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hen initiating a certification or in the course of ongoing
production, kashrus related questions arise and must
be speedily resolved. What procedures will be adequate
to ensure that the product meets halachic standards, which may be
even more demanding than most government standards? Or, the
oil used for the product was trucked in a pipe that abutted another
pipe containing hot dairy liquid. Must the product be labeled as
dairy?

The Vaad Halacha is a Rabbinic Committee, which is responsible
for KOF-K kashrus policies. When a shaila comes up, it is referred
initially to Rabbi Ari Senter, Director of Standards. Assisted by
Rabbi Moshe Dovid Lebovits, a KOF-K Rabbinic administrator, they
research the KOF-K halachic database to check if a KOF-K pesak
already exists for the specific question asked, and if and how other
national kashrus agencies rule on the subject.
In the face of today’s ever changing technology, however, new
questions which have not yet been explicitly addressed in existing
halachic literature arise. In such a case, Rabbi Senter and Rabbi
Lebovits research the question from its source, combing through
the gamut of halachic works to gain a panoramic picture of the
issue.
After the painstaking research is concluded, the findings
are summarized in writing by Rabbi Lebovits, and presented to
the KOF-K Bais Din. The Rabbonim on the Bais Din discuss the
question with our Halachic Research team and then present us
with their clear pesak. The Bais Din of the Vaad, comprised of three
eminently qualified Morei Hora’ah – Rav Aaron Felder, Rav Shlomo
Gissinger and Rav Shmuel Meir Katz shlit'a – is the final authority on
all matters of kashrus at the KOF-K. The Bais Din meets regularly to
ensure that all KOF-K certified products meet the highest halachic
standards of kashrus.
The final decision of the Bais Din is binding. It is meticulously
written up, reviewed and approved by the Rabbanim, and entered
into the KOF-K halachic database for future use by the Vaad
Halacha. The resolution of any outstanding shailos is immediately
implemented.

VAAD L’MISHMERES KASHRUS

BAIS DIN

■Rav Aaron Felder shlit’a
Rav of Kehilas B’nai Israel- Ohev Zedek of
Philadelphia, is a talmid muvhak of Harav Moshe
Feinstein zt’l. He is the author of many widely
acclaimed halachic seforim including Ohalei
Yeshurun and “Moadei Yeshurun”.

■Rav Shlomo Gissinger shlit’a
Rav of K’hal Zichron Ya’akov in Lakewood, NJ, is
well known as an expert in all areas of halacha
and specifically on the subject of tolaim (insect
infestation in foods).

■Rav Shmuel Meir Katz shlit’a
is well known as one of the distinguished senior
poskim in Beth Medrosh Govoha in Lakewood.
Rav Katz is a foremost authority on matza
production as well as all aspects of Kashrus and
halacha.

ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF:
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directs the semicha program.

■Rabbi Moshe Dovid Lebovits
A KOF-K Rabbinic Administrator
A musmach of Harav Yisroel Belsky shlit'a, and
former chaver kollel at Yeshivas Torah Vodaas.
He is the author of the popular “Halachically
Speaking” series and is a sought after speaker on
various aspects of Kashrus.

Shiur given at the KOF-K by

Rabbi Ari Senter
Director of Halachic Standards

Machine matzo for matzas mitzvah:
A reasonable option or “a square peg in a round hole…?
Machine Vs. Hand – a Matter of Minhag?
Pesach is the time of year when halachic stringencies are not the exception, but rather the order of the day. People cling
immovably to their strictest family halachic heritage when it comes to Pesach.
If that is the case for all aspects of Pesach – how we clean, what we eat, and so on – it is most certainly the case for
the most prominent element of the yom tov: matzo. But interestingly enough, the definition of the “most strictly kosher”
shemurah matzo is not so clear. Many people assume that for the more stringent, hand matzo is the matzo of choice. But in
fact, there is a significant school of halachic thought that regards shemurah machine matzos as superior in halachic quality.
Consider the following true anecdote:
Years ago, Rav Aharon Soloveichik zt'l, was anxiously trying to send a box of machine shemurah matzo to his son learning
in Eretz Yisrael. Pesach was fast approaching and no solution was in sight. A disciple of the Rosh Yeshiva had a chassidic
acquaintance due to arrive in Eretz Yisrael on Erev Pesach, who gladly agreed to do the favor. Before the traveler left to
the airport, however, he was informed that the flight was delayed and he would arrive only after midday. He called back
apologetically and said he had to retract his offer, because he could not possibly keep machine matzo in his possession once
the prohibition of keeping chametz went into effect…!
Needless to say, the chassid’s reaction reflects the firm foundations of his family tradition and not on the objective
kashrus level of machine matzo. After all, nobody would really suspect Rav Aharon of eating anything on Pesach remotely
connected to chametz. But would he use those machine matzos for the mitzvah of matzo on the night of the seder? That is
an entirely different question!
In the following pages, we will trace the halachic sides of this question and the roots of the varying opinions in the
sources.

A Bit of History
The debate over the status of machine matzo is understandably a fairly recent one, appearing in halachic literature only
in the last 150 years or so. The first documented instance of a machine used for this purpose dates back to 1838, in France.
Matzo machines arrived in Jerusalem in 1863, where they sparked a hot halachic debate. The matzo machine reached
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American shores in 1888, when a man by the name of Manischewitz opened a matzo factory in Cincinnati. Less than three
decades later, Aaron Streit started his machine matzo business in New York City.
In 1857, as the machine matzo business began to grow from a curious anomaly to a thriving business, gedolei Torah from
around the world began expressing their opinions on the innovation. Some were vehemently opposed to machine matzos,
while others were enthusiastically in favor.
Interestingly, a notable segment of the objections stemmed from philanthropic considerations. The Marshak,1 for example,
bemoaned the disastrous effects the newfangled system would have on the
Jewish poor. For a thousand years, it was traditional for the impoverished off
each community to eke out a major part of their annual income by working in
the hand matzo bakeries during the months before Pesach.
However, the main arguments, for and against, were founded on halachicc
foundations, with fiery opinions expressed by each side.

Gedolei Olam Take Their Stand
The anti-machine matzo camp included such diverse and illustrious figures
as Rabbi Shlomo Kluger,2 the Chiddushei Harim,3 the Darchei Teshuva,4
and the Divrei Chaim,5 who put out a strongly-worded kuntres6 vilifying the
innovation. Lined up on the other side were equally revered leaders,7 amongg
them the Sho’eil U’meishiv,8 the Aruch Laner,9 the Tiferes Yisrael,10 and the
Kesav Sofer,11 who warmly advocated the new technique.
Many different considerations fueled the objections. The Mahari Assad,12
for example, maintained that matzos have to be round,13 not square, the shape
produced by machine. The Mahari Shteif14 raised serious doubts as to the
kosher for Pesach status of machine matzos. He pointed out that in machine
production, a constant feeder moves the dough into the oven in one longg
piece. Only afterwards is the baked product broken into individual matzos.
Therefore, the Mahari Shteif posited, even when the end of the dough is still at a distance from the oven, since it is one unit
with the part that is being baked, it already begins the chimutz process, based on the principle of “cham ketzaso, cham kulo”15
— if part of the dough is warm, the entire piece is warm. Once the dough is heated, the process of chimutz is expedited and
can occur even before the eighteen minute run is completed.16

1. Rav Shlomo Kluger, in Kuntres Moda’ah L’veis Yisrael.
2. Ibid; also Shu”t Ha’alef Lecha Shlomo Orach Chaim, Hashmatos, Siman 33 -35.
3. His teshuvah was printed in Kuntres Moda’ah L’veis Yisrael, p. 10.
4. In a teshuvah printed at the end of his work on the Torah, Tiferes Banim (5681).
5. Shu”t Divrei Chaim, Orach Chayim Simanim 23-24; also Kuntres Moda’ah L’veis Yisrael, p. 8.
6. Known as Kuntres Moda’ah L’veis Yisrael (pub. 5619).
7. Who put out a counter-kuntres called Bitul Moda’ah that same year (5619).
8. In the Kuntres Bitul Moda’ah published at his initiative.
9. In Kuntres Bitul Moda’ah, p. 14; see also Sedei Chemed, Ma’areches Chametz U’matzo (13-14), testimony that he ate machine matzos.
10. In Kuntres Bitul Moda’ah, p. 10.
11. Shu”t Kesav Sofer, Orach Chaim, additions to Siman 12; also, Kuntres Bitul Moda’ah, p. 11.
12. Shu”t Mahari Assad, Orach Chaim, Siman 157.
13. Ibid, where he proved that the term “ugah” means a circle, and points out that the posuk (Shemos 12:39) says “ugos matzos.”
14. Shu”t Yerushas HaPleitah, Simanim 1-4, in the name of the Mahari Shteif.
15. Pesachim 74a; Rambam Hilchos Korban Pesach 8:9; Shulchan Aruch Yoreh De’ah 94:1. In regard to whether we say “cham ketzaso, cham kulo” for a food
item, too, or only for a metal keli, see Shu”t Beis Yitzchak, Vol. 1, Yoreh De’ah Siman 104; Shu”t Chazon Nachum, Siman 85; Shu”t Minchas Yitzchak, Vol. 9,
Siman 53.
16. Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 459:2 and its source in Shu”t HaRosh 14:4.
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Many of the poskim in the anti-machine matzo ranks, among them the Maharsham17 and the Devar Avraham,18 agreed
that machine matzos are not likely to be a chametz problem and may potentially even be more reliably kosher than those
which are prepared manually. The thrust of their objection focused on the issue of “le’shemah”: In order for these matzos to
be suitable for the mitzvah of matzo at the seder, they need to have been prepared with the necessary intention.19 Machines,
obviously, have no intelligence and cannot imbue meaning or intent in their work. If so, how can machine matzo serve as
matzos mitzvah?

Imbued Intent – or Meticulous Care?
The source of the le’shemah issue can be found in an excerpt from Gemara
Pesachim.20 The question is raised there whether the lach’mei todah — the
P
unleavened breads that accompanied the thank-offerings21 — could be used
as matzas mitzvah. Rabbah answers with a posuk, “U’shemartem es hamatzos,”22
“Safeguard the matzos.” The matzos used for the mitzvah must have been
intended for the sake of matzo and not for the sake of a korban.
Rashi 23understands Rabbah’s comment to mean that one must imbue
the matzah with the intention of le’shemah, as he states, “In every shimur –
safeguarding – that you do … have in mind, ‘le’shem matzo shel mitzvah’.”
The Rambam,24 however, seems to interpret Rabbah’s response differently.
As the Aruch HaShulchan25 understands it, the Rambam interprets the
A
condition of “le’shem matzo” as the requirement to consciously safeguard the
matzo from becoming chametz. In other words, it is not sufficient for matzo
to “happen to be” unleavened, but rather, it must have been prepared with
specific intent and meticulous care to guard it from chimutz.
At first glance, the discrepancy between Rashi and Rambam in their
understanding of “le’shemah” would line up neatly with the conflicting opinions
on machine matzo. One could certainly argue that an inanimate machine is
incapable of imbuing the matzo process with any mitzvah intent; therefore, according to the simplest understanding of
Rashi, machine matzo would be unacceptable for the mitzvah. On the other hand, if a sophisticated machine could be
devised that eliminated any concern for chimutz in the baking process, then, the matzo produced by that machine would be
ideal according to the Rambam. However, if we take a deeper look, we will find that our initial assumption regarding Rashi’s
supposed position vis a vis machine matzo is not necessarily correct.

