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קעד סעיף דסימן   

The halachos of drinking wine before a meal 

The Mechaber rules that the beracha which one recites on 
wine before a meal exempts wine that is drunk in the 
middle of the meal from a beracha rishona.  This is due to 
the fact that wine consumed before the meal has a 
connection to the meal.  One drinks wine before the meal 

 which is considered a meal oriented ,לפתח המעים ולשתות

activity as it helps a person eat during the meal.  Since it is 
connected to the meal it can exempt wine that is drunk 
during the meal. 

Wine consumed before the meal only exempts wine 
consumed in the meal if one of the following criteria are 
met. 

1. One has intention to drink wine during the meal.1 
2. Even if one did not intend to drink wine in the meal 

but, it is commonplace to drink wine in the middle of 
the meal.2 

The Mechaber continues, ruling that the beracha recited 
on the wine of kidush also exempts wine during the meal 
from a beracha rishona.  The Mishna Berura3 explains that 

since kidush must be במקום סעודה it is also considered to 
be part of the meal.  Havdala, on the other hand, has no 
intrinsic connection to the meal.  Therefore, the beracha 
recited in the wine of havdala does not exempt wine that 
is subsequently drunk in the middle of a meal.  But, if one 

recited the Havdalah על השולחן, in the place where he 

intends to eat a meal immediately after havdala, then 
according to one opinion wine drunk during the meal is 
exempt.  The other opinion brought in the Mechaber holds 

that only if one washed נטילת ידיים before making havdala 

does the wine of havdala exempt wine in the meal.  The 
Mechaber concludes that one who prepares himself to eat 
a meal immediately after havdala should have in mind that 

he does not want the בורא פרי הגפן of havdala to exempt 

any wine that will be drunk during the meal.  If one didn’t 
have this intention he should still refrain from reciting a 

bercha on the wine in the meal due to the concept of  ספק

 .ברכות להקל

The question arises, why isn’t the advice of the Mechaber 

considered to be a causing aברכה שאינה צריכה, an 

unnecessary beracha, since there is one opinion who holds 
that the wine is exempted, how can one go ahead and 
cause another beracha to be recited? 
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We must conclude that causing an obligation of a beracha 
in order to avoid getting involved in a machlokes haposkim 

is not considered to be a יכהברכה שאינה צר .  There are a 

number of supports for this idea. 

 סימן כה סעיף ה: The Mechaber rules, in accordance 

with the opinion of Rashi, that one should only recite 
one beracha on tefilin while the Rama rules like Tosfos 
that two berachos should be made.  Rabbi Akiva Eiger, 
as brought in the Biur Halacha,4 recommends an 
approach for Ashkenazim that will satisfy even Rashi’s 
opinion.  He says that upon reciting the first beracha 
on the shel yad one should have in mind that he does 
not want this beracha to apply to the shel rosh.  By 
doing so, one is definitely obligated in another beracha 
on the shel rosh.   We could ask the same question on 
Rabbi Akiva Eiger, how does this work, is it not causing 

a ברכה שאינה צריכה?  The Biur Halacha concludes that 

when one is causing the obligation of a beracha in 
order to accommodate another opinion it is not 

considered to be a ברכה שאינה צריכה. 

 סימן תעג סעיף ו: During the Pesach Seder one must 

eat כרפס in order to arouse the curiosity of the 
children.  The Mechaber rules that one should eat less 

than a kezayis.  Eating a kezayis of the כרפס would 

place one in a doubtful situation as to whether a 
beracha achronal should be recited.  Therefore, it is 
better to avoid such a situation and only eat less than 
a kezayis.  The Rambam holds that one needs to eat a 

kezayis for כרפס.  The חק יעקב quotes the Bach who 

recommends eating a kezayis but having in mind that 

this beracha on the כרפס should not exempt the מרור 

and therefore one would definitely be obligated in a 

beracha rishona on the מרור. The Bach explains that 

this is not a violation of ברכה שאינה צריכה since one 

is doing so to avoid a machlokes haposkim. 

However, we find certain cases where the above seems 
not to be true. 

 סימן רצט סעיף ז: The Mechaber brings the same two 

opinions whether the wine of havdala exempts wine of 
the meal.  The Taz5 says that if one finds himself in this 
situation he should not make a beracha in the middle 

of the meal, since ספק ברכות להקל.  The Taz does not 

bring the advice of the Mechaber to have in mind 
during Havdala that the wine in the meal should not be 
exempted.  The Mishna Berura6 explains that this was 
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an intentional omission because the Taz was 

concerned for a ברכה שאינה צריכה. 

