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The beracha on unhealthy foods 
Unhealthy olive oil 

We have learnt previously that the correct beracha on 
fruit juice is shehakol with the exception of olive oil and 
grape juice/wine.  In the latter 2 cases the beracha is 
ha’etz and hagofen respectively. Nevertheless, we do not 
always make ha’etz on olive oil. The Shulchan 
Aruch (202:4) rules that there are a number of 
substances that are considered “damaging” 

that one should not make a beracha on at all 
including plain olive oil (202:4), vinegar (204:2) 
and large bitter almonds (202:5). If the olive oil 
is however mixed with beetroot juice, then a 
beracha is made. The beracha will be ha’etz 

when ingested for its soothing medicinal 
qualities in the case of one who has a sore 
throat, and shehakol if he is having it as a drink. 
The Shulchan Aruch (204:1) rules that that the correct 
beracha on flour of any of the 5 grains is shehakol 
including flour made from dried barley; The M” B (§ 15) 

comments that the reason barley flour is mentioned 
specifically as an example of shehakol is to teach us that 
although this type of flour predisposes to intestinal 
worms, nevertheless, since there is some enjoyment from 
its consumption, one still makes a beracha on it. 
In light of this latter ruling there is a need to clarify just 
what is the intention of the Sh” A’s ruling that there is no 

beracha on olive oil because it is considered “damaging”. 

It would seem from the case of dried barley that this is not 
a factor when considering eligibility of berachos. 

The Mishna Berura’s definition of ‘unhealthy’ with 

regard to berachos 
In answer to this seeming contradiction, The M” B (§ 27) 
essentially redefines the intention of the Sh” A when it 

says that pure olive oil and vinegar are “damaging”. He 

explains that the consumption of olive oil by itself is 
simply not enjoyable on any level due its taste and 
consistency. The prospect of ingesting plain olive oil or 
vinegar is considered so repulsive so as to make any 
beracha on it completely irrelevant. The Aruch 
Hashulchan is even more explicit when explaining this 
halacha using the expression “damaging to the palate” 

which seems to infer also that the so called “damaging” 

nature of these foods is limited to their taste only   and 
not necessarily to any such negative health implications as 
we thought previously. 
A proof to this approach can be found in the Kaf Hachaim 
(204:24) where he discusses the correct beracha on 
lemons.  He classifies lemons into 3 categories with regard 
to hilchos berachas.  On those that are bitter in the 
extreme there is no beracha as, in the words of the Kaf 
Hachaim they are considered “damaging”, moderately 

bitter ones are shehakol, and only on the least 
bitter ones would the expected beracha on a 
fruit be made, namely ha’etz. Evidently, he 

compares the extremely bitter lemons to the din 
of plain olive oil in respect to their “damaging” 

nature thus proving our contention that the 
exclusion criteria referenced by the Shulchan 
Aruch refers only to the unpalatability of the 
foodstuff under discussion.  

What about other oils? 
The Shaarei Beracha opines that according to 

this approach there would seem to be no strong reason to 
differentiate between the din of olive oil and other oils – 
as all would be considered pretty much unattractive as a 
food choice. Interestingly Reb Yaacov Emden in Siddur 
Yaavetz seems to argue on this and says that on all other 
oils one would in fact make shehakol. 
From the above discussion, it would seem that 
notwithstanding the harmful nature of some foods, a 
beracha is still made if there is enjoyment in its 
consumption. 
The Maharim Shik (O.C: 260) paskens that if someone is 
instructed by a doctor to avoid matzah on Pesach, it is in 
fact forbidden to eat the matzah and one may not make a 
beracha if consumed. Additionally, it is considered at least 
a mitzvah haba’ah be’aveira   as it may not even be a 
mitzvah at all, just an aveira.  This position is bolstered by 
the ruling of the   Sh” A (196:1) that if someone 

transgressed and ate a non-kosher substance no beracha 
or zimun is made. He argues that there is no difference 
whether the food is intrinsically non-kosher, or there is an 
extrinsic reason forbidding its consumption such as due to 
a health risk; in both cases, there is no beracha. This is 
despite the fact that there is enjoyment in consuming 
these foods. The Minchas Yitzchok (4:102: §2) also cites 
Teshuvos Mahari Assad who concurs with this ruling. 
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The approach of the Maharam Shik seems somewhat at 
odds with the halacha we discussed in regard to making a 
beracha on foods that are considered unhealthful such as 
the dried barley flour of the Sh”A. 
There are 3 approaches to this problem in the poskim.   

