
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Parashas Vayishlach   

Hebrew Academy of Cleveland 


Rescue me please, from the hand of my brother, from the 

hand of Eisav because I fear him. (32:12) 
Rashi explains the apparent redundancy continued in the 

pasuk: “From the hand of my brother, from the hand of Eisav.” 
Sometimes Eisav acts like my brother, showing love and 
friendship which conceal his true, nefarious intentions. Other 
times Eisav acts like the evil person that he is, challenging me and 
stirring up adversity for me to overcome. Both the Kedushas 
Levi and the Chozeh of Lublin write that Yaakov Avinu prayed 
to Hashem to spare him the challenge of Eisav, the yetzer hora – 
evil inclination, who was coming at him in the form of Eisav, his 
“dear” brother, as if to assist him in his avodas Hashem – service 
to the Al-mighty when, in fact, he was seeking to impugn the 
integrity of his service: “Because I fear him”. It is very difficult to 
triumph over the guile of the yetzer hora that comes (supposedly) 
to help us in our avodas Hashem. 

The source of this concept (fear of the ability of the yetzer 
hora to taint our service to Hashem) is to be found in a Torah 
thought, originating from the Baal Shem Tov in his commentary 
to a halachic statement Chazal make in the Talmud Shabbos 75a: 
“One who slaughters (an animal or fowl), what sin (of the thirty-
nine avos melachos – main categories of prohibited labour on 
Shabbos) does he transgress? Rav says (he is guilty of) tzovea – 
dyeing. “When one slaughters, he releases blood from the animal 
which, in turn, stains (colours) its body.” Tosfos comments, ah 
shochet d’alma kai – this is a reference to a worldly or mundane 
or an average slaughterer. Simply, Tosfos is teaching that this 
halacha applies to anyone who slaughters an animal on Shabbos. 
The Baal Shem Tov makes a play on words, suggesting that this 
refers to the shochet – slaughterer, who slaughtered alma – the 
world; in other words the yetzer hora, who, by its very 
manipulations, destroys lives and undermines spiritual potentials. 
The Talmud asks: “What sin does the shochet via the yetzer hora 
commit? After all, is this not the purpose of his creation?” Rav 
responds, What does dyeing have to do with the yetzer hora? 

Horav Pinchas Friedman, SHLIT”A, explains that, 
veritably, the yetzer hora employs two different approaches in its 
effort to ensnare the unsuspecting and weak. At times, the yetzer 
hora does not conceal its evil intentions, overtly convincing its 
weak subject to sin. No guile is necessary, just plain old-
fashioned chutzpah. Obviously, the yetzer hora is dealing with a 
person who is susceptible to sin and amenable to transgression 
that has no qualms about satisfying his passions and gratifying his 
lustful desire. He is ready and willing, just waiting for that little 
nudge from the yetzer hora. 

The advantage of this approach is that someone who is not 

weak and willing will see it coming and act accordingly to 

eschew the evil-inclination’s efforts. He will place himself firmly 

in the bais hamedrash, anchor himself to a spiritual bedrock and 

be unmoved by advances of the yetzer hora. When the yetzer 

hora employs the alternative approach however, one should fear it 

and should make use of every avenue of escape and buttress 

himself against it with whatever ammunition he has available. 

This is when the yetzer hora comes as a tzovea, when he paints an 

image of a mitzvah over the most odious sin. He uses guile to 

convince the person that, not only is this act not sinful, but it is 

indeed a mitzvah of the highest order. 
Hashem created the yetzer hora for a purpose: to balance 

man’s free will, so that he has a choice: either to act 
appropriately; or to turn to the path of evil. Thus, when man 
chooses to do good, he justly earns reward. He had a choice and 
he made the correct decision. Hashem instructed the yetzer hora 
to reveal to man that he is leading him toward sin but to convince 
him that sin is a choice. Why live the life of a goody-goody? One 
should have fun and do what he wants, not what he is told. This 
approach allows man to make a rational decision concerning 
whether he wants to live a spiritually correct life or one devoted 
to gratifying his physical desires. 

