
  

Excerpted from Dirshu shiur delivered by Dayan Chaim Heimlich שליט"א at Adass Israel Shul  

קסח סעיף זסימן   

What is the correct beracha for מזונות rolls? 

The Mechaber brings three definitions of  פת הבאה

   .בכיסנין

1. A dough that is filled with honey, sugar, or some 

other sweet filling.  The Mechaber does not say 

anything about whether the dough needs to 

absorb the sweet taste of the filling. However, 

the Mishna Berura1 rules that the dough’s taste 

has to be altered due to the sweet filling.2  The 

Biur Halacha3 brings Hamantashen as an 

example of this definition. 

2. The dough itself is sweetened with honey, 

sugar, or oil and the like.  The Mechaber rules 

that as long as the sweet taste is perceivable in 

the dough, the beracha is מזונות.  The Rama 

comments that merely tasting the sweetness in 

the dough is insufficient.  Rather, there has to be 

so much sweetener added that the sweet taste 

is the main taste of the product.   

3. Regular dough is baked to the point where it 

becomes dried out.  This brittle, dry bread is only 

consumed as a snack. 

The Mechaber says that we rule like all these 

opinions.4  Therefore, any food which exhibits even 

just one of the above definitions will be a מזונות. 

The pivotal issue that surrounds the מזונות roll 

controversy is how to understand the second 

definition.  Therefore, it is crucial to have a clear 

understanding of this definition of פת הבאה בכיסנין 

in order to understand the halachic status of מזונות 

rolls.  The language of the Rama is “ יש בהם הרבה

הם עיקרתבלין... שכמעט הדבש והתבלין  ” What does 

                                                             
 ס"ק כח 1
2 See the next definition.  The dispute of the Mechaber and 
Rama there applies here as well. 
 ד"ה שכמעט 3
4 See below the ‘Did you know?’ section number 1. 

it mean that the honey is the עיקר, main 

component?  

The Mishna Berura5 explains the Rama in two ways. 

1. There is so much tavlin6 that the taste of the 

tavlin is more recognizable than the taste of the 

flour. 

2. The honey comprises the majority of the 

product while the water is the minority. Since 

the honey is the majority, its taste in the final 

product will be extremely potent and will be 

considered the main taste. 

The first explanation is challenging to apply to our 

reality today, while the second definition seems to 

be more objective. It appears that according to the 

second explanation, even though there is a 

requirement that the majority should be juice, it 

seems that this is only significant inasmuch as the 

taste of the sweeteners is the main taste of the 

‘bread’.  According to the Mishna Berura it would 

appear that in order for מזונות rolls to be a מזונות 

there would have to be so much juice that the main 

taste is the juice.  We might suggest that at that 

point the roll becomes incompatible with meat and 

fish due to its sweet taste (much like cake is 

incompatible with meat), the appropriate beracha 

becomes מזונות.  However, a מזונות roll where the 

majority is fruit juice but the actual taste of the roll 

is not so significantly different from that of regular 

bread would require the beracha of המוציא.  

The Sheivet HaLevi7 points out also that the 

although the Mishna Berura, while explaining the 

Rama, says that if the majority is honey then the 

beracha would be מזונות, really what is required is 

that the taste be significantly sweet.  The Sheivet 

HaLevi then brings the opinion of the Maharsham 

who holds that as long as there is majority fruit juice 

 ס"ק לג 5
6 Lit. spices, in this context it refers to the sweet ingredients in 
the dough. 
חלק ח סימן לב 7
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the beracha is מזונות even if there is no change in 

taste.  He explains that the Maharsham’s opinion is 

that as long as this is a bread that people do not eat 

as a meal the beracha is מזונות.  If the majority is 

honey, then no one would eat is as the main staple 

in a meal and the beracha would be מזונות.   The 

Sheivet HaLevi goes on to say that if the מזונות roll 

uses majority fruit juice and there is a different taste 

a look to it than that of bread, then one we cannot 

protest those who want to rely on the Maharsham. 

It seems clear that the Sheivet HaLevi understood 

that the Maharsham requires that the taste be 

altered.  However, if one looks inside in the 

Mahasham it is clear that all he requires is majority 

fruit juice even if the taste is not altered at all.  

Those who make a מזונות on a מזונות roll where the 

taste is not so sweet to render it incompatible with 

meat are relying on the opinion of the Maharsham.  

The Mishna Berura and the Sheivet HaLevi would 

not advise reciting a מזונות on such a roll. 