1. The Maharam Shik (ibid) himself raises this issue and 
goes on to differentiate between an imminent, 
potentially life threating danger such as in the case of 
matzah on pesach for a patient at risk of bowel 
obstruction and the case of mere barley flour which may 
indeed predispose to intestinal worms, but does not 
really constitute a real danger to one’s health, being an 

easily treatable condition. Hence in the latter case, a   
beracha may be made although there may be some 
undesirous side effects since there is some enjoyment in 
eating it.  The prohibition on making a beracha only really 
applies to the consumption of foods that may in fact be 
considered immediately dangerous. A classic example of 
this would be someone who is at risk of anaphylaxis due 
to nut allergy. It should be abundantly clear that were this 
person to nevertheless risk his life eating a nut, there 
would be no beracha at all. 
2. Reb Shlomo Zalman (Halichos Shlomo Pesach 89 Dvar 
Halacha 31) rules that a patient who was advised by a 
doctor to avoid wine consumption but nevertheless feels 
confident to override this advice (which is halachically a 
problem in its own right) may make a beracha on the 4 
cups of wine on at the Pesach Seder. The basis for this 
ruling is a Gemoro in Shabbos (129 b). There, the Gemoro 
considers the prevalent medical procedure of 
bloodletting and its potential for deleterious side effects 
especially if performed on a Monday or Thursday when 
both the heavenly and earthly courts are in session. At 
these times the procedure is generally prohibited so as to 
avoid endangering oneself at an inauspicious time. The 

Gemoro then considers why the procedure is permissible 
on a Friday in the 6th hour when the celestial body of 
Mars (known to predispose to misfortune) prevails? The 
Gemoro answers that since many “have trampled a 

beaten path upon it, Hashem protects the heedless”, 
meaning to say that though a particular behaviour should 
be considered risky and dangerous, the fact that it has 
become common practice “causes” Hashem to protect us 

from harm despite the less than desirable behaviour.  
Reb Shlomo Zalman explains that if people habitually 
consume certain types of unhealthy food (such as the 
roasted barley flour in the Sh” A ‘s case) or there are 
foods which people consume anyway despite warnings 
from doctors (such as the wine in his case) then we can 
apply the idea that Hashem protects the heedless and a 
beracha may be made since there is enjoyment on 
consumption of these foods.  The same would apply for 
example to a patient with diabetes who should be 
avoiding foods with a high sugar content.  The only time 
a beracha would not be made is when there is a high risk 
of an imminent medical complication.  
3. Reb Elyashiv (see M”B Dirshu edition siman 204 note 
36) distinguishes between the sensible infrequent 
consumption of small amounts of unhealthy foods for a 
particular person and the frequent consumption of large 
amounts of foods considered medically unadvisable for 
that person. A case in point may be a stable diabetic who 
needs to avoid foods high in sugar and fat content but at 
the same time will not be harmed when their intake is 
sensible. Considering that the beracha one makes on 
food goes on even the smallest amount that gives a 
person enjoyment, it would certainly be permissible to 
make a beracha rishona on these foods. There may 
however be a halachic concern regarding the beracha 
achrona. 

  

 סימן רב

1.  On the liquids that come out of fruit (juice), one makes 
a shehakol.  This would apply even to fruit whose majority 
consumption is in the form of a juice. [Mechaber 8, Shar 
HaTziyun 54] 

2.  The above ruling would apply to one who is drinking 
juice from within the fruit, like a melon.  However, if one 
is eating the fruit and its juice, the beracha of 
ha’etz/ha’adama on the fruit would exempt the juice from 
a beracha rishona. [Dirshu note 55] 

3.  The Chazon Ish had strong reasons to rule that the 
beracha on Orange Juice should be ha’etz. 

 It is considered a mashed-up fruit1 (see 202:7) as it is 
made not through extracting the juice, but the whole 
fruit is pulverized. 

                                                           
 פרי מרוסק 1

 The majority of orange consumption is in the form of 
juice. 