Le’shemah in the Baking – or the Watching?
As we mentioned, Rashi requires the matzo to be produced with “le’shemah” intent. But does that mean that the baking
of the matzo must be le’shemah, or that the shemirah, the safeguarding of the matzos, must be with le’shemah? Even when
machines bake the matzos, the process still requires that mashgichim oversee the process. The mashgiach must make sure
that none of the matzos emerge as kefulos,26 folded over, and that there are no misfeeds. If the halachah requires the baking
to be le’shemah, that rule might veto the use of a machine, which cannot imbue intent in its work. But if it is the shemirah

17. Shu”t Maharsham, Vol. 2 Siman 16; ibid Vol. 4 Siman 129; ibid Vol. 9 Siman 31. See also ibid Vol. 5, Siman 82, where he tended towards the lenient view.
18. Vol. 3, Siman 27.
19. Pesachim 40a; Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim, Siman 460.
20. 38a-b.
21. See Rambam, Ma’aseh HaKorbanos 9:17-18.
22. Shemos 12:17.
23. Pesachim ibid.
24. Chametz U’matzo 6:9.
25. Orach Chaim 453: 20-21.
26. Regarding matzo kefulah, see Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 461:5 in the hagahah and Mishnah Berurah ibid.
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that must be le’shemah, then even according to Rashi, machine matzo supervised by a human mashgiach with the proper
intent of le’shem mitzvah would arguably be perfectly fine.
This insight is actually based on a point of the Ra’ah.27 The Gemara in Pesachim28 states that dough prepared by nonJews may be eaten by Jews on Pesach but not for the mitzvah obligation. The question is: If the dough was baked by nonJews, how can we assume that it is free of chametz and permissible for eating? And if the matzo is definitely not chametz,
rendering it permissible for eating, why shouldn’t it be acceptable for
the mitzvah?
The Gemara is speaking of a case where we are sure the matzo is
not chametz According to Rashi, the certainty stems from the absence
of cracks in the matzo, which testifies to its non-chametz status.
Rabbi Chananel,29 on the other hand, asserts that a Jew must have
been present to watch the kneading/baking process. If the proof is an
objective one, not based on a Jew’s involvement, we can understand
that the matzo would be kosher for Pesach but not usable for the
mitzvah. But if a Jew was overseeing the process, why shouldn’t the
matzo be acceptable for that purpose?
Rabbi Chananel concludes that apparently, the Jew was watching,
but did not have in mind that his shemirah of the matzos should be
le’shemah; hence, the matzos are not acceptable for the mitzvah. From
this, we deduce30 that if the mashgiach did have conscious intent in
his shemirah, the matzo baked by a non-Jew would have been suitable
for use as the kezayis matzo at the seder.
The Ra’ah takes the subject a bit further. He states that in every
mitzvah where halacha requires that it be done le’shemah, a Jew must
do the act itself. Having a Jew supervise the process done by a nonJew will not render it acceptable.31 For example, tzitzis made by a
non-Jew under Jewish supervision may not be used for the mitzvah
of tzitzis.32 However, the Ra’ah asserts, in matzas mitzvah, the act of
kneading and baking does not have to be le’shem matzo, only the
shimur requires the intent of le’shem matzo.
So, according to Rav Chananel and the Ra’ah, (as well as the Maharach33 and the Radvaz,34 who embrace their opinion) in
the case of machine matzo, if the mashgiach overseeing the process to ensure that the matzos do not become chametz keeps
in mind that his supervision is for the sake of matzas mitzvah, he clearly provides the requisite le’shma, even according to
Rashi.

27. Cited in Chiddushei HaRitva, Pesachim ibid. He writes there that the Ra’ah said this le’halachah but not le’ma’aseh.
28. 40a.
29. The Ritva ibid says that Rabbi Chananel wrote this in a teshuvah (though in his commentary on Pesachim, he did not mention it). Rav Hai Gaon wrote
in agreement with Rabbi Chananel’s approach, as cited in Tur, Siman 460.
30. As the Ritva inferred from the words of Rabbi Chananel.
31. This follows the view of the Rambam in Hilchos Tefillin 1:11; see also Rosh Hilchos Sefer Torah, Siman 3, where he writes that there are those who differ
and allow the work to be done by a non-Jew if a Jew is supervising him. The Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 32:9 cites their words and in the hagahha, rules
according to the lenient view.
32. Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 11:2. He learns there that the question of a non-Jew spinning tzitzis hinges on the abovementioned debate between the
Rambam and the Rosh. See the Dagul Me’revavah ibid and the Chiddushei Rabbi Akiva Eiger, who both hold that a non-Jew spinning tzitzis is a more
stringent case and would be disqualified even by the Rosh.
33. Maharach Ohr Zaru’a, Simanim 35 and 143; also cited in the Maharil, Hilchos Afiyas HaMatzos, Siman 14 and in other poskim.
34. Radvaz Vol. 3, Teshuvah 581 (1009).
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Watch Yourself !
However, not everyone agrees with the Ra’ah’s viewpoint. The Tur,35 basing his position on a dispute between Rav Hai36
and Rav Cohen-Tzedek,37 rules against the Ra’ah. He states that a Jew supervising production of matzo by a non-Jew cannot
imbue the matzos with a le’shemah character. But this statement does not automatically disqualify machine matzo.
Let us examine why the Tur and other poskim who side with him disagree with the Ra’ah. Is it because they diametrically
oppose his line of logic about the le’shemah applying to the
safeguarding of the matzos and assert that the act of baking must be
le’shemah? Not necessarily.
The Minchas Chinuch38 illuminates our discussion by pulling in a
different Gemara,39 which states that “An item cannot be safeguarded
in someone else’s hands.” In other words, says the Minchas Chinuch,
the problem the Tur is dealing with is not a lack in le’shemah intent,
but rather a lack of shimur. One simply cannot properly watch over
something that is in another person’s hand. You can fret at him and
shout at him to be careful, but in the end, he is the shomer. You are
just the manager – and one cannot imbue intent just by being a
manager.
The Minchas Chinuch’s explanation makes a lot of sense when
another person, such as a non-Jew, is doing the work. But one may
very well argue that this logic does not apply to a machine, since a
machine is not an independent entity that can assume responsibilities
of shemirah. In the case of machine matzo, therefore, the supervision
of the mashgiach, therefore, would seem to be valid and acceptable as
the only true shimur.40

Shemirah – Only When a Practical Possibility
The Chasam Sofer41 basically sides with the Ra’ah’s position that the
shimur intent of the Jewish overseer should suffice in cases where the
asiya – the act itself – does not have to be le’shemah. He demonstrates
the proof of that statement by common Jewish practice: Many are stringent about having shimur from the time the grain is
harvested.42 Yet in most cases, the actual harvest is done by a tractor driven by a non-Jew.
We know that in the tefillin making process, if a Jew initiates the tanning process, a non-Jew can continue it without
disqualifying the tefillin.43 But in the tefillin instance, the leather is one single piece. In the case of grain for matzos, even
if a Jew begins the process by starting up the engine of the tractor, the field may be hundreds of miles wide. How can we
attribute the harvest still going on twenty hours later to the initial act of the Jew on the far side of the field, at the beginning
of the harvest?
The Chasam Sofer concludes, “Yisrael benei nevi’im”44 – Jews are natural prophets. Since this has been the accepted
practice for hundreds of generations, their conduct attests that the intent required is not on the act of harvesting but on

35. Orach Chaim Siman 460.
36. Cited in Sha’arei Simchah (by the Ritz Gei’us) Hilchos Pesach. His opinion is to be lenient, in keeping with the approach of Rabbi Chananel and the Ra’ah.
37. Sha’arei Teshuvah, Siman 291; Ma’aseh HaGeonim, Siman 30. He is of the stringent opinion that a Jew supervising a non-Jewish worker is not effective.
38. Mitzvah 10, Os 10. The Me’iri in Pesachim ibid already wrote as such in the name of the Ra’avad. See also Mo’adim V’Zemanim, Siman 234.
39. Chagigah 20a, on the subject of entrusting taharos in the hands of an am ha’aretz.
40. An insight written by Rabbi Shlomo Zalman Auerbach in Halichos Shlomo, Pesach, 7:10:16.
41. Shu”t Orach Chaim, Siman 128; see also his hagahos on Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 460.
42. Rif Pesachim, end of Ch. 2; Rambam Hilchos Chametz U’matzo 5:9; see also Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 453:4.
43. Rosh, Hilchos Sefer Torah, Siman 3; Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 32:9.
44. Pesachim 10a, said by Hillel Hazaken.
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the shemirah. The non-Jew has no connection to the shemirah, just to the act of harvesting. As long as the Jew’s intent in
shemirah is for the mitzvah of Pesach, the matzos are fine.
But, continues the Chasam Sofer, this shimur can be done at the harvesting stage, when safeguarding the grain from
contact with water is not a daunting task, and is practical even in a huge field. However, at the kneading stage, this is no
longer a possibility. The moment water is added to the flour, the chimutz can happen almost instantaneously. At that point,
shimur by a person other than the kneader is not enough. Since the dough can become chametz at any time, you cannot
safeguard it unless it is in your hand, as the Minchas Chinuch ruled.

Push the On Button!
Now that we have presented the basic halachic sources, we can intelligently address the question of how to apply these
foundations in relating to electrical matzo baking machinery. First, following the view which says that we need asiya le’shma45
— that the kneading/baking process itself needs mitzvah intent, can an electrical process be considered asiya le’shma?
The Achiezer46 and Rabbi Shlomo Zalman Auerbach47 assert that when a person pushes the button activating the
machinery, anything that follows is his doing. If he pushes the button le’shmah, then the ensuing baking process is le’shma.
Therefore, the machinery instance is actually preferable to dealing with a non-Jewish worker. The act is attributed directly to
the Jewish initiator; there is no shlichus issue48 as there would be if a non-Jew was involved.
But the Gemara cites a case that might complicate this statement. The Gemara49 discusses a contraption in which a
shechitah knife is operated by a wheel turned by water and asks if the slaughtering expedited by that knife is kosher. The
conclusion is that only the shechitah activated by the first rush of water can be considered ko’ach adam – an act of human
force. Any further shechitah is considered the product of gerama, an indirect factor, disqualifying the shechitah.
Where does electrical machinery fit in? As we saw above, the Achiezer and Rabbi Shlomo Zalman Auerbach clearly
consider the products of a machine ignited by man as ko’ach adam. The Minchas Yitzchak,50 in the name of the Eretz Tzvi,51
has a diametrically opposed attitude towards electrical machinery. He is of the opinion that switching on electricity is no
more than hasaras ha’mone’ah – removing an obstacle and thereby closing a circuit.52 After that point, the person’s motion
has no further effect at all. He considers pushing the “on” button an even less active ko’ach adam than the shechitah knife
case.

For an Unwavering Purpose
The Chazon Ish53 addresses the machinery issue from a novel new angle. He begins by contrasting two cases – writing a
get and processing leather for tefillin. The writing of a get, a divorce document, must be done entirely by a Jew, with unceasing
le’shemah intent.54 In processing leather, on the other hand, only the initial work must be done le’shemah.55 Afterwards, it
may continue without le’shemah involvement. What is the reason for this differentiation?
The Chazon Ish explains that tefillin in the making are “omed le’kach” – they have one, unwavering purpose, to serve as
tefillin. Once the tefillin making process was initiated, there is no doubt that it will continue in the same direction. Since it
is omed le’kach, as long as there is le’shemah intent at the start, the rest of the process follows that beginning. Conversely, in
the case of a get, we are concerned that at any point, the person may change his mind and refuse to give the get. Therefore,
the le’shemah intent must continue until its conclusion.

