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Hair covering and the Jewish woman today
Text 1
	Numbers 5:18

	במדבר ה׳:י״ח

	After he has made the woman stand before the LORD, the priest shall bare the woman’s head and place upon her hands the meal offering of remembrance, which is a meal offering of jealousy. And in the priest’s hands shall be the water of bitterness that induces the spell.
	וְהֶעֱמִ֨יד הַכֹּהֵ֥ן אֶֽת־הָאִשָּׁה֮ לִפְנֵ֣י יְהוָה֒ וּפָרַע֙ אֶת־רֹ֣אשׁ הָֽאִשָּׁ֔ה וְנָתַ֣ן עַל־כַּפֶּ֗יהָ אֵ֚ת מִנְחַ֣ת הַזִּכָּר֔וֹן מִנְחַ֥ת קְנָאֹ֖ת הִ֑וא וּבְיַ֤ד הַכֹּהֵן֙ יִהְי֔וּ מֵ֥י הַמָּרִ֖ים הַמְאָֽרֲרִֽים׃



Text 2
	Rashi on Numbers 5:18

	

	AND HE SHALL PUT IN DISORDER [THE WOMAN’S HAIR] — i.e. he pulls away her hair-plaits in order to make her look despicable. — We may learn from this that as regards married Jewish women an uncovered head is a disgrace to them (Sifrei Bamidbar 11).
	ופרע. סוֹתֵר אֶת קְלִיעַת שְׂעָרָהּ, כְּדֵי לְבַזּוֹתָהּ, מִכָּאן לִבְנוֹת יִשְׂרָאֵל שֶׁגִּלּוּי הָרֹאשׁ גְּנַאי לָהֶן 



Two Talmudic sources: Berakhot 24a and Ketubot 72a-b


Text 3
	Talmud, Brachot 24a

	דף כד,א גמרא

	R Yitzchak said: “An uncovered tefach in a woman is erva.” Regarding what did he say this? If in regard to looking at women did not R Sheshet say “Anyone who gazes even at a woman’s little finger, it is as if he is looking at her private parts”? Rather R Yitzchak said it regarding one’s wife and reading the Shema.

R Chisda said: “A woman’s shok is erva”, as it is written (Isaiah 47:2) “Reveal your shok, pass over rivers,” and “Your erva will be uncovered and your shame will be revealed”.

Samuel said: “A woman’s voice is erva, as it is written (Shir ha Shirim 2:14) “Let me hear your voice, for your voice is sweet and your appearance is attractive”.

R Sheshet said: “A woman’s hair is erva, as it is written 4:1 “Your hair resembles a herd of goats.”
	א"ר יצחק טפח באשה ערוה למאי אילימא לאסתכולי בה והא א"ר ששת למה מנה הכתוב תכשיטין שבחוץ עם תכשיטין שבפנים לומר לך כל המסתכל באצבע קטנה של אשה כאילו מסתכל במקום התורף אלא באשתו ולק"ש אמר רב חסדא שוק באשה ערוה שנאמר (ישעיהו מז) גלי שוק עברי נהרות וכתיב (ישעיהו מז) תגל ערותך וגם תראה חרפתך אמר שמואל קול באשה ערוה שנא' (שיר השירים ב) כי קולך ערב ומראך נאוה אמר רב ששת שער באשה ערוה שנא' (שיר השירים ד) שערך כעדר העזים



Text 4
Rosh on Brachot 24a

 “That which is normally covered up by a woman [is considered ervah.] . . . The hair of married women, who normally cover their hair, is considered ervah, but it is permitted
[even] to pray in view of unmarried women who normally go with their hair uncovered.

Text 5
	Talmud, Yoma 47a

	דף מז,א גמרא  

	Kimchit had seven sons, all of whom merited to serve as High Priests. The Sages asked her, "What have you done to merit this?" She answered them: "The rafters of my house have never seen the plaits of my hair”.
	שבעה בנים היו לה לקמחית וכולן שמשו בכהונה גדולה אמרו לה חכמים מה עשית שזכית לכך אמרה להם מימי לא ראו קורות ביתי קלעי שערי


