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This essay is an opinion piece only, and is not one of 719%7. As with all issues of 1297,
a competent Rabbi should be consulted if any questions of practical observance arise.

The matter of a married woman covering her hair, and of 777y TYX3 W, seems to be
one of a defining nature. One of the first questions asked a perspective 1% (in religious circles)
is if she will cover her hair (or if he wants her to). Whether one keeps her hair covered (and how
much, and even how) is used to measure one’s i'eligious conviction for noﬂ-single members of
the Jewish community as well. It intrigued me that this aspect of Judaism plays such a prominent
role in sizing up one's observance. I also wanted to understand why, if a woman'’s hair is enticing
(and therefore has to be covered), single women are not required to keep their's covered too.
- After researching the issue and trying to understand it, I felt others would also be interested in
understanding the workings and logic of the laws involved. 7

I have attempted to discuss many aspects of this issue, requiring some devil’s-advocate
playing. I must reiterate that except where sources are cited, much of what is written is opinion
alone (or my thinking out loud), and I urge the reader to check the sources for him or herself.
Hopefully, with G-d's help, some light will be shed on the subject.

There are many individuals I owe a debt of gratitude to for the time and effort they put
in helping me try to get to the bottom of the issue. From helping me understand certain concepts,
to being a sounding board for my thoughts, to correcting grammar, without these (and others) this
paper would not have been possible. While they would all protest my thanking them publicly (so
I didn't ask them), I felt it would be misleading to have just my name on this paper, and not
theirs. First of all, to 772N oW for creating me with the seemingly annoying need to know and
understand everything, and for what I perceive to be X907 RNY*0 along the way. In no particular
order, Rabbi Peretz Steinberg, Rabbi Ben Zion Kokis (and his Rebbetzin), Rabbi Kalman Epstein
and Avrami Rubinstein. Of course all the 0™DD *2y2 I relied on must be thanked as well, and
you, the reader, for making this all the more worthwhile. | '

TR 3T AT
Awn oo




A) IN BLACK AND WHITE: What the Sources Say.
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After going through several cases where one has to divorce his wife but still fulfill her
13903, the MWM in M2MD NN lists cases where the 12D need not be paid. These cases are
divided into two categories, disregarding “the law of Moshe” (7gn N3J), referring to M3 of the
19, or “the law of Judaism” (77 II‘I'J), referring to practices the Jewish people have accepted
upon themselves, even though they were not included in any RD™JIX7 I¥R. One of the
examples given in the W for the latter is a woman that “goes out with her head uncovered”.

The X973 asks why this is considered N N7, and not WM N7, if the prohibition
against Jewish women going out With} an uncovered head is based on a i‘?’lb;-) (and is therefore
XN 1X7);, When a woman is accused by her husband of committing adultery, the i17 describes
the process followed. One of the steps involved is the ]33 uncovering her hair, based on which

"y1a" can be defined as either uncovered or unkempt/let loose. Even though the most common
definition used in this context is uncovered, *'un (on the 2109 in 11TM quoted by the &) translates
it as"undoing her braids". In (.1) nuo noon the k' ma says that "nwxn" (which is extra, as it could have
said only "nwx1 nrk p197°), in conjunction with the word "nwx™", comes to include undoing her braids.
w1 explains this to mean that we increase her "uncoveredness" ("2 nam"), implying that first her
hair was uncovered, then let loose. ""w1 himself (in mow) explicitly states that "v1a" always means
"uncovered,” although since more hair becomes uncovered when braids are undone, this could
(theoretically) be his intent.

The o, on which the xrm1a in o is based, uses the word "covered" (moam). In addition,
in 811 ¥7 (*n n's) we are told that if one is "nwxn wx1vE" he pays her damages, and the story brought
to show that xa2w 71 held this applied to all women says "nwx1 nr iin'z1"— he uncovered her head.
This mowmn and the oo leave no doubt that 2'm transiated the word "p° (in this context) as
"uncovered", not "unbraided."
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- the school of XYM 727 taught that all Jewish women are supposed to kccp their hair c;overed.2
The X1 answers that XM all a women needs on her head is the basket/hat they
used to wear to carry things in. This basket/hat had a concave bottom, and therefore covered her
hair, According to M N7, however, the basket/hat was not enough, as hair could be seen
(between the reeds of the basket) from up close.” (Because the 0B is talking about a married
woman in a pilblic place, all we can learn from it is that married women wore some kind of
covering in public. Anything else can only fall under the category of MW N7, with the MwN
telling us that even violating the latter results in the loss of her 7727M2.) 7 _

"OR "27 then quotes |31 ™ as saying that if a woman wears a basket/hat, she is not
considered having an uncovered head. X7°T "27 asks where (i.e. in what case) 3" "1 was referring
to; It couldn’t be in the marketplace, as that is as public as you can get, and we just said that
because of N" T N7 more is requlred It couldn't be in one’s own yard, as no one keeps their hair
covered there, and if included in 7222 RYW NIYY” would leave no Jewish marriages intact.!
MR or RO 27 explains that °"3 meant going from one yard to the next or walking in the
driveway that connected all the yards on the block (but was not a “public” place).’

%7 nm) M@o .20 T, There are several ways we learn from the ioa that women must keep
their hair covered. First of all, if the 1710 had to uncover her hair, it must have originally been covered.
Secondly, the purpose of uncovering her hair was to be 2nwm (disgrace) her, because she beautified .
herself for her suspected lover. If having uncovered hair is disgraceful, then 2xwr man should not
walk around in that state of undress. These two ways are brought by “'wn, while the mxn brmgs
another; If the 109 tells us that this woman's hair was uncovered, obviously every other woman's hair
was covered! :

3(reatn mown N117) N RNTAM Y'wn. There are other definitions given for "nnz"— a piece of cloth
so thin that one could see the shape of the hairs from up close, a veil that had holes in its top
material, and a cloth that had holes in it— but the idea is usually the same. There are a couple of
wan that say XmTvTn one covering would be enough, but because of T niT a second is needed.
One vwa given in the o"am is that because a "mmavn' (rag) can easily move around on her head
(thereby revealing some hair) more was required for mTiv n.

“This is the way the xm is read according to “'wn, maom and the 1"1. There is another way to
read it, brought by the (o v v%w) n"2. Since ™1 was trying to tell us that there are cases, even
according to 1w 11, where the basket/hat is enough, he couldn't have been referring to one's own
yard. No one would have ever thought more was necessary there, because if the basket/hat wasn't
enough, no Jewish marriage would be left intact (as in their own yards a better covering is not worn).
Therefore "1 must have been referring to a different place. Accordingly, women must wear some sort
of covering on private property as well, and would lose their mamo if they didn't.

SWe see from the discussion in the xna that the word "pre" is defined as "uncovered" not

"unkempt’, as the amount of coverage necessary is the topic of discussion. This may be why the
statement of ""7's school was brought, as "wx1 D" may have meant "uncovered hair" in the
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All the D'PR8 follow this X2, saying that in a public place hair must be covered with
a solid covering, while in a semi-private place (where no one is close enough to see through the
basket/hat) a solid covering is not necessary. Things get a little hairier (pardon the pun) on
private property. Some say that on one’s own property no covering is needed,” with a couple’
qualifying this as being only when no one else is around. If, however, others are around, a
covering must be worn even on privare property. The (i 1) MW says that "™ was in fact
referring to a 7¥N, obligating women to cover their hair on private property as well. Even though
our X1 disagrees® (and therefore she would get her 721N2) some D'POW’° say an MOX exists
on private property nonetheless.

There are several places in the X732 that encourage extra modesty. In .13 K7 it says that
iR attributed her being able to see all seven of her sons serve as %7173 D039 to not having
allowed (even) the walls of her house see her uncovered (braids of) hair. The s -v) (113 YR
(1 ' cites a WI'7 that says how dangerous it is to be lax in keeping every single hair covered (in
general), and how advantageous it is for a woman to not even let the walls of the house see her
hair. Many kept (and keep) their hair covered even in their own home, and some say it is N7

1,0 and therefore all women must do so.'

vernacular, and applying that term to the "uw" of the s showed vthe ®ma that it too meant
"uncovered hair". Also, being that another xrm (brought in .m v noon) seems to translate "vw"
~as undoing her braids, the xma taught by the school of "1 may have been brought to show
otherwise.

6.(&.?111 w1 ™ TR o p*) M1 (K2 T 2o nuam) 'O
7 (w0 ow) W (1 2*0 R o UN) T
8According to 'un, maom and the 11 (see footnote 4).