But practically, the Chazon Ish made a shehakol.  
Bedieved, if one made a ha’etz on Orange Juice he is 
fulfills his obligation. [Dirshu note 56] 

4.  The beracha on a fruit or vegetable whose normal 
consumption is to cook it in water and consume the water 
and was planted with that in mind (i.e. soup) is 
ha’adama/ha’eitz according to everyone.  According to 
this pumpkin soup, even if 100% liquefied, would be 
ha’adama. The above notwithstanding, The Igros Moshe 
notes that the prevalent custom us to always recite a 
shehakol. [MB 52, Dirshu note 63] 

5.  On a fruit or vegetable that most people would not eat 
raw, one who does eat it raw recites a she’hakol. For 
example, one would make a shehakol on a raw onion. 
[Mechaber 12] 



   By Ari Traurig

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

Last week we dealt with scenarios where a person left one group to a new group and that the old group disbanded 
without doing Zimun. However what happens if after a person leaves a group, the group does Zimun without him, 
does that person that left still have the obligation/opportunity of Zimun? 

One person left to join a 
new group below,

afterwards the Group did 
Zimun without him 

(Mechaber 6)

1. If they eat together now, they can do Zimun together and it will count for the meal 
they ate in their original groups (MB 33 and Dirshu 33).

2. If they do not eat together now, then depends on when the new group formed:
    A. If the new group only formed after the original group already did Zimun, the     
new group cannot do Zimun – they have lost the opportunity to fulfil Zimun as their 
original group has already done Zimun.
    B. If the new group formed before the original group did Zimun, they can still do 
Zimun in the new group as considered ‘separated’ from their original groups (Beiur 
Halacha ‘Keivan’)

One person left to join a 
new group below, 

irrespective whether this 
group does Zimun or not 

(MB 35)

One person left to join a 
new group below, 

irrespective whether this 
group does Zimun or not 

(MB 35)

One person left to join a 
new group below,

afterwards a person 
from the street came 

and ate with the Group 
and the Group did Zimun 

with the new person 
(Mechaber 6)

One person left to join a 
new group below, 

irrespective whether this 
group does Zimun or not 

(MB 35)

One person left to join a 
new group below, 

irrespective whether this 
group does Zimun or not 

(MB 35)

ALTERNATIVE ORIGINAL GROUPS 

ORIGINAL GROUPS

NEW GROUP
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The Weekly Shmiras HaLashonThe Weekly Shmiras HaLashon  
 (Based on Sefer Chofetz Chaim – Dirshu edition)

 If one reads lashon hara in a newspaper about a group or 
an individual, he may not believe the reports as solid 
facts. He is only allowed to be concerned enough – based 
on what he read – to protect himself from potential harm. 
It is, however, praiseworthy to avoid reading lashon hara 
in newspapers altogether [shomer nafsho yirchak mizeh], 
as there usually is no purpose for an individual to be 
familiar with such articles (p. 381, note 66). 
  

 If one hears lashon hara for a constructive purpose, he is 
not allowed to believe it as fact but he is allowed to be 
concerned with what he heard to protect himself from 
potential harm. This is accomplished by dividing one’s 

response into two: feelings and actions. As regards the 
way I should feel about the person I just heard lashon 
hara about, there should be no change at all, as I am not 
allowed to believe what I just heard (rather, I should try 
to find some possible limud zechus to justify this person’s 

behaviour or think that perhaps I did not hear the whole 
story and that this person is not really that bad after all). 
But as regards actions – the steps I will take to protect 
myself from potential harm – there I am allowed to act 
based on the information I was told (R’ Chaim Kanievsky). 

[In example – Reuven is considering to join a business 
partnership with Shimon. Reuven is making inquiries 
about Shimon and hears information to the effect that 
Shimon is not trustworthy. Reuven is not allowed to 
believe that statement at all, but when it comes to acting 
on it, Reuven is allowed to be concerned about what he 
heard and may therefore cancel his plans of joining 
Shimon in business (p. 385, note 71). 
 
 

 Reuven sees another person acting in an outright 
inappropriate manner, but he does not know who that 
person is. Some say that [where no constructive purpose 
is intended] Reuven should not try to find out the 
person’s name, as it carries the negative characteristics 

related to lashon hara of trying to discover faults within 
others (p. 435, note 39). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




