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A NOTE ONMETHODOLOGY

The Nature of this Work
This volume presents an original English elucidation and commentary, prepared through a combi-
nation of advanced language and translation technology and experienced human editorial oversight.
The methods employed were carefully conϮgured to adhere to Orthodox Jewish hashkafa and to
preserve Ϯdelity to the original Hebrew text, and portions of the work were reviewed by an experi-
enced translator and editor of Torah literature. Even so, this edition does not carry the authority of
a translation prepared and certiϮed by a full team of rabbinic scholars.

Usage and Limitations
This translation is intended as a tool to help advanced learners access the depth of the original work.
It is not intended to replace the original Hebrew source, nor to serve as a substitute for study under
a qualiϮed teacher.

Because the nuance of Torah study often transcends any single method of preparation, we ask the
reader to keep two things in mind:

1. VeriϮcation: Any novel insight, ruling, or conclusion drawn from this translation should
be checked against the original Hebrew.

2. Consultation: All practical questions or derived lessons should be discussed with and veri-
Ϯed by a qualiϮed rabbinic authority before being relied upon.

The goal of this edition is to make these teachings accessible to a wider audience, but the responsi-
bility for accurate understanding and practical application remains with the reader.



BS"D

This volume of the Kornitzer Edition of the Aruch HaShulchan—presenting the
original Hebrew text together with a faithful English translation and practical

Piskei Dinim—is dedicated to the eternal memory of

Frida bas Tziyon Hasis z"l

Rochel bas Michoel Kahalon z"l

and

Eliyahu ben Amos Kahalon z"l,
the beloved grandparents of Mrs. Reut Kornitzer, and the cherished

great-grandparents of Yosef Yitzchak, Uriel, Yoav Alexander, and Eidel Rose
Kornitzer.

Authored by Rabbi Yechiel Michel Epstein (1829–1908), the Aruch HaShulchan
stands among the greatest codiϮcations of halachah, uniquely weaving together the
teachings of the Talmud, theRishonim, the Shulchan Aruch, and later authorities into
a clear and living guide for Jewish practice. Combining extraordinary breadth of

scholarship with remarkable practical wisdom, it has served for generations as a trusted
companion for rabbanim, dayanim, and students of Torah, illuminating not only the

principles of halachah but their faithful application in everyday life.

It is our hope that this Kornitzer Edition, through its faithful translation and carefully
organized Piskei Dinim, will enable even more students of Torah to appreciate the
depth, clarity, and practical guidance of this timeless work, thereby strengthening the
study and observance of halachah in homes and communities throughout the world.

May the merit of learning this sefer serve as an everlasting zechus for the neshamos of
Frida bas Tziyon Hasis z"l, Rochel bas Michoel Kahalon z"l, and Eliyahu ben Amos

Kahalon z"l, whose lives continue to inspire their family through enduring examples of
faith, kindness, and devotion.

May this eϥort also serve, in some small measure, toward fulϮlling the longing so often
expressed by the Lubavitcher Rebbe—that through the ever-increasing dissemination

of Torah, illuminated and made accessible to every Jew, we hasten the true and
completeGeulah. Then we will once again be reunited with our loved ones and merit
to learn Torah from the great sages of every generation, speedily in our days, with the

coming ofMoshiach,ממש.



86 SECTION 113: BISHUL AKUM (§19)

רִים מֻותָּ עַכּוּ"ם לָן ְ וּבִשּׁ צְלַאן אִם וּל וּבִישּׁ צָלִי ע"י הִיא —אֲכִילָתָן But nevertheless hard
pears and apples, even though most of their eating is by roasting and cooking,
if a non-Jew roasted or cooked them they are permitted, ין חַיִּ ג"כ נֶאֱכָלִין דמ"מ
או"ה] ם שֵׁ בְּ סקי"ט ם [שָׁ חַי אֲכִילָתָן ר עִיקַּ רוֹב שֶׁ —וְעוֹד for they are nevertheless also
eaten raw, and moreover most of their primary eating is raw (there note 19 in
the name of Issur V’Heter). ל"ח:] רָכוֹת [בְּ ין חַיִּ נֶאֱכָלִין וּכְרֵתִי תוּמֵי דְּ בגמ' —וְאִיתָא
And it states in the Gemara that garlic and leeks are eaten raw (Berachos 38b),
ל"ח:] [עַכּוּ"ם וְקַפְלוֹטוֹת קַפְרִיסִין —וְכֵן and likewise capers and porret-leeks (Avo-
dah Zarah 38b). וּלֵי ישּׁ בִּ וּם מִשּׁ הֶם בָּ וְישֵׁ ן עְתָּ דַּ טְלָה בָּ חַי אוֹתָהּ אוֹכְלִין שֶׁ יּשֵׁ שֶׁ אַף וְלֶפֶת
ע"ש ט"ו סְעִיף בִּ וכמ"ש סקכ"ד] [פר"ח —עַכּוּ"ם And turnips, even though there are
those who eat them raw, their opinion is nulliϮed, and they have [the prohibi-
tion of] bishul akum (Pri Chadash note 24), as written in seif 15, see there. וְאוֹרֶז
רֶת וּמֻותֶּ עש"מ עוֹלֶה אֵינוֹ דְּ אוֹמֵר שֶׁ מִי ישֵׁ היר"ז קּוֹרִין שֶׁ וְדוֹחַן מְלָכִים לְחַן שֻׁ עַל עוֹלֶה
ם] שָׁ —[חכ"א And rice comes up on the table of kings, and millet, called hirz,
there is one who says it does not come up on the table of kings and it is permitted
(Chochmas Adam there). אֵינָם דְּ רִים מֻותָּ כְלֵיהֶם בִּ הָעַכּוּ"ם לִים ְ בַשּׁ מְּ שֶׁ לֵמִים שְׁ וֶאֱגוֹזִים
עש"מ —עוֹלִים And whole nuts that non-Jews cook in their vessels are permitted,
for they do not come up on the table of kings; תָן קְלִיפָּ בִּ חִים רַקְּ מְּ שֶׁ דוֹלִים גְּ אֱגוֹזִים אֲבָל
פא"מ] כַי [מָרְדְּ עש"מ וְעוֹלִין ין חַיִּ נֶאֱכָלִין אֵין דְּ אֲסוּרִין רָה —הַמָּ but large nuts that are
preserved in their bitter shell are forbidden, for they are not eaten raw and they
come up on the table of kings (Mordechai, Perek Ein Ma’amidin); מָה י ידַָעְתִּ וְלאֹ
סק"ג] "ךְ [שָׁ נו"ס שטעכי"ל נִקְרָא לֵימִים שְׁ וֶאֱגוֹזִים זֶה מִין נִמְצָא לאֹ מְדִינָתֵינוּ בִּ י כִּ —זֶה
and I do not know what this is, for in our country this species is not found, and
whole nuts are called shtechel-nuss (Shach note 3). עִם חֲבַת הַמַּ עַל קֶמַח יחִין רְתִּ מַּ וּכְשֶׁ
עַכּוּ"ם וּלֵי ישּׁ בִּ וּם מִשּׁ אָסוּר במ"מ עָלֶיהָ בָרְכִין מְּ שֶׁ ר עִיקָּ מַח הַקֶּ אִם קֶה מַשְׁ —אֵיזֶה And
when they boil ϱour on a pan with some liquid, if the ϱour is the essence, so that
one blesses borei minei mezonos on it, it is forbidden due to bishul akum; וְאִם
עַכּוּ"ם וּלֵי ישּׁ בִּ וּם מִשּׁ בּוֹ אֵין הַכּלֹ שֶׁ זֶה עַל בָרְכִין מְּ שֶׁ אוֹפֶן בְּ עָלְמָא בְּ לְדַבֵּק הוּא מַח —הַקֶּ
and if the ϱour is merely for binding, in a manner that one blesses shehakol on
it, it has no [prohibition] of bishul akum. לְאָכְלָן ר מֻותָּ צוקערקע"ס מִינֵי כָּל וְלָכֵן
עָלְמָא בְּ לְדַבֵּק א אֶלָּ אֵינוֹ דְּ מְעַט קֶמַח הֶן בָּ יּשֵׁ שֶׁ אוֹתָן —אֲפִילּוּ And therefore all kinds of
sugar-cakes (tzukerkes) are permitted to eat, even those that have a little ϱour in
them, for it is only for binding; אֲכִילָה בַּ רִין מֻותָּ קאנדיטערסק"י מִינֵי כָּל —וְכֵן and
likewise all kinds of confectionery (konditerski) are permitted to eat.