The yetzer hora however, takes his license to lead man 
astray one step further. Not satisfied with presenting sin in all of 
its ignominious glory, the yetzer hora would rather reach a 
different crowd: observant, committed, virtuous but unsuspecting 
Jews, whom the anathema of duplicity and wiliness are beyond. 
This type of individual wants so much to please that he falls for 
anything. Discernment is not one of his most outstanding 
qualities, and faith in people is based upon a friendly smile. The 
yetzer hora can convince this person that a heinous transgression 
is actually appropriate behaviour which will ultimately facilitate 
and reinforce Judaism. Is this not how the secular strains of 
Judaism began? The people convinced themselves that they were 
actually endeavouring to save Judaism. It is not much different 
today, with the modernists who feel that Judaism cannot survive 
unless it meets the challenges of our modern hedonistic society 
and acquiesces to them. Their first error is in thinking that 
Judaism needs to be saved. Their second mistake is in thinking 
that they are the anointed ones who will succeed in doing so by 
modernising halacha. Judaism does not need to be saved. It is the 
Jews who require saving and by deferring to the wiles of the 
yetzer hora, they will only succeed in undermining and eventually 
impugning the integrity of our faith. 

This is what our Patriarch feared most. He could handle 

Eisav when he came towards him as Eisav. It is when he donned 

the rabbinic garb of Yaakov and articulated all the right words and 

intoned all the proper blessings all for the purpose of establishing 

his credibility, so that he could later worm his way into 

acceptance on par with reputable Torah leadership that Yaakov 

became anxious. We have no greater danger to our people’s 

religious survival than the danger from within, from the tzove’a 

that paints himself as Yaakov but de facto represents the antithesis 

of what the Patriarch stood for. 
 


Why do you ask my name? (32:30) 

Yaakov Avinu wanted to know the name of the angel with 

whom he had wrestled and won. The angel responded, “Why do 

you inquire of my name?” The commentators debate if this was a 

question, more or less, as if the angel were replying, “What 

difference does it make to you what my name is? You cannot do 

anything about it. I am not reachable by name.” Others contend 
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that his response was actually his name. In other words: “Why do 

you ask my name?” is the actual name of the angel. 

Horav Shabsi Yudelevitz, ZT”L, explains this. When the 

yetzer hora – evil inclination approaches a person with the 

intention of leading him to sin, he really wants only one thing 

from the person: “Do not think! Now you are in the city, away 

from your bastions of Torah environment which protect you. Now 

is when you grab to your heart’s desire. Face it, your desires are 

working overtime; you see what you normally would never see at 

home. Now is when you should act. Live it up!” 

The yetzer hora does not want us to stop and think, to 

ruminate if what he is saying makes sense: if it is good; or if it is 

bad. He just wants us to “do it!” Once we ask questions we 

wonder, “What is motivating me to remain in the city? Who is 

talking to me? My yetzer tov – good inclination or my yetzer 

hora?” Once a person begins to ask questions, he demands 

answers. Once he hears the answers, the yetzer hora has been 

eliminated from the picture. No one intentionally listens to the 

yetzer hora. 

Thus, Eisav’s angel, representing the yetzer hora’s evil, 

replied, “Why do you inquire about my name? Do not ask 

questions. Act!” 

Horav Elazar M. Shach, ZT”L, takes a different 

approach. He defines “Why do you inquire about my name?” as a 

message: The angel of Eisav, AKA the yetzer hora has no name. 

The name of a creature, person, animal, etc. defines its essence. 

When Adam Harishon named the animals he studied each one’s 

personality, essence, of what they were made, their goals and 

objectives, etc. and then he gave each of them a name. Some 

people, such as Moshe Rabbeinu, had ten names, because he was 

so special that one name could not define his true essence. The 

yetzer hora is nothing but an illusion, a figment of the 

imagination; he has no essence; he is an apparition with no 

substance – other than what we grant him. Therefore, he has no 

name. He is nothing, so why should he have a name? 
 