45. Ritva and Me’iri on Pesachim 40a; see also Halichos Shlomo, Pesach 7:4.
46. Vol. 3, Siman 61; see also Vol. 3, 69:5.
47. Ma’adanei Shlomo, p. 10; Halichos Shlomo, Pesach, 7:10:16.
48. See Baba Metziah 71b regarding “Ein shlichus l’nochri”; Rambam Hilchos Terumos 4:1; Shulchan Aruch Choshen Mishpat 188:1.
49. Chulin 16a.
50. Vol. 2, Simanim 96-97.
51. Siman 5. The Maharsham, in Vol. 4, Siman 129, also is of the opinion to be stringent in any case.
52. See Achiezer ibid, where he rejects this argument.
53. Orach Chaim 6:10.
54. Rosh, Hilchos Sefer Torah, Siman 3; see also Noda B’Yehuda Tanina, Yoreh De’ah, Siman 175.
55. Rosh ibid; Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 32:9 and Mishnah Berurah se’if katan 28.
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Dough being fed into a matzo machine, says the Chazon Ish, is “omed le’kach” – clearly intended to be baked as matzo.
This purpose will not change, and therefore, according to the Chazon Ish, intent at the time the button is initially pushed
suffices for the duration of the process.
The Noda B’Yehudah56 and Mishnah Berurah,57 on the other hand, give a different reason for the dissimilar halachos of
tefillin leather and a get. When the leather processing for tefillin is begun le’shemah, the intent is valid for that entire unit
of leather. In the case of a get, however, each letter is a separate entity and requires separate le’shemah intent. According to
their explanation, each individual matzo requires separate le’shemah intent as well; therefore, pressing the button to start
the machine would be ineffective in rendering the entire run acceptable for matzas mitzvah.

Winding Down – and Cranking Up
If we pull all these different strings together, we find that according
cording to almost all the opinions, machine
matzo is clearly acceptable as matzas mitzvah. The Rambam maintains that le’shemah is only for the
purpose of preventing chimutz, and good machinery can certainly
nly meet that requirement.
According to the Ra’ah, le’shemah is necessary only for the shimur.
himur. A proper matzo factory
is manned by G-d fearing mashgichim who supervise the process
ss meticulously with the
intent of matzas mitzvah. Even if we rule like the Chasam Sofer,
fer, that supervision
of the kneading and baking process cannot be entrusted to another
nother human
being, according to the Achiezer and Rabbi Shlomo Zalman Auerbach,
the operation of a machine is attributed to the one who presses
es the
button to get it started, entitling him to provide shemirah and
d
imbue his le’shemah intent.
In addition, the Chazon Ish provides us with the
additional leniency of “omed le’kach” – the fact that the dough
was intended from the start for the purpose of matzas mitzvah
h
only.
Despite all this, the Maharsham58 laid down the law thatt in his
home, he would not allow any machine matzo at all, though
gh he had
no complaints against their status as far as chametz was concerned. He
contested the acceptability of machine matzo as matzas mitzvah
tzvah because he
is of the opinion that those who attributed ko’ach adam to the
he person operating
the machine were referring to old fashioned crank operated machines that required
repeated input of human effort. The push of a button, he held,
d, could not be considered
ko’ach adam. Since, in his opinion, the matzos could not be used
ed for the seder, he refused to
have them in his house, since it is a reasonable likelihood that someone might mistakenly use
them for the mitzvah.
After all is said and done, the Chazon Ish himself only used hand matzos,59 at least for the night of
the seder, despite the fact that he was among the prominent voices permitting machine matzos. Most
likely, our readers too will continue doing as their parents did at their seder tables. However, this overview should
at least give us pause before we look askance at anyone else who uses matzos other than those we are accustomed to, with
the recognition that they do so with sound – if not round – basis.

56. Tanina, Yoreh De’ah, Siman 175; see also Dagul Me’revavah Orach Chaim, Siman 11.
57. Bi’ur Halachah 11:2, beginning “V’Yisrael.”
58. Vol. 9 Siman 31; Vol. 4, Siman 129.
59. Dinim V’hanhagos Chazon Ish, Orach Chaim 17:8, 33; Igros HaChazon Ish, Vol. 1, end of Igeres 185.
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Rav Shlomo Gissinger,
shlit'a
Chaver Bais Din
Vaad L’Mishmeres Kashrus
KOF-K Kosher Supervision

In an effort to properly address the Halachos of Bedikas Tolaim, I have worked with the staff of KOF-K
Kosher Supervision to create Keeping Vegetables Kosher; A Guide to Bedikas Tolaim. It has been designed to
be easy to follow as an aid to insect inspection. Our goal is to assist the Kosher Consumer in maintaining the
highest
g
standards of Kashrus in their daily living. The following is a concise introduction to the topic and a
brief description o
on how to clean and check produce for insect infestation.
Until the 20th century, checking food for infestation was as integral a part of the
kosher kitchen aas buying properly slaughtered poultry and separating dairy and meat.
In the last century,
cen
kosher conscientious consumers have become accustomed to
relying upon tthe USDA use of pesticides to keep most of our produce insect free.
But now, that
tha is no longer the case.
Due to the
t rise of the environmental movement and growing health concerns
in recent d
decades, DDT and other strong pesticides were banned from use and
replaced with milder insecticides. This has resulted in increased infestation,
which creates a serious problem for the kosher consumer. Government
standa
standards
allow insects in American grown produce – for example, as
many as 50 aphids, mites, and thrips per 3.6 oz frozen spinach and as
many as 60 of these insects in 3.6 oz of frozen broccoli. These levels are
obviously
obvious unacceptable by kosher standards, since eating even one small
insect can involve u
up to six Biblical transgressions.

The Torah prohibition: The Torah states in Vayikra 11:41-44 that one is prohibited from eating any type of “sheretz”,
(crawling, flying and water-borne insects). The Chochmas Adam warns of the many isurim (prohibitions) involved in
eating even the smallest sheretz. Although the Torah contains various isurim dealing with Maachalos Asuros (prohibited
food items), few, if any, are as serious as those relating to insects. For example, the consumption of pork involves only
one lav (negative prohibition), whereas consumption of even the smallest insect can total six lavim. In addition to these
transgressions, ingesting foods that the Torah deems unclean – even unintentionally – imbues our spiritual essence with a
film of tum’ah that blocks it from functioning as a proper receptacle for sanctity and holiness.

12

|

KOF-K

|

P E S AC H

5 772

When the prohibitions apply: The numerous insect-related isurim are violated regardless of whether the insect is
dead or alive. The prohibition against eating insects applies only to those insects which are visible to the naked eye of a
person with average vision nireh l’ayin (Aruch Hashulchan 84:36). Thus, use of magnification is not required when inspecting
vegetables. If an insect is not identifiable due to being camouflaged by the color of the surface upon which it rests (e.g. a
green aphid on a green leaf, one is required to remove the suspect item onto an appropriate background.) Failure to easily
identify these insects is not a license to eat the vegetable without proper inspection.
Nullification: Although a drop of milk that accidentally falls into a pot of chicken soup will be nullified as long as
there is 60 times more chicken soup than the drop of milk, a whole insect is not subject to the laws of Bitul (nullification)
(Yoreh Deah 100:1). Since it is a “biryah” (a complete entity) and as such attains greater Halachic significance, it is not botel.
Therefore, even if the vegetable is hundreds of times larger than the insect, the insect is not nullified and the item requires
inspection.
An insect is a “biryah” only if it is whole. If the insect was cut or squashed, it is no longer considered a biryah and will be
subject to regular laws of Bitul (nullification).
If food was cooked inadvertently without prior inspection then one should either strain thru sieve if possible or check it
after the cooking process. If this is not possible, the food is permitted to be eaten b’dieved (after the fact). This is based on a
s’fek s’feika (a double doubt) –
 Perhaps there were no insects to begin with.
 Even if there were insects, perhaps they were squashed or dismembered during the cooking process.
This s’fek s’feika leniency may be relied upon only with regards to produce which requires inspection due to Miyut
Hamatzui (as explained below) and may not be used with produce that is considered muchzak b’tolaim, ( as explained
below). One may not mash an infested vegetable in order to allow its consumption without inspection, because of the
rule, “ein m’vatlin issur l’chatchila” (one may not intentionally cause a prohibited substance to become nullified) (Yoreh
Deah 99, Shach 7). According to the opinion of HaGaon Rav Shlomo Zalman Auerbach zt”l, there is an exception to
this rule: A vegetable which is impossible to check, for example broccoli, may be rinsed, cooked and
then finely pureed. The rationale for this “p’sak” is that “ein kavonoso l’vatel” (it is not
one’s intent to cause nullification for the purpose of consuming the issur). In the case
of an item like broccoli, it is evident that one’s intent in destroying the biryah status of
the insect is not in order to permit the consumption of the insect, but rather, it is the
only way to permit the consumption of the vegetables. Therefore, it is permitted.

*
WHICH ITEMS REQUIRE INSPECTION AND BY WHOM?
Any items which are normally infested must be checked before they
are consumed. What frequency level of infestation obligates a person
to check a particular fruit or vegetable?
Halachic Infestation Levels: There are three Halachic levels of
infestation. These are gauged by the frequency of infestation in a
particular item:
Classifications may vary depending on seasons, locale and storage
conditions.

1) Muchzak B’Tola’im – Presence of insects has been established.
This means past evidence has shown that insects are likely to be present in most
samples of this food during a particular season in a specific environment or region.
Once a chazaka has been established, there is a chiyuv d’oraysah (Torah requirement)
to inspect each piece of food to verify that it is insect-free. Most Poskim rule that an item is
considered to be Muchzak B’Tola’im if the rate of insects found is greater than 50 percent.
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If three or more insects are found in food that was previously known to be insect-free, that batch is then considered to be
Muchzak B’Tola’im. Thus we must assume that additional insects may be present, and we are obligated to inspect the food
thoroughly. If the food is unable to be inspected it must be discarded.

2) Mi’ut Hamotzui - a significant minority
This means that, based on past experience a significant minority of a particular product has been found to contain
insects.
The precise percentages that constitute this “minority” is a matter of dispute among rabbinic authorities:
Rav Moshe Vayeh in his sefer Bedikas HaMazon K’Halacha (Part II 3:2 footnote 3) quotes the Responsa Rivash 191 that
it must occur with a frequency of close to 50%. The Mishkinos Yaakov (Y.D. 17) says that there is an obligation to check for
insects even if they occur ten percent of the time. Rav Shlomo Z. Auerbach rules like the opinion of the Mishkinos Yaakov
and states that the number 10% is determined by the item in question. For example, if one of ten (10) heads of lettuce
contain one or more insects, it requires bedika. The Shevet HaLevi (IV:81) and others are of the opinion that the bedika
requirement is not based on any specific percentage; rather they rule that there is an obligation to check any crop which is
known to frequently have insects. Most Poskim rule like the Mishkinos Yaakov.
The Ramo (Y.D. 84:8), based on the Rashb”a, rules that once a fruit or vegetable is considered in the category of mi’ut
ha’matzui, you are required to inspect each piece individually. The Ramo specifically states that checking only the majority
of the product cannot be relied upon. Therefore, many common fruits and vegetables should not be eaten unless they are
thoroughly inspected.
NOTE: If an item which does not require inspection was, nevertheless, found to contain three or more insects, it must be
fully inspected. If inspection is not possible the food must be discarded (Shulchan Aruch Y.D. 84:9).

