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 סימן רמו

Lending or renting to a non- Jew on Shabbos 
The Mechaber rules that it is permissible for a Jew to rent 
out or lend utensils to a non- Jew on Erev Shabbos, since 
we pasken that we are not commanded to “rest” our 
utensils from Melachah on Shabbos. This ruling is in 
contradistinction to the animal of a Jew which is subject 
to the rules of Shabbos based on an explicit posuk in the 
Torah commanding us to have all our animals “rest” on 
Shabbos. Hence, whether or not the Jew rents or lends 
out his animal on Shabbos, he must make sure that the 
animal does not do any work.  
The Gemara in Shabbos (18) brings down various Amoraic 
opinions as to the exact opinion of Beis Hillel with regard 
to the stricture of Shvisas Keilim (the requirement that a 
Jew’s utensils must “rest” on Shabbos). One opinion is that 
Beis Hillel does indeed hold of a restriction of Shvisas 
Keilim, but only to the extent of a keili (utensil) that 
performs an action in the course of its 
‘work’. According to this approach only 
if the keili is completely passive such as 
a pot of food cooking on a stove do we 
apply the permissive ruling in regards to 
Shvisas Kelim. The Mechaber in 
Shulchan Aruch however, seems to 
pasken like the Amoraim in the Gemara 
who hold that Beis Hillel precludes all keilim from the 
prohibition of Shvisas Keilim, thus rendering all types of 
keilim permissible to use on Shabbos by a non- Jew.  
Interestingly, the Beis Yosef brings down the seemingly 
aberrant opinion of the Rokeach who states that one who 
is not careful with the prohibition of Shvisas Keilim is 
considered a Mechalel Shabbos! In response to this, the 
Beis Yosef intuits that the opinion of the Rokeach aligns 
only with Beis Shammai who do hold of Shvisas Keilim and 
is Halachically irrelevant. On the other hand, the Bach and 
the Elyah Rabba write that a Y’rei Shamayim should 
indeed try to satisfy the opinion of the Rokeach but only 
to the extent that is relevant to a keili which performs an 
action when being used. This may include appliances such 
as fridges and air conditioning units. It seems that 
according to the Bach at least, the Rokeach was 
concerned with the opinion in the Gemara that Beis Hillel 
was also concerned with Shvisas Keilim to some extent. 
However, the Chasam Sofer (Chidushim to Maseches 
Shabbos) avers that the Rokeach is based on an entirely 
different scenario. In his opinion, the Rokeach refers to a 
Yerushalmi which prohibits Shvisas keilim only in a case 
were the non-Jew does a physical act with the keili of the 

Jew; for example, an axe being used to chop wood. The 
Bavli on the other hand, never discussed this case, limiting 
itself to keilim which are either entirely passive (e.g.: a pot 
on a stove) or those which perform an action of 
themselves (e.g.: setting a type of trap used to catch 
animals that does an action in trapping.) To be sure, the 
Chasam Sofer holds that the non-Jew’s involvement in the 
usage of the keili renders the act prohibited for the Jew 
according to both the Bavli and Yerushalmi and it is to this 
very case that the Rokeach speaks to, and to which the 
Bach recommends a y’rei shamayim adhere to. 
Rav Yonasan Steif in a t’shuvah (Siman 276) applies this 
ruling of the Chasam Sofer to current day vending 
machines. Vending machines on Shabbos present multiple 
halachic challenges (e.g. s’char Shabbos) and it is to the 
issue of Shvisas Keilim that that he is mainly concerned.  
Because these machines perform an action in delivering a 
product to the consumer who activates the machine, he 
recommends that a y’rei shamayim who owns such a 

machine, deactivate it before Shabbos in 
accordance with the chumra of the Chasam 
Sofer. Further examples of similar concern 
would include a coin laundry or renting or 
borrowing a car to a non-Jew for Shabbos. On 
the other hand, keilim such as a fridge or air 
conditioning unit would be entirely 
permissible even according to the Rokeach. 