LATER AUTHORITIES

Does jam made from cooked citrus peels have bishul akum?
Sources Poskim uTeshuvot YD 113 os ד

Poskim uTeshuvot forbids jam made from citrus peels cooked by a non-Jew because the
peel is not normally eaten raw and each edible part of a fruit is judged on its own. This
does not describe ordinary jam whose principal ingredients are raw-edible fruit pulp and
sweeteners, which the samework generally permits. The controlling question is which part
is being cooked and whether that part is normally eaten raw.
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LATER AUTHORITIES

May a soft-boiled egg cooked by a non-Jew be eaten?
Sources R’ Ben-Zion Uziel, Mishpetei Uziel IX, YD 19

R’ Ben-Zion Uziel forbids an egg that a non-Jew left brieϱy in boiling water even when
it is only soft-boiled, and all the more so an egg roasted by a non-Jew. Although an egg
can technically be swallowed raw, that is eating only with extreme diϨculty and does not
make it raw-edible for this decree. His ruling here addresses the non-Jew’s cooking itself;
the separate rules governing a Jew who later completes partial cooking must be assessed
independently.

LATER AUTHORITIES

May a traveler cook eggs in a non-Jew’s pot?
Sources R’ Ben-Zion Uziel, Mishpetei Uziel IX, YD 19

When a traveler cannot obtain eggs cooked by a Jew, R’ Ben-Zion Uziel instructs him
to place raw eggs himself into boiling water, either in his own pot or in a non-Jew’s pot.
The Jew’s own placement supplies the Jewish cooking act, and in this need-based case an
unspeciϮed non-Jewish pot is presumed not ben yomo. The ruling does not replace the
ordinary kashering requirement for a pot known to have absorbed bishul akum, nor does it
permit a pot known to contain prohibited absorbed taste.

§20 עַכּוּ"ם וּלֵי ישּׁ בִּ וּם מִשּׁ הֶם בָּ ישֵׁ נוּ גְּ נִטַּ לאֹ עֲדַיִין אִם עוֹפוֹת ל שֶׁ אוֹ ר שָׂ בָּ ל שֶׁ ן ומָּ —שֻׁ
Fat of meat or of fowl, if it has not yet been rendered, has [the prohibition of]
bishul akum; עַכּוּ"ם וּלֵי ישּׁ בִּ וּם מִשּׁ זֶה בָּ אֵין הַכּותִּי יכָן וְהִתִּ וּ וְנִתְקַשּׁ נוּ גְּ נִטַּ בָר כְּ שֶׁ כְּ אֲבָל
וּל ישּׁ בִּ אַחַר וּל ישּׁ בִּ אֵין —דְּ but when it has already been rendered and hardened,
and the non-Jew melted it, there is no [prohibition] of bishul akum, for there
is no cooking after cooking; סק"ה] "ךְ [שָׁ גִים דָּ ן ומַּ שֻׁ —וְכֵן and likewise Ϯsh fat
(Shach note 5). אוֹ ן תָּ שְׁ פִּ ֶּרַע מִז מֶן שֶׁ אוֹ יִם מַּ ומְשֻׁ שֻׁ מֶן שֶׁ אוֹ זַיִת מֶן שֶׁ ין בֵּ מָנִים שְׁ מִינֵי וְכָל
פאצאנעסנ"א אוֹ איי"ל רייזי"ן קּוֹרִין שֶׁ ים נִּ שׁוֹשַׁ ל שֶׁ אוֹ אֵלַיי קּוֹרִין שֶׁ קאנאפליאוו"א מֶן שֶׁ
עַכּוּ"ם וּלֵי ישּׁ בִּ וּם מִשּׁ הֶם בָּ וְאֵין ין חַיִּ נֶאֱכָלִין ן ולָּ כֻּ —מאסל"א And all kinds of oils,
whether olive oil, sesame oil, ϱaxseed oil, or hemp oil (kanaplyova) called ölei, or
of roses called reizen-eil, or patsanesna-masla — all of them are eaten raw and
have no [prohibition] of bishul akum.
§21 פַת בְּ ר הֶיתֵּ נּוֹהֲגִים שֶׁ מָקוֹם בְּ אֲפִילּוּ אֲסוּרָה עַכּוּ"ם אֲפָאָהּ שֶׁ פשטיד"א אוֹ פאנאד"א
עַכּוּ"ם ל —שֶׁ A panada or pashtida (ameat pastry) that a non-Jew baked is forbid-
den, even in a place where they customarily permit the bread of non-Jews; נֶאֱסַר
עַכּוּ"ם וּלֵי ישּׁ בִּ נֵי מִפְּ עַיִן בְּ הוּא שֶׁ כְּ נֶּאֱסַר שֶׁ בּוֹ בְלָע הַנִּ ן ומָּ ֻ הַשּׁ נֵי מִפְּ — it is forbidden
because of the fat absorbed in it, which is forbidden when it is in its own form
because of bishul akum. נֵי מִפְּ מַח לְהַקֶּ ן ומָּ ֻ הַשּׁ ל טֵּ יִתְבַּ לאֹ ה וְלָמָּ ר עִיקָּ מַח הַקֶּ דְּ ואע"ג
ה הָעִיסָּ תוֹךְ בְּ לָעַיִן וְנִיכָּר נִרְאֶה ן ומָּ ֻ הַשּׁ —שֶׁ And although the ϱour is the essence, and
why should the fat not be nulliϮed to the ϱour — because the fat is seen and rec-
ognizable to the eye within the dough, ע"ש כ' סְעִיף קי"ב סִי' בְּ שֶׁ ים לְבֻצִּ מֵי דָּ —וְלָא
and it is not similar to the eggs [in bread] in siman 112 seif 20, see there. וְלָכֵן
וּל ישּׁ בִּ אַחַר וּל ישּׁ בִּ וְאֵין ן וּמְטֻוגָּ ךְ מְהֻותָּ כָּר כִּ הָיהָ שֶׁ גוֹן כְּ אִיסּוּר כָּאן אֵין ן ומָּ ֻ הַשּׁ נֵי מִפְּ אִם
ר —מֻותָּ And therefore, if there is no prohibition on account of the fat— for exam-
ple, if it had already been melted and fried, and there is no cooking after cooking
— it is permitted. אֲסוּרִים ר שָׂ בָּ עִם לָן ְ שּׁ בִּ שֶׁ ים חַיִּ הַנֶּאֱכָלִים וּפֵירוֹת ירָקוֹת בִּ ין הַדִּ ן כֵּ
טִיל בְּ וְלָא לָעַיִן וְנִיכָּר וְנִרְאֶה הֶם בָּ נִבְלָע ר שָׂ בָּ ל שֶׁ ן ומָּ ֻ הַשּׁ שֶׁ נֵי —מִפְּ So too the law with
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vegetables and fruits eaten raw that one cooked with meat — they are forbidden,
because the fat of the meat is absorbed in them and is seen and recognizable to
the eye and is not nulliϮed. וְהַטּוּר "א בָּ הָרַשְׁ תְבוּ כָּ זֶה וְדִין ר] שֵׁ כָּ ר וּבָשָׂ ן ומָּ שֻׁ בְּ [וּמַיְירֵי
ג' סְעִיף —והש"ע (And it is speaking of kosher fat and meat.) And this law was
written by the Rashba and the Tur and Shulchan Aruch seif 3.

