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 סימן ר סעיף ב

Paying attention to the Mezamen 
We have seen previously (Shulchan Aruch 200:1) that if 
3 people eating together are finishing their meal at 
different times, then only a majority of participants can 
go ahead and force a zimun to take place. The 3rd person 
in the group must interrupt his meal and answer to the 
zimun.  
The Mechaber (ibid 200:2) rules that the 3rd person must 
stop his eating and listen to the zimun only until the 
Mezamen completes the closing words “boruch 
sheochalnu mishelo” and then he may resume his meal. 
The Rama however argues and requires that he pay 
attention until the completion of the first Beracha of 
bentching.  
Indeed, this argument is based on a Machlokes in the 
Gemoro in Berachas (45a) which seeks to clarify the 
extent of the beracha of zimun, where we find Rav 
Nachmon and Rav Shaishes arguing about this very point. 
Some Reshonim pasken like Rav Nachmon and some like 
Rav Sheishes and in our case where the question is how 
long does the 3rd participant need to wait for zimun to 
end, the same machlokes exists between the Mechaber 
and the Rama. 
The MB (Shulchan Aruch 183 :7; 27-28) states his clear 
preference for the opinion of the Rama when he says that 
at the very least those partaking in Zimun need to say the 

first beracha of bentching quietly while listening to the 
Mezamen say it loud. This is because according to this 
approach the first beracha of bentching belongs not only 
to Bircas Hamazon but also to the formula making up the 
mitzvah of Zimun.  
It is interesting to observe that although the Mechaber is 
the one who limits Zimun to the introductory statements 
of the Mezamen to the exclusion of the Beracha of 
Hazon, it would seem that the prevalent custom even 
amongst Ashkenazim is to go ahead and bentch as soon 
as the opening gambit is over, and not pay any attention 
to the Mezamen saying the first Beracha. (with the 
exception of Yeshivas of Lithuanian affiliation). The Kaf 
Hachaim (183: 38) brings down the Sdei Chemed who 
writes that he himself witnessed Ashkenazi Rabbonim at 
their meals who did not wait for the Mezamen to 
complete the first beracha of bentching to proceed with 
their own bentching. The Kaf Hachaim himself finds 
support for this conduct based on a ruling of the Arizal 
that the first beracha of bentching is inextricably linked 
to the later 3 berachas in bentching such that there is no 
connection at all between it and the precursor exchange 
that we all relate to Zimun. 
The ruling of the Arizal has special significance in our 
context as we know the Magen Avrohom in a number of 
places rules that whenever there is a machlopes 
haposkim, the opinion of the Mekubolim can be used to 
decide the final halocho. 

Introduction to Hilchos Birkas Hapeiros 
Recently the Dirshu Daf Hayomi 
B’Halacha program transitioned to 
Hilchos Birkas Hapeiros. The laws 
pertaining to berachos on different foods 
can be extremely complex with multiple 
factors at play influencing the final 
outcome. The Shaarei Teshuva at the end 
of this siman (202:28) brings down the 
Elya Rabba who notes an apparent contradiction in 2 
statements of chazal: 1. “he who has enjoyment from 
food without a beracha is considered as if he has 
committed a misappropriation”.  2. “he who wishes to be 
a chasid should be meticulous with berachos “ 
To explain this apparent inconsistency in approaches, the 
Shaarei Teshuva brings down Rabeinu Yona who explains 

that the beracha of Shehakol which post 
facto covers everything is enough to 
avoid the ban on misappropriation.  The 
Elya Rabba (ibid) goes onto explain that in 
order to earn the title of “chasid” in the 
Gemoro however, one needs to learn all 
the details of Hilchos Berochos so that he 
can make the most suitable beracha on 

every item of food he eats. When the Rama (202:18) says 
that one can make a Shehakol on something he is unsure 
about he refers to someone who has learnt the relevant 
halachos and still cannot come to a clear ruling. It is not 
considered a genuine “safe” unless one has attempted to 
seek to define the correct beracha and still cannot come 
to a definitive conclusion. 