3) Mi’ut She’Ayno Motzui – an uncommon minority
Foods will fall into this category when research has shown that in average agricultural conditions, infestation
is not found in these items during a particular season in a specific environment or region. In addition,
experience has shown that, at most, only an insignificant minority has shown to be infested.
Most Poskim rule that Mi’ut Sh’Ayno Motzui applies when insects are found in less than 10%
of the particular food. These types of foods may be assumed to be free of insects and do not
require inspection.
Effects of Storage: Some foods that are generally found to be insect-free can become
infested as the result of prolonged or improper storage, at which time they should be checked
for signs of infestation. If three or more insects are found, this may change the food’s status to
muchzak b’tola’im, requiring you to check the entire lot (Shulchan Aruch Y.D. 87:9 ). If inspection of
the entire lot is not possible, the food must be discarded.
Organic and Home Grown: Due to lack of use of pesticides, both organic and home-grown
produce are more susceptible to infestation than conventional produce. It is therefore of utmost
importance to pay extra-close attention in inspecting all organic and home-grown produce,
especially leafy vegetables.
Imports: In today’s global economy, increasing amounts of produce found in the U.S. market
are imported from overseas. Much of the produce comes from countries where pest management
guidelines are up to par with that of the United States. However, a substantial amount is imported
from places such as Asia, South America, and the Middle East, where infestation levels are not
properly regulated and can be extremely high. This will affect the status of the produce and the
checking/cleaning requirements.
Who may check: Men and women over the age of Bar and Bas Mitzvah may be relied on to check
for infestation, provided that they:
 Have adequate eyesight
 Have been instructed in the proper procedures for inspection and/or cleaning
14

|

KOF-K

|

P E S AC H

5 772

 Know what to look for, and where to find it
As in all areas of Kashrus, a non-Jew may not be relied on for bedikas tolaim, even if he or she is very dependable. A
non-Jew may be involved in vegetable cleaning, as opposed to checking, if he or she is under the constant, careful supervision
of a Jew.

In summation:
There is a Halachic obligation for a qualified Jewish adult to inspect all produce that falls into the categories of Mi’ut
H’Motzui and Muchzak B’Tola’im. The attached list will specify into which of the three categories the particular item falls.
NOTE: It is preferable to use Grade A produce whenever possible. This produce is generally cleaner and may help
minimize problems of infestations.

*
PRESERVED VEGETABLES:
The Shulchan Aruch states that an insect loses its identity after twelve months. After 12 months, the insects dry up and
are considered “K’afra D’arah” (like the dust of the earth). Dehydrated vegetables, may be used without bedika, based on the
following three factors:
 Dehydration undergoes a heating process which many opinions consider equal to drying for 12 months
 Dehydrated vegetables are often older than 12 months
 Insects usually cannot survive the dehydration process and remain intact, hence they are no longer considered a
birya.
Frozen vegetables which may contain insects, on the other hand, require bedika. Frozen insects are definitely
Assur (prohibited) because just as the freezing process maintains the freshness of the vegetables, so too it
preserves the insects.

*
GREEN/LEAFY VEGETABLES
Due to insect infestation primarily of aphids, thrips and/or spider mites, most green/leafy
vegetables require inspection. To check vegetables properly, one must first become familiar with how
the insects appear, their sizes, shapes and colors. One should then observe someone already proficient
in the art of inspection. The insects may be camouflaged and thus overlooked. A fluorescent light box
(obtainable at camera stores) will make inspection much easier and probably more efficient. Both
sides of every leaf must be inspected.
The insects most commonly found in our vegetables are thrips and aphids. Aphids range in size
from 2 millimeters up to 5 millimeters. Thrips range in size from 1.5 millimeters to 3 millimeters. As
an example of these sizes – one can look at the face of a dollar bill and find, in the right side, the words
series above the year. The letter “I” in the word series is one millimeter long and 2/10 of a millimeter
wide. This is about the size of an adult thrip and smaller than an aphid. Look at the words Washington
D.C. The periods in D.C. are approx. 1/4 of a millimeter. This is the size of newborn thrip larvae. The
above proves that these insects are indeed visible to the naked eye – nireh l’ayin.

*
CLEANING – THE PREFERRED OPTION
Where one wishes to avoid inspection, one of two washing procedures may be employed (which will permit
use of the product without any inspection).
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A: Brushing While Washing.
B: Soaking in Soapy Water and Rinsing.
A description of each follows:

A – BRUSHING WHILE WASHING
This process may be used on certain hard surfaced vegetables (e.g. celery) and certain smooth surfaced leaves (e.g.
cabbage)*. Separate leaves from head and open all folds. Place each leaf on a flat surface under a faucet of strong running
water while brushing entire surface carefully with a vegetable (or comparable) brush. Repeat on reverse side of leaf.

B – SOAKING IN SOAPY WATER AND RINSING
Separate leaves from head and open all folds. Fill basin with water and enough high quality liquid soap to make the
water feel soapy. The recommended proportions are: one quart of water to two tablespoons of high quality soap or
detergent. Place the leaves in the water but do not overload the basin. The leaves must float freely in the water. Allow to
soak for 3-5 minutes.
First Rinse (optional): Place the leaves in another basin of fresh water. Agitate vigorously for several minutes and then
allow to soak for 3 minutes. This rinse is primarily to insure no soapy taste remains in the produce.
Second Rinse: Hold (or place individually on a
sloped hard surface) each leaf and spray with strong
stream of water, making sure that the entire surface of
every leaf is hit. Remember, both sides of each leaf must
be washed.
NOTE – Prior to relying on one’s cleaning
process, one must first verify that his/her said
process is indeed adequate. You can test your
“expertise” by finding several infested leaves, then
“brushing while washing” or “soapy soaking and
rinsing” and then inspecting the leaves. If no insects are
found, you have done it correctly. If insects are found,
try the process again more carefully until no insects are
found.
*For the complete guide to Keeping Vegetables
Kosher including an extensive list of vegetables and
how to clean them, visit our website www.kof-k.org. If
you have any questions regarding vegetable inspection
or other Kashrus related issues, please call our
Kashrus Hotline at (201) 837-0500 or e-mail us at:
info@kof-k.org.
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The intoxicating fragrance of spring is in the air. Bare trees are sprouting new buds, and Hashem’s magnificent
creation is in full blossom. Don’t you wish there would be a brachah you could recite to acknowledge the
glorious gift of spring?
Actually – there is!
Not everyone knows the brachah, and not all those who know the brachah remember to say it, but the
nusach and circumstances for its recital are written explicitly in the Gemara — the Birkas Ha’ilanos.

Examining the Roots
In Gemara Brachos,1 Rabbi Yehudah says, “A person who goes out in the days of Nisan and sees flowering fruit trees
should recite [the brachah], ‘ Blessed is He who did not omit anything from His world, and created good creatures and good
trees in it for people to take pleasure in’.”
This is not an obscure, unknown custom. The Rambam2 cites the halachah of making this berachah, as does the Shulchan
Aruch.3 The Aishel Avraham of Butchatch4 and the Aruch Hashulchan5 both comment in wonderment that many people do
not seem to observe this halachah, though they find it hard to understand why not.
If we analyze the language of the Gemara closely, we will find a number of fine language distinctions that may conceivably
have been specifically selected to indicate a condition of the halachah. On the other hand, these words may have been used
simply because “diber ha’kosuv be’hoveh,” the Gemara is worded to accommodate the most likely circumstances. Let’s look
at these distinctions one by one:
“A person who goes out” — Does that indicate that only a person who goes out of town and sees trees makes the blessing?
Or is that simply the most common scenario in which an urbanite is likely to encounter fruit trees?

1. 43b; see Gemara Rosh Hashana 11a; Rosh Berachos 6:37; Korban Nesanel 119; Rambam Hilchos Berachos 10:13; Tur 226; Shulchan Aruch 226:1.
2. Hilchos Berachos 10:13.
3. O.C. 226:1.
4. Ibid.
5. O.C. 226:2.
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“In the days of Nisan” — Does the Gemara intend to limit the permitted period for making this berachah to the Jewish
month of Nisan, not a day before nor a day after? Or is that merely the season when flowering fruit trees are most plentiful?
“Flowering fruit trees” — Is the word “trees” written in the plural to emphasize that the blessing may only be said if more
than one flowering fruit tree is in view? Or is it just a manner of speech, with no particular emphasis at all?

Nisan — or Never?
Within the constraints of this brief article, we will not be able to answer all these questions,6 but will rather focus on the
time-related aspects of the berachah: Is the eligible period for making Birkas Ha’ilanos limited to Nisan? And even according
to those who say it is, does the Gemara’s term “yemei Nisan” refer rigidly to the calendar month of Nisan, or to the Nisan
season, which would include a broader segment of the year?
Most Rishonim — including the Eshkol,7 the Ritv”a,8 and the Roke’ach9 — maintain that the Gemara never meant to
restrict the berachah specifically to Nisan. According to these opinions, the berachah may be said in Adar,10 perhaps even in
Shevat; the Gemara merely referred to the general time of year surrounding Nisan.
The Halachos Ketanos,11 on the other hand, does derive certain limitations from the language of the Gemara. He asserts
that from the choice of language, it is clear that one should not make the berachah upon seeing a flowering almond tree,
which usually blooms
in the month of Shevat, much preceding most other fruit trees. But even he seems to negate
making the berachah on almond trees only because they blossom months before Nisan. Once
we are in “smelling distance” of Nisan, though the calendar date is a few days before or
after the Hebrew month, even the Hilchos Ketanos would sanction making
the berachah.
The Chid”a, in Birkei Yosef,12 makes a similar
distinction, focusing his ruling on
the type of
tree: Almond
t re e s ,
which

6. Regarding whether one may make the berachah in the city or only if he leaves the city, see Shu”t Lev Chayim Vol.2 Siman 44, Birkei Yosef Siman 102, and
Kaf Ha’chayim Simanim 101 and 103, who say that it is only outside the city, and see Chayei Adam 3:2, who says that one may also make the berachah
outside the city. Regarding whether one may make the berachah on one tree only, see Kaf Ha’chayim ibid and the Chida, in his work Moreh B’Etzba Os 198,
who say that there must be at least two trees. See Shu”t B’tzel Ha’Chochmah 6:36, Shu”t Tzitz Eliezer 12:20 and Teshuvos V’Hanhagos 1:191, who say that one
may recite the berachah on one tree as well.
7. Vol. 1, Hilchos Berachos p. 68.
8. Berachos 43b.
9. Siman 342.
10. See Be’er Heitiv 1; Machatzis Ha’Shekel; Elya Rabbah 1; Mishnah Berurah 1; Kaf Ha’chayim 1. See also Chazon Ovadiah Pesach 1:25:7.
11. 2:28; see Birkei Yosef 226:2; Yalkut Yosef 5, p. 346; Sha’arei Ha’berachah 21, n. 24; Doleh U’Mashkeh p. 131; Ilanei D’Chayei pp. 29-32. This is the custom in
Eretz Yisroel (Hilchos Chag B’Chag Pesach p. 16).
12. 226:2.
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always blossom early, were never included in the berachah. Their flowers are not considered “harbingers of spring,” the
target of the Birkas Ha’ilanos. But on apple trees, for example, which generally do flower in Nisan, one may say the berachah
even a few days before or after the month of Nisan, since regardless of the precise date of their flowering, they are identified
as spring blossoms.