LATER AUTHORITIES

When does a compote cooked by a non-Jew become forbidden?
Sources Poskim uTeshuvot YD 113 os י

If raw-edible fruit is combined before cookingwith a non-raw-edible ingredient that is truly
secondary and no longer discernible, Poskim uTeshuvot follows the ikar-tafel rules used
for berachos and permits the mixture even lechatchilah. But recognizable pieces do not dis-
appear into the principal ingredient. A compote containing identiϮable pieces of fruit that
is not eaten raw is therefore forbidden when cooked by a non-Jew, even if most of the com-
pote consists of raw-edible fruit.

§22 דוֹלָה גְּ אֵלָה שְׁ זֶה דִין בְּ לִי ישֵׁ דְּ —וְדַע And know, that I have a great question on
this law. בוּאָה הַתְּ דְּ כְמוֹ דִּ עַכּוּ"ם וּלֵי ישּׁ בִּ וּם מִשּׁ כָר שֵׁ בְּ אֵין לָכֵן דְּ תְבוּ כָּ רַבּוֹתֵינוּ כָּל וַהֲרֵי
וּלֵי ישּׁ בִּ אִיסּוּר י לְגַבֵּ הִיא טֵילָה בְּ ה"נ הַכּלֹ שֶׁ עָלֶיהָ מְבָרְכִינןַ דִּ רָכָה בְּ לְעִנְיןַ יִם לְהַמַּ טֵילָה בְּ
ם] שָׁ וְראֹ"שׁ ל"א: פא"מ [תוס' —עַכּוּ"ם For all our teachers wrote that therefore
beer (shechar) has no [prohibition] of bishul akum, for just as the grain is nulli-
Ϯed to the water regarding the blessing, that we bless shehakol on it, so too it is
nulliϮed regarding the prohibition of bishul akum (Tosafos Perek EinMa’amidin
31b and Rosh there), ים חִטִּ בְּ עוֹרִים שְׂ יּשֵׁ שֶׁ רוֹאִים וְהַכּלֹ ֶּה מִז נִיכָּר לְךָ אֵין —וַהֲרֵי and
yet there is nothing more recognizable than this, and everyone sees that there is
barley grain in it. כָר ֵ הַשּׁ תוֹךְ בְּ שֶׁ עוֹרִים ְ מֵהַשּׂ שבהפנאד"א ן ומָּ ֻ הַשּׁ עָדִיף מִי —וא"כ And
if so, why is the fat in the panadamore strict than the barleywithin the beer? וְעוֹד
רָכָה בְּ י לְגַבֵּ ה לְהָעִיסָּ ן ומָּ ֻ הַשּׁ טֵל בָּ בפנאד"א גַּם הָא רָכָה בְּ וּם מִשּׁ עַם הַטַּ תְבוּ כָּ כַר שְׂ בִּ שֶׁ יוָן כֵּ
במ"מ עֲלָהּ —וּמְבָרְכִינןַ And further, since regarding beer they wrote the reason
as being the blessing, behold also in the panada the fat is nulliϮed to the dough
regarding the blessing, and we bless borei minei mezonos on it. שׁוֹתִים אָנוּ הֲרֵי וְכֵן
יִם הַמַּ י לְגַבֵּ טֵל בָּ יּיֵ הַטַּ ב עֵשֶׂ שֶׁ נֵי מִפְּ יהֶם בָתֵּ בְּ יּיֵ —הַטַּ And likewise we drink tea in
their houses because the tea-leaf is nulliϮed relative to the water, תּוֹת לִשְׁ ר מֻותָּ וְכֵן
ֶּה מִז דוֹל גָּ ר נִיכָּ לְךָ וְאֵין יִם לְהַמַּ טֵל בָּ שֶׁ נֵי מִפְּ חָלָב לאֹ בְּ ושאקאלאד"א —קאוו"א and
likewise it is permitted to drink coϥee (kava) and chocolate (shakalada) without
milk because it is nulliϮed to the water, and there is nothing more recognizable
than this. וכ"פ סקי"ז סקי"ב קי"ב סִי' בְּ א אקָאלֶאדָּ ַ וְהַשּׁ הקאווא ר הֶיתֵּ בְּ הפר"ח [כ"כ
וְלֵית קי"ד ר"ס הנאה"ט וכ"כ ע"ש ר מֻותָּ ים קְדוֹשִׁ נְהַג מִמִּ גַם דְּ ק"ה סִי' ק עֵשֶׂ אֵר בְּ וּ' תַשּׁ בְּ
ודו"ק] ם שָׁ הפ"ת הֱבִיאוֹ ס"ב סִי' בח"ב הפמ"א למ"ש לָהּ חָשׁ דְּ —מַאן (So wrote the Pri
Chadash regarding permitting coϥee and chocolate in siman 112 notes 12 and 17,
and so ruled in the responsum Be’er Eishek siman 105, that even by the custom of
holy ones it is permitted, see there, and so wrote the Be’er Heitev at the beginning
of siman 114, and there is no one who is concerned about what the PanimMe’iros
wrote in part 2 siman 62, cited by the Pischei Teshuva there, and understand this.)
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LATER AUTHORITIES

