
Hashalem al HaTorah, Vayeshev 38:9:11:V’shicheis Artzah, p.66). But it is clear from both of them that they 
did not mean to permit intra-anal ejaculation only once in a lifetime, but rather once in a while. 

*** 

And see Rabbi Yehuda Henkin, in his Bnei Banim, vol. 4, end of Responsum 18:1, pp. 64-65, who says that 
Rabeinu Yeruchem’s use of the term “paam achas” could mean once between each menstrual cycle. And 
see above, endnote 268. 

 

ENDNOTE 616 

[Added note to the third edition: Of related interest, here, may be Aruch Lenair, Yevamos 34b, 
“Tosfos: V’lo.” Credit goes to Rabbi Yossi Newfield for bringing this source in Aruch Lenair to my 
attention.] 
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ENDNOTE 640 

Rabbi Yoffe rules leniently in Levush, Even Haezer 25:2, even though in Levush, Orach Chaim 240:4 he 
paraphrases Raavad III’s wording in Baalei HaNefesh, Shaar Hakedushah forbidding gazing at or kissing 
the female genitals. But even in Orach Chaim 240:4 he permits intra-anal ejaculation – which Raavad III 
himself, in Baalei HaNefesh, Shaar Hakedushah, has until now generally been understood to forbid (see 
below, endnote 649). 

 

ENDNOTE 641 

And it is implied in Rabbi Epstein’s own wording that his ruling in Even Haezer constituted his view on the 
baseline letter of the law, for he states, there, that when all is said and done we rule according to the Sages 
on Nedarim 20b that “Anything a husband craves to do with his wife sexually, he may do” (kaima lan d’col 
mah sherotzeh adam la’asos b’ishto oseh), including kissing the female genitals and anal intercourse – both 
of which Raavad III in Baalei HaNefesh, Shaar Hakedushah has until now generally been understood to 
forbid (see below, endnote 649). 

 

ENDNOTE 645* 
645* The Bible tells us that the sin of Onan involved deliberate and constant unsanctioned birth control, and 
the Talmud maintains that this was the sin of Onan’s elder brother, Er, as well (see above, pp. 89-92). 
There are two traditions in Talmudic-era literature as to which specific crude form of birth control they 
employed – coitus interruptus (Breishis Rabah 85:5) or intra-anal ejaculation (Yevamos 34b). But there is 
no rabbinic tradition that they employed rear-entry vaginal intercourse – and for obvious reason: rear-
entry vaginal intercourse does not prevent pregnancy. 

Although one post-medieval source, Rabbi Mordechai Yoffe in Levush, Even Haezer 23:5, suggests that 
rear-entry vaginal intercourse does not result in conception, he is taken to task for this statement by Rabbi 
Eliyahu Spira in his Elyah Rabah commentary to Levush (see Elyah Rabah, Orach Chaim 240:5:12; note 
also that Rabbi Yoffe made his statement in the context of a case in which he believed that due to a 
particular woman’s medical condition she could not conceive even through front-entry vaginal 
intercourse). 

Even Rabbi Eliyahu de Vidas (see above, pp. 153-156) and Rabbi Elazar Azikri (see above, pp. 157-158) 
took it for granted that rear-entry vaginal intercourse results in conception – and they therefore both 
permitted it. 

Additionally, if the sin of Er and Onan involved deliberate constant unsanctioned birth control, they must 
have believed that their actions were effective in preventing pregnancy. It is unlikely, then, that they would 
have engaged in rear-entry vaginal intercourse, after observing animals procreate in such a manner. 

In any case, the fact is that rear-entry vaginal intercourse does result in conception. Therefore, barring any 
infertility issues the rabbinic sources do not inform us about, the fact that Er and Onan succeeded in 
avoiding conception suggests that their crude form of birth control was not rear-entry vaginal intercourse, 
but coitus interruptus and/or intra-anal ejaculation. 

And see above, endnotes 606* and 607*. And see below, endnote 647. 