 



 סימן רב סעיף א
The correct beracha on grape juice 

The Shulchan Aruch (202:1) writes that the correct 
beracha on fruits of the tree is “haetz”. Generally 
speaking, fruit juice is not considered part of the fruit but 
rather has a din of “zeah b’alma” –mere oozing or sweat 
(Gemoro Berachas 38a). There are 2 significant 
exceptions to this rule –wine and olive oil. These juices 
are considered halachically as the main product of 
the original fruit and attract a different beracha. In 
the case of olive oil (where it is not injurious to one’s 
health. —see 202:4) the beracha of “haetz” persists 
into the liquid state and in the case of wine although 
technically also “haetz”, the beracha was further 
upgraded to the specialized form of hagofen. A proof 
to this is that b’dieved if someone made haetz on 
wine he would in fact not have to make another 
beracha.  The reason wine has a special beracha is 
because it is unique in that it both “gladdens the 
heart and satiates the appetite” (M’B 202 :2)   this 
being at least partly due to its alcoholic content.  
According to this line of reasoning at least we would 
expect the beracha on grape juice to be shehakol as 
it clearly does not share the unique alcoholic properties 
of wine and does not “gladden the heart”.  Indeed, there 
are Passim who hold that grape is indeed shehakol and 
one may not make Kiddush on it (see M”B Dirshu note 3 
siman 202). 

The problem with this approach is that the Gemora in 
Bovo Basra 97b unequivocally states the following:” 
v'sochet adam eshkol shel anavim v’omer alav kiddush 
hayom” - “a person   may squeeze out a cluster of grapes 
and recite the Shabbos kiddush over it “. Clearly, we see 
from this halocho (Shulchan Aruch 272:2) that pure grape 
juice just squeezed from the grape is permissible to use 
for Kiddush according to everyone and ipso facto the 
beracha must be hagofen. To be sure, this is the case 

even though it is clear that grape juice is a non-
alcoholic beverage and does not “gladden the heart”. 
To help resolve this apparent contradiction  we need 
to preface that  modern day grape juice that we buy 
in the shop  does not have the ability to ferment into 
wine ( eg due to the addition of high concentrations 
of sulphites  as well many other factors related to the 
production of  grape juice )  although of course at one 
stage,  early in its production, there was a possibility 
that the  juice extracted from the grape  may have 
been processed in a way that could have  lead to 
wine  production.  The Minchas Yitzchok (8:14) is 
one of many poskim who explains that, grape juice 
which earned the beracha of hagofen when it was 

freshly squeezed (and able to ferment into wine), 
nevertheless does not lose its status even if later due 
to processing it cannot ferment into wine anymore. As 
such the beracha of hagofen persists and the minhag 
haolom is to be lenient and make both hagofen and 
Kiddush on grape juice. 

   

 סימן רב

1.  One makes a ha’etz1 on pits of fruit that are pleasant 
tasting.  If the pits are not edible and were made edible 
through heat, a shehakol should be recited. [Mechaber 3, 
MB 23] 
2.  The halachos of drinking olive oil 

When consumed on its own: No beracha 
recited as it has a damaging effect to the 
drinker. 
When consumed with bread… 

o If one is interested in the bread in its own 
right: Only hamotzi is recited. 

o If only interested in the bread in order to 
help consume the oil: only ha’etz is recited.2 

When consumed with מי סלקא… 
o If consumed for medicinal purposes: ha’etz is recited 

as the oil is the ikar. 
o If consumed as a food: shehakol3 is made as the  מי

 is the ikar.4 סלקא

3.  There is a dispute as to the proper beracha on orange 
peels fried in honey.  Some say to recite a shehakol 
because the orange is not planted with the intention of 

                                                           
1 According to the Gra one would make a בורא פרי האדמה  
2 See MB 29 who brings opinions that even in this case a hamotzi is 
recited. 
3 See MB 34 

eating the peal.  Others argue that one should recite a 
ha’etz since the peal is considered to be a part of the 
actual fruit.  Others say to make a ha’adama since it is only 
a secondary part of the fruit.  One should recite a shehakol 
on such a food. [MB 39, Dirshu notes 38 - 40]  
4.  One should recite a ha’etz on peels that come from 
trees that are planted with the intention to consume their 

peels. [Dirshu note 37 quoting the Aruch 
HaShulchan 30] 