May water boiled by a non-Jew be drunk?
Sources Shevet HaLevi 10:125

Water is ordinarily outside bishul akum because it can be drunk without cooking. The
Shevet HaLevi remains lenient even in a place where people avoid unboiled water because
of danger, stating that several grounds support the permission. This is his conclusion for
water based on those combined grounds; it should not be generalized into a rule permitting
every liquid that becomes safe only through heat.

§23 תִיּהָ לִשְׁ אֲכִילָה מֵי דָּ לָא דְּ לָזֶה שׁוּבָה —וְהַתְּ And the answer to this is that eating
is not comparable to drinking, אֵינוֹ רָכָה הַבְּ וְטַעַם יטּוּל הַבִּ טַעַם אֲרוּ תְבָּ נִּ שֶׁ עָמִים הַטְּ דְּ
תִיּהָ לִשְׁ מֵאֲכִילָה נֶּה שַׁ מְּ שֶׁ וקאווא וְטַיּיֵ כָר שֵׁ בְּ מוֹ כְּ רוֹ מֵעִיקָּ בָר הַדָּ ינּוּי שִׁ בְּ א אֶלָּ —מוֹעִיל
for the reasons that were explained — the reason of nulliϮcation and the reason
of the blessing — help only with a change of the thing from its essence, like with
beer, tea, and coϥee, which change from eating to drinking; הוּא הפנאד"א משא"כ
ן ומָּ ֻ הַשּׁ נֵי מִפְּ הוּא יבותּוֹ וַחֲשִׁ אֲכִילָה בַר —דְּ whereas the panada is a food item and its
signiϮcance is because of the fat, יבותּ חֲשִׁ שׁוּם בּוֹ אֵין ן ומָּ שֻׁ לאֹ בְּ אֲפוּיהָ ה עִיסָּ דְּ יּדָוּעַ כַּ
בֵיהּ אַחָשְׁ דְּ הוּא ן ומָּ ֻ —וְהַשּׁ as is known, that baked dough without fat has no signif-
icance, and it is the fat that makes it signiϮcant, פשטיד"א אוֹ פנאד"א ם שֵׁ ר וְעִיקַּ
לֶחֶם רֵי מִקְּ ן ומָּ שֻׁ בְלאֹ דִּ ן ומָּ ֻ הַשּׁ נֵי מִפְּ הוּא — and the essential name “panada” or
“pashtida” is because of the fat, for without fat it is called bread. יכָּר נִּ שֶׁ כְּ וְלָכֵן
טֵל בָּ אֵינוֹ לָעַיִן —וְנִרְאֶה And therefore, when it is recognizable and seen to the
eye, it is not nulliϮed, נֶאֱכָל אֵינוֹ שֶׁ בָר דָּ עִם חַי הוּא שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ הַנֶּאֱכָל בָר דָּ עֵירֵב מוֹ כְּ וַהֲוָה
י"ד סְעִיף בִּ כמ"ש ר הָעִיקָּ אַחַר הוֹלְכִין —דְּ and it is like one who mixed something
eaten as it is raw with something not eaten, where we follow the essence, as writ-
ten in seif 14; ן ומָּ ֻ הַשּׁ הוּא יבותּ הַחֲשִׁ ר עִיקַּ —וה"נ and so too here the essential sig-
niϮcance is the fat. אֵינוֹ שֶׁ וּבִפְרָט טְעָמִים ה מָּ מִכַּ עַכּוּ"ם וּלֵי ישּׁ בִּ לָל כְּ יּיָךְ שַׁ לאֹ ער וּבְצוּקֶּ
לָל כְּ תִיּהָ וּשְׁ אֲכִילָה גֶדֶר בְּ וְאֵינוֹ טַעְמוֹ בְּ וְלאֹ מַרְאֶה בְּ לאֹ הָרִאשׁוֹנָה צוּרָתוֹ —כְּ And re-
garding sugar, bishul akum is not applicable at all, for several reasons, and espe-
cially since it is not in its original form, neither in appearance nor in taste, and it
is not in the category of eating and drinking at all.

LATER AUTHORITIES

May a Jew drink coϥee prepared by a non-Jew?
Sources Poskim uTeshuvot YD 113 os ט and nn. 105-109

Most authorities cited by Poskim uTeshuvot permit coϥee prepared by a non-Jew even
lechatchilah because the coϥee is secondary to the water, and water is not subject to bishul
akum. A baal nefesh may be stringent, especially with instant coϥee. The permission ad-
dresses bishul akum only: non-Jewish milk, ingredients, and the cup can create separate
concerns. Coϥee beans roasted by a non-Jew may be brewed by a Jew; cold use of non-
certiϮed instant coϥee without a later hot-water preparation presents an additional issue.



90 SECTION 113: BISHUL AKUM (§24–§25)

LATER AUTHORITIES

Should a Jew perform industrial milk pasteurization?
Sources Minchas Yitzchak 10:67;Maharsham 2:262;Maharitz 1:46

TheMaharsham permits milk pasteurized by a non-Jew because milk is drinkable raw.
The Maharitz questioned whether modern avoidance of raw milk because of danger
changes that status and left the issue unresolved. TheMinchas Yitzchak defends the le-
nient practice through several combined grounds, including locality and the possible status
of steam processing, but does not issue an unqualiϮed permit: when arranging Jewish pas-
teurization is easy, he says it is proper to be stringent. This ruling should not be expanded
into a blanket permission for all dairy products.