The Shulchan Aruch itself however does not subscribe to 
this chumra of the Chasam Sofer and in turn would apply 
a lenient ruling in all potential cases of shvisas keilim 
notwithstanding the non-Jew’s involvement or 
interaction with the keili.    
The challenge of owning a car rental business on Shabbos 
In discussing the issue of shvisas keilim in the context of a 
car rental we have mentioned the chumra of the Chasam 
Sofer. In reality, however this is a relatively minor concern 
as this issue may be resolved by simply being mafkir 
(proclaiming ownerless) the car on Erev Shabbos even if 
one does so in a private setting. Tangentially however, we 
arrive at a much more pressing Halachic issue pertaining 
to car rental businesses and, as we will see, the resolution 
to this issue remains unclear. 
The Mechaber (246:1) quotes an opinion from Rabeinu 
Yonah that on Erev Shabbos one may not rent out a keili 
that is used to do melachah such as a plough. For the 
purposes of our discussion, we will substitute the more 
contemporary example of a car. It is permissible however, 
to rent a car out on Thursday, or earlier in the week. The 
Mishna Berurah (246:1) brings down the Rosh in 
explanation of this Rabeinu Yona who reasons that when 



a non-Jew rents a car from a Jew on Friday it appears as 
if the non-Jew is in fact using the car at the behest and 
request of the Jew. This misconception is especially 
amplified when in close proximity to Shabbos, but at the 
same time is mitigated somewhat when the rental begins 
on Thursday or earlier. Although this scenario is 
somewhat similar to giving items of laundry into a dry 
cleaner on Erev Shabbos which is permitted, (the non- Jew 
works on Shabbos Adaata D’Nafshe) this case is subtly 
different. In the case of car rental, were the Jew to 
disallow the non-Jew to use the car on Shabbos, the non-
Jew would inevitably demand a lower rental price, and 
rightly so, since the non-Jew is being deprived a full day’s 
usage. Since the non-Jew is in fact given no such 
instruction, the Jew gains financially from this agreement 
and is seen to be “instructing” or at least facilitating the 
non-Jew’s car usage on Shabbos. This state of affairs is 
described by the Rishonim as ‘mechze k’shlucho’, having 
the appearance of being a sh’liach of the Jew and in other 
words, constitutes a derivative of Amira L’eAkum. This 
concern however was only applied to a weekend rental 
starting Friday where it seems that the proximity to 
Shabbos itself, allows for the rental act to be construed as 
an act of sh’lichus and was therefore eased for any rental 
starting earlier than Friday.  
The Achronim seek to further understand the approach of 
Rabeinu Yona; is the concern of “mechzei k’shlucho” just 
another expression of Maris Ayin or does this entity 

constitute a true derivative of shlichus/Amira Le’Akum 
only to be treated more leniently due to the tenuous 
causation that exists between the Jew who rents and the 
non-Jew who drives. The latter analysis may be similar to 
the model we see by Ribis (prohibition of lending on 
interest) whereby some things are forbidden as Ribis 
Gomur, some as Avak Ribis and yet other acts only 
because they are “mechzei K’ribis.  Contrary to the implied 
meaning in the appellation Mechzi K’ribis, this prohibition 
is not related at all to Maris Ayin but is forbidden because 
the relevant act is closely associated with an actual act of 
Ribis Gomur and is forbidden for the person himself 
without regard to an onlooker’s impression. The parallel 
concern in the case of a car rental is that renting the car 
on Friday would be prohibited due to the close association 
such an act has with Amirah Le’Akum. 
The Taz rules, that the issue at hand is indeed only Maris 
Ayin in which case if one owned a car rental business 
outside the T’chum of a city, there would not be a problem 
of renting for Shabbos (as long as the income received is 
b’havlaa with other rental moneys received for the same 
transaction.) If, however we were to deem the concern as 
being a bona fide problem of shlichus, then the location of 
the business would be irrelevant and in such a case it 
seems difficult to justify how a Jew could rent out a car to 
a non-Jew on Friday. Next week we will deal with possible 
solutions to this problem. 