Text 6
	Shulchan Aruch, Even Haezer 21:1 and Beit Shmuel ibid, 4

	שולחן ערוך אבן העזר הלכות אישות סימן כא

	It is forbidden to hear the voice of a woman.  A man must greatly distance himself from women. It is forbidden to wave with his hands or feet or to wink at woman who is forbidden to him. It is forbidden to laugh inappropriately with her, to act in a frivolous manner, or to gaze at her beauty, or even to smell her perfume. It is forbidden to gaze at women who are standing and washing their clothes. It is forbidden to gaze at the coloured garments of a woman with whom he is familiar, even if she is not wearing them, lest he come to forbidden thoughts.  
If a man meets a woman in the street, he should not walk behind her, rather run to the sides or walk in front of her. He should not pass by the house of a prostitute, even at a distance of four cubits. One who gazes at the little finger of a woman for pleasure, is as if he is gazing at her nudity. It is forbidden to listen to the voice of a woman, or to gaze at her hair.
	ואסור לשמוע ד קול ערוה.
צריך אדם להתרחק מהנשים א מאד מאד. ב] ואסור לקרוץ בידיו או ברגליו ולרמוז בעיניו לאחד מהעריות. ג] ואסור לשחוק עמה, להקל ראשו כנגדה ב ד] או להביט ביופיה. ואפילו להריח בבשמים שעליה אסור. ואסורלהסתכל בנשים שעומדות על הכביסה. ואסור להסתכל בבגדי צבעונים של אשה שהוא מכירה, אפי' אינם עליה, שמא יבא להרהר בה. פגע אשה בשוק, אסור [א] להלך אחריה, ה] אלא רץ ו] ומסלקה לצדדין ז] או לאחריו.ג (א) ולא יעבור בפתח אשה זונה, אפילו ברחוק ארבע אמות. והמסתכל אפילו באצבע קטנה של אשה ח] ונתכוין ליהנות ממנה, כאלו נסתכל בבית התורף (פי' ערוה) שלה. ואסור לשמוע ד קול ערוה או לראות שערה. ט]והמתכוין לאחד מאלו הדברים, מכין אותו מכת מרדות. י] ואלו הדברים אסורים גם בחייבי לאוין


Text 7
	Talmud, Ketubot 72 a-b
	דף עב,א משנה


	Mishna: These women may be divorced without paying their Ketuba: a violator of Dat Moshe and Dat Yehudit.  What is Dat Moshe? If she feeds him untithed food, has relations with him when she is nidda, does not separate Challa.  What is Dat Yehudit? If she goes out bareheaded or knits in the marketplace and converses with everyone.

Gemara: . . . What is [considered to be a violation of] Dat Yehudit? Going out with her head uncovered. [Is not going out with an] uncovered head a Biblical prohibition—as it is written, “And he shall uncover her head” (Num. 5:18), and the school of R. Yishmael taught that this is a warning to the daughters of Israel that they should not go out with uncovered head? 

[R. Yehudah answered in the name of Shmuel:] Biblically, her work-basket is a satisfactory head covering; however, according to dat yehudit even a basket [on her head is insufficient and] is prohibited as well.  R. Assi stated in the name of R. Yohanan: When a woman goes with a basket [on her head], she is not considered to be [going with] an uncovered head. R. Zera took issue with this: Where are we talking about? If you were to say, in the marketplace—this is already considered to be dat yehudit [and forbidden]; but if you were to suggest instead, in a courtyard if so, you have not left a single daughter of our patriarch Abraham who could live with her husband! Abaye, or alternatively R. Kahana, answered: [R. Yohanan’s ruling is meant to apply to a woman who goes] from one courtyard to another by way of an alley.
	ואלו יוצאות שלא בכתובה העוברת על דת משה ויהודית ואיזו היא דת משה מאכילתו שאינו מעושר ומשמשתו נדה ולא קוצה לה חלה ונודרת ואינה מקיימת ואיזוהי דת יהודית יוצאה וראשה פרוע וטווה בשוק ומדברת עם כל 
אדם 

דף עב,א גמרא  

ואיזוהי דת יהודית יוצאה וראשה פרוע:  ראשה פרוע דאורייתא היא דכתיב (במדבר ה) ופרע את ראש האשה ותנא דבי רבי ישמעאל אזהרה לבנות ישראל שלא יצאו בפרוע ראש דאורייתא

דף עב,ב גמרא

 קלתה שפיר דמי דת יהודית אפילו קלתה נמי אסור אמר רבי אסי אמר ר' יוחנן קלתה אין בה משום פרוע ראש הוי בה רבי זירא היכא אילימא בשוק דת יהודית היא ואלא בחצר אם כן לא הנחת בת לאברהם אבינו שיושבת תחת בעלה אמר אביי ואיתימא רב כהנא מחצר לחצר ודרך מבוי



Text 8
Rashi on Ketubot 72 a-b

From the fact that we disgrace her in this manner commensurate to her act of making herself attractive to her lover [by uncovering her head] we can infer that it is forbidden. Alternatively, since Scripture states, “And he shall uncover,” we can infer that at that time her head was not uncovered; we thus deduce that it is not the practice of the daughters of Israel to go out with their heads uncovered: this is the main explanation.
 