§24 הֶם לָּ שֶׁ מָלִיחַ עַל וְלאֹ הֶם לָּ שֶׁ בּוּשׁ כִּ עַל לאֹ זְרוּ גָּ לאֹ וּלֵיהֶם ישּׁ בִּ עַל חֲכָמִים זְרוּ גָּ שֶׁ כְּ
ן ָ עֻושּׁ הַמְּ עַל —וְלאֹ When the Sages decreed on their cooking, they did not decree
on their pickled [foods], nor on their salted [foods], nor on their smoked [foods],
לַאֲכִילָה ירָן הִכְשִׁ שֶׁ עַד נןָ ְ עִשּׁ שֶׁ וּפֵירוֹת עַכּוּ"ם לָחָן מְּ שֶׁ ג דָּ וְזַ"ל י"ז ין דִּ בפי"ז הָרַמְבַּ"ם כמ"ש
רִין מֻותָּ אֵלּוּ —הֲרֵי as the Rambam wrote in chapter 17 halachah 17 as follows:
A Ϯsh that a non-Jew salted, and fruits that he smoked until he made them Ϯt
for eating— these are permitted; ל ָ מְבֻושּׁ כִּ אֵינוֹ ן ָ עֻושּׁ וְהַמְּ זוֹ גְזֵירָה בִּ רוֹתֵחַ כְּ אֵינוֹ מָלִיחַ
—עכ"ל salted is not like boiling-hot in this decree, and smoked is not like cooked,
end quote. "ס ַ שּׁ בַּ מְפוֹרָשׁ זֶה אֵין דְּ וּם מִשּׁ בּוּשׁ כִּ יר הִזְכִּ —וְלאֹ And he did not mention
pickled because this is not explicit in theTalmud, ן ָ וּמְעֻושּׁ [ל"ח.] בגמ' מְפוֹרָשׁ מָלִיחַ דְּ
מְפוֹרָשׁ אֵינוֹ וְכִבּוּשׁ [רפ"ו] נְדָרִים לְמִי יְּרוּשַׁ בַּ —ישֵׁ for salted is explicit in the Gemara
(38a), and smoked is in the Yerushalmi Nedarim (beginning of chapter 6), and
pickled is not explicit; וּל ישּׁ בִּ עַל רַק זְרוּ גָּ לָא דְּ לְהוּ אִית ינָא דִּ חַד —ומ"מ and never-
theless they have one law, that they decreed only on cooking. הָוֵי טִיגּוּן דְּ נ"ל ומ"מ
שׁ מַמָּ וּל בִישּׁ כְּ טִיגּוּן הֲוָה ת בָּ שַׁ בְּ גַם דְּ וּם מִשּׁ זֶה לְעִנְיןָ וּל ישּׁ בִּ כְלַל —בִּ And nevertheless
it appears to me that frying is included in cooking regarding this, because also on
Shabbos frying is like actual cooking, [וּבָזֶה ע"ש ם שָׁ לְמִי מֵהַיְּרוּשַׁ לָזֶה מָצָאתִי וּסְייגָ
ודו"ק]: י"ג סְעִיף בִּ הָרַמָ"א לְשׁוֹן ק —מְדֻוקְדָּ and I found support for this from the
Yerushalmi there, see there (and with this the language of the Rema in seif 13 is
precise, and understand this).

LATER AUTHORITIES

Does microwave or induction cooking by a non-Jew forbid raw food?
Sources Poskim uTeshuvot YD 113 os כח and nn. 245-246

The majority of contemporary authorities cited by Poskim uTeshuvot treat a non-Jew’s
microwave cooking of raw food as bishul akum. Althoughmicrowave energy is not a deriva-
tive of Ϯre, it is now a normal method of cooking; one authority permits and another re-
mains uncertain. Reheating food already cooked by a Jew is not the same case. Induction
cooking is treated stringently all the more, but Jewish participation must match the appli-
ance’s operation: because an induction surface stays cold until the pot is present, the Jew
should activate it only after the non-Jew places the pot.