   By Ari Traurig

Siman 246 Seifim 1, 2: Lending, renting, or selling utensils to a Non-Jew 
There are three possible concerns of transferring one’s utensils to a Non-Jew: 

If the item is transferred before Shabbos, there is one potential concern: 
1. Maris ayin of Amirah l’akum: Onlookers may assume that the Jew instructed the Non-Jew to use his utensil to do a melacha on 

Shabbos (MB 1, also see Ohr Olam note ‘c’).  
If the item is transferred on Shabbos, there are two additional potential concerns: 

2. Maris ayin of Amirah l’akum of carrying (hotza’ah): Onlookers may assume that the Jew instructed the Non-Jew to carry the 
utensil out into the public domain on Shabbos (Mechaber 2).  

3. Maris ayin of doing business on Shabbos: Onlookers may assume that the Jew sold or rented the utensil to the Non-Jew on 
Shabbos (MB 9). 

Definitions (from MB 2 and BH ‘kegon’) 
Melacha utensils Utensils that are used to do a melacha d’oraisa on Shabbos, e.g. ploughing tools, cooking pots  
Non-Melacha utensils Utensils that are not used to do a melacha, e.g. coat, talis. (The BH (‘kegon’) permits even utensils that 

are only used for a melacha derabanan, but doesn’t give examples.) 
 

 Lending utensil to Non-Jew Renting utensil to Non-Jew Selling utensil to Non-Jew  

 Melacha 
utensil 

Non-Melacha 
utensil Melacha utensil Non-Melacha 

utensil Melacha utensil Non-Melacha 
utensil 

Utensil is transferred 
Sun-Thurs Permitted (Mechaber) 

Utensil is 
transferred on Erev 

Shabbos 

Permitted, 
except as in 
footnote1 

Permitted  
(Mechaber) 

Prohibited due 
to Concern 1 
(Mechaber) 

Permitted 
(Mechaber)  Permitted (Mechaber 252:1) 

Utensil is 
transferred on 

Shabbos – there is 
an eruv 

Prohibited 
due to 

Concern 1 
(MB 9) 

Permitted2    
(MB 9) 

Prohibited due 
to Concern 1 

(MB 9) 

Prohibited due 
to Concern 3 

(MB 9) 

Prohibited due 
to Concern 1 

(MB 9) 

Prohibited due 
to Concern 33 

(MB 9) 

Utensil is transferred 
on Shabbos – there is 

no eruv 
Prohibited due to Concern 24 (MB 7) 

                                                           
1 Lending is generally permitted on erev Shabbos as per MB 4 and BH (‘umutar’).  Additionally, if one lends as a general favour on condition that the 
Non-Jew returns him the same favour, it is also permitted, however may be problematic if one lends as an official trade (MB 5, see Ohr Olam note ‘g’). 
It may also be problematic if one lends on condition that the Non-Jew does back for him a bigger favour than received (BH ‘vlo’). 
2 Even though the Magen Avraham writes that one should only be lenient in a time of need, the Taz disagrees, and the Elyah Raba supports the Taz 
(Shaar Hatziyun 7). 
3 The Chayei Adam writes that in a time of great need one can be lenient, that we don’t hold of Concern 3 (Dirshu 6 on MB 9). 
4 Even though nowadays our streets are not considered a full-fledged reshus harabim, still prohibited, MB 9. 



Assumptions of the chart: 
The chart assumes that there is no issue of sechar Shabbos (i.e. any monies received is not just for Shabbos alone, but includes 
payment for weekdays as well, MB 3). 
The chart only follows the “Yesh Omrim” opinion of the Mechaber, to which the Rema also supports. 
The chart only discusses utensils, not animals. For dealing with animals, the halachos are stricter, see Seif 3. 
 