(o p*o 1o "o v*w) W', The (7' ¥ u) 200 W1 says that this mow is for modesty reasons, as does
the (7 2" i o) NWN DT, '

1%Fither because they read the xma like the "1, or because it has becbme accepted (for modesty
reasons).

W mamn w9970 TR m'w. The (% 12 nema xpmm w*m n*1 1oz Yo *n) "2 says that the intent of the

u'am and 7w (and others) is to include private property as well, and that it has become standard
operating procedure in all Jewish communities.




B) GRAY MATTER: Thinking Between the Lines.

While stating where a Jewish woman must cover her hair, and that extra care must be taken
in public places to insure that her hair is not visible, the X711 does not specify which women this
applies to. The term used by the school of PRynW’ "2 (when saying that some covering is
necessary TR ) is “PRW M1”, implying all Jewish women. When bringing down the 73%0
of not having to give a woman her 712D if she does not follow NP N7, since we are
definitely talking about a married woman, no mention is made of whether the MR of uncovered
hair applies to anyone else. However, in (x2 o) Y0} 198, the 990 and the YW state that it also
applies to single women, as does the (1" nazn w"a men o maz) 07397

Many" point out that “single women” refers only to widows and divorcees, but not those
who have yet to marry. There are several problems with this definition:

1) The term used by the 70, ¥"W and 0”219 for “single” (711MI) refers to all single girls.
If the intent was not to include m':an:z, the term should have been n‘zm, which is used just a few
lines down (when talking about the need to look at a girl's face before marrying her).” 1t is
worth noting that no comment is made by the T 793 or the **2 (both written by the y“W)
qualifying the 0”21%'s or Y's use of the word “I1®" (in the same context) as referring only to
mya. '

2) Another area that 1Y MR W affects is in (w o ) YW MR 11597, as one can

not say WP if he can see things that might make his mind, er, wander. After mentioning that one

2 1 qppo 1oR o Ton R Do o 20 iz MR Iz T a o'
By o o n'm ol

¥Although according to some any non-nzum must cover her hair, she was not forced to do so
(2 "o 20 "u v WM rma). There is a o mzizrm whether a girl must cover her hair after pwime.

B5The (1'% np "o nm'w) TR 10 is also bothered by this, and therefore says that "wx o1’ (in 1A
X3 "0 Wun) means unbraided hair, and all single girls must keep their hair in braids. However, the
definition of w1 v then changes from & 10 to 192 1w, where it talks about married women
having to cover their hair, as well as in "k by w'. In addition, the (o "o p*w) "1 points out that in
the first miwn of the second 1@ of ) rmoon it says that one of the signs that a girl was a n>m

when she got married (and therefore gets 200 zuz, not 100) is that she went out "p1E nur ™", which
is defined by w1 as having her hair on her shoulders (unbraided). Nevertheless, the thmar 1n

changes the definition of w1 v1o rather than redefining "nmm" as only niawn.
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of the things not allowed to be seen is a married woman's hair (since she usually keeps it
covered), the MV and ¥V add that the hair of N2, which is not usually covered, can be seen
while reading @"p. If %712 did not have to cover their hair in the first place, the language used
should have been that the hair of M2, which need not be covered ("WRJ NWH 7222 NpIY”),
not which they usually do not cover ("W NWIY 1% 197%").'° As a matter of fact, after
bringing the sources that say one can read ©"P even if he sees a 7212 with uncovered hair, the
"1 adds that one can also read "[? even though he can hear the voice of an M Y— if he is used
to hearing it."

3) The standard amount given to a n‘-nn:z in a 2MD is 200 zuz, while one who was
previously married gets 100. The first 130N in the second 775 of M2MND talks about a case where
the husband claims she was a widow when they got married (and only gets 100) while she says
she was a 1712 (and is owed 200). If there are witnesses that those things usually done at a
n2N2's wedding were done at their's, she gets the full 200 zuz. One of the DY that she was
a 1792 is if “PID MWK DRI, In the MPWNP TN, according to the fYH "9 and 13T a
reason is given why this was done; The same way a T puts ashes on his head as a reminder
of our mourning the destruction of the W3jpnJ N3, the 173 went to her wedding WX Y10 as a
sign of mourning,'® as we no longer have the great it of the dances of the Do M2 in
the 17V on “98"3 DY (or 23 1"1). If this was done specifically as a sign of NY%*3K, it must have
only been going to her wedding that her hair was uncovered, but before that it was covered. M
on the 273 says that she went WX1 Y179 “from her father's house to the wedding hall”, implying
that otherwise her hair was 7ot uncovered. The two D'2°0 that she was a 72132 are if she went
to her wedding YYD MUK KMPI.” Just as the R (veil) was only worn by M2, but not

16AIthough this wording may have been used to stay consistent with the first part of the mn,
which says that one can't read w'p in front of "women's hair which is usually covered". According to
the nma nawm, this is not coming to say that if a woman never covers her hair you can say w'p, but
that those hairs not usually covered (because they normally stick out from her covering) do not pose
a problem. The fact that the 1o and 1"w didn't take this opportunity to admonish m'zmm for not
keeping their hair covered supports this explanation.

The 1 is equating the fact that one can read w'z even though he can hear the voice of an mw
(because he is used to it) to being able to read w'e even though he can see the hair of a nzmm
(because he's accustomed to seeing it). The hair of a n'zim, like nur 232, must be considered nr.
(The same (1o mam) ®Ma that says 7D nwRa 1WW says N0 NWNA 212, although they are said by different
TRNNN.)

A woman gbing with uncovered hair is considered disgraceful (see footnote 2).
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N3, it makes sense that being WX Y10 only applies to M3, not that all M7 went out that
way. According to those that say a woman must cover her hair from the time she’s (halachically)
engaged, she may have started covering it then, and only uncovered it going to her wedding.
However, if engagement was not the starting point, she must have covered her hair even before
that if she had to uncover it to show TM2X at her MAW.

The 70} 1377 changes the wording from “because of those that went out on T9" O
to "i.e. ﬁlose that went out on MDD 01", and says that the testimony was not that her hair was
uncovered by her wedding, but that it was uncovered when she danced with the other M212 on
DD 0. If her hair was always uncovered, why do we need a specific time that her hair was so—
any testimony that her hair was uncovered before she got married is enough (unless the X is
just picking a time more likely to provide witnesses).'”

Either way, it seems from this "7:‘7!271'1" that women covered their hair even before they
got married.?”

4) In (:%) O"77) N0N there's a 7AW that says that someone making a 77) (vow) not to
get any pleasure from “those with dark heads”, becomes forbidden from getting pleasure from
all adult males, even those who are bald or gray. He is not, however, forbidden from doing so

from females or minors. When it comes to defining a vow (and to whom or what it applies), we

®It should be noted that the author of the nTun 1272 also wrote the 1172 *Tw, where he says (in
1n 1"9) that even m'zima cover their hair publicly.

This would answer the m's question on the X'n (see footnote 15). We would have to explain,
though, how, if their hair was supposed to be covered, m'zima were allowed to dance and go to their
wedding with uncovered hair. There are a couple of ways to approach this.

1) The problem of having uncovered hair is that it will bring on nraw "1inn. However, in this
case, this concern is not present, as she's only surrounded by family, and is being escorting her to
her own wedding. This, plus the fact that uncovering her hair is being done to remind us of the
destruction of the wipenn ma, creates an atmosphere not conducive to such thoughts.

2) In (oo v%w) 2R muwr, the author's grandson (rowr ik w1 103 *3) writes on the topic of
7 nwra . Included is a scenario where he says that single women covered their hair, but let it
hang out from under the covering. This, he says, is what w1 refers to in > when he says that
mizima went to their wedding with "their hair on their shoulders.” This was what the x'mj said was
prohibited because of m7i n1 publicly (for married women). If this scenario is accurate (pictures
in Encyclopedia Judaica bear it out), and single women sometimes wore their hair out of their cap,
but sometimes completely covered it (probably depending on whether they had their hair "up” before
they went out and put their cap on), we have an answer to this problem: When going to their
wedding, they let their hair hang out from under the covering, as that's how the girls wore it on on
7. The "wr pa” of the nawn in the second 7@ of My is coming to exclude completely covering
their hair. They were always allowed to walk around this way (provided they wore some kind of head-
covering), and as a m2ar 117°0 made sure to wear it this way when going to their wedding.
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| follow the language people speak (O )3 TWY), and by saying “those with dark heads” (and not
| “those with hair”) he meant all adult males. The X3 explains that men sometimes cover their
hair (wear hats) and sometimes do not, while women always cover their hair and children (male
and female) never do. Therefore, children are referred to as “those with uncovered hair”, women
as “those whose hair is covered” and men as “those with dark heads” (as most men have dark
hair which, when it becomes visible, leaves a dark impression). If single women did not cover
their hair, how do we know he didn't say “those with dark hair” to include them as well? Since
they are not included, it must be that even single women always kept their hair covered?'