And he (Eisav) raised his eyes and saw the women and 

children. (33:5) 
In his commentary to Parashas Toldos, Horav Mordechai 

Druk, ZT”L, observes the glaring contrast between Yitzchak 
Avinu and his errant son, Eisav. The Rav begins with the maxim a 
person sees what he wants to see or alternatively a person sees 
who he is. We are creatures of habit, our human nature 
comprising who we are and how we live. Indeed, our nature most 
often dictates our perspective, how we perceive people and 
situations. Who we are determines how we look at concepts, 
events and people. A ben Torah whose life is moulded by the 
Torah that he studies and to which he is committed, naturally has 
an outlook governed by the Torah. 

Let us look at father and son. The above pasuk informs us 
that Yaakov Avinu was travelling with a large retinue. In addition 
to his considerable family, he had goats, donkeys and a large herd 
of cows. All of them presented themselves to Eisav, who saw only 
the women and children. He ignored everything. He was too busy 
looking at Yaakov’s wives. This was not because he ignored 
material wealth. Indeed, his entire life was about materialism but 
his base instinct prevailed over his desire for wealth. His lust 
superseded his desire. 

Yitzchak Avinu was unquestionably a holy man. He is 

referred to as the Olah Temimah – Perfect Sacrifice because that 

is what he was. Every fibre of his being was sanctified to 

Hashem. As Yitzchak went out to the field in search of a quiet 

place to entreat Hashem, his session was interrupted when he 

beheld a caravan travelling towards him. He looked up to see his 

future bride, Rivka Imeinu, coming towards him. Yet, the Torah 

writes that, when he looked up, all he saw were camels! A 

caravan in which the woman with whom he would forge the next 

link in the Patriarchal lineage of Klal Yisroel was coming towards 

him; yet, the Patriarch saw no woman; he saw only camels! He 

was a holy, virtuous man who, upon seeing a woman riding on a 

camel coming towards him, saw only the camel, not the woman. 
It is all in a person’s perspective, an outlook that is based 

upon the character of the individual. One is constantly influenced 
by the environment in which he finds himself. A negative 
environment has a negative effect; a positive environment 
ultimately has a positive effect. Basically, under normal 
situations, this is the rule. However (and this is an important 
“however”), when a person has a base character, when he has a 
negative outlook on life (for whatever reason, even if it is not his 
fault), his negativity injects a virulent malignancy into everything 
positive in his life. I just had the misfortune of reading a blog by a 
girl from a beautiful Chassidishe home who took the plunge and 
turned her back on her parents, Yiddishkeit and Hashem. While 
my heart goes out to this pathetic woman, the picture she paints 
and the venom with which she expresses herself, are the products 
of terrible negativity. She was in an enviable environment; yet, 
she saw only evil and darkness. When one wears black glasses 
even the whitest image appears dark. Environment is important 
but perspective determines how one processes the environment. 

 


And Dinah, daughter of Leah went out... to look over the 

daughters of the land. (34:1) 
The Midrash Tanchuma makes a startling statement 

concerning Dinah’s journey to observe the girls of the land, 
calling her a poretz geder – someone who tears down a fence. 
One who breaches the fence will (or should) be bitten by a snake. 
(This term is used in the Talmud Avodah Zarah 27b and is based 
upon a pasuk in Koheles 10:8, He who breaks down a wall will be 
bitten by a snake.) This is strong terminology to be applied to 
Dinah. Chazal continue: “Her father and brothers were sitting in 
the bais hamedrash studying Torah and she went out to observe 
the girls of the land. As a result, she was violated by a snake; 
Shechem ben Chamor.” Chazal’s statement begs elucidation. 
When you think about it, Dinah was a young girl, eight years of 
age. Is she to be held in such contempt as to be called a poretz 
geder? 

The Baalei Mussar – Ethicists explain that Chazal criticise 
Dinah because, having been raised in a home steeped in such 
sanctity, with a father such as Yaakov Avinu and brothers such as 
the Shivtei Kah, she had received an exemplary education in 
Torah values. She should have felt that life within the Torah camp 
was unparalleled; it was filled with such happiness that there 
would be no need to seek substitutes or supplements from the 
pagan environment external to her home. Why would a girl who 
had it all feel the need to have more? As a result, she is called a 
poretz geder for intimating that the Torah world was an 
insufficient Weltanschauung for her. 