 סימן ח סעיף טז: The Mechaber rules that one who 

slept in tzizis should make a beracha on the tzizis in the 
morning since during the night one did not fulfill the 
mitzvah of tzizis.  The Mishna Berura7 points out that 
there is another opinion who holds that one does fulfill 
the mitzvah of tzizis at night as long as he is wearing a 
‘day’ garment.  Therefore, one should not make a new 

beracha on tzizis in the morning.  The Mishna Berura 
adds that although one who takes off tzizis for an 
extended period of time needs to make a new beracha 
when he puts them on again, one should not do so in 
order to obligate himself in a beracha thus avoiding the 
machlokes haposkim because doing so would be 

considered a ברכה שאינה צריכה.  

These last two sources seem to contradict the first two 
sources. 

  ------------

  By Ari Traurig

Siman 168 Seifim 7-13: Mezonos or Hamotzi? Part 5 

As discussed in previous weeks, there are 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 mezonos & al hamichya brachos or 

require washing, the brachos of al netilays yadayim, hamotzi & birkas hamazon afterwards. We discussed the different heating methods 

of cooking, baking, and frying, what happens when one heating method is applied subsequently after the other, and what happens 

when sweeteners are added. 

However all of the previous weeks we have been assuming that the dough batter is formed thick. Thick dough is defined as: if the 

dough is placed over a bowl, it holds up and does not cave into the bowl. Conversely thin dough would cave into the bowl (Dirshu 60). 

In Seif 8 the Mechaber brings two types of ‘breads’ depending on the thickness of the dough8. 

 Chart 1 – Seif 8  

However in Seifim 14 and 15, the Mechaber brings three more cases of ‘breads’ and gives their respective rulings, however the 

reasoning behind the rulings are not explicitly clear:  

Chart 2 – Seifim 14,15 according to the Mechaber 
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No 
Name – description of the Mechaber Ruling of the Mechaber 

1 ‘Chalut’ – dough that is boiled then baked 
Lechem gamur (the boiling has no effect since 

it is baked afterwards – MB 85) 

2 
‘Troknin’ – dough baked while gathered 

together within a hole 
Pas habo’oh b’kisonin10 

3 
‘Torisa’ – dough baked while spread out 

flat 

Kedeira b’alma 

 

The question is: what is the distinguishing factor between the three types of products brought in the above Chart 2? The Magen 

Avraham states the factor to be the thickness of the dough and the cases are parallel to the cases brought above in Seif 8 (Chart 1). 

Note that the Magen Avraham decides differently than the Mechaber in the ‘Torisa’ case as follows. 

Chart 3 – Seifim 14,15 according to the Magen Avraham 
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No 

Name – description of the 
Mechaber 

Ruling of the Magen Avraham Reason of the Magen Avraham (MB 88) 

1 
‘Chalut’ – dough that is 

boiled then baked 

Lechem gamur (the boiling has no 
effect since it is baked afterwards 

– MB 85) 

Dough batter is thick type, see Chart 1 
above 

2 
‘Troknin’ – dough baked 
while gathered together 

within a hole 
Pas habo’oh b’kisonin 

Dough batter is thin type, see Chart 1 
above11 

3 
‘Torisa’ – dough baked while 

spread out flat 
Pas habo’oh b’kisonin (MB 90) 

Dough batter is thin type, see Chart 1 
above 

                                                           
 ס"ק מב 7
8 Note that all of the charts this week are assuming (a) that there 
are no sweeteners such as oil or honey mixed in (MB 36,85 and 
Shaar Hatziyun 30) and (b) the dough is being baked (MB 37) [as 
if only being cooked or sweeteners are added see Part 4 last 
week]. 
9 Note that the thin dough type is not to be confused with the 
‘cracker’ type of pas habo’oh bkisonin brought in Seif 7, as that 
was where the dough is baked until the product becomes dry and 

brittle. Here even though the dough batter is made thin, the 
product is baked normally and not to the point where it becomes 
as brittle as the ‘cracker’ type.  
10 See Dirshu 67 for an explanation of the halachic status of 
Troknin with regards to chiyuvim of matzah on Pesach seder 
night and eating bread in the Sukkah. 
11 According to the Magen Avraham, this is the same as the 
‘nolsilkes’ described in MB 37. 
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No 
Thickness of dough batter Ruling of the Mechaber 

1 Thick dough Lechem gamur 

2 Thin dough Pas habo’oh bkisonin9 



The above is the reasoning of the Magen Avraham as stated in the Mishna Berurah (88); however in the Beiur Halacha (s.v. kemach) 
there are two alternative reasons from the Rambam and the Levush, both to do with the manner (see Chart 4 below) in which the 
dough is baked, and therefore not dependent on the thickness of the dough. The practical difference between the reasons is the ‘Torisa’ 
case. The Beiur Halacha ends in ‘tzorich iyun’ however practically the reasons brought could (perhaps) be used to understand the 
machlokes in the Torisa case. 

