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OVERVIEW

INSIGHT

1) Goats’ hair

The Gemara explains that the ruling of the previously cited Baraisa
which indicates that goats’ hair cloth is more susceptible to tum’ah than
cloth made of other materials means that goat hair threads that are mere-
ly braided together are susceptible to tum’ah.

A lengthy Baraisa is cited that provides the scriptural source for the
laws of tum’ah that are relevant for items made of goats’ hair thread,
horse tails and cow tails.

2) The battle with Midian

The terms 9y and 015 are defined as ornaments worn to resemble
a woman’s private parts.

R’ Nachman in the name of Rabbah bar Avuha presents the conver-
sation between Moshe Rabbeinu and the commanders regarding the
offering of gold that was brought to atone for the soldiers.

R’ Sheishes taught that the reason the Torah listed outer jewelry
(e.g. a finger ring) and inner jewelry (¥212) together was to teach that
gazing at even the finger of a woman is likened to one who gazes at a
woman’s nakedness.

3) MISHNAH: A list of items that a woman may “wear” outside on
Shabbos is enumerated.
4) Hair strands

The Gemara explains why the Mishnah needed to teach that a wom-
an may go out on Shabbos with hair strands that come from three differ-
ent sources, i.e. her own, her friend and from an animal.

A Baraisa qualifies the lenient ruling and forbids a young woman to
go out with strands of hair from an elderly woman and for an elderly
woman to go out with strands of hair from a young woman.

5) Defining “going out”

Rav teaches that the prohibition against “going out” with the out-
lawed items is, generally, not limited to reshus harabim, rather it includes
going out to the courtyard as well. R’ Anani bar Sasson in the name of R’
Yishmael bar Yosi differs and limits the prohibition to reshus harabim.

The reason Rav agrees that a woman may go out to the courtyard
wearing a woolen cap and a wig is to assure that a woman should not be
repulsive to her husband.

The Gemara digresses to present another ruling of Rav, namely; any
time Chazal prohibited an activity because it gives the appearance of
wrongdoing, the act is prohibited even in the privacy of one’s home.

This rule, the Gemara concedes, is a matter of dispute between Tan-
naim. W

REVIEW

1. What can be done with braided goats’ hair that makes it suscepti-
ble to tumah?

2. What is a M9 mw vy

3. According to Tanna d’vei R’ Yishmael, what was the sin of the
Jewish soldiers?

4. What is the principle that allows women to apply make-up while a
niddah?

Using a Spray on Shabbos to Treat Bad Breath
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H arav Yitzchok Zilberstein, in his sefer 70 >pwn addresses the
question whether a person may spray breath freshener into his mouth
on Shabbos to remove bad breath.

Our Gemara says that it is permitted for a woman to have a piece
of pepper or salt in her mouth on Shabbos to reduce the effect of bad
breath, as long a she puts it in before Shabbos. Putting these items in
her mouth on Shabbos itself is prohibited. Tosafos (12921 n77) cites 9
NM9 who explains that this appears as if she is doing so for medicinal
purposes, and that would be a violation of the rabbinic rule against
“orinding herbs.”

Rabbi Akiva Eiger points out that improving one’s bad breath is
not considered a medical remedy in halacha. (Tosefta, brought in the
Rif, Perek Shmone Shratzim; also Shulchan Aruch O.C. 328:36).
Why, then, is placing the pepper or salt in the mouth prohibited if
placed in the mouth on Shabbos? Why is it only permitted if placed
before Shabbos begins?

Eglei Tal (X, — ML) attempts to resolve this issue by saying that
there is a difference between temporarily sweetening bad breath and
curing the problem.
stance in the mouth to dissolve for a few minutes, this simply treats the

If a person simply places a sweet smelling sub-

symptom, but it is not a medicinal solution to the malady. In this case,
it would be allowed even on Shabbos. 19 ¥ in Tosafos is dealing
with placing a tablet in the mouth to cure the ailment from its root
cause. This is a medicinal approach which is prohibited on Shabbos.

However, the Eglei Tal concedes that the question of Rabbi Akiva
Eiger is in place, because, in fact the pepper discussed in the Mishnah
does not cure the problem from the source. Even if we assume that the
same substance which is used to sweeten bad breath can be used on a
prolonged basis to cure the ailment, the question would still be justi-
fied, because the rule is (Shabbos 109b) that if a substance can be eaten
or consumed for its nutritional value, it may be consumed on Shabbos,
even if the intent is for its medicinal effect. The explanation of this is
that it is not evident to an observer that someone eating it is doing so
for medical reasons, and therefore the rabbinic objection of it appear-
ing as if he might grind herbs does not apply. Why, then, can’t this
woman place this pepper in her mouth on Shabbos itself?

The Eglei Tal subsequently (n“p0) answers Rabbi Akiva Eiger’s
question by saying that the n19 >“7 understands that the issur refers
only to the grain of salt, which is a remedy, and not to the pepper,
which is in fact permitted.

Harav Yitzchok Zilberstein therefore concludes that spraying
breath freshener into the mouth to temporarily sweeten one’s breath is
permitted because it only treats the symptoms. This is not a medicinal
remedy, and is not included in the prohibition of using medicines on

Shabbos. ®
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Walking out into a public domain with cotton in one’s ears
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A woman may go out on Shabbos into the public domain while she has a wad in
her ear.