One of the most important principles of Torah Judaism is 

that a life of Torah observance is the greatest opportunity one can 

have. The sheer joy of being able to serve Hashem, to study His 

Torah, to live a life of sanctity and purity away from the 

blandishments of today’s materialistic, hedonistic, aimless and 

purposeless, self-centred society should in and of itself be 

satisfying. One should not feel that he is missing out on anything. 

If he is still not fulfilled, if he feels left out of the fun, then his 

problem is much more severe. Something is inherently wrong 

with his Jewish observance. If he is missing the geshmak 

satisfaction in life then his observance is deficient, his davening is 

not davening, his learning is substandard. 
I know that these are strong words but it is what we see all 

of the time. The man or woman who feels unfulfilled by a Torah 
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observant lifestyle is really not experiencing one! He or she might 
be going through the motions but without experiencing true 
observance. Horav Zaidel Epstein, ZT”L, explains that this was 
the underlying intention of the Greeks, l’hashkicham Torasecha – 
to make them (the Jews) forget Your Torah. They would allow the 
Jews to learn Torah but they did not want them to equate Torah 
with Hashem. They were concerned with Torasecha – Your 
Torah. They were willing to let the Jew learn but not in such a 
manner that he views the Torah as Toras Hashem and that 
studying Torah is his tachlis – purpose in life, such that only 
through Torah could he achieve sheleimus – perfection. Unless 
one learns and lives Torah like that, it is considered nisht gelerent 
– not having learned. 

Horav Zevulun Graz, ZT”L, was a talmid muvhak – 
primary student of the Alter of Slabodka. He was well-known for 
his incredible simchas ha’chaim – joy of life reflecting it in his 
very countenance and every endeavour. His love of Torah and 
everything related to it was consummate. He related that this 
attitude was the result of a remark that his revered Rebbe made to 
him, a remark that penetrated his heart and mind, a remark that 
impacted his entire life. Rav Zevulun was leaving the bais 
hamedrash one day following a very successful and fulfilling 
seder – learning session during which he was able to delve deeply 
into a difficult sugya – problem in the Talmud and successfully 
resolve the issue. He truly felt good and satisfied with the day’s 
learning. The Alter, seeing him leave, said, “You are a tzaddik – 
righteous person but you look like a rasha – evil person!” Rav 
Zevulun immediately asked, “Rebbe, in what area am I a tzaddik 
and if I am righteous, how is it that I give the appearance of a 
rasha?” The Alter replied, “You are a tzaddik because after hours 
of intense study and dialectic you have merited to grow in Torah 
and to spiritually elevate yourself. You give the appearance of a 
rasha however, since the tremendous, unparalleled joy that you 
should have experienced studying Torah is not apparent in your 
countenance.” 

We now understand the critique of eight year old Dinah. 
The question which gnaws at me (and perhaps it would be best 
that I take the matter no further but…) is why Dinah is blamed for 
this. If the joy of Torah learning so permeated the house, if it so 
infused its inhabitants, then Dinah would have been, likewise, 
inculcated with the spirit of Torah. Perhaps if, Dinah wandered, it 
was because, inasmuch as her home was certainly saturated with 
the joy of Torah learning, with the joie de vivre of Torah living, it 
was not sufficient to reach her. Yaakov Avinu’s message had not 
penetrated Dinah and therefore, she required another medium 
through which this message should have been conveyed to her. 
Apparently, she did not extract what she needed at home. She 
searched elsewhere. 

I am using this dvar Torah as a segue to touch briefly upon 
the plight of those children who, for some reason, do not pick up 
the beauty of Yiddishkeit from their homes or schools and as a 
result, seek other media of self-expression, joy, identity; whatever 
one wants to call it, the children who are called “at risk” when, in 
fact, we are the ones who are at risk. We are failing them. 