§25 יוָן כֵּ ר מֻותָּ אַחַ"כּ אוֹתָם לוּ ְ ישּׁ בִּ אִם וְאַף הֶם לָּ שֶׁ מְלוּחִים גִים דָּ לֶאֱכוֹל ר מֻותָּ וְלָכֵן
חַי הוּא שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ נֶּאֱכָל שֶׁ דָבָר כְּ הֲוָה לִיחָה הַמְּ ע"י לַאֲכִילָה רָאוּי הָיהָ וּל ישּׁ הַבִּ קּוֹדֶם —שֶׁ And
therefore it is permitted to eat their salted Ϯsh, and even if they cooked them after-
ward it is permitted, since before the cooking it was Ϯt for eating by means of the
salting, it is like something eaten as it is raw. גִים דָּ י"ב סְעִיף הש"ע עֲלֵי בַּ רַבּוֹתֵינוּ וְזַ"ל
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עַכּוּ"ם צְלַאן וְאִם וּל ישּׁ בִּ מִקְצָת לוּ ְ שּׁ תְבַּ נִּ שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ הֵן הֲרֵי עַכּוּ"ם אוֹ רָאֵל יִשְׂ לָחָן מְּ שֶׁ ים קְטַנִּ
רִים מֻותָּ —אַחַ"כּ And the language of our teachers, the authors of the Shulchan
Aruch, seif 12: Small Ϯsh that a Jew or non-Jew salted are like they were cooked a
partial cooking, and if a non-Jew roasted them afterward they are permitted; אֲבָל
וְישֵׁ אֲסוּרִין עַכּוּ"ם צְלַאן אִם לְפִיכָךְ חָק הַדְּ ע"י אֶלָּא נֶאֱכָלִים אֵינָם דוֹלִים גְּ מְלוּחִים גִים דָּ
ירִים —מַתִּ but large salted Ϯsh are not eaten except with diϨculty, therefore if a
non-Jew roasted them they are forbidden, and there are those who permit; כָּל וְכֵן
דוֹלִים גְּ דָגִים כְּ ינןָ דִּ עַכּוּ"ם וּבִלְשׁוֹן חָק הַדְּ ע"י חַי נֶּאֱכָל שֶׁ בָר —דָּ and likewise anything
eaten raw with diϨculty, and [that] a non-Jew [cooked], their law is like large
Ϯsh; עכ"ל עַכּוּ"ם ע"י ל ֵ שּׁ נִתְבַּ אִם וְאָסוּר חַי הוּא שֶׁ מוֹת כְּ לָל כְּ נֶאֱכָל אֵינוֹ מָלוּחַ ר —וּבָשָׂ
and salted meat is not eaten at all as it is raw, and it is forbidden if it was cooked
by a non-Jew, end quote.
§26 דְאִיתָא כִּ עש"מ עוֹלִין אֵין שֶׁ נֵי מִפְּ רִים מֻותָּ יםבלא"ה קְטַנִּ דָגִים דְּ בְרֵיהֶםדאע"ג דִּ יאוּר בֵּ
י' סְעִיף בִּ וכמ"ש —בגמ' The explanation of their words: that although small Ϯsh
are permitted anyway because they do not come up on the table of kings, as stated
in the Gemara and as written in seif 10 — אֵין ים קְטַנִּ עוֹדָן שֶׁ כְּ דוֹלִים הַגְּ מִין בְּ זֶהוּ
פלאטקע"ס לְשׁוֹנֵנוּ בִּ קּוֹרִין שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ יבותּ חֲשִׁ שׁוּם הֶם —בָּ this is with the large species
when they are still small, they have no signiϮcance, like those called in our lan-
guage platkes; הערינ"ג מוֹ כְּ יוֹתֵר לִין דְּ מִתְגַּ וְאֵין ידּוּלָם גִּ עֶצֶם ֶּהוּ ז שֶׁ ים קְטַנִּ גִים דָּ מִינֵי אֲבָל
מְאדֹ חֲשׁוּבִים הֵם אֵלּוּ בְּ וְכַיּוֹצֵא וסאמאייקעס ופליאנדערקע"ס וסערדינקע"ס ומרקד"ש
עש"מ —וְעוֹלִין but types of small Ϯsh that this is their full growth and they do
not grow more, like herring and merkedes and sardinkes and pliandercas and
samaykes and the like, they are very signiϮcant and come up on the table of kings,
הַקּוֹדֶמֶת מְלִיחָתָן נֵי מִפְּ הוּא ר הַהֶיתֵּ —וְלָכֵן and therefore the leniency is because of
their prior salting. לָאו חָק הַדְּ ע"י אֶלָּא נֶאֱכָלִין אֵין דוֹלִים גְּ מְלוּחִים דָגִים דְּ תְבוּ כָּ שֶׁ וְזֶה
הוּא לָלָא —כְּ And that which they wrote, that large salted Ϯsh are eaten only with
diϨculty, is not a [universal] rule, נֶּאֱכָלִין שֶׁ דוֹלִים גְּ מְלוּחִים גִים דָּ ישֵׁ זְמַנֵּינוּ בִּ הֲרֵי שֶׁ
ולאק"ס ריביצ"א ובייעל"א שאנג"א מוֹ כְּ טוֹב —בְּ for in our times there are large
salted Ϯsh that are eaten well, like shanga and biyela ribitza and laks (salmon);
אי וַדַּ אֵלּוּ דְּ הֶם בָּ וְכַיּוֹצֵא וסלייע"ן ולעס"ץ העכ"ט מוֹ כְּ דוֹלִים גְּ גִים דָּ לִסְתָם ונָתָם וָּ כַּ אַךְ
חָק הַדְּ ע"י אֶלָּא מְלִיחָתָן בִּ נֶאֱכָלִין —אֵין but their intent is to ordinary large Ϯsh like
the hecht (pike) and les and sleyen and the like, for these are certainly not eaten
with their salting except with diϨculty. דַעַת כְּ ר וְהָעִיקָּ ירִים מַתִּ וְישֵׁ אוֹסְרִים ישֵׁ וְלָכֵן
סקכ"א] [פר"ח אֲכִילָה מָהּ שְׁ לאֹ חָק הַדְּ ע"י אֲכִילָה דַּ —הָאוֹסְרִים And therefore there
are those who forbid and those who permit, and the essential [ruling] is like the
opinion of those who forbid, that eating with diϨculty is not called eating (Pri
Chadash note 21), ר מֻותָּ אָז דְּ טַעַם טוּב בְּ נֶּאֱכָלִין שֶׁ אוֹפֶן בְּ יר בִּ כַּ מַן ְּ מִז מְלְחוּ נִּ שֶׁ לאֹ —אִם
unless they were salted a long time ago in a manner that they are eaten with good
taste, in which case it is permitted. חָק הַדְּ ע"י חַי נֶּאֱכָל שֶׁ בָר דָּ וְכָל מָלוּחַ ר שָׂ בָּ וְלָכֵן
עַכּוּ"ם לָן ְ ישּׁ בִּ שֶׁ כְּ —אֲסוּרִים And therefore saltedmeat and anything eaten rawwith
diϨculty are forbidden when a non-Jew cooked them.
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LATER AUTHORITIES

Does factory-cooked Ϯsh have bishul akum?
Sources Chazon Ish, letter in Pe’er HaDor vol. 4 p. 207

TheChazon Ish rules that Ϯsh Ϯnished by cooking in oil in a non-Jewish factory are subject
to bishul akum. Factory production does not itself remove the decree, and he applies the
ruling equally to cooking in water or through steam; he also includes a factory owned by
Jewswho do not observe the Torah. The conclusion assumes that the Ϯsh are actuallymade
edible by the non-Jewish cooking and otherwise meet the raw-edibility and king’s-table cri-
teria.