The Mystical Dimension
After presenting this halachic angle, however, the Birkei Yosef13 goes on to cite a kabbalistic view that contradicts his first,
more elastic definition of yemei Nisan. The mystical view considers the berachah inseparably and exclusively associated with
the month of Nisan. In fact, says the Birkei Yosef, the determining factor of when we make the berachah is not upon noticing
the tree flowering for the first time, but rather upon seeing it in Nisan. Hence, though we cannot make the berachah on that
flowering almond tree when it first bursts into brilliant cottony blossoms in the month of Shevat, we can say the berachah if
we notice an almond tree with a few stray remaining flowers two months later, in Nisan, though the blossoms are “old news.”
The Birkei Yosef ’s ruling is based on a Zohar in Parshas Balak14: “During the month of Nisan, the souls in the upper
worlds flit about the gardens and fruit orchards. Through these berachos (Birkas Ha’ilanos pronounced by people seeing the
flowering trees), the souls merit elevation and (in appreciation) they pray on behalf of the people in this world.” If this is the
underlying purpose of the berachah, it is clear why the Birkei Yosef ruled that it must be said only in the month of Nisan,
when the neshamos are present. In fact, he writes, this was always the custom in Yerushalayim and remains so to this day.
Rabbi Chaim Palagi15 explains further that the berachah should be said with a quorum of ten people, followed by the
recital of perek 148 in Tehillim, “Hallellukah, hallelu es Hashem min Ha’shomayim,” and kaddish. Throughout, the assembled
should have in mind the neshamos that are present as a gilgul — in a transmigrated state — in the trees, the inanimate
objects and the flora.

“Soul” Authority on the Arizal
For most of us, the Zohar, the basic text of Kabbalah, is virtually a closed book, far beyond our ken. The uncontested
expert on the Zohar and kabbalistic customs is, of course, the Arizal, Rabbi Yitzchak Luria. But not everyone agrees as to
who is the primary authority on the Arizal’s customs and opinions. As we mentioned above, the Chida, from his standpoint
as one of the prominent transmitters of the Arizal’s Torah, averred that Birkas Ha’ilanos was restricted to Nisan. In contrast,
in the book of responsa, Olas Shmuel,16 the author says that even according to Kabbalah, Birkas Ha’ilanos is not limited to
the month of Nisan. He claims that the Arizal was of this opinion and conducted himself accordingly.
A commentary on the Birkei Yosef, the Shiyarei Birkei Yosef, quotes a book, “Zecher Yosef Stern,” which challenges the
accuracy of the Birkei Yosef ’s record of the Arizal’s customs. To counter this challenge, the Shiyarei Birkei Yosef cites a source
in the Sedei Chemed which states unequivocally that in issues relating to the Kabbalah as expounded by the Arizal, we
always follow the interpretation of the Chid”a, who is the foremost authority on the Arizal, even when he differs with the
Rash”ash (Rabbi Shalom Sharabi). Although the Chid”a lived almost two hundred years after the Arizal, he possessed an
expansive library, including many manuscripts from the Rishonim that we do not even have today, and was pre-eminent
both in the world of halachah and in the realm of kabbalah. Therefore, when the Chid”a writes that the Arizal limited the
Birkas Ha’ilanos to the month of Nisan, his word carries weight.
In practice, the Gemara seems to imply that the berachah can be recited for the entire season of Nisan, and that is in fact
the ruling of the Machatzis Hashekel17. If we can manage to say the berachah during the month of Nisan and thereby carry
out the intentions of the Zohar, this is certainly preferable. But if it was not possible, then according to most poskim, we can
still say the Birkas Ha’ilanos after the month has concluded.

13. Ibid.
14. 196b.
15. Mo’ed L’chol Chai 1:6; see Kaf Ha’chayim 226:7; Yechaveh Da’as 1:1; Ilanei D’Chayei p. 38.
16. Konforti, Likutim p. 37; cited in Pesach HaDevir, Siman 226, Os 2.
17. 226.
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Never on a Shabbos?
If Birkas Ha’ilanos is both a halachic imperative and a kabbalistic custom which is inexplicably ignored by many, perhaps
the rabbi in each shul should make a grand announcement after davening on a sunny Shabbos in Nisan, “My friends, we are
going out now to say the Birkas Ha’ilanos.” This might be an excellent suggestion, were it not for the fact that some poskim,18
among them the Kaf Ha’chayim,19 prohibit pronouncing this berachah on Shabbos. Why?
Two main rationales are given for the opinion prohibiting the berachah on Shabbos: First, one might come to pick the
flowers from the tree,20 a violation of the forbidden act of ketzirah, reaping. Second, one might be led to carry four cubits in
the public domain.21 Both of these rationales raise a number of questions when applied to the Birkas Ha’ilanos.

Common “Scents”
The first rationale, at initial glance, seems to be supported by a Gemara in Sukkah22 which states: “Rabbah said, it is
permissible to smell a hadas (myrtle) attached [to the tree]; it is prohibited to smell an esrog (citron) attached [to the tree].”
We are allowed to smell the hadas while it is yet attached, because it performs its function — as the emitter
ter o f
a pleasant scent — while on the tree. Therefore, there is no reason for concern that one will cut the myrtle
branch off the tree. On the contrary, if we cut it off, the scent will be short-lived. The esrog,
g, on the other
hand, is a fruit. Therefore, if we come near the tree to smell its scent, we might inadvertently
ently pick it off the
tree to eat it.
The Gemara’s precaution is logical for a fruit ready for the picking. But in our
ur case, though we are
speaking of a fruit tree, the tree does not currently bear fruit, only the buds thatt precede the fruit. What
purpose could be served by making a gezeirah, an enactment, to prohibit smelling — and certainly just looking at —
those blossoms?
The commentaries on this Gemara also address the muktzeh question. The Me’iri23 points out that though we may
smell the hadas on the tree, there are those who say we may not touch it, because Chazal
hazal24 prohibited handling any
growing thing that is still attached to the ground. The Me’iri, however, rules that one may even touch the attached hadas
and, in some instances, may pull it close to the nose.
The Ran25 had a slightly different girsa of the Gemara, from the ge’onim,26 which actually
ly
prohibited smelling the hadas while it was still attached to the tree. He asserted that the
prohibition, according to the girsas ha’ge’onim, is due to the common manner of smelling the
hadas — by drawing very close to the branch — which increases the likelihood of inadvertently
plucking it.
But, even if we adopt the stringent approach of the Ran (and the Roke’ach)27 who prohibits smelling
smelli
lliing
the
attached hadas, there seems little logic in applying the same rule to our case of Birkas Ha’ilanos. As Rav Ovadiah
vadiah Yosef says,28
coming close to the hadas is very different from standing fifty yards away and simply looking at the tree,
e, as we do when
reciting Birkas Ha’ilanos.

18. Mo’ed L’chol Chai 1:8 p. 8; Shraga Hame’ir 6:127:1; Aseh Lecha Rav 6, p. 328:16; see Ohr L’Zion 3:6:5, n. 5.
19. 226:4.
20. Mo’ed L’chol Chai ibid; Kaf Ha’chayim ibid.
21. Teshuvos V’hanhagos 1:190.
22. 37b.
23. Ibid.
24. Shabbos 154b; Eiruvin 100a; Sukkah 22b.
25. Ran on the Rif Beitzah 14a (page of Rif).
26. And this is also the girsa of the Rach.
27. Siman 59, but in Siman 220, he cites the accepted girsa.
28. Yechaveh Da’as 1:2.
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Unprecedented Gezeirah – Permitted or Not?
The second rationale suggested for prohibiting Birkas Ha’ilanos on Shabbos was as a gezeirah similar to that prohibiting
reading the megillah29 or blowing the shofar30 on Shabbos, lest we are led to carry an object31 — in this case, the siddur
with the formula of the unfamiliar berachah — four cubits in the public domain. Before addressing the question of how
similar the Birkas Ha’ilanos issue is to the shofar/megillah situations, we have a much more basic problem. Nowhere does
the Gemara mention
tio a gezeirah prohibiting making this berachah on Shabbos. The Rosh,32 supported by a Tosafos in Chulin,33
clearly states
ever since the Gemara was sealed, we are not permitted to invent new gezeiros. The Maggid Mishnah34 and
tes that ev
the
Rivash echo
ec his ruling.35

why not d o

On the other hand, there are Rishonim that appear to do precisely that, including the Rem”a36
himself. For example, the Rem”a ruled, as an ostensibly new gezeirah, that when eating meat along
h
with almond milk, one must display almonds alongside the milk to publicly demonstrate that
the milk is of pareve, not dairy, origin. But when serving chicken, which is prohibited with milk
only de’rabbonon, by Rabbinic law, this distinction is not necessary. The Pri Chadash37 challenges
on
Rem”a’s right to enact such a gezeirah, claiming that the Gemara never addressed the question
the Re
of almond milk.
mil Therefore, assuming there is a problem making up new gezeiros, it should be problematic
even regarding a Torah prohibition of meat and milk. And if there is no problem with a new gezeirah,
it for a de’rabbon
de’rabbonon situation like chicken and milk as well?

The argument might be given that the Rem”a’s ruling is not an outright, new gezeirah. Rather, it is a new application of a
pre-existing, general gezeirah — mar’is ayin, misleading appearances. The Tosafos38 holds that one cannot make a gezeirah
based on a parallel, and some Acharonim maintain that we cannot invent extensions of an existing gezeirah.39 But many
others40 approve extending timeworn gez
gezeiros to include similar situations, as long as there are no specific grounds to
exclude it from the gezeirah (as in the case of a bris, which is done on Shabbos without concern that the mohel will carry
his instruments in the public domain, becaus
because of its specific exclusion).41 This may well have been the intention of the Kaf
Ha’chayim42 when he prohibited saying Birkas
B
Ha’ilanos on Shabbos.
chooses to take the stringent approach, most poskim are lenient and
Nevertheless, though the Kaf Ha’chayim
Ha’cha
Shabbos.43
allow making the Birkas Ha’ilanos on Sha

Women — Obligated or Not?
The last question we will address regardi
regarding Birkas Ha’ilanos is: Are women permitted and obligated to recite
this berachah? Why not? — one may ask. The splendrous sight of flowering fruit trees is no less breathtaking for a
woman!