I am here neither to solve the problem, nor even to address 
the multifold issues involved. I just want to remind everyone that 
the problem many of us tend to ignore is still present. It has not 
gone away. Many gifted and dedicated individuals have presented 
solutions, but, sadly, the problem is still alive. Rather than focus 
on why it happens, what we do, I would like to address how we 
should react to the boy or girl, who, after seeing that it is not all 
fun and games on the outside, has decided to return. They should 
be embraced, with love and respect because this is what they need 
(and for all intents and purposes, the lack of which might have 
played a role in their originally eschewing the Torah way of life). 

Years ago (November 1999), the Jewish Observer 
presented two editions devoted to the subject of, “Kids on the 
Fringe and Beyond.” The articles were unprecedented and the 
public ate them up. One short anonymous vignette was written by 

a young girl who had drifted from observance to non-observance 
and had come back. Her observations are eye-opening and give us 
much over which to ruminate as parents, grandparents and 
friends. I take the liberty of presenting it verbatim: 

I wish I could speak and be listened to. 
I cannot speak because I am too young. 
I cannot speak, for its too late for me. 
I cannot speak because I’ve lost the desire to keep 

fighting. It’s too hard… too painful… 
I don’t want to try, have no more tears to cry. My emotions 

have bled out; I am left an empty shell. I am in your school, your 
shul, on your block. You don’t want your kids hanging out with 
me. You won’t let me play with your son. You won’t let your 
daughter sleep over at my house. I try not to dream. 
But I’ll speak anyways because I’ve made it. I am not better or 
more intelligent than my friends. I am not more personable or 
lovable. I am no warmer or deeper than my friends and my 
insides hide no secrets of beauty or potential. 
There were just some people, a handful or less, who gave me a 
penny, a tiny lift. Sometimes they lied to me, saying how well I 
did. But the little love that came with it was perfect and genuine. 
You can help us. You don’t have to think. There’s no magic 
system. Don’t change or fight the system. Don’t change the 
formula. Don’t change at all, except for one thing: your heart. 

 


And the sons of Yaakov answered Shechem and his 

father, Chamor, with guile. (34:13) 
Rashi defines the word mirmah – guile as b’chochmah – 

with cleverness. One who reads the narrative and delves into what 
occurred and the response of Yaakov Avinu’s sons to the moral 
incursion into their family might discover mirmah more as deceit 
than cleverness. Their intention was to convince the men of 
Shechem to have brisim – circumcisions for the purpose of 
weakening them physically. From the very beginning, the 
intention of Yaakov’s sons was to avenge the degradation of their 
family. Why is this considered to be “clever”? 

Horav Yeruchem Levovitz, ZT”L, explains that ramaus 
– deceit or swindle is a term that applies to an act of “cleverness” 
when it is executed in the pursuit of committing a prohibited act. 
If however, one is acting virtuously, for the purpose of carrying 
out an act of righteousness (even if it involves indignation), it is 
not deceit; it is cleverness. This is what Rashi is teaching us. 
Shechem defiled Dinah, the daughter of the Patriarch. How dare 
this filthy pagan come to breach the circle of such sanctity with 
his depravity. Such an incursion may not go unrequited. If 
someone intrudes on the kedushah – sanctity of Klal Yisroel; if he 
commits an act of aggression; moral, physical or spiritual; if he 
acts prohibitively, he must be dealt with in order to preserve the 
honour of our People and of Hashem. In dealing with the 
aggressor we employ whatever methods are available in order to 
subdue him and avenge our honour. This is not deceit because it is 
not iniquitous. 