5) When the X793 in MM says that a woman must cover her hair RN, after
quoting the 710D (which talks about a married woman), the school of *"'s statement is brought.
This statement says the 0D is telling Jewish women not to go out with their hair uncovered.
Because of the wording used, we know this applies to widows and divorcees as well.”” Besides
the fact that the term— YXW» N12— includes M7, it is that same term— 7YY MI2— used
in the 7TWM in I"IYN when talking about M2 dancing on TS O and X2 1'0.7

6) The *BD on the 70D in "271M2 brings a "37% 771" (not quite proof, but a sort of
verification) to show that women covered their hair from R, the daughter of T 13, who
covered her hair with “BR" after the incident with T%)X. While usually meaning ashes, with
different vowels (W9R) it means covering. "N was never married, yet the 00 is bringing an
almost %7 from her that Jewish women cover their hair.* |

7) The underlying reason for a woman to cover her hair is because the X33 considers it
“MY" (nakedness). Because MY WX "YW, she must keep her hair covered, and men can not
say YN NX™P when they see a woman's uncovered hair, If a woman's hair is considered MW,

there is no reason to differentiate between married or unmarried, single or divorced/widowed—

21.(1'mu TR 7 2% 1" mam M) 120 YTl 7D
22 w'n "3 (Although the r"11 doesn't specify what "n"1a" means.)

BAlthough itis possible that “"'s school's statement was not part of the proof that a women must
cover her hair xmmnTm, just that the definition of "ua" is "uncovered”, not "let loose" (see footnote
5). However, the term "nnty" usually means it's kT,

230me hold that any non-n7ma must cover her hair, and the mmmn TN says this was why mn
had to, but others disagree, and the (2o »"w) wx "W shows how we would not embarrass one who
was raped by making her keep her hair covered.
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she's just not considered fully dressed. No one says that single women can wear mini-skirts or

shorts— why should this state of undress be different??* 2

2|1y (v o1 2o ) TN TITAR, Rav Moshe Feinstein 2'sr says that when nww 11 said, "nmu-noxa ",
he wasn't coming to say that hair is more enticing than skin, but that it has the same status as skin.
The same way one might think that (just) a voice is not a problem, with the o teaching us
otherwise, hair is also no different than skin, since the ma praises a woman's hair as being
"beautiful.” Therefore, hair itself is only considered mw because, like other parts of a woman's body,
it is usually covered (and has to be). After all, the {2108 also praises her eyes, teeth, lips and nose (or,
according to "'wn in w'nw, forehead), and those aren't considered imp— because they are not usually
covered. (He points out that the word "mnn" means revealing something usually covered, not an
objective "nakedness".) ,

Rav Moshe goes on to say that for this reason the hair of m2mm is not considered nmu— they
don't usually keep their hair covered, so it has the same 171 as their face. (The statement by x7om 11
in the same nma(in .12 m2M) that a woman's thigh is considered innn, even though the thigh is skin,
tells us that the thigh is worse than other parts of the body, and whereas in other cases only if a mav
(fist-breadth) is uncovered is there a problem in saying w'p, if any part of the thigh is revealed, even
less than a maw, there is a problem. Or, if "w" means the calf, not the thigh, that it too is mw.)

Aside from all the 1 | brought that seem to say even m2wn must, or at least did, cover
their hair, according to Rav Moshe's approach the hair of a woman who's married is considered nrin,
while that of her never-married twin sister is not. Unlike the face, which is not considered mw on any
woman, the mw status of a girl's hair depends on her marital status-— even to those that don't know
if she's married or not!

Additionally, Rav Moshe himself (7 22 1'm 1"®) says that those hairs that stick out from a
woman's nnx (used to keep her hair together under the covering) do not pose a problem by ' since
we are accustomed to seeing it. However, (7mnon™ .0 mw) "'w1 calls these hairs "nw", which they would
not be unless considered as such even if never covered. (1m n"1T.2 MR "0 1T'® 1AM T 171)

Rav Moshe does not explain why, if hair in and of itself is not mw, the nmn required married
women to keep it covered in the first place. It's possible that while not niw, it is more ;s for one
to cover her hair (just as certain colored clothing are considered immodest but not "nmm"). Because
the problems of wr nwr are so Tmm, the mm may have required married women to keep this extra
level of modesty. Since it's the result of one being an wr nuy, all halachically engaged women would
also be required to be "extra modest."

If this extra level of modesty was required of single girls in public, either because of T 1
or because non-Jewish girls did (and Jewish girls couldn't be less modest than others), most (if not
all) of the problems disappear. Since indoors this extra level of s was not required of mzm, w'ez
could be said even when their hair is uncovered.

2%ln (12 "o v"m) nwn TR Rav Moshe 2"t wrote that a widow who couldn't find a job that paid
enough to support her family (if she had to keep her hair covered at the office) was allowed to
uncover her hair there. His rationale was that it is unclear whether the mxn requiring a woman to
cover her hair was a positive or negative one. Additionally, Rav Moshe says only married women have
to cover their hair xmmxm (even though the xma brought *"'s school's statement— which everyone
agrees is referring at least to widows and divorcees t00). Since in cases of vy (coercion) we do not
have to keep an ntpy (positive commandment), and this case affected more than a fifth of her money
(as she couldn't support her family otherwise) qualifying it as an onr, we can say 73?7 17327 299
(where there is a doubt regarding a commandment of rabbinic origin, we take the more lenient
option) and assume it is an nwo.
If the need to get married is in the same category as making a living (both are reason enough
to leave " 1Y), then we would be allowed to be 2pap the nww hy single girls. However, Rav
Moshe only permitted her to leave her hair uncovered at the office even though she too was
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In addition, when discussing the need to avoid illegal sexual relationships, the w2) 3”10
(™ says that one should not do things like motioning, winking, or looking at their hair. Since
single women are also in this category, and covering the hair is (at the very least) a matter of
nYMY (modesty), it would follow that the need to cover one's hair should apply to a// adult
women.”’

For these reasons, I am leaning towards the opinion that the intent of the TV, ¥" and
the 0”217 was to include all single women. I am not saying that every adult female should now
cover her hair (and the D"P00 clearly say that M2 do not have to), but when trying to define

the parameters of this subject, am stating what I feel was their intent®

unmarried. When asked (r mm 12 "0 1 pom ") about a divorcee who felt she could better attract a suitor
if her hair was not covered (as he wouldn't dismiss her immediately if he didn't know she was once
married), he allowed her to do so, but only where she might meet someone (not a blanket ).

Rav Moshe then mentions the possibility that mmin n is treated like all o2 11, and therefore
can't be applied to cases we don't know people upheld. Since he didn't know of any cases of financial
loss where this "snm" was kept, he didn't enforce it in such cases. By the same token, if single girls
never accepted this "inm", it wouldn't be enforced (see footnote 34).

2"The Rav of a Yemenite community insists that in all Eastern-Jewish communities, such as
Yemenite, Moroccan and Bukhari, even little girls covered their hair, and that in Germany they used
to keep their hair covered when they reached 12 years of age. It's possible that the reason girls in
Jewish communities based in Moslem countries covered their hair at such a young age was because
Islamic law required it, and was the law of the land. Even after Islamic law was lifted, the extra mux
level was not dropped. We see from the »main o1 that all minors, even females, did not cover their
hair.

ZBHow this may affect mm nwra "ow as a whole will be discussed later.
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C) M)7Y: Objective or Subjective.

There's no question that times have changed.”” However, those who follow Orthodox
Judaism by definition are of the opinion that the Torah is the word of the Creator (and the X713
His will), and its values are as valid now as ever. Nevertheless, there are certain things, even in

Orthodoxy, that are treated subjectively.

0ne of the biggest changes that has taken place since Talmudic times is the woman's role in
society. Women are no longer mostly at home, and are as integral to all types of businesses as men.
Not having been around back then, it is impossible for me to know or completely understand why,
at the beginning of the twentieth century, women suddenly demanded equal rights. Were they always
unhappy and/or dissatisfied with their roles? Why did it take so long until they either became
dissatisfied, or let their unhappiness show?