29. Megillah 4b.
29b.
30. Rosh Hashanah
Hasha
See also Sukkah 42b on carrying the lulav on Shabbos. See also Pesachim 69a, that sprinkling mei chatas was prohibited on Shabbos, lest he carry the
31. Se
water daled amos; see also Beitzah 18a, which brings this as one of the reasons tevilas keilim was prohibited on Shabbos, lest he carry the vessel daled amos.
32. Shabbos 2:15.
33. 104a. Section beginning “U’mena.”
34. Hilchos Chametz U’Matzo 5:20.
35. Siman 390.
36. Y.D. 87:3.
37. Y.D. 87:7.
38. Chulin 104a, section beginning “U’mena.”
39. Shu”t Mahari Bruna Siman 108; Shu”t Radvaz Siman 149; Shu”t Maharikash Ohalei Ya’akov Siman 104; Chida Birkei Yosef O.C. Simanim 463 and 511.
40. See Shu”t Rav Pe’alim Vol. 2 Siman 42; see Chazon Ish Y.D. Siman 150 se’if katan 11 and Chazon Ish O.C. Siman 62, se’if katan 26.
41. See Ritva Sukkah 42, Megillah 4, and Me’iri Megillah ibid; Kesef Mishnah Hilchos Megillah 5; Beis Yosef Siman 588 and Taz ibid, se’if katan 5.
42. 226:4.
43. See Lev Chayim 2:44; Mishnas Yosef 61; Be’er Moshe 8:79; B’tzel Ha’Chochmah 6:32; Rivevos Efraim 4:113:41, 5:73, 6:458:2, 7:119, 8:32, 8:75:2; Yechaveh
Da’as 1:2; Shraga Ha’Me’ir 8:13:2; Halichos Shlomo Tefillah p. 289, n. 121; V’alehu Lo Yibol 1:p. 124:169; Teshuvos V’hanhagos 1:191; Yalkut Yosef 5 p. 346; V’zos
Ha’berachah p. 157:3; Orchos Rabbeinu 3 p. 224:26; Chazon Ovadiah Pesach 1:20:5, n. 12 in depth; Haggadah shel Pesach Harav Elyashiv Shlit”a p. 9; see
Shemiras Shabbos K’hilchasah 26, n. 72; Ilanei D’Chayei pp. 90-100 in depth.
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The simplest reason for exempting women from the obligation is the principle that women are exempt from all
mitzvos aseh she’ha’zeman gramah, time-restricted mitzvos, because their foremost responsibility is to family and home,
unencumbered by time-limited obligations.44 If we maintain that the berachah may be recited only for a restricted time of
year, perhaps it falls into this category of mitzvos. Even so, as we know, women do many such mitzvos, such as hearing the
shofar, even though they are not halachically obligated.
The poskim actually have a major disagreement on the issue of women’s obligation in such mitzvos. Rav Tzvi Pesach
Frank, in Har Tzvi,45 makes a dramatically innovative statement regarding the entire question of time-restricted mitzvos,
arguing against many Rishonim. On the basis of his argument, he deems women obligated in many mitzvos from which
others exempt them.
Rav Frank did not believe that Birkas Ha’ilanos was limited to the month of Nisan. He understood that it could be said
all year round, as long as fruit trees were in bloom. However, he did maintain that Birkas Ha’ilanos can only be said in the
daytime and not at night46 (a statement argued by the Tzitz Eliezer47). If the mitzvah is limited to the daytime hours, we
would assume it is a time-restricted obligation.
But here, the Har Tzvi, in the name of the Turei Even makes a remarkable distinction. He claims that only when a mitzvah
is a “one-time shot” (i.e., once the time elapses, the opportunity is gone), is itt considered a mitzvas aseh she’ha’zeman
geramah, from which women are exempt. In contrast, when the mitzvah iss merely suspended at night
and resumes the following morning, it is not considered time restricted. Hence,
ence, a woman is equally
obligated in such mitzvos!

Resolution of a Timeworn Enigma
According to the Har Tzvi, this insight resolves a long-standing question
n regarding the
mitzvah of bikurim – bringing the first fruits to the Beis Hamikdosh. The Mishnah
hnah48 exempts
women from the obligation of reciting the parshah of bikurim due to a gezeiras
as ha’kasuv — a
source in the pasuk indicating that women are not obligated in reciting thee parshah of
bikurim because they generally do not own land. Tosafos asks why the Mishnah
nah needed
49
to rely on a gezeiras ha’kasuv to explain women’s exemption from milah and
d semichah
al ha’korban50, when it could have based itself on the simpler rule of women
men
being exempt from all mitzvos aseh she’ha’zeman graman. So too, the Turei
ei
Even51 asks, why do we need a gezerias hakasuv to explain their exemption
n
from reciting the parshah of bikurim; after all, bikurim may be brought onlyy
by day, not at night.
Based on the Har Tzvi’s understanding, the question of the Tosafos and
nd
the Turei Even is easily resolved: Even though bikurim may be brought only
nly
by day, nightfall does not halt the mitzvah; it only suspends it temporarily.
rily.
The obligation resumes each morning. Therefore, asserts the Har Tzvi,
zvi,
reciting the parshah of bikurim cannot be deemed a time-restricted mitzvah
vah
and its restriction to daytime would not be reason enough to exempt women.
men.
Consequently, the rationale of gezeiras ha’kasuv is necessary.

44. Kiddushin 29a; Berachos 20b; Rambam Hilchos Avodah Zarah 12:3; Shulchan Aruch O.C. 17:2.
45. O.C. 1:118.
46. See Yayin Hatov 1:45, Chazon Ovadiah Pesach 1, p. 11, n. 4, Ilanei D’Chayei 10:1, pp. 80-81,
47. 12:20:6.
48. Bikurim 1:5.
49. Tosafos Megillah 20a and Tosafos Kiddushin 29a, regarding milah.
50. Tosafos Kiddushin 36a, regarding semicha al ha’korban.
51. Megillah 20b.
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Similarly, even if we say that the mitzvah of reciting the Birkas Ha’ilanos is limited to daytime, it is not a mitzvas aseh
she’ha’zeman gramah; it resumes each morning for the duration of the flowering season. Therefore, it would appear that
women are as obligated in this mitzvah as men.

A Blessing in Disguise
At the end of the day, what difference does it make if women are obligated in this mitzvah or not? The custom, at least in
Ashkenazic communities, is for women to do most of these mitzvos — such as hearing the shofar52 — and even to make a
berachah on the mitzvah!
In this case, there is a difference indeed! The Har Tzvi directs us to a Rem”a53 which seems to say that women should
not make havdalah – the blessing marking the end of Shabbos – but rather should hear it from a man. Most mitzvos which
women are not obligated in, they are still permitted to do if they want. Why is havdalah deemed an exception? He explains
that when the mitzvas aseh she’ha’zeman gramah is an act accompanied by a berachah, a woman may indeed do the act and
recite the relevant berachah. But when the entire mitzvah is the berachah, with no other act involved, the woman should
not say the berachah. The mitzvah of havdalah iis no more than the recitation of a berachah. Therefore, concludes the Rem”a,
women should not say havdalah.
Some explain the Chasam Sofer’s
Sof 54 ruling that women should not say Birkas Hachamah, another mitzvah
consisting of a spoken berachah
berach alone (recited once in 28 years, upon the return of the sun to its position
at the time of the Crea
Creation),55 with the same rationale of the Rem”a. The Magen Avraham56 also
quotes the Kenesses Hagedolah,
who debates the question of women saying Birkas Ha’gomel. This
H
berachah parallels the
th korban todah, which could only be brought by day, rendering it a mitzvas
aseh she’ha’zeman gramah. Since it is observed today by reciting a berachah alone, some are of
the opinion that a woman may not make this berachah.
Yisrael, most have the custom that the woman does say the Birkas Hagomel.57 In
In Eretz Yisr
other commu
communities, the husband recites it on her behalf.58 Some have surmised that the
common custom in some areas of a woman coming to shul on her first excursion
commo
from the
th house after childbirth in order to hear kaddish or kedushah evolved as a
replacement for saying Birkas Ha’gomel.59
replac
Whether
you recite Birkas Ha’ilanos or respond “Amen” to the berachah
W
pronounced by others, whether you do so in Nisan or thereabouts, remember
pron
to grasp the opportunity to celebrate Hashem’s rejuvenation of Creation and
the elevation of those neshamos waiting to hear us utter the inspiring words of
recognition and gratitude: ‘Blessed is He who did not omit anything from His
reco
world, and created good creatures and good trees in it for people to take pleasure
worl
in!”

52. Shulchan Aruch O.C. 589:6 and in the hagaha.
53. O.C. 296:8.
54. O.C. Siman 56.
55. Berachos 59; Shulchan Aruch O.C. 229:2.
56. Beginning of Siman 219.
57. Ketzos HaShulchan 5:6. See also the comment of HaGao
HaGaon Rav Y. Fischer on the book Pnei Baruch on Bikur Cholim Os 7.
58. Elya Rabbah 219:12; Sedei Chemed Ma’areches Berachos 2:19; Mishnah Berurah 219:17.
59. Toras Chaim Sanhedrin 94; Elya Rabbah ibid, se’if katan 5; Sha’arei Efraim 4:28.
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Until fairly recently, most people were not familiar with the halachos of sheimos – proper care and
disposal of written items of sacred content. With the advent of cheaper printing methods, the volume of
material containing sheimos swiftly grew to voluminous proportions. Today, every one of us requires a clear
understanding of what constitutes sheimos and how to properly dispose of them.
The pasuk1 tells us that there is a requirement to obliterate the names of idols, and that one is forbidden
to do so to Hashem – i.e., to erase His Name.2 The Rambam3 says that the punishment for this prohibition
is malkos, and the Taz adjures that whoever is not careful with the kedushah of seforim will have to give an
accounting after his death4.
Observing this mitzvah fosters fear of Hashem5. The Mishnah6 says that a person who honors the Torah
will be universally honored. Furthermore, if we are careful with sheimos, Hashem will have compassion on
us and protect Klal Yisrael from being destroyed.7

Which Names of Hashem are Included?
The names of Hashem which may not be erased or dishonorably discarded are: אות- צב,די- ש,הים- אל,לוה- א,ל- א, אדנות,הויה.8 If a
kuf is written instead of a heh (e.g., Elokim), the minhag is to be lenient.9 There is a dispute if the name of Hashem in English
(G-d) may be erased.10 The Yiddish name Eibishter does not need to be put into sheimos.11

1. Devarim 12:4; see Torah Temimah ibid.
2. Maseches Makos 22a; see Shulchan Aruch Y.D. 276:9.
3. Hilchos Yesodei HaTorah 6:1; see Sefer Hamitzvos (Rambam) Lo sasei 65.
4. Taz Y.D. 271:8.
5. Sefer HaChinuch, Mitzvah 433.
6. Pirkei Avos 4:6.
7. Sefer Matamim p. 140:11 (new).
8. Refer to Maseches Shavuos 35a-35b; Tur Y.D. 276; Shulchan Aruch 276:9, Bais Yosef.
9. Shevet HaKehasi 2:288, 4:256:1; Ginzei HaKodesh 7: n. 12, quoting the opinion of Harav Karelitz shlit”a.
10. Refer to Shach Y.D. 276:11; Pischei Teshuva 11, 19, Mishnah Berurah O.C. 85:10; Aruch HaShulchan Y.D. 276:24, C.M. 27:3; Ginzei HaKodesh 7: n. 24.
11. Igros Moshe 1:172 (end); Teshuvos V’hanhagos 1:639.
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The following words and phrases do not require genizah:12 Daled,13 Hashem,14 Hakadosh Baruch Hu,15 B’ezras Hashem,16
and BS”D (bais samach daled).17 The poskim dispute whether the letters Bais Heh must be put into sheimos. Some refrained
from writing this on a letter that will be thrown away,18 but most permit it, 19 as long as the letter will not be discarded in a
disgraceful place.20
Many poskim, among them, Harav Moshe Feinstein zt”l,21 say that even if the name of Hashem is broken up by a hyphen
( for example, G-d), it requires geniza,22 while others are lenient.23 The Hebrew numbers 16 and 17 are customarily written tes
vov and tes zayin rather than yud heh and yud vov, which form Hashem’s Name.24
One should not say Hashem’s Name even in English for no reason.25 Saying “thank G-d” is not considered a violation since
it is a commonly used expression and the speaker does not specifically intend to mention Hashem’s name.26
Shalom is a name of Hashem;27 therefore it should be treated with more kedushah than other names. One may not greet
someone in an inner bathhouse by calling out “Shalom.”28 When writing Shalom in a letter, some maintain that the mem or
vov should be omitted;29 others hold this is not necessary.30 If Shalom is being written as a greeting, it may be spelled in the
regular way.31

Printed and Recorded Material with Hashem’s Name
The consensus of the poskim is that the printed Name of Hashem has the same kedushah as a handwritten Name.32
Advertisement hand-outs and mailings should not contain the complete name of Hashem, as many organizations are wont
to do, because most people unthinkingly toss them in the garbage and the Name is consequently disgraced.33
One should initially avoid recording any of Hashem’s names on a tape or disk.34 If a tape contains Hashem’s name and
one wants to record something else onto it, according to some opinions, he should preferably let a non-Jew or young child

12. Opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a quoted in Ginzei HaKodesh 7: n. 11.
13. Aruch HaShulchan Y.D. 276:28; see Shevet HaKehasi 4:256:2.
14. Igros Moshe Y.D. 2:138; Ginzei HaKodesh 7: n. 8.
15. Ginzei HaKodesh 7:5.
16. Igros Moshe Y.D. 2:138; Ginzei HaKodesh 7:5; Orchos Rabbeinu 1: p. 257:43; see Doleh U’mashkeh p. 341. Some are machmir not to write BS’D on a letter;
the Chazon Ish did not even do so when he started writing on the top of a paper (Orchos Rabbeinu 1: p. 257:43).
17. Igros Moshe Y.D. 2:138; B’tzel Hachochmah 4:105; Rivevos Efraim 4:203; Ginzei HaKodesh 7:5 n. 9; Nezer HaChaim p. 217:166.
18. Tzofnas Pa’ane’ach 196:p. 155; Toras Chaim p. 138; Piskei Teshuvos 3:292:p. 50; Rivevos Efraim 4:203; Nezer HaChaim p. 217:166; Ginzei HaKodesh 7: n. 13
quoting the opinions of Harav Benzion Abba Shaul zt”l and Harav Shlomo Zalman Auerbach zt”l; see Yagel Yaakov n.s 350-353; Doleh U’mashkeh p. 341;
Neki’us V’kovod B’tefillah p. 101:37-38; B’tzel Hachochmah 4:105 says that midakdekim do not throw out a paper with the letters bais and hey.
19. Melamid L’ho’il O.C. 113:20; Yaskil Avdi Y.D. 7:20:3, 8:13; Yechaveh Da’as 3:78; Avnei Yushfeh 1:13:2 quoting the opinion of Harav Wosner shlit”a, Yagel Yaakov
n.s 350-353, Ginzei HaKodesh 7:n. 13 quoting the opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a.
20. Igros Moshe Y.D. 2:138. See Teshuvos Ve’hanhagos 1:640. He quotes that the Gra was stringent.
21. Sha’arei Simchah (Shavuos) p. 16.
22. Avnei Nezer Y.D. 365:1; Ginzei HaKodesh 9:9:6:n. 35.
23. Minchas Yitzchak 9:62:3; Halichos Shlomo: Tefilla 22: n. 34; Ginzei HaKodesh 7: n. 29 quoting the opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a; ibid n. 26.
24. Yosef Ometz p. 279; Piskei Teshuvos 154:n. 126.
25. Kitzur Shulchan Aruch 6:3, see Rivevos Efraim 5:560 who says one should not say Ado’shem instead of saying Hashem’s name. Refer to ibid:5:474.
26. Pischei Halacha (Berachos) miluyim 3:p. 242.
27. Refer to Maseches Shabbos 10b; Ran Shabbos 4b; Tosafos Sotah 10a “Eleh”; Magen Avraham 84:2; Sha’arei Teshuvah 151:1; Aruch HaShulchan Y.D. 276:28;
Avnei Yushfeh 1:12.
28. Maseches Shabbos 10b; refer to Chayei Adam 3:36; Mishnah Berurah 84:6. One is permitted to walk into the bathroom with the name Shalom on a
yarmulka.
29. Rem”a Y.D. 276:13, Mishnah Berurah 86:4; Yabi’a Omer Y.D. 4:22, Halichos Shlomo: Tefillah 22: n. 34.
30. Shach 16; Be’er Moshe 4:8; Yabi’a Omer ibid; see Igros Moshe O.C. 4:40:1; Rivevos Efraim 3:609.
31. Radvaz 1:220, Pischei Teshuva Y.D. 276:28.
32. Refer to Rama MiPano 93; Taz O.C. 284:2, Y.D. end of 271; Magen Avraham O.C. 32:57, 154:14, 334:17; Rav Po’alim 2:24; Mishnah Berurah 40:4; Maharsham
3:357; Minchas Yitzchak 1:17:8; Iyunei Halachos 2:p. 564; Be’er Moshe 3:174:4, 8:47; Shevet Ha’Levi Y.D. 5:163; Tzitz Eliezer 3:1; Ginzei HaKodesh 1:n. 4. Refer also
to Chazon Ish Y.D. 164:3, who is lenient.
33. Igros Moshe Y.D. 2:134-135. One may do so if not writing the complete name. See Ginzei Hakodesh 7:17: n. 35 quoting the opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a.
34. Harav Yisroel Belsky shlit”a; Be’er Moshe 4:91.
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do it for him.35 Others maintain that there is no real substance to the words on a tape,, and therefore erasing it is
not considered erasing Hashem’s name.36 Harav Yaakov Kamenetsky zt”l recommended taping other Torah over a
Torah tape.37 If no pasuk or Name of Hashem is mentioned, many poskim are lenient and allow the divrei Torah
to be simply erased.38 When one is finished with Torah tapes or disks, they may be thrown
rown out,39 though some
advise wrapping them up prior to discarding.40
One is permitted to delete the name of Hashem or a pasuk written on a computer screen
creen since this is
not considered erasing.41 Divrei Torah written in microscopic letters or on microfilm should
ould be treated
42
with the same kedushah as a regular sefer.
Most poskim agree that there is no problem with a teacher erasing divrei Torah (though not
Hashem’s Name43) from the blackboard. Some permit it because his intention is to write other
Torah.44 Others say it is because there is an implied condition that this Torah should
d not be
imbued with kedushah.45 The custom is to permit erasing “BS’D” from a blackboard.
d.46 The
blackboard eraser need not be put into genizah.47

The Status of Seforim
The Magen Avraham48 says that just as we must bury an unusable sefer Torah in an
n
49
earthenware utensil, so must we do with seforim, but this is not the prevalent custom.
Rather, an unusable volume of Tanach, Gemara, Mishnayos, Siddur, and Halachah or
Mussar sefer50 should be put into genizah.51
What is considered “unusable”? Some say that if a new, corrected version of a sefer is published,
the old one may be put into sheimos.52 But a sefer that merely needs binding should be bound,
ound, not put into
53
sheimos. If a page of a Gemara fell out and one would not use the rest of the Gemara, the seferr may be put
into sheimos.54 A sefer that was never used may be placed in sheimos because it does not have kedushah.55

35. Igros Moshe Y.D. 1:173, 2:142, O.C. 3:31; Kinyan Torah 1:34:5, Rivevos Efraim 7:379:6; Tzitz Eliezer 13:1; Shevet HaLevi Y.D. 2:145, 6:154; Minchas Yitzchak 3:102;
Az Nidberu 5:12:2; Har Tzvi 1:p. 280; Halichos Shlomo: Tefillah 20:n. 34; Divrei Chachamim Y.D. 100:1; Emes L’Yaakov Y.D. 276:n. 195; Chai HaLevi 4:83; Sha’arei
Ha’berachah 10:16; see Chelkas Yaakov 3:98:2 and Yaskil Avdi 8:p. 179a who say it is forbidden in any case.
36. Yabi’a Omer Y.D. 4:40, 8:26; Yechaveh Da’as 4:50; Yeishiv Moshe p. 145; Teshuvos V’hanhagos 3:325; She’arim Metzuyanim B’halachah 28 (kuntres acharon)
15; Ginzei HaKodesh 7:40; Tzedakah U’mishpat 16:n. 83; Nezer HaChaim p. 219:170. See Be’er Moshe 5:66:5, 7: kuntres electric 62.
37. Emes L’Yaakov Y.D. 276: n. 195.
38. Yagel Yaakov p. 106 quoting the opinion of Harav Henkin zt”l; Piskei Teshuvos 154: n. 132.
39. Ginzei HaKodesh p. 272:2.
40. The Laws of Pesach: A Digest (Rabbi Blumenkrantz zt”l 2006) p. 726.
41. Avnei Yushfeh 4:105; Teshuvos V’hanhagos 3:326; Ginzei HaKodesh p. 298:19 quoting the opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a. Refer to Laws of Pesach: A Digest
5766:p. 727.
42. Laws of Pesach: A Digest 5766:p. 726.
43. Tashbetz 1:2; Pischei Teshuvah Y.D. 283:2; Rivevos Efraim 8:388:11; Ginzei HaKodesh 11:11, Divrei Chachamim Y.D. 100:2.
44. Refer to Tashbetz 1:2; Pischei Teshuvah Y.D. 283:2; Rivevos Efraim 4:209. See Divrei Chachamim Y.D. 100; Shevet HaKehasi 5:191.
45. Ein Yitzchak O.C. 5:10-11.
46. Ginzei HaKodesh p. 266:74.
47. Ibid 11:12: n. 17.
48. O.C. 154:9; see Rambam Hilchos Yesodei HaTorah 6:8.
49. Pri Megadim Eishel Avraham O.C. 154:9; Mishnah Berurah 154:24; Aruch HaShulchan 8; Kaf HaChaim 37.
50. Refer to Rashi Maseches Shabbos 115 “Ha’berachos.”
51. Ginzei HaKodesh 8:1.
52. Piskei Teshuvos 154: n. 95. Refer to Moer V’ketziah p. 160.
53. Ginzei HaKodesh p. 277:6.
54. Opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a in Ginzei HaKodesh 8: n. 9. Some say one may rip out the p.s that are going to sheimos from a sefer and use the rest of
the sefer (Shevet HaLevi 3:15:4).
55. Letters of the Chofetz Chaim 83; see Chelkas Yaakov O.C. 40 which discusses this question as it applied after the Holocaust. Others say no sheimos is
required (Orchos Rabbeinu 1:p. 201:21).
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When the binding or binding
bind thread of a sefer falls off, it should be put into sheimos, since it is considered part of the sefer.56
A bookmark that was used for a sefer kodesh may be discarded.57
A paper with a list of mareh mekomos for a shi’ur does not have to be placed into sheimos,58 but only if there
halachah or gemara written on them.59 Torah sheets which children bring home from Yeshiva should
is no hala
be placed in sheimos after use.60 Some say one can be lenient and place them in a plastic bag in the garbage.61

Rough Drafts
Ro
In the days before computerized editing, printers might accumulate hundreds of printed drafts
before achieving the final version of a book. Many poskim dealt with the issue of what to do with
these drafts. Some suggested that they may be burned since it was not possible to properly store
them and they would otherwise be likely to come to greater disgrace.62 Many poskim disagreed,
however, and said it is forbidden to burn any sefer,63 including rough drafts.64 Seforim were only
burnt in the past to prevent goyim from treating them with disrespect.65
Some poskim suggested that rough drafts of divrei Toah not containing Hashem’s Name may
be
b discarded (not in a disgraceful manner, but wrapped in a plastic bag) because there was never
any
a intention to imbue them with kedushah.66 The printers need only stipulate beforehand that
these
pages should not have kedushah, since they are not meant to be learned from.67 Some assert
t
tthat no condition is necessary because the pages are clearly not intended to last and are only for
ccorrection purposes.68
A number of poskim advised getting rid of rough drafts not containing Hashem’s Name by
ggerama – indirect cause. For example, having a goy or child69 take them away,70 or putting them
out
o for the sanitation men to pick up later. Many poskim dismissed this idea, however, since they
considered
it tantamount to actively destroying the drafts.
c
Many contemporary poskim say that today, we should not fall back on any of the above heterim,
since we have an alternative to prevent the Torah from being disgraced – to place these drafts into sheimos.71

Magazines and Newspapers
Some poskim apply the opinion that printers’ drafts do not have kedushah to all magazines and newspapers, reasoning
that since they are normally thrown out after a short period of time, one would be able to discard them, even though they