 

  By Ari Traurig 

יג -סימן קסח סעיפים ז   

ונותמז  or המוציא?  Part 2 

Last week we looked at the three categories of grain products: Pas habo’oh bkisonin (fruit pie, cake or cracker), Kedeira 

b’alma (cooked only, e.g. pasta, farfel), and Lechem gamur (bread or challa) as to whether they are מזונות & al hamichya 

brachos or require washing, the brachos of al netilays yadayim, המוציא & birkas hamazon afterwards.  

What defines a grain product as one of these categories?  One factor that determines the category of the product is the 

heating method, e.g. whether baking, cooking, or frying. Contrary to conventional terminology, baking does not have to 

be in an oven, and cooking does not have to be on a stove. Rather the determining factor for this Halacha is the amount 

of liquid being heated with the item.  

Note: The below chart is only meant to illustrate the different types of heating in Halacha and the halachic effect that 

they generally have on the grain product. However, in determining the category of the resulting product, other factors 

such as size and appearance have to be taken into account, which will IYH be explored next week.  

Heating Method Table 

Heating 
Method 

Halachic 
meaning 

Examples Effect on halachic status on dough or bread 

Baking 

Heating 
with only a 

minute 
amount of 
liquid, or 

no liquid at 
all 

Heating in oven with only a minute amount of 
liquid 

Heating on frypan or pot on stove with only a 
minute amount of liquid (MB 72) 

 Frying however the oil is only very lightly 
‘sprayed’ on the frypan (Rema Seif 14, Dirshu 

47) 

If baking dough - generally makes the dough into 
either Lechem gamur or into a Pas habo’oh bkisonin (if 

cake, fruit pie, or cracker).  (Seif 7) 
 

If baking a ‘Kedeirah b’alma’, there is a machlokes 
whether the baking changes its status, see the 

footnote for Lokshen kugel where the noodles are 
first cooked, then put together and baked8. 

Cooking 
Heating 

with water 
(MB 68) 

 Heating in a pot on stove (must be a kli 
rishon) with item immersed in water (MB 52)9 
Heating in oven with item immersed in water 

(MB 72) 

Generally speaking, cooking the item makes a 
‘Kedeirah b’alma’, though not in all cases, this will IYH 

be detailed a future chart. (Seif 13) 

Frying 
Heating 
with oil 
(MB 68) 

Heating on frypan with a thin layer of oil (has 
to be more than just sprayed on, as if the oil is 

just lightly sprayed on, then considered 
baking - Rema Seif 14, Dirshu 47) 

Mishna Berura (56) – machlokes whether considered 
cooking or not. Should be machmir and take into 

consideration both possibilities (in future charts IYH 
this will be further explored). 

R’ Auerbach – if a lot of oil (deep layer of oil), then it is 
considered cooking (Dirshu 49). 

Chazon Ish – frying is never considered like cooking 
(i.e. status remain unchanged) (Dirshu 49). 

Microwave 
Heating in 
microwave 

 Heating in a microwave oven 

R’ Auerbach, R’ Elyashiv, and R’ Wosner agree that 
heating the dough in a microwave where the resulting 
‘bread’ has the form and taste of normal bread, then it 

has the din of Lechem gamur (Dirshu 69). 

                                                             
8 R’ Auerbach – the baking does not change its status and it 
remains a kedeira b’alma. Brought down that this is why it is the 
minhag of Yerushalayim to have lokshen kugel for Shabbos day 
Kiddush as it avoids the issues of having too much Pas Habo’oh 
Bkisonin. Machmirim have what to rely on. 
R’ Elyashiv – Baking the noodles with oil does change the status 
to Pas Habo’oh bkisonin and therefore must be careful not to 
have too much if only making a מזונות. 

Chazon Ish & R’ Karelitz – the Halacha is in doubt and could 
even be Lechem gamur and therefore if ate a quantity that full 
from it, should say Birkas Hamazon. (Dirshu 66) 
9 Water must be at temperature ‘yad soledes bo’. Irui (pouring) 
from a kli rishon is a safek whether it is considered cooking or 
not, so must be machmir (see next week for how this applies) 
(MB 52) 



by Moshe Koppel 

 סימן קסט
The Halachos of giving food to irreligious Jews 

 
Dirshu 4  

The Mishna Berurah here does not clarify if it 
is permitted to feed somebody who is suspected of 
not washing or making a brocho before the meal, 
but the Mishna Berura does pasken in siman 163 s”k 
11 that if it is only a safek if he would make a 
beracha then it is completely permissible to feed 
him. The Chazon Ish (Sheviis s’ 12 s”k 9) explains that 
the reason of the heter is that we are obligated to 
sustain and act kindly to them. All the more so if this 
could cause hatred between them and us, if we 
refrain from feeding them. 