By Ari Klein and Moishe Aharon Berlin 
  A follow up to last week’s psak of רב שלמה זלמן  
Last week we brought the opinion of  ר' שלמה זלמן אויערבאך
of  ציווי who holds that the  זצ"ל  only applies when  שביתת בהמתו
BOTH the owner and the animal are in a place where it is שבת.  
Therefore, he paskens that if either the animal or owner is in a 
place where it isn’t there is no - שבת  and the animal is  ציווי
permitted to work.    However, since then we have come across 
the opinion of  who  שטרנבוך שליט"אהרב משה 
seems to have a different opinion to ר' שלמה זלמן  
on the matter.  In a 5 תשובה addressed to a farmer 
living in America that was visiting South Africa 
(which is several hours ahead of America), he 
discusses this exact situation; whether it’s 
permitted for him to allow his animals to work 
when it’s שבת  in South Africa (where he is) while 
it’s still ערב שבת  in America (where the animals 
are). רב שטרנבוך  writes that the הלכה  will depend on a 
 as to  לבושי מרדכי and the  פרי שדה between the  מחלוקת

whether the ציווי  of שביתת בהמתו  is on the animal or on the 
owner. The פרי שדה is of the opinion that it’s entirely dependent 
on the owner, whereas the  is  ציווי holds the  לבושי מרדכי
dependent on the location of the animal. ר' משה שטרנבוך  in his 
 לבושי then brings a proof to support the opinion of the  תשובה
 The .פרשת ואתחנן in  ספורנו from a comment of the  מרדכי
למען " only says  פסוק writes that the reason why the  ספורנו

 is ,6 "בהמתך" and doesn’t mention "ינוח עבדך ואמתך כמוך
because the whole reason why one’s animal must rest on שבת  
is so that one’s עבד  doesn’t do any forbidden work.  Whatwe 
see from this ספורנו, says  שטרנבוךרב , is that the ציווי  of  שביתת
 is all about stopping the animal and the servant from  בהמתו

doing work, whereas the location of the owner is of no 
importance. This therefore supports the opinion of the  לבושי
  רב  שטרנבוך – Relating it back to the question at hand .מרדכי
reasons that  based on this that it would be permitted for this 
person to allow his animals to work when it’s  in South  שבת
Africa so long as it isn’t yet שבת  in America where the animals 
are. But, unlike ר' שלמה זלמן, he holds that the opposite7 would 
not be permitted.  However,  שטרנבוךרב  does add that since 
there is no source for this in Shas, especially because it is a 
potential איסור דאורייתא, one shouldn’t rely on this as  הלכה
 Therefore, in such a situation one should proclaim in .למעשה
front of three people that he is מפקיר  his animals before שבת 
begins in South Africa. He can then only be  his animals back  קונה
once שבת ends in America. 
Understanding the permissibility of ‘animal-drawn boats’ 
described by the   רמ"א

The רמ"א in  סי' רמח סעיף ב writes that it is permitted to to depart 
on a boat, even within three days of שבת, when the boat is being 
pulled by animals.8 This is because traveling on such a boat isn‘t 
like traveling on a wagon which we know is forbidden. We first 
have to try and understand what makes an animal-drawn boat 
different to a wagon? The 9משנה ברורה brings from the  מגן
                                                           
 תשובות והנהגות חלק ב' סימן קעה 5
6 which would have been expected based on the wording of the beginning of the פסוק 
7 i.e. when it is still  שבת in America (where the animals) but already after  שבת in South Africa (where the owner is)
8 See the  סימן inside for an in-depth discussion of when it is and when it is not permitted to leave within three days of שבת.
 סקי"ח 9
10 Not that we need Roman history to support the  רמ"א or משנה ברורה… 

 that what makes this type of boat different to a wagon אברהם 
is that there is no concern that one may come to tear off a 
branch to whip the animal like we find by a wagon. This is 
because when the boat is being pulled by animals – they are too 
distant for the person to reach. The  ט"ז (quoted in the באר היטב) 
brings a different reason for this distinction. He says that the 

whole reason why it is  אסור to ride a wagon is 
because we are concerned that one may end up 
stepping off the wagon on  שבת and walk 