§27 אֲכִילָה בַּ רִין מֻותָּ קבצקע"ס קּוֹרֵץ שֶׁ נִים ָ עֻושּׁ הַמְּ גִים דָּ וְלָכֵן ר מֻותָּ ן ָ מְעֻושּׁ דִּ אֵר נִתְבָּ בָר —כְּ
It was already explained that smoked is permitted, and therefore smoked Ϯsh,
called kabtskes, are permitted to eat, ר שָׂ מִבָּ קְדֵירָה חַת תַּ אוֹתָם ן ֵ עִישּׁ א מָּ שֶׁ לָחוּשׁ וְאֵין
רֵיעותָּא לְהַחְזִיק אֵין דְּ גִים לְהַדָּ ֵּיעָה הַז וְעָלָה —טְרֵיפָה and one need not be concerned
lest he smoked them under a pot of treif meat and the steam rose to the Ϯsh, for
one should not presume a defect, עַכּוּ"ם בעה"ב אֲפִילּוּ וְלָכֵן קָפְדִי אַנְּקִיּותָּא דְּ וְעוֹד
ע"ד] סִי' [שכו"י רִים מֻותָּ גִים דָּ ן ֵ עִישּׁ —שֶׁ and moreover, they are particular about
cleanliness, and therefore even Ϯsh smoked by a non-Jewish householder are per-
mitted (Shvus Yaakov 3:74). מוֹ כְּ נִים ָ מְעֻושּׁ גִים דָּ רִיבּוּי בְּ ים עוֹשִׂ שֶׁ בהפאריקי"ן וכ"ש
זֶה בָּ שׁ חֲשָׁ שׁוּם אֵין דְּ —הפלאנדערקע"ס And all the more so in the factories (fab-
riken) that make smoked Ϯsh in abundance, like the pliandercas, there is no con-
cern in this. וּל בִישּׁ כְּ זֶהוּ דְּ צְלִיּיָה בִּ נֶּאֶסְרוּ שֶׁ יטָא שִׁ פְּ וּן הָעִישּׁ קוֹדֶם עַכּוּ"ם לַאן צְּ שֶׁ כְּ —אֲבָל
But when a non-Jew roasted them before the smoking, it is obvious that they
became forbidden through the roasting, for this is like cooking. רוּר בָּ נִרְאֶה וְכֵן
אֲכִילָה בַּ רִין מֻותָּ דְּ תַנּוּר בְּ הָעַכּוּ"ם ין שִׁ יבְַּ מְּ שֶׁ סִים וְאַגָּ תַפּוּחִים כְּ פֵירוֹת —בְּ And likewise
it appears clear regarding fruits like apples and pears that non-Jews dry in the
oven, that they are permitted to eat, א מָּ שֶׁ שׁ חֲשָׁ וְאֵין ים חַיִּ הֵן שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ נֶאֱכָלִים הֲרֵי שֶׁ
אִיסּוּר ן ומַּ שֻׁ בּוֹ יּשֵׁ שֶׁ תַנּוּר בְּ שׁוּם —יִבְּ for they are eaten as they are raw, and there is
no concern lest they dried them in an oven that has forbidden fat. שׁוּם יִבְּ וַאֲפִילּוּ
אַנְּקִיּותָּא ידִים מַקְפִּ הֵם דְּ ן ומָּ שֻׁ הֶם בָּ הָיהָ א מָּ שֶׁ ינןַ חָיְישִׁ לָא בלעכי"ן קּוֹרִין שֶׁ דוֹלָה גְּ מַחֲבַת בְּ
בגמ' דְאִיתָא —כִּ And even if they dried them in a large pan called blechen (a bak-
ing sheet), we are not concerned lest there was fat in them, for they are particular
about cleanliness, as stated in the Gemara,יחִים מַנִּ וַעֲלֵיהֶם בֶן תֶּ יחִין מַנִּ רוֹב דע"פ וְעוֹד
לָל כְּ זֶה בָּ ק לְפַקְפֵּ וְאֵין שׁוּט פָּ נְהָג הַמִּ וְכֵן ן שָׁ לְיבְַּ ירוֹת —הַפֵּ and moreover, usually they
place straw and on it they place the fruits to dry them, and so is the widespread
custom, and one should not cast doubt on this at all.

LATER AUTHORITIES

Does placing food in a kli sheni create bishul akum?
Sources Poskim uTeshuvot YD 113 os כח and nn. 238-240

Poskim uTeshuvot rules that a non-Jew’s placement of food in a kli sheni does not create
bishul akum, evenwhen the liquid is hot enough to scald, becausemost authorities hold that
a kli sheni does not cook. Some extend the leniency even to foods that cook unusually easily,
though the Shevet HaLevi expressed doubt about that extension. A kli rishon removed
from the Ϯre is diϥerent: while it remains yad soledes bo, it can cook and the decree applies.
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LATER AUTHORITIES

May Ϯsh prepared by modern hot smoking be eaten?
Sources Shevet HaKehati 4:198; Poskim uTeshuvot YD 113 os כז

Classical smoking, even when warm, is generally outside the bishul akum decree. Modern
‘hot smoking’ can be diϥerent: where ovens heat a room enough to bake the Ϯsh and smoke
from a second chamber merely improves it, the Shevet HaKehati and other authorities
rule stringently because heat, not smoke, makes the Ϯsh edible. Cold smoking at low tem-
perature remains within the smoking leniency. The product’s label is therefore insuϨcient;
the decisive fact is whether oven heat actually cooks it.

§28 ר מֻותָּ וּל לְבִישּׁ ין וֵּ נִתְכַּ וְלאֹ ל ֵ ישּׁ בִּ שֶׁ —עַכּוּ"ם Anon-Jewwho cooked but did not
intend to cook — it is permitted. הֶחָצִיר לְהַעֲבִיר דֵי כְּ אֲגַם בָּ אוּר ית הִצִּ שֶׁ גוֹן כְּ יצַד כֵּ
מְלָכִים לְחַן שֻׁ עַל עוֹלִין שֶׁ מָקוֹם בְּ אֲפִילּוּ רִים מֻותָּ אֵלּוּ הֲרֵי טְהוֹרִים חֲגָבִים בּוֹ לוּ ְ שּׁ —וְנִתְבַּ
How so? For example, if he lit a Ϯre in a marsh in order to remove the grass, and
pure locusts were cooked in it — these are permitted, even in a place where they
come up on the table of kings. י רָאשֵׁ לֶאֱכוֹל ר מֻותָּ יעָר ֵ הַשּׂ לְהָסִיר הָראֹשׁ חָרַךְ אִם וְכֵן
הַחֲרִיכָה עַת שְׁ בִּ צְלוּ נִּ שֶׁ —הָאָזְניִַם And likewise if he singed the head to remove the
hair, it is permitted to eat the tips of the ears that were roasted at the time of the
singeing. אֵיזֶה מִקּוֹדֶם רָאֵל הֲיִשְׂ וְטָמַן זֶה בָּ וְכַיּוֹצֵא לַח יתֵָד בּוֹ שׁ לְייַבֵּ נּוּר הַתַּ יק הִסִּ אִם וְכֵן
לֶאֱכוֹל ר מֻותָּ ה מָּ שָׁ לֶה צָּ יִּ שֶׁ מַאֲכָל בַר —דְּ And likewise if he lit the oven to dry in it a
moist peg or the like, and the Jew had Ϯrst buried some food item to roast there,
it is permitted to eat, הַיּתֵָד אֶת שׁ לְייַבֵּ א אֶלָּ וּל לְבִישּׁ ין וֵּ נִתְכַּ לָא דְּ וּם —מִשּׁ because he
did not intend to cook, but rather to dry the peg. זֶה ם גַּ רֵי מִקְּ ת בָּ שַׁ לְעִנְיןַ דִּ ואע"ג
פא"מ [תוס' וּל לְבִישּׁ לָל כְּ זֶה ב מֶיחֱשָׁ לָא לָקוֹת שְׁ לְעִנְיןַ מ"מ [ע"ד:] בָּת שַׁ בְּ דְאִיתָא כִּ וּל ישּׁ בִּ
—ל"ח] And although regarding Shabbos this too is called cooking, as stated in
Shabbos (74b), nevertheless regarding cooked foods this is not considered cooking
at all (Tosafos Perek Ein Ma’amidin 38). מֵהַטְמָנתַ ידַָע לאֹ הָעַכּוּ"ם שֶׁ כְּ דַוְקָא דְּ וי"א
ע"ש הַטּוּר עַת דַּ וְזֶהוּ וּל לְבִישּׁ ין וֵּ נִתְכַּ א מָּ שֶׁ וּם מִשּׁ אָסוּר יּדַָע שֶׁ כְּ אֲבָל רָאֵל —הֲיִשְׂ And
there are those who say that this is speciϮcally when the non-Jew did not know of
the Jew’s burying, but when he knew it is forbidden, lest he intended to cook, and
this is the opinion of the Tur, see there; וּבְלאֹ [ב"י] כֵּן ס"ל לָא הַפּוֹסְקִים רוֹב אֲבָל
סקי"א] [פר"ח זוֹ לְדֵיעָה לָחוּשׁ רָאוּי —הפ"מ but most of the poskim do not hold so
(Beis Yosef ), and where there is no great loss it is proper to be concerned for this
opinion (Pri Chadash note 11).