These changes have affected many aspects of Jewish life— from a young girl's aspirations
to the demand for women's minyanim— the /east of which is the need to cover one's hair despite
being as involved in the world and society as men are. Some would say that a woman's place is still
in the home, and it is there that she will find real fulfillment (and straying too far from the home is
the cause for many of the "problems"), but in the interest of fairness, | would like to present another
side of the coin.

When we had an agricultural society, life seems to have been much simpler. The
husband/father spent most of the day working in the fields (his own or someone else's), and brought
home the fruit of his labors for the family to eat, with any leftovers brought to market to trade (either
directly or by selling then buying) for other types of food and the like. His only responsibility was to
his family. He was home enough to help raise the children and educate them. The wife/mother may
have helped a bit in the fields, and took care of the other household needs as well (most important
of which was bringing up the children). Her responsibility was also only to the family unit, and
between the two (and some help from above) they provided for that family. One "job" wasn't more
important than another, and the jobs were split so that everything was taken care of.

" Now fast forward to modern society. No fields. Instead each person has a job that earns
money to buy whatever he needs (hopefully). "What do you do?* "Accountant. | help people arrange
their finances." "Computer programmer." "Office manager. We sell widgets." You get the idea. In an
industrial society, we are dependant on each other to provide each other's needs/wants. Besides
providing for the family unit, we're contributing to society as a whole. However, because of the way
roles were originally split up (with men being physically stronger and women better prepared
physically and emotionally for child rearing), half of our society was now working for the family unit
only, while the other half provided for the family and were able to feel like an integral part of society.
(And even though there's no greater contribution to society than bringing others who will contribute
into the world, concentrating on that alone cuts them off from the rest of what G-d created.)

Okay, so | simplified it a bit. And yes, there were always blacksmiths and doctors, etc. But
on the whole, as society became jndustrialized, women started to feel left out.

The change from traditional gender roles was also helped by other, possibly more influential,
factors. Technological advances, such as the vacuum cleaner and washing machine, freed up much
of the homemaker's time. Just as Pharoah increased the workload of ‘2z "1 to prevent them from
thinking about freedom, having more free time allowed women to consider their situation.
Additionally, women had to work while men were at war, and were reluctant to give it up upon their
return. ,
There's no question that changes in society have had an effect on religious life, but to deny
the same kind of fulfillment to those who want it doesn't seem fair.

(I'll get off my soapbox now and back to the topic at hand.)
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We saw before that one cannot say W"j? if aroused. The (17 o) V" says that for this
reason a man cannot say " if he can hear a woman singing. The R”17 adds that if one is
accustomed to the voice, it is permissible (as it will not lead to those types of thoughts). The fact
that one is subjectively used to something, and therefore not aroused by it, affects the 72%1.

Theoretically, to say that the requirement for women to cover their hair has changed, two
things must occur; First we must establish that (pertaining to women'’s hair) M"Y is subjective
enough to affect {13771 Second, we have to show that affecting laws dependant on their arousal
quotient can translate into affecting laws that set basic standards. Even though one may not be
aroused by women's hair (and therefore able to say WP in front of her), she would not
automatically be allowed to walk around with uncovered hair. There are two different things‘at
work here; She has a certain standard of dress below which is unacceptable, while he cannot say
"2 if he is aroused (and he's not). However, regardless of whether or not these conditions are
met, MM N7 cannot be affected, and the X911 in N2 says that the basic law of keeping hair
covered is RMIRT. Those aspects that are N N7, such as where the hair must be kept
covered and how much, may be affected if what was once accepted can be rejected, and is
considered as such.

| The (- 7*u i o) M2 RN writes that even if a woman and all her friends/associates in that
area do not cover their hair (and therefore the men of that area have become so accustomed to
the sight of a woman’s hair that their minds would not wander), one cannot say " in front of
her/them. Even though the law changes if one is accustomed to a woman's voice, since she is
required by law to cover her hair, there is no flexibility.® It is possible that this applies only
to WM N7, although immediately prior he wrote that even if she only covers her hair in public,
- in the house it is still considered 117y, and he cannot read W in front of her.

The 1779 J97y* takes the opposite approach. One can almost hear the painful sigh as
he writes that unfortunately, because of our sins, women no longer cover their hair. However,

being that such is the case, the "1y felt that one can in fact read W"j? even when in the presence

% Just the opposite of our prerequisite. Instead of the flexibility of the laws of w'e Vaffecting the
dress code, the dress code affects the laws of w'p.

3 (o g2 XM T WK A0 D 1) T IR D YD TR
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of a married woman with uncovered hair.?

Can these subjective changes affect the standards of dress as well? I will try to explore
this possibility, keeping in mind that only N7V N7 aspects are under discussion, and that the
1772 MWH may preclude the entire premise.

R) If in fact the MM and the Y"® did mean that even M2 must cover their hair, we can
easily see that this jump from 2"} to TIOR (or MYY) can not be made. Bven though in " M%7
they say that one can read "2 in front of M21N2 (since they do not usually cover their hair), they
still required M2 to cover it. ¥ ¥

2In (n o x@an n*w) NN IR, Rav Moshe Feinstein 2'sr brings a strong imx1 that having to cover
the hair does not automatically make it mw. In (13) mom, when nww 11 says that a woman's hair is
nnw, he brings a 2wa from trwn T that compliments a woman's hair, showing that it is enticing.
If having to cover her hair was enough to make it nmp, w"1 would have used the a in A from
which we see that a woman must keep her hair covered.

There are, however, several reasons why nww 2171 may have used the 2a in w'nw rather than
the one in MM First, besides the anmmm brought by the wma in mamo that translates "va" as
“uncovering” her hair, there is one brought in (m noo that seems to translate it as "undoing" her
braids (0" n'ma 1™0). if the 7108 in 1T means the latter, we wouldn't know from there that her
hair was covered, and therefore is considered nr. @™ brings the 2708 in w'nw showing (¥n7w Y710%2)
that hair is in fact nmn. Second, if the statement of the school of ™ is needed to show that a women
must cover her hair xnmmirn, the wa itself wouldn't be enough to show that hair is . Third, Rav
Moshe himself wrote that w" was only coming to tell us that hair is the same as skin (not worse),
and if covered would be nmp (see footnote 25)— the 10a in ama wouldn't tell us this (only that it
must be covered). 1t would still be possible for something that was nmu-ready, such as hands, to
become 1w if it must be kept covered, while hair, (without the 2108 brought by w"1) is not even nmu-
ready. Finally, all we see from the 210a in 121m is that her hair was covered (in public), but not how
much. After the 2108 in w'nw tells us that hair is considered nmmw, we know that all of it must be
covered (and possibly that it must be kept covered in places other than very public ones).

BIf their intent was actually that only a widow or divorcee must cover her hair, we have no
inference either way. There is the theoretical possibility that (for the reasons previously mentioned)
m2ma were originally (or would have been) required to cover their hair, but because they didn't follow
through (or stopped doing so) the requirement changed. Since there were single women (those who
had been previously married) that didn't stop covering their hair, and therefore were still required
to, and mzima were originally included in the prohibition, when codifying the law the language was
kept intact, and the term ™19 was used. It should be noted that according to the (x%1 1" nmm) m2wm
a Txwran m n'zm (girl whose marriage was not consummated) must cover her hair, and she would
not be included if the word "n"7iw1" was used by the 1w, v"'w and T'am.

¥There is a very simple scenario that would explain how it came about that m2im didn't cover
their hair even if the requirement applied to them as well. If at one time the norm was for women
to get married, or at least engaged, before they became adults, they would have started covering
their hair not when they became adults, but when they became married (or engaged— remember
that there is a nv2rm whether a girl who is halachically engaged must cover her hair). Those few that
hadn't gotten hitched by the time they became adults probably would not have started covering their
hair when they reached adulthood, as it would symbolize "old maid" status— being unmarried adults
and all. (it needn't have started in the time of the wma; If, in the mam, all women were
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2) The (* 1a rmma maunr) 1377 YW, in order to answer what the Q703X 1% considered to
be a contradiction between YR where the Y@ said single women must cover their hair and 1"
where the " said one can read @"? even though he can see the uncovered hair of a 7212 (and
other questions), says that 7112 must keep their hair covered in public places, but in alleys and
private yards they do not. Therefore, at home, where ¥"p is usually said, and there is no 913
(improper thoughts) as one is used to seeing a 771N2's hair, there is no problem.

If the sight of the hair of a 19112 is so commonplace, chances are no 17 would take
place in public either.” Yet, according to the ?"®, the hair of a 7212 must still be kept covered
in public places! In other words, getting used to uncovered hair (so there’s no M11) does not
mean that the standard of dress, or definition of MY, changes.