Note also Rabbi Isserles’s gloss-note to Shulchan Aruch, Even Haezer 20:1, where his use of the term “shelo 
cedarcah” is obviously in reference to anal intercourse. 
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ENDNOTE 647 

Rabbi Heller’s assertion is supported by the fact that Rabbi Yoffe himself, in Levush, Even Haezer 20:1, 
states clearly that the definition of the term “shelo cedarcah” is anal intercourse. And even in Levush, Even 
Haezer 23:5, before employing the term “natural intercourse” (derech col haaretz) in reference to a 
husband performing front-entry vaginal intercourse rather than rear-entry vaginal intercourse, Rabbi 
Yoffe first employs the same term, “natural intercourse” (derech col haaretz), to describe a husband 
ejaculating intra-vaginally rather than performing coitus interruptus. Are we then to argue that one is 
always free to translate the term “shelo cedarcah” as coitus interruptus? 

*** 

See also Rabbi Spira’s comment in Orach Chaim 240:5:12, where he calls Rabbi Yoffe to task for suggesting 
that rear-entry vaginal intercourse cannot result in conception. And see above, endnote 645*.] 

And note that if by the 16th century the term “shelo cedarcah” was widely understood by the rabbinic world 
as referring equally, or exclusively, to rear-entry vaginal intercourse, then why did Rabbi Elazar Azikri 
make no mention of it in his Sefer Charedim, Chapter 64? Defining “shelo cedarcah” as rear-entry vaginal 
intercourse would have spared him his entire reinterpretation of Sanhedrin 58b (see above, pp. 157-158 
and endnote 616). Clearly, Rabbi Azikri took it as a given that “shelo cedarcah” means anal sex. He only 
argued that the vague and rare term found on Nedarim 20ab, “hafichas shulchan,” referred exclusively to a 
manner of vaginal intercourse (i.e., rear-entry vaginal intercourse and/or wife-on-top). 

Rabbi Azikri’s contemporary and colleague in 16th century Safed, Rabbi Eliyahu de Vidas, did attempt to 
read Rabeinu Asher’s and the Mefaresh’s use of the term, “shelo cedarcah,” as referring to rear-entry 
vaginal intercourse – and we have already addressed the fundamental problems with such a reading (see 
above, page 153-156).  

The bottom line principle is this: To interpret the term “shelo cedarcah” as rear-entry vaginal intercourse is 
extremely problematic and highly unusual. Rather, the definition of the term “shelo cedarcah” is always 
assumed to be anal intercourse unless otherwise specified. 

And those latter-day “family purity” or marital intimacy guides that present the term as referring to rear-
entry vaginal intercourse appear to be basing themselves on an anonymous marginal note printed in some 
Venice editions of Shulchan Aruch, Even Haezer 25, an atypical usage of the term by Rabbi Mordechai 
Yoffe in Levush, Even Haezer 23:5, a problematic reading of the words of Rabeinu Asher and the Mefaresh 
by Rabbi Eliyahu de Vidas, and/or a blurring of the lines between the clear and common term, “shelo 
cedarcah,” and the vague and rare term, “hafichas shulchan.” 

 

ENDNOTE 658 

See also Rabbi Moshe Stern’s Be’er Moshe vol. 3, Responsum 152, Part 10, Page 203. 

 

ENDNOTE 660 

Mesechtos Derech Eretz-Perek Arayos 13 and Mesechtos Zeiros-Mesechta Arayos 22 also both caution that 
gazing at the heels of forbidden women can cause congenital illness – in the name of “the Sages” 
(chachamim – see below, pp. 183-185; and see below, endnotes 691, 696). However, in neither of these two 
places is it specified that such caution extended to a husband gazing at his own wife, and thus we certainly 
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have no reason to believe that it applied to a husband gazing at his own wife when she is pure and during 
marital intimacy. 

 

ENDNOTE 666 

See also above, endnote 116, that according to Ritz, as quoted in Shitah Mekubetzes, Nedarim 20b, the 
problem with intoxicated sex is that it is loveless and the couple isn’t even aware of what they are doing, 
making it tantamount to prostitution. 