56. Ginzei HaKodesh 8:10 and n. 28 quoting the opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a and Harav Karelitz shlit”a.
57. Opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a in Ginzei HaKodesh 8, n. 30.
58. Igros Moshe Y.D. 2:75; Tzedaka U’mishpat 16, n. 93. The Halichos Shlomo: Tefilla 20:22 says to put them in sheimos.
59. Poskim.
60. Harav Yisroel Belsky shlit”a; Chai Ha’Levi 4:84:3.
61. Shraga Hamei 5:61:1.
62. Shevus Yaakov 3:12; Sedei Chemed Ma’areches Gimmel 23:pp. 48-49; Tzitz Eliezer 3:1. Refer to Minchas Yitzchak 1:18.
63. Magen Avraham 154:9; Mishnah Berurah 154:24; Aruch HaShulchan Y.D. 282:8; Kaf HaChaim 154: 37. See Pri Megadim Eishel Avraham 154:9.
64. Refer to Kenesses Yechezkel 37; Salmas Chaim 521 (old); Zekan Aharon 1:9; Ginzei HaKodesh 15, n. 37, Avnei Yushfeh 1:204:p. 349. See Pri Megadim Eishel
Avraham 154:9.
65. Yaskil Avdi Y.D. 7:20; Piskei Teshuvos 2:p. 287. Refer to Divrei Chachamim Y.D. 99:4 about waterlogged sefarim.
66. Chazon Ish Y.D. 164:3.
67. Ein Yitzchak O.C. 1:5-7.
68. Refer to Meishiv Dover 2:80; Tzedaka U’mishpat 16, n. 93.
69. Sedei Chemed ibid:35:p. 53.
70. Achiezer 2:48.
71. Refer to Kaf HaChaim 154:37; Yeishiv Moshe 2:31; Salmas Chaim 521, 370 (old); Toras Chaim p. 137, n. 4, Ginzei HaKodesh (miluyim) 7: pp. 206-209. This
is the opinion of the Steipler zt”l, Harav Ben-zion Abba Shaul zt”l, Harav Shlomo Zalman Auerbach zt”l, Harav Elyashiv shlit'a and Harav Karelitz shlit'a
quoted in Ginzei HaKodesh ibid:p. 209, see ibid 8, n. 25.
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contain divrei Torah (as long as they do not contain the name of Hashem or a pasuk72).73 Others say they should first be
wrapped in a bag74 and then put outside for the sanitation men to later take away.75
Nonetheless, most poskim maintain that one may not discard a newspaper containing Torah.76 The publishers fully
intend that the readers learn the Torah they printed; therefore, the words are sanctified and a condition prior to the printing
would not dissolve that kedushah.77 Many poskim took strong issue with newspapers carrying divrei Torah, since the Torah
will so likely be subject to disgrace when the newspaper is thrown out.78
Since the honor of the Torah is at stake, the majority opinion should be followed: Before discarding newspapers, one
should snip out the divrei Torah (it is disrespectful to the sheimos if the entire paper is deposited there79) and place it in
genizah.80 Also, one should be careful not to allow the section of the newspaper containing divrei Torah to fall on the floor.81

Dealing with Pesukim
A pasuk must be treated with kedushah. What is considered a “pasuk”? Two or three words are considered like a whole
pasuk if it is clear that they were taken from a pasuk.82 Even if one is not able to tell that the source is a pasuk, one may not
write four words from a pasuk.83 One word from a pasuk does not require genizah.84
A pasuk should not be written on an item if that object will come to disgrace.85 One should refrain from writing a pasuk in
a newspaper86 or on mishloach manos (i.e. “La’yehudim”) for this reason.87 The custom is to write a pasuk on a challah cover,88
a tzedaka box89 or a becher90 since these objects do not come to disgrace.
One may not write a pasuk or a berachah on a tallis gadol since one might take it into the bathroom.91 If one bought
such a tallis, however, a berachah may be recited on it.92 Today, the custom is to remove one’s tallis before going into the
bathroom. This might explain why the minhag of some circles is to have a pasuk written on a tallis. Nevertheless, one must
be careful not to sit on the words on the tallis.93

72. Toras Chaim p. 137:4.
73. Minchas Yitzchak 1:17.
74. Teshuvos V’hanhagos 1:553, 554.
75. Refer to Yeishiv Moshe 2:33; Minhag Yisroel Torah O.C. 154:2; Neki’us V’kovod B’tefillah pp. 102:39 quoting the opinion of Harav Wosner shlit”a ibid pp.
153-157; Ginzei HaKodesh 14, n. 9.
76. Be’er Moshe 3:183; Shevet HaLevi Y.D. 5:162:2.
77. Be’er Moshe 3:183; Ginzei HaKodesh 14:2, p. 235:1; Kovetz Teshuvos 2:6.
78. Be’er Moshe 3:183, Igros Chazzon Ish 1:83: p. 166; Zekan Aharon 2:70.
79. Harav Yisroel Belsky shlit”a. See Ginzei HaKodesh 14:4.
80. Harav Yisroel Belsky shlit”a; see Salmas Chaim 368 (old); Toras Chaim p. 139:9; Orchos Rabbeinu 1:p. 201:22; Shevet Ha’kehasi 4:258; Sha’arei Simchah
(Shavuos) p. 16, quoting this as the opinion of Harav Moshe Feinstein zt”l. Refer to Vayeishiv Moshe 2:33.
81. Ginzei HaKodesh 14, n. 13 quoting the opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a.
82. Ginzei HaKodesh 9:3.
83. Shulchan Aruch 284:2; Pischei Teshuvah 284:1; Ginzei HaKodesh 9:3.
84. Ginzei HaKodesh 9:4, n. 8 quoting the opinion of Harav Korelitz shlit”a.
85. Shulchan Aruch Y.D. 283:4, Rambam (Pe’er Hador) 7:pp. 14-18; Shach 6; Taz 3; Gilyon Maharsha 6; Pischei Teshuvah 3; Be’er Heiteiv 3; Mishnah Berurah 24:9.
One should not write pesukim on a yarmulka (V’ein Lumo Michshol 1:p. 98, n. 9).
86. Ginzei HaKodesh 9, n. 2.
87. Opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a quoted in Ginzei HaKodesh 9:n. 2.
88. Minchas Yitzchak 4:45:4, 8:87; Ginzei HaKodesh 12:5:n. 9; see Maharsham 1:96.
89. Tzedaka U’mishpat 16:32.
90. Emes L’Yaakov Y.D. 283, n. 201.
91. Rambam ibid; Bais Yosef Y.D. 283; Shulchan Aruch ibid; Be’er Heiteiv 24:4; Chesed LaAlafim 24:4; Rav Poalim Y.D. 4:32; Mishnah Berurah O.C. 24:9; Kaf
HaChaim 24:24; Aruch HaShulchan 24:4;Minchas Yitzchak 4:45; Vayeishiv Moshe 2:32.
92. Sha’arei Teshuva O.C. 24:2; Kaf HaChaim 24:24; Sefer Tzitzis p. 452. One may do business with such a tallis as well (ibid:p. 453, n. 34).
93. Bais Baruch 11:3: p. 197.
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On Succos, many decorations contain pesukim. Some poskim
discourage buying such decorations since they may fall and be
stepped on.94 However, the minhag in Klal Yisrael is to permit
buying these posters and make sure to treat them with the proper
respect.95

Miscellaneous Sheimos Issues
Children’s story books that teach a Torah lesson have kedushah
and must be put into sheimos.96 Pictures and crafts on the
parashah, such as Avraham’s tent made of paper, 97 do not require
genizah if no pasuk is written on them.98 Some say that tzaddikim
biographies containing no pesukim or ma’amerei Chazal may be
discarded.99

Best wishes for a



100

Tests which contain divrei Torah must be placed in sheimos.
A nusach of Chazal, such as a tefillas haderech card, even without
mention of Hashem’s name, must be placed into sheimos.101 A
Zemiros Shabbos booklet that does not contain halachah, name
of Hashem or a pasuk should still be placed in sheimos since it
contains praises of Hashem.102 A sefiras ha’omer chart which just
displays the day, without a beracha, may be thrown out.103 A chart
of the times of Kri’as Shema or tefillah should be put into sheimos,
but one that just lists the times that Shabbos comes in and
concludes may be discarded.104

Look for the

Kosher L'Pesach seal
on many varieties of
Pepsi products available in the
New York metropolitan area

If a wall poster of Jewish relevance falls to the ground, one does
not have to throw this poster in sheimos if it does not contain a
pasuk or a halachah. However, one should be careful not to step
on it.105
Many poskim maintain that a missionary text should be burned
even if it contains a Tanach.106 Others maintain that it should be
placed in sheimos.107

94. Mishnah Berurah 638:24; Ta’amei HaMinhagim p. 73 (kuntres achron).
95. Harav Yisroel Belsky shlit”a. See Succos K’hilchaso 7, n. 6 quoting this as being
the opinion of many contemporary poskim.
96. Opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a quoted in Ginzei HaKodesh 10:3, n. 15.
97. Ibid: p. 264:55.
98. Ginzei HaKodesh 10, n. 26.
99. Opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a quoted in Ginzei HaKodesh ibid, n. 17.
100. Opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a quoted in Ginzei HaKodesh ibid, n. 19.
101. Refer to Igros Moshe Y.D. 2:135; Ginzei HaKodesh 10:13, n. 29.
102. Opinion of Harav Chaim Kanievsky shlit”a quoted in Ginzei HaKodesh p. 265:65.
103. Ibid:2:6. If it ripped out of a siddur then it requires sheimos (Ibid, n. 11).
104. Ibid:12:7. See ibid: p. 263:51 quoting the opinion of Harav Chaim Kanievsky
shlit”a.
105. Ibid:2, n. 6 .
106. Igros Moshe Y.D. 1:172; Yaskil Avdi Y.D. 7:20. See Maharam Schick O.C. 66.
107. Avnei Yushfeh 1:204; Emes L’Yaakov Y.D. 281, n. 199; Ve’alehu Lo Yibol 2: p. 121:121;
Yagel Yaakov p. 251; Divrei Chachamim Y.D. 100:5. Refer to B’tzel Hachochma 3:133 if
one is allowed to read such material.
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According to some poskim, recycling sheimos (without Hashems name) is permitted if the material will be used to write
new seforim.108 If the recycled divrei Torah papers will be used for secular material or for toilet paper (common in Eretz
Yisroel), this is strictly forbidden.109 Nonetheless, most poskim disagree and maintain that divrei Torah may not be recycled
under any circumstances whatsoever, because this would be a great disgrace to the divrei Torah.110

The Sheimos Receptacle
Every house should have a designated bag for sheimos. The sheimos does not have to be put in the bag in an orderly
fashion.111 For example, one is permitted to place a page of chumash on top of a page of Gemara.112 The bag should be kept in
a place where it will not be stepped on113 or water-logged.114 The minhag seems to be that the sheimos bag may be kept on the
floor.115

108. Refer to Journal of Halacha and Contemporary Society Fall 1991:pp. 40-41.
109. Refer to the letters on this issue in Ginzei HaKodesh pp. 308-316.
110. Harav Yisroel Belsky shlit”a, see Ginzei HaKodesh 8, n. 7 quoting the opinion of Harav Elyashiv shlit”a, see Ibid:15, n. 38.
111. Ginzei HaKodesh 15:13.
112. Ibid:15:14.
113. Ibid:15:16.
114. Ibid: 8, n. 7.
115. Ibid:15:15, n. 31.
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