2) The very concept of MY being subjective and therefore subject to change is a very
dangerous one, as f10 7377 P¥— there is no limit to the amount of change possible,* If today
we say that because we are so accustomed to women not covering their hair it is no longer iy,

what will stop us from saying tomorrow that mini-gkirts, or worse, are okay. A line must be

married/engaged by the time they were adults, and sometime thereafter there were some that
became adults before marriage, it would be those first adult unmarried females that didn't start
covering their hair.) In any case, there's no question that whereas now there are adult females aged
12 through at least the 20's, at the time of the nma it was not so, cutting the amount of adult
females whose hair was not covered at least in half. It is possible that it was these individuals,
anomalies of that society, that danced in the nmy on 2™ and axa 1"v. According to this scenario, when
the mam™ says that m2mm only uncovered their hair when going to their wedding, 122 o1, they
must have started covering their hair when they became engaged (as they weren't adults yet).-

This might explain why a 711 not to get mxan from "those with dark heads" would not apply to
single adult females (even though they didn't cover their hair either)— there were so few of them,
they just didn't come to mind when the 111 was made. It would also explain why the nwm in man
doesn't mention the fact that they danced with uncovered hair, as these girls had never covered their
hair in the first place. It must have been very strange to see all those "anomalies" gathered together,
so much so that the sight of bouncing (adult) hair would stand out in the minds of potential
witnesses. (Or, possibly, that it became closely associated with things done at the wiznnmm, and was
therefore made part of the n'22's trip to her wedding "ja1m2 11." However, | have not seen this vwg
given to explain the maunm.)

If m21m never covered their hair, the requirement to do so may never have fallen on them
(see the end of footnote 26). However, this scenario assumes that they would have started covering
their hair when they reached adulthood, when it just as easily could have been when they reached
the age of three and are considered nxm2 my, in which case we must start from scratch.

%Unless seeing many of them at once makes it worse. Making this distinction would mean that
if one is walking with a n'21ma in public (uh...his cousin) he could not say w'z, but if he turns into an
alley (where she's not required to cover her hair) he could. Pretty strange. The (2 0o v*w) BR T
says the same thing as the 117 1w, adding that she must keep it covered in alleys as well.

%As evidenced by the 1992 change in the New York State "indecent exposure" law.
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drawn somewhere, and following what was written in the Y0, even in subjective areas, scems
a logical place to draw it.”’

In addition, if different communities adopt different standards, is the classification of iy
different for each community? Those who live where most women always cover their hair must
do the same, but those living in other neighborhoods do not?® There are some very real
advantages to organized religion, and allowing different standards for different communities

would seriously undermine them.

) In (u o vw) TOM MR, Rav Moshe 9”37 writes that a married woman is allowed to
leave just under the area of a NDY (fist) of her hair uncovered, which translates to be the width
of two fingers across the front (he figures that the width of the forehead is twice as long as a
fist). Since one is not allowed to read "} if a MOV usually covered (such as a woman's hair) is
not, but less than that one can, Rav Moshe felt this was the maximum amount of hair a woman
can leave uncovered. Rav Moshe cleatly applied the laws of ©"j? to the standards of .%

i) When saying that even though the M used the term "i™D" only widows and divorcees
are required to cover their hair, the (o v p*w) "2 quotes the 37, who says that "all we

31 the codification process itself wasn't the actual drawing.

BAlthough there is a case of a law possibly being different for different communities. In 1@
o it says that the noma of "1muma nmuwnw* cannot be made if men and women can see each other,
since there's no nmmuw before "2 where there is nran *minn (contemplation of sinful things). At the
end of M, the last of the manmn that the mio'zn wia? brings includes the fact that we do in fact say
the nom. The wn? says it's possible that the reason we do is because women can now regularly be
found among men, and seeing them no longer leads to nap 1w (as much). In T 1 n"w (which
| have not actually seen, but heard quoted on a cassette of a mrw by Rabbi Y. Frand) the author says
that therefore, among those that are accustomed to seeing members of both genders, the N7 can
be made in mixed company, while in those circles that separate seating is upheld, if the
circumstance should arise that men and women can see each other, the no1a cannot be said.

Some mwan that discuss whether a n72ma must cover her hair point out that in those
communities where they do, all nizmm must, while in those that m2mm do not, they need not.
However, these "communities" are much further apart than those under discussion, where it couid
be a simple ride (traffic permitting!) from Brooklyn to Queens, or closer.

PThere is actually a mz1zim whether less than a mav is considered nmw on women other than
one's own wife (x qwo o 1o ), but Rav Moshe wrote in two early mawn that even the x*n1 would
agree that hair is only nmw when a maw or more is showing. However, in a later (oo 1*m n"x) mwn Rav
Moshe retracts this distinction, saying that hair has the same "1 as wwa (skin), and would fall under
the same npvarm brought by the ®"'m. Therefore, nwun? na2n the ool agree that all hair, even less
than a mau, must be kept covered (except mx? pm v3ri— hairs that don't fit under the covering-
i.e. by the temples and back of the neck). This does not, however, affect Rav Moshe's applying the
laws of w'p to the standards of dress.
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discussed regarding not saying @"j? in front of M"Y pertains only to things that are usually
covered. By a 11712 however, whose hair is usually uncovered, we are not concerned [with
. saying W"p in front of her uncovered hair] as it brings no improper thoughts.” The 11”2 takes what
the 2771 wrote by W”p and applies it to the standards of dress, showing that M»1N2 need not
cover their hair.*

") The (i p*onu o) DFIR 727 asks how the YW says we can say "7 even if we can see
the uncovered hair of a 772, if in X3 "0 Y”/IR he said that M?N2 must cover their hair (at least
in public). This question, along with another, led the R"1 to change the definition of "WX" y10”
in Y"}. If M2 not following the 175%7, making it the norm to see their uncovered hair, would
not change the M"Y status, there would be no contradiction; They are required to cover their hair,
but since they in fact do not, and we are used to seeing them in this state of undress, we can say
(before changing the definition), it must be that if, for whatever reason, the hair of nY77n2 is not
considered MY for WP they could not be required to keep it covered.”

T) In (2 o) MW P72°, Rav Ovadia Yosef says that, pertaining to a f1°12 having to
~ keep her hair in braids (and a married woman having to wear a "7"77"- a full length garment
including a veil) we can say “AT3 2027 AT NR”; since this practice is no longer kept, it
supersedes the original practice. This logic could apply to all M N7 aspects of the
requirement.*> However, most who do not follow the N7/ N7 aspects do not follow the N7

MM part either, possibly invalidating their changes from being considered a new n.

If the T N7 aspects of the law have changed because of the (unfortunate) changes in

“*The obvious question is why the 17"1 had to go to the 37 when the M himself wrote (10D "

np) that because mizmn usually do not cover their hair one can say w'z in front of their uncovered
hair. The only thing that the 37 adds is that therefore no improper thoughts occur.

s the w'nw says by married women who (unfortunately) don't cover their hair.

2nless the idea of not following the mdzn was so far-fetched, it wasn't even considered an
option!

“although he feels very strongly that married women can not wear wigs in public, despite the

fact that it too can only be i niT and has become widespread. (If all aspects of T it could
change hased on current practices, the prohibition against wearing a wig as the covering should
change as well, yet it doesn't.)
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society, no one would have to cover theit hair at home or in any non-public place, in public the
amount of covering necessary would decrease, and widows and divorcees need not cover their
hair at all.*¥ Even though every step necessary to say this exists, no halachic authority has
combined all of them, and at each step there is some opposition. Additionally, doing so
compromises the moral standards of an entire nation, and opens up the possibility of further

compromises ad absurdum.

“Assuming only married women are included in nwn 7.
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D) 0" ixo: Will or Won't Wigs Work.

Whether a completely exposed wig fulfills the requirement to cover natural hair is a rather
complicated issue, with many saying it does, and many saying it does not. There are heavy hitters
on both sides of the issue, so no one can do wrong. 1 will, however, try explaining both sides.