To some, this might appear as a double standard. It is not. 
Double standard is a term used to describe an activity which, if 
one person does it, it is considered to be wrong or inappropriate, 
while if another person does the exact same activity, it is viewed 
as appropriate. In this particular case, it is not the person who 
determines the appropriateness of the activity but the objective of 
the activity. If one’s goal is to cheat someone, then his act of 
convincing him is deceitful. If his goal however, is to avenge, to 
repair or to correct a wrong, it is not deceitful; rather, it is clever. 
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Washing Before a Meal: Questions and Answers ~ part 3 of 3
Question: Visitors to amusement parks etc. are often stamped on 
the back of their hand so that they can freely exit and re-enter the 
park. May one wash his hands for a meal while the stamp is visible 
or does the stamp constitute a chatzitzah (a halachic obstruction) 
that invalidates the netilas yadayim? 
Answer: Yes, one may wash his hands. There are two reasons why 
this is permitted: 
1) Shulchan Aruch

1
 rules that dried ink is considered a 

chatzitzah. He is referring however, only to dried ink which 
can actually be felt when touched, such as ink from an 
inkwell. If there is only an inky smudge but the ink has no 
substance and cannot be felt, it is not considered a chatzitzah.

2
 

2) An additional argument for leniency in this case could be 
based on the view of some poskim who rule that one is 
required to wash his hands only until the knuckles. Although 
under normal circumstances one should be stringent and wash 
his hands until the wrist as is the established custom, in this 
situation (when the stamp is needed for re-entry and there is 
no other choice) we may rely on the basic view that washing 
the hands until the knuckles is sufficient.

3
 Accordingly, even 

if the stamp on the back of the hand would constitute a 
chatzitzah, the washing itself is still valid.

4
 

Question: Is a woman’s nail polish considered a chatzitzah? 
Answer: Generally, no. Since women paint their fingernails for 
the sake of beauty, the polish is considered as if it is part of their 
body and is not considered a chatzitzah.

5
 If however, the nail 

polish has become chipped and the woman would be embarrassed 
to be seen in public with chipped nail polish, it is possible that the 
nail polish would no longer be considered as part of her body.

6
 She 

should, therefore, remove the chipped polish before washing her 
hands. 

Question: Are men or women required to remove their rings 
before washing their hands for a meal? 
Answer: Generally, yes. A ring is considered a chatzitzah since 
the water cannot easily reach all parts of the finger while a ring is 
worn. Even though a loose-fitting ring does allow the water to 
reach the entire finger, the poskim maintain that it is difficult to 
assess what exactly is considered loose and what is considered 
tight. L’chatchilah therefore, all rings should be removed before 
washing.

7
 B’diavad though, one who forgot to remove his ring and 

has already washed, need not wash his hands again, as long as the 
ring fits loosely

8
 around the finger.

9
 (When in doubt if the ring is 

loose or not, the washing should be repeated but the blessing 
should not.) 

The rule that an object such as a ring is considered a 
chatzitzah applies only to men or women who sometimes, even on 
rare occasions, remove their ring from their finger. The occasional 
removal signifies that the person is sometimes particular about 
having the ring on his finger, rendering it a chatzitzah. It follows 
therefore, that men or women who never take their rings off, even 

                                                           
1  O. C. 161:2. 
2  Mishnah Berurah 161:14. See also Machatzis Hashekel 8. There is a view 

that holds [concerning immersion] that a mere appearance of any type or 
substance may also be considered a chatzitzah (see Sidrei Taharah Y. D. 
198:17). See the following paragraph as to why the stamp will not be a 
chatzitzah even according to that view.  

3  Based on Mishnah Berurah 161:21 and Beiur halacha. 
4  See Sha’ar Hatziyun 161:2. 
5  Mishnah Berurah 161:12. 
6  Halichos Bas Yisroel 3:2 and other contemporary poskim. See possible 

source in Igros Moshe Y. D. 3:62 [concerning artificial eyelashes]. 
7  Rama O. C. 161:3. 
8  This can be tested by pouring water over the hand and then checking to 

see if it became wet under the ring area; Rav Y. S. Elyashiv (quoted in 
Avnei Yashfei 3:14). 

9  Mishnah Berurah 161:18. This is valid, however, only if he poured at least 
a revi’is of water over his hand. 

when kneading dough, swimming or performing manual labour, 
may wash their hands for a meal while wearing a ring.