 

ENDNOTE 668* (ADDED TO PAGE 173) 
668* The same Rav who permits “overturning the table” on Nedarim 20b, and who invokes, there, the ruling 
of the Sages that “[Anything a man craves to do with his wife sexually, he may do…for] it is no more 
objectionable [in G-d’s eyes] than [how he likes his kosher] fish. See above, pp. 34-36. 

 

ENDNOTE 682 

Rabbi Yosef Caro quotes these last two lines of Shaar Haprishah in his Beis Yosef commentary to Orach 
Chaim 240:2-4:4 in conjunction with Raavad III’s statement about gazing at or kissing the female genitals 
in Shaar Hakedushah. We shall now explore in what ways Raavad III’s context in Shaar Haprishah might 
possibly be said to be similar and/or dissimilar from his context in Shaar Hakedushah. 

 

ENDNOTE 683 

[Finally, note that it is the amoraic sage, Rava, as quoted in Callah Rabti 1:13, who asserts that Rabbi 
Yochanan ben Dahavai himself only cautioned against congenital blindness resulting from gazing that is 
immediately followed by intercourse and conception (see above, p. 46). It is also Rava, as quoted on Nidah 
17a, who permits sexual intercourse to all couples during the day if the room is made darkened, and who 
permits sexual intercourse during the day to Torah scholars and their wives even if the room cannot 
practically be made darkened, so long as they cover themselves appropriately (see above, p. 96). In that 
case, it is possible that Raavad III, here, was combining these two statements of Rava, when he stated (see 
above, page 172): “And others explain this to mean that they gaze when they want to have sex, even though 
during actual intercourse the husband makes things modest – that is, by day he darkens things by covering 
themselves with his robes, or by night he puts out the candle…” 

But this would then raise three points for further clarification: a) Rava on Nidah 17a is generally 
understood by rabbinic sources as permitting only a Torah scholar and his wife to cover themselves in a lit 
room during the day for intercourse, whereas he is generally understood as requiring a non-scholar and his 
wife to darken the whole room. Raavad III, however, speaks here as if it is sufficient for any couple to 
darken things with a mere covering in a lit room during the day; b) pursuant to point a), if Raavad III were 
referring specifically to a Torah scholar in this scenario, then we either have confirmation that it is not 
beyond a Torah scholar to crave to gaze at his own wife’s genitals, or it is perhaps possible to argue that 
when Raavad III goes on to say that (according to Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai) even if the husband does 
make things darkened, he has still “degraded himself,” such criticism may have only been addressed 
toward a Torah scholar, not a layman, of whom no greater refinement is necessarily expected; c) when 
Raavad III goes on to say, in the context of discussing Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai’s opinion, that gazing 
during non-sexual moments is worse than gazing during sexual moments, this would appear on the surface 
to contradict Rava’s assertion (as reported in Callah Rabti 1:13) that Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai himself 



only gave caution against congenital blindness when such gazing is immediately followed by intercourse 
and conception. Thus, we may be forced to interpret Raavad III’s elaboration, here, as referring to gazing 
during non-sexual moments that still leads to immediate intercourse and conception, and what makes it 
“worse” is the fact that such gazing turns a non-sexual moment into a sexual one, and then, in turn, leads 
to intercourse and conception. The question then would be: what is so evil about turning a non-sexual 
moment into a sexual one? And see below pp. 190-191.] 

 

ENDNOTE 684* (ADDED TO PAGE 181) 
684* Still, according to Rava’s interpretation of Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai, as quoted in Callah Rabti 1:13, 
if Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai were in fact cautioning against a husband gazing during non-sexual 
moments, his caution about it causing congenital blindness would have only been meant to apply if such 
gazing turned the non-sexual moment into a sexual one, and, in turn, led to immediate intercourse and 
conception (see above, page 46, and the concluding brackets of endnote 683). 

 

ENDNOTE 698 

But although the term “ervah” can technically refer to the genitals, such a translation in this context is 
questionable, for in many biblical and rabbinical discussions – the entire Perek Arayos included – the term 
“ervah” (the singular form of ‘arayos’) translates broadly as “illicit sexual relationships” or specifically as 
“illicit sexual intercourse.” 