Chart 4 - Halacha l’maaseh 

S
e

if
 im

 1
4

,1
5

 

 

No 

Name – 
description of the 

Mechaber 
Halacha l’maaseh Reason from the Beiur Halacha (s.v. kemach) 

1 
‘Chalut’ – dough 

that is boiled then 
baked 

Lechem gamur (the boiling has no effect 
since it is baked afterwards – MB 85) 

This dough is baked in the normal manner of 
bread. 

2 

‘Troknin’ – dough 
baked while 

gathered together 
within a hole 

Pas habo’oh b’kisonin 

As the dough is baked while gathered in a 
hole, this is either not the usual way of 
making bread (Levush) or the resulting 

product doesn’t have the form or shape of 
bread (Rambam). 

3 
‘Torisa’ – dough 

baked while 
spread out flat 

Mechaber - Kedeira b’alma (see Chart 2) 

Magen Avraham - Pas habo’oh b’kisonin 
(see Chart 3) 

Elyah Rabah – because of the difference 
of opinion should only eat within a meal12 

Magen Giborim – rules like the Mechaber. 
The Mishna Berura (90) ends with the 

opinion of the Magen Giborim13. 

Not discussed by the Beiur Halacha, 
however perhaps the Mechaber and the 

Magen Giborim hold that because the dough 
is baked in such an unusual manner 

(following the reason of the Levush) or that 
the resulting flat product does not have at all 

the shape or form of bread, this further 
lowers the status of the product to Kedeira 

b’alma. 

Chart 5 – Practical Examples (Dirshu 31,32) 

 Opinion of R’ Auerbach Opinion of R’ Elyashiv Other opinions 

Pancakes 
Pas habo’oh b’kisonin (this would fit 

with the Troknin case in Chart 4) 
Pas habo’oh b’kisonin 

(holds that these 
products are not like the 
Torisa case as they have 
some thickness to them 

so are more like the 
Troknin case in Chart 4) 

 
Blintzes 

 

Kedeira b’alma (this is in accordance 
with the Magen Giborim’s ruling 

regarding the Torisa case in Chart 4) 

Wafers  

Safek Pas habo’oh 
b’kisonin since the layers 

are very thin but then 
joined together. 

R’ Scheinberg - Kedeira b’alma due to 
the very thin layers (this is in accordance 

with the Magen Giborim’s ruling 
regarding the Torisa case in Chart 4) 

Shut Or L’tziyon - Pas habo’oh b’kisonin 
(see Dirshu 39 for reasoning) 

------------ 
  

סעיף א קעזסימן   

Does one need to recite a beracha on fruit soup or fruit 
salad that is served in the beginning of a bread meal? 

All food consumed in a meal fall into one of two categories. 

 Lit. things that come :דברים הבאים מחמת הסעודה .1

because of the meal. Items that fall into this category 
do not require a beracha rishona as they are included in 
the beracha that was recited on the bread.   
This category itself is subdivided into two more groups. 

I. Consumed with the bread itself.  These foods to not 
require a beracha as they are exempted due to the 

                                                           
12 It seems that would only have to be stringent if being kovea (as if not being kovea then there is no difference between Kedeira 
b’alma and Pas habo’oh b’kisonin); however the language of the MB 90 suggests that even eating any amount should be stringent. 
13 In MB 38 and Shaar Hatziyun 36, there is described a grain product called ‘voloplatkes’, that is made by placing very soft dough in 
between two moulds that are extremely hot, so that when the two moulds are pressed together the dough is baked immediately due 
to it being baked while thinly spread in between the moulds. The MB 38 and Shaar Hatziyun 36 clearly classify this product as Torisa 
and rule that it has the status of a Kedeira b’alma. This indicates that the Chafetz Chaim supports the view that Torisa has the Halacha 
of a Kedeira b’alma.    
 ערוך השלחן סעיף א 14
 שם. ומ"ב ס"ק א, ביה"ל דה לפת, שע"צ ס"ק ז 15

principle of 14.עיקר וטפל  Examples: butter, hommus 

and other spreads that one applies to the bread itself. 
II. Consumed in order to satiate.  This refers to food 

items that are not necessarily eaten with the bread.  
But, they are eaten for the purpose of satiating 
oneself and are therefore exempted from a beracha 
rishona when eaten in the middle of a bread meal.15 
Examples: meat, kugel, eggs…. 