The Shevet Haleivi (chelek 1 s’ 37) rules that even 
somebody who presumably will not wash and make 
a brocho it is sufficient to explain to him the halocho 
of making a brocho and then it would be permissible 
to feed him. Since he might actually decide to listen 
to you and make the required brocho.  

Regarding selling food to somebody who does not 
make a brocho. The Sefer Shu”t Toras Chesed 
(O.C.S’5) among many others opinions, pasken that 
it is mutur. The reason being is that the issur of lifnei 
ivor midoreise does not apply in this case. Since this 
individual has the option of buying this food from 
somewhere else. Msayeia lidvar aviera also does not 
apply because we rely on the Pri Magodim (S’ 163 
A”A S”K 2) that rules that there is no mesayeia on an 
issur d’erabonim (washing and making a brocho is a 

takonas d’erabonon). R’ Eliyashiv and R’ Wosner also 
agree with this pesak.  

 
Tzonim V’Heoros M”B Oz V’Hodor 22 

The sefer Afikei Maginim (Beurim S”K 4)  distinguishes 
between causing somebody to eat without making 
a brocho and causing him to eat without washing 
beforehand. He explains that eating without 
washing is an issur in itself therefore it would thus 
cause one to be over the issur of lefnei ivur. In 
contrast eating without making 
a brocho beforehand is just a bittul mitzvah and 
hence the previous issur would not apply. 

Dirshu 5 

The Steipler in Kriene D’Igrese (Chelek 1 letter141) 
gives us a helpful suggestion which could help us in 
most scenarios. Make the brocho in a loud tone of 
voice and have your guest in mind thus he would full 
fill his chiuv. Even though he does not have explicit 
intention to be yotzeh with your brocho it is 
sufficient.        

Piskei Tshuvous note 10 

Shu”t Divrei Yatziv writes that if this individual is a 

rosho l’hachis that does not believe in Chaza’l and 

brochos, even though you tell him to make a brocho 

and he actually does that it still has no toeles. It is 

forbidden to feed him since his brocho is not for 

Hashem. His status is that of a goy and it is ossur to 

answer amen to his brochos.         

 סימן קסח

 which are consumed at the end of a פת הבאה בכיסנין  .1

bread meal for desert do not require a בורא מיני מזונות 

unless they fulfill all three definitions of  פת הבאה

 [”Biur Halacha “Te’unin] 10.בכיסנין

2.  One who eats ice cream and uses a cone merely for 

the sake of holding the ice cream but has no independent 

interest in the cone, should make a shehakol on the ice 

cream and no beracha on the cone. [MB 45, Dirshu note 

35 from the Igros Moshe OC 4:43] 

3.  One who is eating an ice cream cone and is interested 

in eating the cone as a separate entity, even if he only 

eats the cone with the ice cream recited two berachos.  

                                                             
10 The reason being that it is really a doubt as to which 
definition of פת הבאה בכיסנין is the correct one.  When 

consuming them outside of a bread meal the concept of  ספק

  .בורא מיני מזונות would dictate that one makes a ברכות להקל

However, when consuming them in the middle of the meal, 

A shehakol on the ice cream and a מזונות on the cone.11 

[Dirshu note 35 from the Igros Moshe] 

4.  One who eats soup with noodles and made מזונות on 

the noodles which exempted the broth from a shehakol, 

can consume the broth left over after all the noodles 

have been eaten and there is no need to make a shehakol 

on the broth. [Dirshu note 38 in the name of Rav 

Eliyashiv zt”l]    

5.  The beracha on bread that was transformed into 

breadcrumbs is המוציא, no matter how small the particles 

are and even if the final product does not look at all like 

bread. [MB 49] 

since there is a chance that the correct berecha is המוציא, no 

berahca should be recited. 
11 It is brought in the name of Rav Wosner zt”l that when one 
eats the ice cream and cone simultaneously, only a shehakol is 
recited even if one has an interest in the cone.  
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 סימן קסט

6.  One may give food to a person who he suspects might 

not make a beracha.12 [Dirshu note 4 from the MB 

163:11] 

7.  One may give food to an irreligious Jew if he instructs 

him to recite a beracha on the assumption that he will 

listen and recite the beracha.13 [Dirshu note 4] 