*** 

See also Babylonian Talmud, Makos 24a, which applies the verse to one who avoids gazing at women as 
they wash clothes in the river – also in a context of the nakedness of women forbidden to the viewer. See 
also the concluding passage of Midrash Tehilim-Socher Tov 17:14.] 

 

ENDNOTE 716 

See also the commentary of Rabbi Eliezer of Beaugency (Peirush Rabbi Eliezer Mibalganzi, 12th century) to 
Micah 6:8, p. 168, footnote 1, that the translation of “tznius” in this verse might just be “simplicity.” 

 

ENDNOTE 724 

The only possible explanation I can think of is that Raavad III was comparing the vagina to the cupping 
horn, for it becomes a “vessel to collect blood” each month during menstruation; and he was comparing 
the presence of pubic lice during cunnilingus to the passing of an insect over one’s lips. If so, we could 
easily understand why other medieval commentaries might have rejected these comparisons: It is quite 
natural for a human male to be orally attracted to the genital region of his wife, while at the same time to 
be repelled by the very thought of drinking out of her medical instruments (similar, perhaps, in modern 
times, to how the average husband is orally attracted to kissing his wife’s mouth, but repelled by the 
thought of using her toothbrush); and the issue of pubic lice is easily remedied by cleansing or shaving the 
area. 

*** 
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Credit goes to my friend, Yisroel Freeman, for bringing this source in Gitin to my attention. See also 
Talmud, Kesubos 71b, Rashi: B’dvarim she’beino l’beinah: “Sam hameisir es hasaar.” Credit goes to Tzvi 
Adams for bringing this source in Kesubos to my attention.] 

 

ENDNOTE 727 

[Added note to the third edition:  See also Rabbi Maor Kayam’s Harchavot l’Simchat Habayit 
v’Birchato (2015), pp. 190-196.] 

*** 

It would, however, be extremely difficult to argue that common human nature actually equates the two – a 
point Rabbi Nachmanson himself grants in his conclusion. 

*** 

Along this line of reasoning, then, it could perhaps be argued that the fact that the Sages on Nedarim 20b 
permitted kissing the female genitals without clarifying that ingesting female sexual fluids is problematic 
implies that there is no “kosher” issue to be concerned about. 

 

ENDNOTE 732* (ADDED TO PAGE 192) 
732* This is all besides the simple possibility that there were in fact practical case precedents in which such 
behaviors were explicitly permitted, but, for whatever reason, such cases were never recorded and/or 
transmitted and/or included in the Talmud – another reason why attempting to bolster an argument based 
not upon what the Talmud says, but upon what it doesn’t say, is arguably tenuous. And see above, pp. 10-
11, and endnotes thereon. 

 

ENDNOTE 736* 

Added note to the third edition:  See also Rabbi Baruch Halevi Epstein’s Torah Temimah, Vayikra 
19:123. Credit goes to Rabbis Eliezer Melamed and Maor Kayam for bringing this source to my attention 
in their Harchavot l’Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (2015), page 162. 

 

ENDNOTE 741 

Added note to the third edition:  See also Rabbi Eliezer Melamed’s Simchat Habayit v’Birchato 
(second edition, 2015), top of page 63, asserting as well that this is the view of most medieval writers (l’daas 
rubam hamachria shel harishonim, daato shel Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavai nidchasah v’halachah c’daas 
chachamim she’ein badavar lo issur v’lo sacanah). 

 

ENDNOTE 743 

See above, p. 62-64. Raavad III is unclear, for in regard to the nine-ten flawed conditions he suggests that 
they only cause spiritual repurcussions in one’s children if they coincide with the same sexual encounter in 
which conception occurs (Baalei HaNefesh, Shaar Hakedushah, Buchwald edition, p. 177). But he makes 
no such distinction in regard to the physical illnesses predicted by Rabbi Yochanan ben Dahavi as resulting 
from the four sexual behaviors he cautioned against. And see above, endnote 113. 
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ENDNOTE 777 

Added note to the third edition:  I subsequently found that Rabbi Yehudah Leib Nachmanson 
provides an exhaustive presentation about the topic of vaginal massage within marriage in his 2015 work, 
Sheyekadesh Atzmo, Chapter 44, Sections 3 and 4 and footnotes thereon. See also Rabbi Maor Kayam’s 
Harchavot l’Simchat Habayit v’Birchato (2015), pp. 60-62. 