 Lit. things that do :דברים הבאים שלא מחמת הסעודה .2

not come because of the meal.  This refers to foods that 

are eaten not to satiate but rather for קינוח, their sweet 
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taste.  Included in this category are fruits, sweet foods 
like meringues, and the like. 

One who eats fruit for dessert needs to make a beracha 
rishona on the fruit as it is coming for the sweet taste and 
not to satiate.  However, when it comes to fruit in the 
beginning of meal the halacha might be different.  The 
question that needs to be answered in order to rule on this 
shailah is- what is the purpose of the fruit dish?   

The Sha’ar HaTziyun16 discusses a food made from 

vegetables called מערי"ן which he notes that people do not 
make a beracha on when eaten in the middle of a meal.  
The Sha’ar HaTziyun explains that even though this dish is 
consumed at the end of the meal, it is exempted with the 

 since its primary function is to satiate.17 If the המוציא

function of the fruit dish is to satiate then no beracha 
would be recited.  But, if the purpose is to start the meal 
off with a sweet,18 or a refreshing dish then a beracha 
would be made.   

In conclusion… 

 Fruit soup generally comes to satiate and is served 
often in hot weather to also refresh.  But since its 
function in the meal is to satiate no beracha should be 
recited.   

 Fruit salad or fruit cocktail is generally served to give 
a sweet start to the meal, therefore one should recite 
a beracha rishona on this dish.  It is important to note 
that these halachos will vary depending on time and 
place.

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

 Reuven spoke Lashon Hara about Shimon and caused him 
some kind of harm [in example, the people listening 
accepted the derogatory statements and are now relating to 
Shimon in a more distant way than before, and this matter 
is noticed by Shimon]. When Reuven intends to do 
teshuvah, must he go over to Shimon and mention that he 
[Reuven] was the cause of the hurt he experienced through 
his speech of Lashon Hara? [If no harm at all occurred to 
Shimon, then Reuven’s teshuvah definitely does not involve 
making Shimon aware that he spoke about him]. The 
Chofetz Chaim (4:12) writes that one is supposed to 
approach the person he spoke about and ask him for 
mechilah. However, the Chofetz Chaim also wrote (Mishnah 
Berurah 606:3) that if one would embarrass his friend by 
telling him that he sinned against him, there is no obligation 
to be explicit in detailing what exactly he did to his friend. 
How do we reconcile these seemingly contradictory 
statements? 1) The Mishnah Berurah is talking about where 
his friend will be embarrassed in which case one should not 
specify his wrongdoing, whereas the Sefer Chofetz Chaim is 
discussing a case where his friend will just feel tza’ar (pain) 
but not embarrassment. In such a case one could specify his 
misconduct (R’ Shlomoh Zalman Auerbach). 2) If specifying 
his offense will cause his friend any kind of embarrassment 
or tza’ar it is forbidden to do so. The Sefer Chofetz Chaim 
was only talking about a situation where the person is doing 
teshuvah for an incident that will not cause any pain at all to 
the subject [in example the incident occurred years ago and 
will not bother the person that was spoken about] (R’ Nissim 
Karelitz) (p. 301, note 87 and 92, see there for elaboration on 
R’ Yisroel Salanter’s opinion on this halachah). 
  

 If a person does not remember which people he hurt 
through his Lashon Hara, it is nearly impossible to do a 
proper teshuvah (Chofetz Chaim 4:12). We should, 
however, keep in mind that there are still some 
opportunities that should be taken advantage of. The 
Chovos Halevavos says that if one sincerely wants to do 
teshuvah, Hashem will put thoughts of forgiveneness into 
the hearts of the people he injured. Likewise, one should 
daven to Hashem that anyone he has spoken against should 
forgive him (R’ Chaim Kanievsky). It is also advisable to 

                                                           
 ס"ק ז 16
17 See MB 4 and Biur Halacha כגון regarding עפיל צימעס. 
18 See Vezos Haberacha Birur Halacha 13 who brings in the name 
of Rav Shlomo Zalman Aurbach ztl that the reason people eat 

donate money towards the material needs of the public 
(tzorchei rabim) and daven to Hashem that the person who 
was damaged by one’s speech should derive benefit from 
them (R’ Yitzchok Zilbershtein).  The Chofetz Chaim himself 
writes in one of his seforim that someone who has spoken 
Lashon Hara against countless individuals and does not 
know from whom to ask forgiveness still has a ray of hope. 
If such a person commits himself to learning and 
disseminating the halachos of Lashon Hara then Hashem will 
definitely forgive him for his past and help him in his future not 
to stumble again (Kavod Shamayim ch. 3) (p. 303, note 93).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

fruit in the beginning of the meal is because the style has become 
to serve desert in the beginning.  
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