
L’sheim Shamayim 
was a kanoi who was avenging Hashem’s honor; had he de-
rived ANY pleasure from the act, it would have been consid-
ered a grave sin that he killed someone. Not everyone who 
wants to hate someone who did an aveirah is allowed to hate 
him. If someone is not sure that he is a tzaddik gamur, this 
mitzvah is not for him. Rabbeinu Yonah says in Sha’arei 
Teshuvah that publicizing the identity of a sinner, or embar-
rassing someone, is a terrible aveirah, but it is mutar when 
chillul Hashem is involved. It’s an aveirah l’shmah. It is only 
mutar when it is done completely lishmah. However, if the 
person publicizing the sinner’s identity is even a bit tainted by 
the same sin, his outing of the sinner does not stem from 
pure intentions; perhaps he is even happy to shame the sin-
ner. The line between an action being considered a tremen-
dous mitzvah or a grave sin is quite thin. 
 
Had Pinchas derived the slightest bit of pleasure from his 
deed, not only would it not have been a mitzvah but it would 
have been a tremendous aveirah! Pinchas committed his act 
completely l’sheim shamayim. He was pained to kill Zimri, to 
the extent that he derived no pleasure whatsoever from his 
action. Therefore Hashem declared: “B’din hu she’yitol 
s’charo!” 
 
Rabbi Wolf learns daily at the kollel. 

L 
ast week’s parshah ended with the heroic act of Pinchas, 
who was nokeim nikmas Hashem, avenging Hashem’s 
honor through the application of the halachah of 

“kanayim pogim bo.”  
Parshas Pinchas begins with Hashem’s description to Moshe of 
Pinchas’ reward. Pinchas was gifted with kehunas olam, mean-
ing that he and all his descendants would be kohanim just like 
Aaron. The Medrash explains that Hashem told Moshe, “B’din 
hu she’yitol s’charo – it is rightfully so that he should take his 
reward.” The mefarshim are bothered by this statement and its 
implications. Firstly, we all know there is no payment for mitz-
vos in this world, so how could he possibly be rewarded in any 
place other than the Olam Haemes? Secondly, why did Ha-
shem specify that he should take a reward for this particular 
mitzvah as opposed to every other mitzvah; shouldn’t we be 
rightfully rewarded for all the mitzvos we perform? 
 
R’ Yaakov Neiman includes a beautiful pshat on this idea in his 
magnum opus, Darchei Mussar. In truth, anyone who does a 
mitzvah and expects a reward for it is like a child who will only 
eat a tasty food for pay. 
That would be ridiculous! Who expects payment for the privi-
lege of doing something enjoyable? On the contrary, he should 
be thanking the person who served this delicious food! A per-
son who fulfills the Torah and the mitzvos properly experiences 
indescribable pleasure, as is stated, “yafa sha’ah achas 
b’teshuvah u’ma’asim tovim b’olam hazeh m’kol chayei olam 
haba.” The pleasure a person experiences in this world when 
he fulfills the Torah and the mitzvos is very great indeed. We 
recognize that the enjoyment that is derived from learning 
Torah is the greatest of all; the more one learns, the greater 
his enjoyment. If so, it is completely inappropriate to ask for 
schar. In explanation of the Mishnah in Avos, “she’ein atah 
yodei’a matan secharan shel mitzvos,” R’ Itzeleh Volozhiner 
says that you don’t know how much you have to pay HASHEM 
for allowing you to do the mitzvos! If a person only wants to 
keep the Torah if he gets schar, it shows how empty-minded 
he really is. The fact that Hashem DOES give us schar for the 
mitzvos is purely due to His great kindness, as shown in the 
pasuk: “ulecha hachessed ki atah teshaleim l’ish k’ma’aseihu—
and to You is kindness, that which You pay each man accord-
ing to his deeds.” 
 
This is the case when a regular mitzvah is concerned. The situ-
ation Pinchas found himself in was entirely different. Pinchas 
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Netilas Yadayim On-The-Go 
Yoel Steinmetz                                                Part 2 

W 
e continue our discussion of pertinent halachos of netilas 

yadayim while traveling. 

Using a Plastic Utensil forUsing a Plastic Utensil forUsing a Plastic Utensil forUsing a Plastic Utensil for    Netilas YadayimNetilas YadayimNetilas YadayimNetilas Yadayim    

As discussed previously, one must use a utensil for netilas yaday-
im prior to eating; if one does not have any sort of utensil to use, 
one cannot fulfill the obligation of netilas yadayim as this 
is an integral part of the mitzvah. Many cite a ruling from R’ Moshe 
Feinstein (IG”M, OC”H 3:39) regarding the usage of a utensil for 
Kiddush and a kos shel brachah in regards to our discussion as well. 
R’ Moshe rules that a plastic utensil may only be 
used b’sha’as hadchak as a utensil to hold wine for Kiddush. Assum-
ing that there is an innate issue with a plastic utensil vis-à-vis its 
status as a proper utensil, some rule that one may not recite a 
blessing of “Al netilas yadayim” if one used a plastic utensil for 
washing, just as one may not ideally use this type of utensil for 
Kiddush.  
 
However, this seems to be a faulty assumption. A kos shel brachah 
must be a utensil of distinction and thus one made of plastic may 
not suffice. The utensil used for netilas yadayim does not have to 
meet this criterion, so one may conclude that one may use a plastic 
utensil for washing. This ruling is cited in the name of 
R’ Shlomo Zalman Auerbach as well (Sefer Chok U’Zman).  
 