There are basically three reasons why a wig would not be enough to remove the problem
of MY MR Ww:

1) Most define the word “7in7},” which the X3 in NM2MN3 says is not enough in public,
as a covering that allows the hair (or shape of the hairs) to be seen from up close. When the
M quotes JIM /7, the term used is "P777". The 37 translates the "%W17"'s word, based
on the Roman language, as “hair, locks of hair and (or) a wig”. Since 7 was saying that only in
non-public places is a wig acceptable, we see that it does not take care of the N7 N7 problem
in public places. Of course the Y is alone in his definition, translates the same word
("X*YDP") as “a covering” (not any specific type) in 1D NIW "MOWAY, and is vague when he
translates “7N??" used in the 722,

2) It is not readily apparent that a wig is not a women’s natural hair, and therefore some
might think she is transgressing.*’ The problem of T'¥ N"X% is mentioned by a number of
W91, * but I have come across only one response. In WM NTIR (10 1*1 ) Rav Moshe 9731
explains that, since we don't find anyplace where the X111 was worried about 1"y IR by a wig,
we can't apply the general concept to it. He adds that wigs are distinguishable from real hair (at
least to some), and that it is no different from men using an electric shaver, which is not
forbidden even though it may appear that a razor was used. (Obviously all those that permit
uncovered wigs to be worn in public feel that no problem of 7y 'n’mn exists.)

3) Since the reason a woman cannot go out with uncovered hair is T fWR2 YW, and
it is therefore immodcst,r wearing something made to look like hair is also immodest. Whether

'wigs are as immodest as uncovered hair is rather subjective, and the question is not only if there

BIn gow) Tom TIw n'w the author goes so far as saying that even those who said it was okay to
wear a wig publicly would now forbid it. Since there are many that unfortunately do not cover their
hair, and no one can know whether he is seeing real hair or not, it will lead to nan 1. (How it
differs from having single adult females around beats me.)

“SFor a list of Twnan, please see (xa - p"x) TRDEN IR OF (1 M A o) TAIR DM
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is a difference, but if the difference is enough to consider wigs “modest” dress. The Q™27 05
(7™ o712 v q7 -"e mw) says that the only time a woman's hair is considered MY is when it is
attached to her head and the scalp can be seen with the hair. The X" agreed, quoting the 3w
in his 21D on the MW" and allowing one to say WP in front of a woman wearing a wig. In
N 72y 2ot n*w*® the author explains that only when the hair is still attached, and is a
living, growing thing, does the Y71 1X” rule over it, but once cut is no longer considered 117y

There are many N"X9 brought by each side, and I will try presenting the basic arguments
in the paragraphs that follow. For a more complete listing, please consult the v*mw) D007 3R

(7 mn x2 "o,

4N 2'0 v "o MR nwn 0T
Bm mx 10 MR 1M @O R2ET) TV 0 BN

“*To me, it seems that there is a big enough difference between a wig and a woman's natural
hair. However, | have heard many state otherwise, mostly those who don't (or whose wives don't)
cover their hair. | am convinced that many of these are unfortunately just rationalizing their not
keeping their hair covered, for several reasons. 1) If they were really concerned with the na7zn, and
felt a wig is also n1w, they would wear something more modest instead of wearing nothing at all. 2)
A couple of self-contradictions | have heard: One guy | know told me he couldn't understand how
wigs were allowed, since they make women look just as good, or better, then expressed his desire
for his wife not to cover her hair because she deserves to feel good about how she looks and he
wants to feel pride being seen with a good-looking girl. A married woman | know insists wigs make
wornen look better, yet when asked how someone (unmarried) looked on a particular occasion, said
that "her hair looks awful, like a wig." (Hey, | thought that was good!) 3) On several occasions | have
heard women point out that certain other women that usually wear a sheit'l were seen in a bathing
suit at a hotel pool or beach; a) Either one should cover her hair, or does not need to. The hypocrisy
of some has no bearing on the issue itself. b) The rationalization used by most for not covering their
hair is that mw is subjective, and it is common for women not to cover their hair. Why then would
it be hypocritical for one to cover her hair where most religious women do, yet wear appropriate
pool-side attire?! 4) If women generally looked better with wigs than their own hair, wouldn't more
woman want to wear one? With all the time, effort and energy put into looking good (between
makeup, clothes, workouts, girdles, etc.), why is the wearing of wigs limited primarily to Orthodox,
or even Jewish, circles (and only to married women)?

| also think there is a difference between looking good and being enticing— aesthetic beauty
leads to appreciation, not (necessarily) . There is no problem with a woman wearing nice
clothing, a nice wig should be no different. The issue at hand is not just preventing enticement, but
covering what is considered nnnp, "nakedness."” To illustrate, there are many women who iook better
fully clothed than scantily clad. Does that mean that since they look better with clothes they
shouldn't wear them? No one would say that the v"w would advocate mini-skirts for those with awful-
looking legs, as there are certain standards that the Torah tries to uphold. In the same way, even if
one looks better with her hair covered than uncovered, the standards set by na?n demand that she cover
it anyway.
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X) There is a WM in NW NOON™ that allows a woman to wear a "I} XD” outside
her house, but not outside her yard, on Naw. A N*21 XD is commonly translated as something
worn by women that do not have much hair, made from the hair of others, worn on their heads
to make it appear as if it is their own. Obviously, if it's worn to make people think it is their own
hair, it must be visible (uncovered). Yet, only on Nw, where there is a problem of carrying (if
it is removed), is she forbidden from wearing it in public.”!

However, the Y2 W3” quotes 13"12371°%P 971 who disagrees, saying the N"121 XD was
only worn under something else, adding that it could not be completely uncovered, as she
wouldn't wan{ others to think she was being N7 N7 %Y 12w, and couldn’t because of IR
™.

Even if the Y'D was fully visible, he continues, there is no 7X7 from the MWN in NIW,
as maybe she’s only allowed to wear the 1“D in her own yard, where no covering is needed, but
not elsewhere.”® Others™ say the fWn is not talking about married women, as they can never

wear a "D, but engaged women.*

2) When discussing how late a husband can invalidate his wife's D977}, the X% says
the 7" holds that he can’t be 99" (invalidate it) to prevent her hair from being shaven off, as
she can put on a fIRD N33 (thus not looking bad). The VHYH 1Y’ comments that from here
we see that married women can wear a 1"D on their heads.

However, as several D' D1 comment, the X793 must mean she can wear it in her own

303 hawn 1.
51

T 140 020,
2" o n'w.

33and even though the niun seems to imply that normally she can wear it elsewhere, it's possible
that she never really can wear it publicly, for the reasons previcusly mentioned.

S 3,

3\t can't be referring to single women, as the xma says the reason 2 allowed her to wear it in
her yard was so that she shouldn't be disgusting to her husband.

.12 71,
Swritten by the 2.

21




house, in front of her husband, as "7 would never allow her to go out with uncovered hair, yet
says that the husband can be 99" to prevent her hair being shaved.®

3) The D"73%m 18 says that since the X3 in NMND didn’t answer that RN
women can wear a 117131 XD publicly, most probably it is not even prohibited by NN n7.

This is not a strong X7, however, for several reasons. The Y2 X2 says that a 1"D was
not worn uncovered, but under the normal headgear. If another covering were present, there
would be no problem of WM N7 anyway. Secondly, since any covering at all would eliminate
the WM N7 aspect, "MNYP" can in fact refer to any covering.® ™" may have picked the
basket/hat because it was the most common. As previously mentioned, the word used in the

"PWNY is translated by the T as 17D.%!

) The Y2 X2 brings the X911 in (:%) O™ that says one who vows not to get any
benefit from “those with dark heads” is prohibited from doing so from ¢/ men (even grey-haired
and bald men), but not women and children. *'&" says that women always wore light colored
headgear (and therefore cannot be called “dark heads”). If women wore wigs without any other
covering publicly, they too would have been considered as “those with dark heads”.

It is well known, however, that it is not really *"& on the side of the X913 in D"773, even
though the printer did attribute the commentary to him. The WX used instead on 0™ is the
1”9, who explains that "dark heads” was used to describe men for lack of another term, as they
didn't always cover their hair, nor did they always go out with no covering. Women always
covered their hair, so were nicknamed “those with covered heads”, while children were called
“those with uncovered heads”. Additionally, as 1”7 says in (:N2) "7, there were drawbacks to
the wigs they had back then, and it may be for that reason that women did not normally wear

BEven though no one but him will know, as her head is otherwise covered.
% pimr 2wxa 1 R'0 N 0 TR
Which is the way the T translates it.

%11t seems to me that if "nn2" can refer to a 1 in MmN, it must have not been worn under
anything else, as that something else would take care of the nwn nT problem even without the 1.
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one (and not because they could not).®

In any case, while there are many prominent D705 that forbid women from wearing an
uncovered wig publicly, there are many that permit it, including the RX"11,% and the 7a»
DR, prompting Rav Moshe Feinstein 2”31% to write that a husband can not forbid his wife
from wearing uncovered wigs publicly, as it is her "7 and she has whom to rely on. Those who
feel that wigs do not do the job can always be T%nn for themselves, and many modern D*?0%9
admonish against certain types and styles of wigs. As in all areas of M"Y, more modesty is

always recommended.