Text 9
Talmud, Sotah 25a (summarised).

it is an unresolved question as to whether or not a husband may choose to stay married to such, one may answer that there [in Sotah] the violation was rabbinic [and so one need not in fact divorce such a woman.  Rosh initially entertains the possibility that a man must divorce a woman who violates dat yehudit, he ultimately concludes that one may divorce her but need not do so.

Text 10
Rambam: Hilchot Ishut, 24

If a woman has done one of the following, she is considered to have violated dat moshe: Going out in the marketplace with her head uncovered, making vows or taking oaths and not fulfilling them, having intercourse with her husband during the period of her menstruation, not setting apart the dough offering, or feeding her husband forbidden
foods… What is considered to be dat yehudit? Those are the modest practices which the daughters of Israel practice. If a woman has done one of the following, she is considered to have violated dat yehudit: Going out in the marketplace or in a through-alley with her head uncovered and without the headscarf that all other women wear, even though her hair is covered by a kerchief; or spinning in the marketplace with rouge or the like on her face—on her forehead or cheeks, in the manner of the promiscuous non- Jewish women . . . 

Text 11
Shulhan Arukh, Even ha-Ezer 115

The following are to be divorced without receiving their ketubah: a wife who violates dat moshe or dat yehudit. What is dat yehudit? The modest practices which the daughters of Israel practice. If a woman has done one of the following, she is considered to have violated dat yehudit: Going out in the marketplace or in a through alley or in a courtyard which many people frequent with her head uncovered and without the headscarf that all other women wear, even though her hair is covered by a kerchief.

Text 12
Igrot Moshe, Even Ha-Ezer1:53, 57 (summarised):

A married woman who walks in a public thoroughfare with her hair uncovered violates a biblical prohibition. However, leaving up to a tefach of hair uncovered has wide halachic support.  Covering only rov rosh (most of the head) is widely understood as satisfying the Torah-level obligation of hair covering, but not the rabbinic level.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Text 13
Rav Ovadia Yosef, Responsa Yabi’a Omer, Vol. 4, Even ha-Ezer no. 3

Today, it has become widespread practice for God-fearing women to go out with only a kerchief or hat, without a headscarf or veil, and no one makes a fuss. It thus seems that the essential concept of women covering their hair is biblical in nature, and is obligatory irrespective of changes in practice, and is unchanging for all time. However, with respect to the modest practices of Jewish women, we accept any established practice to be lenient. This accords with the ruling of Maharam Alshakar (no. 35) who permits women, in places where the practice is for all to do so, to go about with hair protruding from under their hat.  

Text 14

Rabbi Yehuda Henkin, Responsa on Contemporary Jewish Issues

The description in BaMidbar (Numbers) is of the ritual a sotah underwent in the courtyard of the Sanctuary, as the Torah states, "the priest shall have her stand before God, and shall uncover the woman's head." All we can conclude from this is that women must cover their heads in the Temple grounds, just as today many cover their heads in the synagogue out of respect even if they go bareheaded elsewhere...

In photographs taken a few generations ago, daughters and wives of prominent rabbis are seen wearing hats that left more that a handbreadth of hair exposed. If a hat covers most of the head there is no violation of Torah law...and regarding ervah (nakedness), since in their day most women went bareheaded, hair was no longer in the category of normally covered parts of the body and the structure of "a handbreadth in a woman is ervah (nakedness)" did not apply...

It is also clear that only the practices of otherwise modest and observant women determine what is dat Yehudit (Jewish practice). In this respect dat Yehudit (jewish practice) is more stringent than "hair in a woman is ervah (nakedness)," for regarding the latter, if most Jewish women including the nonobservant cover their hair, then in the final analysis there is no hirhur (forbidden thoughts). But in all cases a married woman must cover most of her head in public so as not to violate Torah law, which no custom can abrogate.

Text 15

	Moroccan chief rabbi Mashash in the 1960s
	

	“Now that all women agree,” “that covering one’s hair is not an issue of modesty and going bare-headed is not a form of disrespect — in fact, the opposite is true: Uncovered hair is the woman’s splendor, glory, beauty, and magnificence, and with uncovered hair she is proud before her husband, her lover — the prohibition is uprooted on principle and is made permissible.”