It seems possible that the comparison that some make of R’ Moshe 
Feinstein’s teshuvah regarding Kiddush to our scenario of netilas 
yadayim may be plausible. Maharshal (Yam Shel Shlomo: Chullin 27 
and 32) writes that there is in fact an obligation for the utensil used 
for netilas yadayim to be one of distinction, and one may thus as-
sume that just as a plastic utensil does not suffice for Kiddush as it 
does not satisfy the condition of being a unique utensil, the utensil 
for netilas yadayim must also be one of distinction, and one may 
not use a plastic cup.  
 
Nevertheless, the Debretziner Rov (Shu”t Be’er Moshe 5, siman 42) 
questions the relevance of R’ Moshe’s ruling to our discussion. First-
ly, R’ Moshe never cites the requirement for the utensil for Kiddush 
to be prominent. Instead, he proves from the fact that one may not 
use a broken utensil that a plastic utensil cannot be used as well 
since it is created to be thrown away after use. However, 
the Debretziner Rov argues that even if one may not use a broken 
utensil, a plastic utensil which is whole may be used for netilas 
yadayim. Secondly, even if one would argue that netilas yaday-
im does require a distinctive utensil, a plastic utensil is, in fact, 
considered as such since it used even at significant occasions. R’ 
Moshe, however, holds that a utensil that will be disregarded after 
use does have the same considerations as a broken utensil and thus 
may not ideally be used for Kiddush  and possibly for Netilas Yaday-
im as well. 
 
However, there may be another reason to disqualify a plastic uten-
sil from usage for netilas yadayim. The Rambam (Hilchos Keilim 5, 
7) posits that a utensil that is meant to be disposed of after use is 
not considered a utensil which is susceptible to tumah. Some cite 
this Rambam as proof that a plastic utensil which is meant to be 
thrown out after its first use is not considered a utensil for netilas 
yadayim   (see Shu”t Or Letzion 11, siman 6 in biurim). However, 
the Shulchan Aruch (siman 159, sif 1) writes that the laws of a 
utensil for tumah are not the same as the laws of a utensil 
for netilas yadayim and one may thus argue that despite the fact 
that a plastic utensil may not be considered a utensil in regard to 

susceptibility to tumah it can, in fact, be considered a utensil in 
regard to netilas yadayim.  
One may thus conclude that when no other utensil is present one 
may use a plastic utensil (see Shemiras Shabbos Khilchoso 47, 
51, Shu”t Be’er Moshe ibid, Shu”t Tzitz Eliezer 2, 22). According 
to the opinion of the Yam Shel Shlomo which states that one must 
use a prominent utensil for netilas yadayim, it may follow that 
one should not make a brachah after washing with a plastic uten-
sil as it may not be considered a prominent utensil. However, R’ 
Dovid Zucker shlita rules that one may recite a brocho when using 
a plastic cup for Netilas Yadayim. 
 
If Water Cannot Be FoundIf Water Cannot Be FoundIf Water Cannot Be FoundIf Water Cannot Be Found  
If one is in an area without water appropriate for netilas yaday-
im usage, one may cover both hands and eat bread 
(Shulchan Aruch, siman 164). One must cover both hands even if 
one is only using one hand to eat because of the concern that one 
may, in fact, touch the bread with the other hand as well 
(Biur Halachah ibid). The Rema posits that using a fork would 
suffice to allow one to eat without netilas yadayim in these cir-
cumstances; however, the Elya Rabba argues this point and the 
Mishnah Berurah accords with this view in deference to his opin-
ion.  
 
If one is traveling and does not have water in his current location 
but will have water in another location, then one must travel to 
the source of water before eating bread, provided that the dis-
tance is no greater than 4 mil forwards and 1 mil backwards along 
the route of the journey (Shulchan Aruch ibid). A mil is not calcu-
lated by distance, but rather by time, with eighteen minutes to 
a mil (Biur Halachah ibid). This would seem to contradict the 
words of the Mishnah Berurah elsewhere (siman 92, sif katan 17) 
that states that the size of a mil is the same for one who is walk-
ing and one who is riding on a horse, seemingly stating that 
a mil is in fact measured in distance and not time of travel. Pre-
sumably, travel on foot or on a horse could be equated. R’ 
Chaim Kanievsky shlit”a answers that this is true only in compari-
son to one traveling on a horse, which requires effort. However, 
one who travels by car or train, which does not require effort, 
must measure the distance of a mil according to the time that it 
takes one to walk the same distance; only then can one use this 
dispensation for acquiring water for netilas yadayim.  
 

Drying Hands with a MachineDrying Hands with a MachineDrying Hands with a MachineDrying Hands with a Machine  
The Tur cites a gemara in Sotah (daf 4b) as a source for the obli-
gation to dry one’s hands after netilas yadayim. The Mish-
nah Berurah (sif katan 46) records two reasons for this obligation: 
1) If one does not dry the water on one’s hands after netilas 
yadayim the water can, in turn, contaminate the hands again and 
require another netilas yadayim, and 2) As a practice of 
basic cleanliness one should dry one’s hands after washing them. 
In a scenario where one used more than a revi’is of water 
for netilas yadayim, the water that is left can-
not contaminate one’s hands, so the first reason would not apply. 
However, the second reason of cleanliness would still apply.  
 
The Shulchan Aruch Horav (sif 17) qualifies this obligation and 
writes that one should actually take a cloth and rub it against 
one’s hands in order to wipe away the water, and not air dry 
them, as wiping them leads to greater purity. Accordingly, one 
could make a case to disqualify, at least optimally, the use of air 
dryers for drying hands after netilas yadayim, because one should 
use a cloth to actually wipe off the water from one’s hands.  
 
Rabbi Steinmetz is a full-time member of the kollel. 