 This obviously is not of a concern by an .באיסור
animal-drawn boat traveling on water, and is 
therefore permitted.  Although animal-drawn boats 
don’t seem to be a common way to travel 
nowadays, this  רמ"א and  משנה ברורה imply that 
in times gone by this must have been a common 

mode of transport. Indeed10, it’s recorded in Roman history that 
mules were used to pull boats along waterways/rivers. Later 
during the Industrial Revolution (up until the middle of the 20th 
century) animal-drawn boats were also very common. According 
to several sources, horse-drawn boats were in use up until the 
1960s on canals for commercial transport, as animal-drawn 
boats could pull fifty times as much cargo as could be pulled in 
a cart or wagon on roads! Apparently, they are even still in use 
today by some passenger trip boats and for other ‘pleasure 
traffic’.  Below is an image of the sort of thing that the  רמ"א and 
                    .were likely referring to  משנה ברורה

A summary of 'שם עולם חלק ב 
  פרק ה'

In פרק ה  of שם עולם  the חפץ חיים  discusses the חיוב  that 
every person has to learn תורה. He goes on to explain that there 
are tens of מצוות, some of them including שבת יו''ט, that are all 
 is the foundation of all  יסוד Additionally, this .זכר ליציאת מצרים

האמונ . The entire episode of יציאת מצרים  was only for one 
purpose, namely, מתן תורה.  The key to עולם הבא  is למען תהיה
 can be explained  למוד התורה The importance of  תורת ה' בפיך

in the following way... The פסוק  says: " ועשו לי מקדש ושכנתי
 But if we think about it - how can we possibly fathom  ."בתוכם
the idea of a human ‘hosting‘ 'ה? The answer is that through 
delving into His תורה  we can somehow connect ourselves to 'ה. 
This explains the גמרא  that says “  אורייתא קודשא בריך הוא
 .ה' we can become one with  תורה through the - ”,וישראל חדא

'פרק ו   
There are some people who have been blessed by '  with a good ה
head and refined מדות, however they nevertheless have a large 
 pursuits. They  עולם הזה to  כוחות  to direct their  יצר הרע

somehow don't have time to learn תורה  or even Daven. These 
people, says the חפץ חיים, need to understand the פסוק that 
recounts, “  gave someone a vineyard with all the necessary  ה'
supplies to cultivate it properly. The man then went and ruined 
the land.” These people are clearly the type of people that the  
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is referring to. Despite asking  פסוק ותן חלקנו " in davening  ה'
 when they receive the opportunity they succumb to ,"בתורתיך
their temptations and misuse their כוחות. Although they may try 

and defend themselves by claiming that they spend time on   שבת
learning - how will they be able to defend themselves when 
the   ?קובע עתים בתורהask them if they were  בית דין של מעלה

 

 סימן רמט
1. One must be careful, when traveling erev Shabbos, to arrive at 
one’s destination leaving ample time before the onset of 
Shabbos.  Failure to do so may result in chilul Shabbos ח"ו. [MB 
3, Dirshu note 5] 

recommends arriving an hour before Shabbos  שו"ת אור לציון
The Chazon Ish would not travel to a different city on erev 
Shabbos after midday. 

2.  One who is traveling via public transportation in a place where 
the bus drivers are Yidden should make sure to arrive at one’s 
destination with ample time for the driver to return to his home 
before the onset of Shabbos. [Dirshu note 5] 
3. One may not partake in a meal that is larger than usual on 
Friday.  There are three reasons given for this prohibition. 
[Mechaber 2, MB 10] 

In order that one should enter Shabbos with a good appetite 
for the seudas Shabbos. 
Due to the involvement in this large meal, one might not 
prepare adequately for the Shabbos meals.11 
Partaking in a special meal on erev Shabbos is considered a 
denigration to Shabbos as it gives the impression that 
Shabbos and erev Shabbos are equivalent. [Biur Halacha 
   [”מפני“

4. The above prohibition does not apply to a meal that has a 
specific time which falls out on Friday.  The following are some 
examples of this type of meal. 