	ואם כן, עתה שכל בנות ישראל הסכימה דעתן שאין להן בכסוי הראש שום צניעות וכל שכן שאין להן בגלוי הראש שום ניוול, ואדרבה גלוי שערן הוא הודן והדרן ויופיין ותפארתן, ובגלוי שערה מתגאה האישה לפני בעלה ובועלה, א"כ נעקר האסור מעיקרו, ונעשה היתר.



Text 16
The Lubavitcher Rebbe on Hair Covering: Blessings from Above and Blessings from Below, by Rivkah Slonim

[bookmark: footnoteRef3a840202]Through the Rebbe's own words – his correspondences and public addresses – one can trace his systematic campaign to promote and restore the mitzvah of hair covering as de rigueur for observant, married women. It is important to remember that the Rebbe was not the spiritual leader of a select group alone, namely, those that considered themselves Lubavitcher Chassidim. From the published volumes of his correspondence,  one can see that from the earliest days of his leadership, the Rebbe's influence extended over the widest cross-section of world Jewry.

[bookmark: footnoteRef4a840202]During this early period, he sought to establish that hair covering was Jewish law and not an obscure custom that belonged to another age. The Rebbe asserted that Jewish law demanded that all – and not just part – of a married woman's hair be covered. He wanted to supplant the widespread aversion to appearing different and "too Jewish" with a strong sense of identity and pride; still, he was sensitive to a woman's concern with her appearance. For this reason, the Rebbe advocated the wearing of wigs as opposed to scarves, which he recognized as an unattractive, even untenable, option for most Jewish young women in America. The Rebbe worried that most women, even the more pious, would not wear scarves consistently and in a manner that covered all of their hair. It appears that even then, the Rebbe was concerned for the eventual swell of observant women, whose professional and social involvements would preclude covering hair with scarves or hats. Without the option of a wig, many women would not consider hair covering. The Rebbe's encouragement of the wig is an early illustration of how he would characteristically channel the latest modern-day advancements for the purpose of Torah and mitzvahs.

At first, the Rebbe's stance was not popular. Many women simply did not want to cover their hair while others found the notion of a wig utterly foreign and associated it with the most homely of appearances. Displaying patience and uncanny sensitivity to the psychological and sociological issues at play, the Rebbe persisted in his efforts. Eventually, it paid off. By the late 1960s, the Rebbe's ardent promotion of wigs led to adoption of wearing one as the norm in most Orthodox circles….

The Rebbe underscored the profound effect of a woman's modesty upon her children—in effect, he spoke directly to the maternal instinct; even a woman who was adamantly opposed to this practice might give it new consideration in light of the great spiritual benefits to her children.

While the Rebbe's position was seen as stringent by many, there were those who considered his stance lenient. There are communities where wigs are not deemed halachically acceptable at all, based on their similarity to a woman's hair. In others, women do wear wigs but cover them partially with a scarf or hat so as to signal that they are covering their hair. The Rebbe believed that there was no halachic obligation to cover the wig.

During the first decade of his leadership (1950–60), the Rebbe served as the officiating rabbi at numerous weddings. Among the conditions he set for officiating was a commitment by the bride that she wear a wig after marriage. It was a great honor to have the Rebbe lead the ceremony, and from such an honor, many young women found the inspiration to start wearing wigs.

The Rebbe went so far as to state that wigs might even be more attractive than one's own hair. At the time, it was meant to encourage and educate women who were of the opinion that all wigs were aesthetically lacking. In comparison to what women might have worn in earlier generations, the new wigs, the Rebbe said, were attractive.  Today, when the highly sophisticated, proliferating wig industry offers truly beautiful options in synthetic and human hair alike, it is instructive that the Rebbe had no objection at all to wigs that enhanced a woman's appearance; on the contrary, he encouraged women to take advantage of their availability. Even today, there lingers in many minds the erroneous notion that hair covering is meant to detract from a married woman's attractiveness (which leads to the ubiquitous question as to why covering one's hair with an attractive wig is helpful). Interestingly, the Rebbe did not respond to her challenge by providing philosophical or mystical reasons for the mitzvah. For many women (and men), no reason will ever be compelling enough. Rather, the Rebbe stressed that observance of all mitzvot (including hair covering) is first and foremost predicated on one's subservience to G‑d's will: 
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