5.  A fruit that is mashed but still has ממשו קיים 
and is ניכר צורתן does not lose its original beracha 
of ha’etz.  Therefore, the beracha on Cornflakes 
cereal that is made from flattened corn is 
ha’adama since it is considered ממשו קיים but if it 
is made from corn flour then the beracha would be 

shehakol.  However, the Shevet HaLevi and Igros Moshe 
rule that if one cannot see that it comes from corn then 
the beracha would be shehakol in any event. [Dirshu note 
43] 
6.  Rav Moshe Feinstien zt”l rules that one should recite a 
ha’adama on popcorn.  Even though it appears to have lost 
its תואר however this is not due to a change in its form i.e. 
grinding or mashing. [Dirshu note 50] 

4 See MB 33 who brings a machlokes if one makes a shehakol even if the 
oil is the majority.  The reason to make a shehakol even in such a case is 
that even though the oil is the main ingredient, but since it is only edible 
as a result of the מי סלקא the מי סלקא is considered to be the ikar. Sha’ar 
HaTziyun 34. 



   By Ari Traurig

ו -סימן קצג סעיפים ה   
Left one bread meal group and joined a new bread meal group 

Scenario 1 – New group formed where everyone has already fulfilled Zimun in the first group5 

 

Scenario 2 – New group formed where everyone could, but did not, fulfil their obligation of Zimun in the first group6 

 

Scenario 3 – New group formed where everyone could not fulfil their obligation of Zimun in the first group 

 

Scenario 4 – New group formed where only one person has already fulfilled Zimun in the first group, whereas the other two people 
did not fulfil Zimun 

‘further study’ is required if can do Zimun BH “kol 
echod”

5
 For example, they only stayed in the first group under the leader said the paragraph of ‘Hazan’ (Mechaber). 

6
 Even though one is generally not allowed to leave from within a group of 3 that ate together without fulfilling Zimun, in a case of forced 

circumstances (e.g. loss of money), it is allowed (MB 31). 



 

The Weekly Shmiras HaLashonn  
 (Based on Sefer Chofetz Chaim – Dirshu edition)

Reuven tells Shimon Lashon Hara about Levi. Shimon 
already knows what took place with Levi, and nothing 
new was being told to him. The only thing Reuven added 
was a negative twist to the story [dan lekaf chov], in which 
Levi is seen in a bad light. This is considered to be a 
violation of Lashon Hara for Reuven, and therefore 
Shimon is guilty of listening to Lashon Hara (even though 
he is familiar with the report) (p. 369, note 54). 
 
There is a mitzvah in the Torah to give tochacha. The 
Rambam (de’os 6:6) writes that the reason for this 
mitzvah is to avoid conflicts between people. Instead of 
harbouring thoughts of animosity towards my friend I should 
rather approach him and ask ‘why did you do this to me?’ 
This way his friend will either explain himself or apologise 
for what he did. R’ Wolbe tells us that there are two main 
reasons why a person would often rather feel heavily 
insulted rather than approach his friend and discuss the 
matter: 1) He does not want to show his friend that he 
was in fact offended by his words or actions, as he feels 
that this is ‘lowering’ himself. He would rather sustain the 
impression that he is above such feelings of hurt. 2) He 
does not want to create a situation in which his friend will 
express regret and he will therefore have to forgive his 
friend. He would rather prefer withholding his mechilah 
from his friend, so that his friend will remain eternally 
guilty. R’ Wolbe adds that this attitude (of not discussing 
the matter with his friend) is ‘rishus mamash’ (real wicked 
behaviour) – besides the fact that one has been mevatel 
the positive commandment of tochacha and violated the 
negative commandment of lo tisna (p. 379, note 62).  
 
Although there is an issur of giluy sod (revealing other 
peoples’ secrets) (Chofetz Chaim, Rechilus 8:5), the 
listener is allowed to believe the information he is being 
told. The prohibition of believing Lashon Hara only 
pertains to derogatory information and not to forbidden 
speech that is not derogatory, like revealing a secret (R’ 
Chaim Kanievsky). Obviously, if one knows that his friend 
wants to tell him another person’s secret, he is not 
allowed to go and listen to it (p. 381, note 65).  

 

 