Ahead, the Gemara' discusses the parameters of this Halacha. Initial-
ly, the Gemara presents the view of Rami bar Yechezkel that the permis-
sion to go out with the wad in the ear is only if the wad is tied to her ear.
The concern is that maybe the wad will fall out and she may be tempted
to carry it with her. However, the two different views presented by Rashi?
in explanation of the ensuing discussion about an incident involving R’
Yochanan act to qualify the Halachic outcome of the passage. Following
Rashi’s first explanation, a wad that is tightly inserted in the ear would be
equal to being tied, and a person would be allowed to go out thus into a
public domain. Rashi then quotes another opinion® according to which
one is required to securely tie (pTM IwP) the wad to the ear, and not
merely to tie it. Rashi® states that he prefers the first explanation. On the
other hand, numerous Poskim® rule in accordance with the second inter-
pretation by which one would be required to have the wad firmly tied to
the ear in order to walk out thus onto a public domain. The Shulchan
Aruch® appears to rule in accordance with the opinion that the wad must
be firmly tied” to her ear(MNa PTMY MUPN T2 in order to permit
the woman to go out into the public domain.

The later authorities differ in the practical application of the Shul-
chan Aruch’s ruling. Rav Shimon Greenfeld® observes that once a wad
has been pressed well into the ear, it is not possible to tie the wad to that
inner area of the ear. As such, he rules that if the wad has been firmly
compressed into the ear such that there is no concern that it fall out, one
need not tie it, and it would be permitted to go out onto a public do-
main, even where no Eruv exists’. However, other authorities'® do require
that the wad be tied. One authority'' finds basis in the Yerushalmi'? to
permit a person who needs to have wads in his ears for medical purposes
or in order to prevent contracting a cold during the frigid winter months
to simply press the wad firmly into the ear without tying it.

Some Poskim propose distinctions between our present-day cotton
and the wads of earlier times. One authority" suggests that it should be
permitted to place contemporary cotton firmly in the ear and to go out

thus without requiring it to be tied. He reasons that the wads of Talmud-
ic times were thick and coarse, and so were very difficult to place securely
in the ear. This is in distinction to our cotton which is very fine and plia-
ble, and can easily be molded very firmly in the ear such that it could not
fall out. As such, possibly our cotton does not need to be tied; moreover,
it would be very difficult to tie our cotton to the ear. Another proposal
presented by some Poskim!* is that our cotton should be compared to a
wad utilized for menses that becomes repulsive upon falling out, and thus
removes the concern that it possibly be carried”. Therefore, being that
people discard the cotton if it falls out of the ear, we need not be appre-
hensive that it be carried.

One contemporary authority'® observes that these points to find
permissibility are predicated on the cotton being needed to absorb fluid
in the ear'” or to prevent contracting a cold. However, to place cotton in
the ear simply to block out noise would not be permitted.

Finally, it would be permitted to put the cotton in the ears on Shab-
bos'®. However, preparing the cotton involves issues beyond the scope of
this article; but, to simply press a ball of cotton as is into the ear would be

permitted on Shabbos". ®
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Coming Close to Considering Committing a

Crime
NN NY NN TN NNY NI YT DN

:; hen Moshe asked the people whether
they had sinned during their conquest of Midi-
an, they assured him that although they had not
fallen into “the hands of sin “(Nay >1n), they
nevertheless had been plagued by entering into
“the hands of sinful thoughts (917N »11).“ This
statement of the Gemara presents us with several
puzzling questions. How could these people
claim they had not sinned, when they admit that
they were guilty of lustful thoughts? Is gazing
upon immoral sights and indulging in fantasy

mind games not itself a sin? Furthermore, this
battle was manned by a group of one thousand
soldiers from each tribe. These men were chosen
as the greatest tzaddikim and the most worthy
men of the nation. How could it be that they
faltered in this regard? Finally, the people did
not say that they had not sinned, but rather that
they had not fallen into the clutches of sin y191)
(n7ay. What is the significance of this nuance?
Harav Nosson Lobart cites the Gemara in
Nedarim (6b) which tells us that there are ex-
pressions that are clearly statements which
indicate an oath, but there are also words that
a person uses to indicate somewhat of a con-
nection or an association to an oath T )
(735. Similarly, Rambam writes (Hilchos Isurei
Bi’ah Ch. 21) that aside from the actual sin of
forbidden relations, there are actions which

may lead to sin. There are lustful thoughts (
M), and there are things a person does
which can lead to lustful thoughts (190 7).

Here, the soldiers came to Moshe to offer
a tribute as a form of atonement. Moshe asked
them whether they had sinned. The soldiers
assured Moshe that they had not sinned, nor
had they actively been guilty of sinful thoughts.
However, they had collected the jewelry from
the women of Midian. This is generally a situa-
tion which can lead to having sinful thoughts -
07N >1Y. This is what they told Moshe, “We
are not guilty of even coming close to sin, but
we were involved in coming close to improper
thoughts.” Consequently, they brought this
offering, because for people on that elevated
plateau of spirituality, even this is something
which they felt required atonement. B
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