 

ENDNOTE 801 

Added note to the third edition:  In January 2016, an English translation of Darchei Taharah 
Hashalem was published. See Part Three, and pages 313-315 in particular. Note that the claim that 
Maimonides forbade cunnilingus is perpetuated in the footnote to page 315. 

 

ENDNOTE 806 

It must be pointed out that in footnote 56 (top of page 365), the author writes that Maimonides, in his 
Commentary to the Mishnah, Yevamos 6:1 and Sanhedrin 7:4, defined the term “intercourse between 
limbs” (derech evarim) only as partial penetration of the penile head (glans penis) into the vagina. 

 

ENDNOTE 818 

In any case, let it be noted that Talmud, Nidah 13a and later halachic literature do permit grasping hold of 
the shaft during urination if due to the immediately-surrounding environment one is unlikely to get 
caught up in sexual fixations or if one is married. They also say it does not apply to holding the corona, 
glans penis or scrotum in order to direct the flow of urine. And it does not apply to holding the shaft 
through a piece of cloth. 

See also Or Zarua, Hilchos Baal Keri 121, which implies that Rabbi Eliezer was only speaking against 
grasping hold of the shaft during urination if there are three conditions combined: The person is unmarried 
or his wife is in a faraway place AND there is nothing in the immediate environment that would distract 
him from sexual arousal AND he is holding the shaft to direct the flow of urine, not the corona, glans penis 
or scrotum. But if even one of these three conditions is not applicable, it would apparently be perfectly 
allowed for the man – married or single – to urinate holding his shaft normally and without second 
thought. 

M’aseif l’Chol Hamachanos 

 

ENDNOTE 825 

Menoras Hamaor, vol. 4, Perek Nisuei Ishah, page 86. But see three pages earlier there, page 83, where 
Rabbi Alnaqua also categorizes sex with the wife on top as “forbidden” (asur), based on Tractate Callah. 
Arguably, his categorization of these two behaviors as “forbidden” is not supported by any other medieval 
commentary we have discussed, nor, in regard to the wife on top, by the contexts of the discussions about 
it in Talmud, Tractate Gitin 70a, Tractate Callah 15 or Callah Rabti 1:23 (see above, pp. 42, 48, 51). 

 

ENDNOTE 846 

And see Rabbi Yehudah Henkin’s Bnei Banim, vol. 4, Responsum 17, and the beginning of Section 3 in 
particular. At the very least, Rabbi Henkin says there, foreplay may be performed in a perfectly lit room, 
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only actual intercourse is in question (...v’zehu b’shaas tashmish, mah she’ein cein b’shaas chibuk v’nishuk 
likras tashmish yecholim l’hadlik es haner c’ragil). 

Note that Rabbi Henkin at the beginning of Section 3 of his responsum is not addressing whether such 
foreplay in a lit room may be done naked and uncovered by a blanket. But there is nothing in his later 
discussion restricting naked and uncovered intercourse in a lit room that would seem to restrict naked and 
uncovered foreplay in a lit room – at  least  not that I  am aware of . And see above, endnote 369. 

Thus, if we may be so bold, perhaps we may infer that those who permit cunnilingus could permit it even 
in a lit room as a manner of foreplay, and even naked and uncovered by a blanket. 

As to whether intercourse between limbs, which includes fellatio, would be halachically closer in this 
regard to foreplay or to actual vaginal/anal intercourse, this remains to be explored. And even if it is to be 
considered closer to foreplay, it is possible that ejaculation between limbs (according to those who permit 
it within marriage in a darkened room) would still be considered closer to actual intercourse. And further 
research into the matter is required. 

And see our footnote to page 221 for a relevant ruling of Rabbi Yosef Messas. 

 