®}¢'s possible that because it wasn't the norm for women to wear their wigs publicly that a nma
was made forbidding it on mw, as she may remove it (thereby carrying). The JT) N2’z mo N
(r says that women can wear wigs publicly on maw, adding that now it is worn like a hat, while then
it was worn as a vwin (ornament).

83 2'D aw TN"D TR T'T2Y 2 700 AU o 1R

%4 7'D N o IR

%31 1o 2" 'R WD TR
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E) MORE FITTING/LOOKS GREAT: Which Side Are You On?

As I mentioned in the introduction; whether one covers her hair (or wants his spouse to)
seems to be used to define how religious one is. There are several reasons/possibilities for this.

1) The 1129 explicitly says that a married woman must cover her hair. Going against the
T 7Y (even on things that are only N3 N7 and seem to have a way of being rationalized)
is usually a sign of having a less than complete commitment to the Torah and its values.

2) There are plenty of married women who do not cover their hair. Therefore, there is less
"peer pressure” to do so, as a woman can be considered “Orthodox” even if she doesn't (whereas
no one that doesn’t keep kosher or Shabbos would be). Those that cover their hair do not usually
do so out of fear of being considered an outcast, but because they want to/feel it's the right thing
to do. And while there is peer pressure among the further right to keep hair covered, whom one
chooses to associate with says a lot about a person as well.

3) The concept of always keeping one’s hair covered is very foreign outside of religious
circles. To go to work every day wearing a wig (or a hat) takes a lot of guts, and would only be
possible for one who has a high level of commitment. (By the same token, going to company
functions with a spouse whose hair is covered takes a certain level of commitment.)

4) After having gone all of one's life without covering her hair, it is a pain to suddenly
always keep it covered (at least in front of others). One must feel pretty strongly about doing so
to overcome the inconvenience involved. Self-esteem may also be affected when something so
important to a woman's looks is no longer visible, and once again it takes much commitment to
overcome these obstacles,

I am not saying that it is impossible for one to be completely committed to a Torah lifestyle
yet only cover her hair in public (etc.), but it would take an awful lot of nerve for someone with
that level of commitment to believe that she knows better than everyone else.%

5) One of the concepts put forward regarding reward and punishment is ¥ 7337 2"
"NV TPV WI- The reward for doing a 3N is the intrinsic value of the MXM itself, while
the punishment for sinning is the damage done by the sin. Therefore, keeping kosher may be

casier as the one gaining the most is the one doing so, while not keeping kosher affects the

%®And, if it's because she read this paper (and therefore believes that the theoretical loophole is
a valid one), they'll probably just turn up the temperature that much more for me.
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violator most directly. The same is true of keeping N2W, etc. However, when it comes to matters
of M1X, many have the attitude that it is not themselves most directly affected by upholding
it, but those who won't get D*MW177 because they dressed appropriately.”

Being that such is the case, dressing modestly became a need at least as much for others
as for the dresser. Only those concerned with the spiritual well being of others will inconvenience
themselves on behalf of others. Unselfishness and concern for others is a pretty good way to

define a person, probably even better than their level of commitment.

Many associate covering one’s hair with fanaticism. If commitment to the Torah is
synonymous with fanaticism, so be it. But until more is done to inspire others to increase their
level of commitment, shoving laws down people’s throats will usually do more harm than good.
It is my hope that increasing knowledge and thought will bring about a better understanding of

the complexities involved, and bring us closer together and to our Source.

Many times | have heard female colleagues say that going mixed swimming is not their
problem, but the guys— they shouldn't go to the beach knowing that immodestly dressed women
will be there. (It couldn't be that one of the reasons guys go is ...naaah.)
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Appendix (a):

I have heard several people quote authorities as saying that (one of) the purpose(s) of a
married woman keeping her hair covered is to show others that she is in fact married, kind of
a huge wedding ring. I spoke to one Rabbi I had heard quoted as saying such, who said he heard
it from Ais Rebbe, and that it was based on the following:

The X2 in NM2AMD never uses the term “MIY”, while the XM in NM272 does. In order
to account for this discrepancy, and the fact that a big deal is made out of a woman's appearance
in public, the theory is put forth that the xﬁm was concerned that people should know who is
married (and therefore has the status of WK NWR). Requiring married women to keep their hair
covered took care of this “concern”.

In (o) IR N, a similar scenario is presented. The author is bothered by the fact that
a married woman can keep her hair uncovered in her own yard (according to at least some
WRY), even though others can (possibly) see her. If the reason to cover one's hair is because
it is considered 1Y, this should not be allowed.®® Additionally, why should there be a
difference between single girls that were never married, and single girls that were once married
(and if there isn't, why don't all single girls cover their hair).

To answer these questions, the 1™ I'"i1) says that the reason the 17 required married
women to cover their was to distinguish them from those not married. XN XM, any covering
would be enough, as it would show that she was an ¥R NWXR. However, N 71" N7 required more
than just any covering, as sometimes single women wore some kind of headgear. Therefore, the
kind of covering only married women wore (as the 0”217 wrote, "0 233 1"11") was necessary.
On her own property, since it was known that she was the lady of the house, there was no need
to keep her hair covered. When the 0”219 (and others)‘ wrote that single women cannot go out
publicly "WRT NYYW”, it refers to both those who had never married and those who were once

matried, but are no longer. However, the term “PY5” means unbraided, not uncovered (like the

580f course we've already seen that some specify that only if no one else is around can it be

considered a "3m," while others state that although she wouldn't lose her nam3, she's still forbidden
to leave her hair uncovered even on her own property.
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OraR 1an).%

There are several problems with this way of thinking, First of all, *®9, in his XM
X1, says the reason the basket/hat is not enough for I N7 in public is “NYIL”, as one
can see her hair between the reeds (not because sometimes single women wear it as well). I have
yet to come across anybody else that gives any reason bus modesty as the reason more was
required. Secondly, if the reason more was required was really because single women sometimes
cover their hair, it should also be XPN™9IRT (not NP N7), as just any covering wouldn't indicate
whether or not she is married— why isn't this second level included in the original law? Thirdly,
if the reason to keep one's hair covered is to be able to differentiate between married and
unmarried women, how would anyone permit married women to wear a wig? Even those who
hold that a wig is not good enough do not bring this as one of the reasons. Additionally, the »
" brings from others that there are places where M2 also cover their hair (as Yemenites
and other Bastern communities still do). If the reason to keep hair covered is not modesty-based,
why would anyone not married do so?! Finally, according to the iR Niitl, widows and
divorcees need not cover their hair (although, like all other single women, it must be kept in
braids). Obviously all the D'W1DM that say they must cover their hair are leaming otherwise.”

The word “117V” is not used in M2MD because the source and parameters of the law are
under discussion, not the reason(s).

It should be noted that there is a danger with this “reason” being given for married women
covering their hair. One scholar has told students that his wife doesn't cover her hair because her

wedding ring accomplishes the same thing. Even if this was the only reason to keep hair covered,

®The same question | posed earlier still applies: How could the same term, used in a similar

context, mean two different things. Even the mr nnni would agree that when talking about a woman
who is TTa nT 20 i, the definition of "bag" is uncovered.

" neaen morwa ®awm
M 7R 127 TOI0N TT NEOR

Although theoretically one can combine both tuowa, and say that mw is a contributing factor,
as once a woman covers her hair it becomes nmmv (like Rav Moshe's approach). The nmmn requires
married women to cover their hair so that others will realize that she's an wr nwr, and once her hair
was covered it became nmp, requiring her to cover it properly (the mmin riT aspects). The v"w might
have said single women "don't usually cover" instead of "don't have to cover” because if they ever did,
it would in fact become nu. However, you would still need the scenario presented in footnote 34
to explain the xmain o, It would also mean that "nno nwra Www" means an individual’s hair (if she
covers it), not everyone's, and would not explain the 1w? of ""m1a" used by the mv, v'w and p"am.

27




it is no where near as easy to notice whether a woman is wearing a ring, and if so that it is a

wedding ting, as it is to notice that her hair is covered.

There is one 77X with an approach that may be relevant to this discussion. In Ny 100
27>, the author's grandson, TPOWIIR W1 "2% 277, adds his thoughts on MW MWK Www.” He
is amazed that (at least according to some) we are more lenient by an 107, who is a full NWR
R, than a widow or divorcee, who is a D in every respect. (He is also amazed that no one
else points this out.)