Bris Milah (even after the 8th day) 
Pidyon Haben (even after the 30th day) 
Bar Mitzvah seudah where the child turned Bar Mitzvah on 
Friday. [Dirshu note 12 from the Aruch HaShulchan] 
Seudas Chol Hamoed. [Dirshu note 12] 
Seduda for a siyum meseches [Biur Halacha “או”] 

5. Even when allowed to make a big meal on Friday, one should 
endeavor to make it in the morning. However, if there is a 
pressing need, one can make the meal even after zman mincha. 
[MB 13] 
6. One may eat a regular meal the entire Friday.  However, it is 
recommended to refrain from doing so from after nine halachic 
hours into the day. [Mechaber 2] 
7. One may eat outside the context of a meal the entire Friday 
even after nine hours into the day. [MB 15] 
8. One should refrain from any eating that one feels will 
negatively impact on one’s appetite for the Shabbos meal even if 
before nine hours of the day. [MB 17] 
9. One should be careful when eating at a kidush Shabbos 
morning not to fill up on the food at the kidush thereby 
diminishing one’s appetite for the ensuing Shabbos meal. [Biur 
Halacha “Muttar” 
10. When Asara Be’Teves falls out on Friday, one must fast until 
nightfall, even if one accepted Shabbos earlier. [Rama 4] 

The Weekly Mussar 
Adapted from the sefer ְלדֹוְפֵקי ִּבְּתׁשּוָבה 

The Rambam (1:4) lists the 4 levels of kapparah. Failing to perform a mitzvas 
aseh (like missing zeman krias shema, not building a sukkah or taking a lulav 
on Sukkos) only requires teshuvah (regret, viduy, and accepting upon 
oneself not to repeat the mistake) to receive a kapparah. Violating a 
negative commandment (like eating forbidden foods) requires teshuvah 
and Yom Hakippurim to receive a kapparah. Violating a negative 
commandment that carries kares or misas beis din requires teshuvah, Yom 
Hakippurim, and yissurim. Finally, committing a chillul Hashem, the most 
severe of all aveiros, requires teshuvah, Yom Hakippurim, yissurim and the 
yom hamisah in order to receive a kapparah. [Obviously, if a person sinned 
against his friend there is no kapparah until his friend forgives him. The 
same applies to kibud av va’em, it is treated like bein adam lechavero and one 
must get his parents mechilah before Hashem will forgive him, R’ Chaim 
Kanievsky]. Some say, that these 4 levels of kapparah only applies to one 
who does teshuvah out of fear of punishment. If a person does a 
wholehearted teshuvah out of love, teshuvah me’ahavah, then for all aveiros 
there is an immediate kapparah [and there is no requirement for any other 
component except for teshuvah] (1:105). 
 

A positive commandment that one violates constantly [like failing to have 
a mezuzah on his door or not destroying his chametz on Pesach] gets 
treated more severely, and is therefore like a negative commandment that 
also needs Yom Kippur to affect a kapparah. Likewise, calling one’s friend 
a nick-name (which is only a lack of the positive commandment of ve’ahavta 
l’reacha kamocha) or not putting on tefillin ever (also a positive 
commandment) are treated as stringently as kerisus and misas beis din. A 
negative commandment violated unintentionally (beshogeg) is treated like a 
positive commandment, and one gets an immediate kapparah when he does 
teshuvah. Some say that a negative commandment that does not have an 
action (lav she’ein bo ma’aseh) is also treated like a positive commandment. 
Inflicting pain on a yasom or almanah is treated like kerisus and misas beis 
din even though it is a negative commandment (1:106, 112, and 114).  

                                                           
11 A practical difference between these opinions is in a situation where 
one’s Shabbos meals are already prepared.  See Dirshu note 9. 