8.  The poskim rule that one may give food to a person 

who will definitely not make a beracha if the alternative 

is that the person will eat non-kosher food. [Ibid in the 

name of Rav S Z Auerbach zt”l and Dirshu note 5 quoting 

the Sheivet HaLevi] 

 סימן קע

9.  One should refrain from speaking, even Torah ideas, 

while eating.14 

10.  One should be careful to speak Torah at the table 

while eating, for if one eats and does not say divrei torah 

it is as if he is eating from avodah zarah. [MB 1] 

  
(Based on Sefer Chofetz Chaim – Dirshu edition) 

 A father wants to know how his son is doing in class. He 
feels there will be a constructive purpose in knowing the 
grades of the other students in the class besides those of 
his son (so he can compare the other boys to his son). In 
such a case the Rebbi may show the grades of the other 
boys in the class if he doesn’t show the names attached to 
each grade. If, however, the father persists in wanting to 
know which boys got which marks, the Rebbi may show 
the results (with the names) if the following three 
conditions are met: 1) there is a clear to’eles in the father 
knowing this 2) the father is someone who will guard this 
matter as a secret and not pass it on to others, and 3) no 
harm will be done to the talmidim of the class as a result 
(R’ Moshe Shternbuch) (p. 287, note 67 see there for 
another opinion). 
 

 If a person speaks Lashon Hara for a constructive purpose, 
it is of utmost importance that he informs the listener that 
what he is saying is for a to’eles and is therefore not 
forbidden speech. There are a number of reasons for this: 
1) People might otherwise learn from him to be mezalzel in 
the issur of Lashon Hara (to treat Lashon Hara lightly), and 
the speaker is thus guilty of causing a chilul Hashem (see 
Rashi in Yoma 82b that when people learn from our actions 
to be careless about mitzvos it causes a chiul Hashem). 2) 
Although the speaker intended his speech for a 
constructive purpose, it is nevertheless wrong for him not 
to make that point clear to the listener. The listener, who 
doesn’t know that it is l’to’eles, thinks he is listening to 
Lashon Hara, and is thus guilty of intending to do an aveirah 
[even though it really is not an aveirah] (mechaven le’echol 
basar chazir v’alah beyado basar t’leh). 3) The speaker, who 
makes the listener guilty of thinking he is doing an aveirah, 
violates the prohibition of lifnei iver – since it is forbidden 
to make another yid do an aveirah. Lifnei iver applies even 
to causing another person to think he is doing an aveirah. 
Therefore, it is crucial to reveal to the listener that he is 
speaking Lashon Hara l’to’eles, so the listener should not 
learn to speak Lashon Hara or think that he is listening to 
Lashon Hara, and so that the speaker should not be guilty 
of lifnei iver (p. 287, note 70). 

 Warning one’s children and students to stay away from a 
certain friend who can influence them negatively is 
considered a constructive purpose and is therefore 
permitted (See Chofetz Chaim 4:10). The Chofetz Chaim 
writes that at times one is even allowed to be megadel 
(magnify) the act that the individual in question is guilty of; 
in cases where saying exactly what happened will not 
cause his children or students to distance themselves from 
this friend (B’er Mayim Chaim 43, ibid.). R’ Nissim Karelitz 
explains that there is no allowance to say things that are 
untrue, but only to expand the existent misdeed. In 
example, he says that perhaps one can say about a person 
that talks during pesukei d’zimra that he ‘talks during 
davening’. Another option (in such a case where it is 
necessary to magnify the misdeed to achieve the desired 
outcome) is to just say in general terms that ‘there are other 
problems with this person that I can’t explain in detail’ to 
prevent his children or students from being affected by this 
friend (R’ Moshe Shternbuch). The above, however, only 
applies if the person in question is not guilty of apikorsus 
(denial of the yesodos of yiddishkeit). If the individual 
ascribes to heretic beliefs, one is even allowed to 
exaggerate and ascribe actions to this person that he never 
did, in order that his children or students should not ch”v 
learn from his ways (R’ Moshe Sternbuch) (p. 287, note 71). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                               
12 Chazon Ish, as quoted in Dirshu note, explains that Chazal 
reasoned that since withholding the food will lead them to hate 
religious Jews as well as other serious transgressions it is better 
to take a chance and assume that they will recite a beracha. 

 

 

13 See this Dirshu note regarding one who owns a restaurant 
and has to service irreligious customers. 
14 This is due to a fear that doing so might cause a person to 
suffocate as the food might enter the trachea. 
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