To resolve this, he explains how we know from the 770D that a married woman must
cover her hair. Even though all we really see is that married women covered their hair af that time
(when the 77 was given), since the uncovering was done to embarrass her, and was made part
of the NTYID process, we see that 17”2717 was happy with this “practice” and wanted us to keep it
through the generations. However, all we see is that He wanted us to keep the same practice,
nothing more and nothing less. Since only those considered married had been covering their hair,
and only a %2 n"Y2 (one whose marriage was consummated) was considered married before
N NN, only a %P2 NP1 has to keep that original custom. An {107, which didn't exist then,
could not be included in that ""7"1.” Those no longer married no longer covered their hair, as
we see from the X2 in (:11) 77MO— we know a woman (a non-Jew) is no longer "NT"R”
(partnered) when she goes with her hair uncovered publicly.” A widow/divorcee only has to
cover her hair, he explains, because after having covered it while she was married it becomes a
“place usually covered,” and therefore mMIY.

This approach explains the mechanics very well; All we see from the 79 is that Hashem
wants us to keep the original practice of the 292 N3 covering her hair (publicly at least). The
question is still why Hashem wants us to keep it. If it were because hair is “M7Y,” wouldn't He
want all adult females to cover their hair, and therefore let us know that they should? (If the
reason a widow/divorcee must still keep theirs covered is because it became MW, it obviously was
not beforehand.) We can theoretically say that while hair is not “i11y,” it is still more modest

to keep it covered, and while not enough to create a separate requirement that all women (or all

3 %3 1o B

MBefore n1m 1rm, Jews had the same requirements (and customs) as non-Jews, so even Jewish
widows uncovered their hair.
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who are an ¥R NWR) cover their hair, at least those that had until now (at the time of 7771 M)
should continue to do so. Or, similarly, we can say that Hashem liked the idea that it was ecasy
to recognize who was married, and let us know that we should keep it (or at least the part that
was being kept) going. There is another possibility, which fits very nicely with this approach.

In the ninth P9 of "I WR,” the author (MW "D ITON) writes about the added
responsibilities of a XW3. Hashem created women with the ability to conceive and raise
children, which before marriage is only "I13" (potential) but becomes "2¥9” (actual) after
marriage. With this change comes the added responsibility to be more careful in how one acts,
dresses, and affects others. Since this change takes place only after X3, but not after POVTX
alone, it could be why the requirement to cover her hair applies only to a V2 n%wa.
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Appendix (b):

"The goal of our life should not be to find joy in
marriage, but to bring more love and truth into the world. We
marry to assist ea,ch other in this task. The most selfish and
hateful bfe of all is that of two beings who unite in order to
enjoy life. The highest calling is that of the man who has
dedicated his life to serving G-d and doing good, and who
umites with a woman in order to further that purpose.”

-Leo Tolstoy (in a letter to his son)

One topic that often arises when discussing whether or not a woman has to keep her hair
covered, is the fact that the wives of some prominent Rabbonim did not cover their hair. I do not
pretend to understand what the thought process behind this was. There is no doubt that these
Rabbonim would not have married a woman that didn't keep kosher or Shabbos. Although
 keeping one's hair covered (even in public) is not in the same category of Kashrus or Shabbos,
it is a bit curious that they were able to tolerate an apparent violation of halacha by their wives.

It is entirely possible that these Rabbonim felt that they would be able to accomplish
more— bring more Torah to the world, bring more people closer to their Creator— with this
Rebbetzin by his side, despite the fact that she didnt cover her hair.

One of these Rebbetzins started covering her hair in America, and it's more than likely
that had they grown up in our communities, all would have done so when they first got married.
I am told that even in Europe those brought up in the “Yeshiva world” covered their hair when
they wed, It was when a women who didn't grow up in the “Yeshiva world” matried someone
who did that the above situation came about.”” There's little doubt, though, that the

When asked if there's any i for a married woman not to cover her hair, one of the prominent

Rabbonim whose wife didn't cover hers said there was not. (When, at a different time, he was asked
why his Rebbetzin did not, the response was "why don't you ask her," or something to that effect.)
There are those who would like to say that there must be a valid mn if the wives of such

30

V)




unavailability of a strong Jewish education for females contributed greatly to the laxity that
existed in Europe.

In any case, the bottom line is what the 1997 actually says, and if any question persists,
an authority should be consulted.

prominent Rabbonim did not cover their hair (see "Tradition, Modesty, and America: Married Women
Covering Their Hair," Judaism 40 (1990) by Rabbi Michael J. Broyde). However, even though such a
nin may have been printed, | can find no validity for it, whic_;h the above story seems to confirm.

[Rabbi Broyde writes that theoretically there are several ways not to require married women
to cover their hair, even publicly. Either there really is no prohibition mmmn 1, it "only applies in a
society where women generally cover their hair," or the term 118 means "disheveled," not "uncovered."
I believe | have covered these areas, and, as Rabbi Broyde himself writes (in footnote 10), "almost
all contemporary decisors maintain that a Biblical and immutable rule requires married women to
cover their hair." Those that seem to raise the theoretical possibility that it is dependant on society
do so not for practical halacha, but rather to explain why so many have disobeyed the law.

The most widely known of those that seem to say there is no longer any problem is Rabbi
Isaac S. Hurewitz. In Wzn T, his commentary on the Rambam's nmxnn 7oo, the issue of a woman
covering her hair mnin 1, and why it isn't counted as one of the msn 2, is brought up ( nww mn
'R mxn). While saying that he "wrote this not for practical law but to justify the practice of Jewish
women," he tries to show that the o is society based ("dependant on the place and time"), and if
a woman doesn't follow the dress codes of her community she violates nwn n1 as well as 1w "19% (for
dressing in a way that is arousing). If, however, the women of a society do not cover their hair, the
To'R no longer applies. The problem with this approach is rather obvious; There are two levels of law
working here, nwn 17 and T 111, and Rabbi Hurewitz only allows for one. Any mTim nT detail of
modesty would automatically become the nrmet mor! How could the xma have said that v
something is permitted, but is ior because it has become Jewish custom?! it is no wonder that the
N T was so controversial when it was first published, and was attacked in the Jewish media. |
couldn't put it better than Rabbi Dovid Cohen, who, in a letter to Rabbi Broyde discussing the “12zn1 1,
wrote, "Being published does not make one a decisor."]
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Appendix (c):

Several approaches have been scattered throughout this paper, and they might be difficult
to follow without a scorecard. The following chart may help keep track of these approaches, and
the advantages and disadvantages of each one. The approaches included in the chart are:

(1) The standard approach, Married women must cover their hair, as well as widows and
divorcees. This is the approach used by most Q"1VWIX,

(2) The simple approach; All adult females must cover their hair. This approach seems to make
the most sense based on the things brought in the second chapter.

(3) The modern approach; Only married women have to cover their hair, not because it's enticing,
but so that we know who's married and who's not.

(4) Rav Moshe's approach; Hair is not enticing unless it's usually covered, and married women
usually cover their hair because of the Biblical commandment/prohibition. While Rav Moshe
doesn't give a reason why the 777N required married women to cover their hair in the first place,
I am assuming it is because it's more "tzniusdik” even if it's not MY, and the severe
consequences or added responsibility of an W'R NWR make this extra level of MY"IX mandatory.

(5) The sociological approach; All adult women should have covered their hair, but those who
hadn't married never started doing so, so the technical requirement never started (as explained
in footnote 34).

(6) The combination approach; Combines Rav Moshe's approach with the simple approach in
order to answer most of the problems each one faces. N7 had (have) to keep their hair
covered publicly for NY"IX reasons, even though hair is not considered MY in and of itself.

The circumstances that need to be explained and are included in the chart are:

(A) Why the 17 requires married women to cover their hair.

(B) Why widows and divorcees have to cover their hair.

(C) Why single women are different.

(D) The use of term “™1D” in XD "0 VIR,

(E) Why the term "727" was used rather than "NMMAR" in Y "0 N"X.

(F) Why no rebuke was made when using “]27 0" (that really M22 should cover their hair).
(G) The 1717 that indicates girls covered their hair before they got married.
(H) How brides were allowed to uncover their hair when going to their wedding.
(1) The expression “WRIT *M” seeming to exclude all adult females in the 7.
(J) Use of term "9XW" N12” in the XN 2 (and *1BD).

(K) Using 9N as a 127> 727 in the M90.
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