10
 

Question: Is a plaster (i.e. a Band-Aid®) protecting an open cut 
(from bleeding, infection or pain) considered a chatzitzah? 
Answer: No. Indeed, the area that the plaster is protecting does not 
need to be washed at all. Care should be taken, however, that at 
least 3 US fl. oz. – 8.87 CL of water is poured over the rest of the 
hand.

11
 
It frequently happens, however, that the wound which was 

originally protected by the plaster has healed and the plaster no 
longer serves as protection. In such a case, the plaster must be 
removed before the washing. If it was not, the washing may be 
invalid.

12
 

Question: Does an onen wash his hands and recite al netilas 
yadayim before eating bread? 
Discussion: An onen, the term given to a mourner during the 
period of time between the death of a close relative and his burial, 
is exempt from all of the positive mitzvos (mitzvos asei) both 
Biblical and Rabbinic. He is therefore, exempt

13
 from davening 

and reciting Kerias Shema, saying berachos, bentsching, putting 
on tallis and tefillin and learning Torah.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

The onen however, is not exempt from washing his hands 
before eating bread. Since it is prohibited to eat bread without 
washing, the onen is obligated to wash like everyone else. He will 
not however, be able to recite the blessing of al netilas yadayim 
over his washing.

14
 If he did not know the halacha and recited the 

blessing by mistake, Amen should not be answered.
15

 
The same holds true after using the bathroom. He should 

clean and wash his hands but should not recite asher yatzar.
16

 

Question: After changing a baby’s dirty diaper during a meal, 
does one need to wash his or her hands again for netilas yadayim? 
Discussion: Yes, he does. Changing a dirty diaper, as well as using 
the bathroom, scratching one’s scalp or touching the sweaty areas 
of one’s body, is considered a hesech hada’as, which “cancels” the 
original washing of the hands. Therefore, netilas yadayim must be 
repeated before one may resume the meal.

17
 

Whether or not the berachah of al netilas yadayim must be 
repeated as well is a subject of much debate among the poskim. 
Some rule that al netilas yadayim is repeated in all of the hesech 
hada’as cases mentioned above,

18
 others require that al netilas 

yadayim be repeated only in some of those cases, such as using the 
bathroom or diapering a baby

19
 and some hold that the berachah 

of al netilas yadayim is not repeated in any of these hesech 
hada’as cases.

20
 While one may follow any of the three views,

21
 

the prevalent custom today follows the third opinion. 
                                                           
10  Mishnah Berurah 161:19; Aruch Hashulchan 161:6. (A woman who 

removes her ring only when immersing in a mikveh may still wash for a 
meal while wearing a ring.) 

11  O. C. 162:10. 
12  Mishnah Berurah 161:4. If the Band-Aid is on the back of the hand past 

the knuckles, the washing is valid b’diavad. 
13  Since he is exempt, he may not choose to be stringent and perform these 

mitzvos anyway, as it is considered “degrading” to the honour of the 
deceased. 

14 Pischei Teshuvah, Y. D. 341:1; Sha’ar Hatziyun 640:48. 

15 Minchas Shlomo 1:91-5. 

16 Aruch Hashulchan, Y. D. 341:10. 

17 O. C. 164:2. Mishnah Berurah 164:8 rules that even if there was already a 
piece of bread in his mouth when the hesech hada’as took place, he may 
not swallow the piece until he washes again. Other poskim, however, 
disagree; see: Peri Megadim 7, Kaf Hachayim 10; Aruch Hashulchan 5. 

18 O. C. 164:2 and a host of poskim mentioned in Sha’ar Hatziyun 164:10. 

19 Chayei Adam 40:14; Mishnah Berurah 164:13; Aruch Hashulchan 164:5. 

20 Pri Megadim 170:2; Siddur Derech Hachayim; Shulchan Aruch ha-Rav 
164:2; Kitzur Shulchan Aruch 40:16; Ben Ish Chai, Kedoshim 21; Kaf 
Hachayim 164:16. See also Chazon Ish 25:9. 

21 See Beiur halacha 164:2, s.v., lachzor; Chazon Ish 25:9. 