LATER AUTHORITIES

Does a non-Jew operating the power station forbid food already in an
oven?
Sources R’ Yosef Shalom Elyashiv, Ashrei HaIsh YD 8:16

R’ Yosef Shalom Elyashiv permits food placed in an oven before city electricity begins
when non-Jewish power-station workers later supply the current, because they have no in-
tent to cook and are not acting for any particular pot. This does not permit every restora-
tion of electricity. If a non-Jew knowingly raises the home’s main breaker while a dish is
cooking and before it reaches ma’achal ben derosai, Poskim uTeshuvot treats the food as
prohibited, although residual oven heat may provide grounds for leniency in a particular
case.
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§29 וּל ישּׁ בִּ ם לְשֵׁ ון וֵּ כִּ אִם אֲבָל כמ"ש לָל כְּ וּל ישּׁ בִּ ם לְשֵׁ ון וֵּ כִּ לאֹ הָעַכּוּ"ם שֶׁ כְּ זֶה וְכָל
רָאֵל הֲיִשְׂ ל שֶׁ זֶה וּל לְבִישּׁ ין וֵּ נִתְכַּ לּאֹ שֶׁ אע"ג עָלְמָא —בְּ And all this is when the non-Jew
did not intend to cook at all, as written; but if he intended for cooking in general,
even though he did not intend for this cooking of the Jew’s, נּוּר הַתַּ יק הִסִּ שֶׁ גוֹן כְּ
לאֹ הֲרֵי שֶׁ לָזֶה ון וֵּ כִּ לאֹ הָעַכּוּ"ם שֶׁ אע"פ וְנִצְלָה ר שָׂ בָּ מִקּוֹדֶם ם שָׁ טָמַן רָאֵל שְׂ וְהַיִּ בּוֹ ל ֵ לְבַשּׁ
וּל ישּׁ בִּ ם לְשֵׁ הָיהָ ק הַהֶיסֵּ שֶׁ יוָן כֵּ אָסוּר מ"מ לָל כְּ בּוֹ —ידַָע for example, if he lit the oven
to cook in it, and the Jew had Ϯrst buried meat there and it roasted, even though
the non-Jew did not intend for this, for he did not know of it at all, nevertheless
it is forbidden, since the lighting was for the purpose of cooking. זֶהוּ דְּ לִי וְירֵָאֶה
וּל ישּׁ בִּ ונתַ וָּ כַּ לאֹ בְּ ם שָׁ הִטְמִין א אֶלָּ לֶה צָּ תִּ שֶׁ ר שָׂ הַבָּ ן לִיתֵּ ון וֵּ כִּ לאֹ רָאֵל שְׂ הַיִּ שֶׁ —כְּ And it
appears to me that this is when the Jew did not intend to place the meat so that
it would roast, but buried it there without intent to cook; נָתַן רָאֵל שְׂ הַיִּ שֶׁ כְּ אֲבָל
עַכּוּ"ם וּלֵי ישּׁ בִּ וּם מִשּׁ אֵין בָזֶה דְּ אֵר יִּתְבָּ שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ ר ותָּ מֻּ שֶׁ יטָא שִׁ פְּ וּל ישּׁ בִּ ונתַ לְכַוָּ ר שָׂ הַבָּ אֶת
נּוּר לְהַתַּ אֲכָל הַמַּ נָתַן רָאֵל שְׂ הַיִּ שֶׁ —כְּ but when the Jew placed the meat with intent
to cook, it is obvious that it is permitted, as will be explained, for in this there
is no [prohibition of] bishul akum when the Jew placed the food in the oven.
נ"מ מַאי דְּ קוֹדֶם וְלאֹ נּוּר הַתַּ גִירַת שְׁ אַחַר וְוקָא דַּ זֶהוּ דְּ לוֹמַר —וְאֵין And one cannot say
that this is speciϮcally after the Ϯring of the oven and not before, for what is the
diϥerence? ע"ש וּל לְבִישּׁ ין וֵּ נִתְכַּ לאֹ רָאֵל שְׂ הַיִּ דְּ [ל"ח.] הגמ' שׁוֹן מִלְּ לִי אֵר מִתְבָּ —וְכֵן
And so it is explained to me from the language of the Gemara (38a), that the Jew
did not intend to cook, see there. וְהָעַכּוּ"ם וּל ישּׁ לַבִּ רָאֵל הֲיִשְׂ ין וֵּ נִתְכַּ לּאֹ כְשֶׁ דִּ נ"ל וְעוֹד
ל ֵ בַשּׁ מִלְּ בּוֹ חָזַר שֶׁ גוֹן כְּ זֶה ק הֶיסֵּ בְּ לָל כְּ ל ֵ ישּׁ בִּ לאֹ הָעַכּוּ"ם אִם אַף אָסוּר וּל לְבִישּׁ ין וֵּ —נִתְכַּ
And further it appears to me that when the Jew did not intend to cook and the
non-Jew did intend to cook, it is forbidden even if the non-Jew did not cook at all
with this Ϯring, for example if he retracted from cooking, הָיְתָה ק הַהֶיסֵּ שֶׁ יוָן כֵּ מ"מ
אָסוּר וּל ישּׁ בִּ ונתַ —לְכַוָּ nevertheless, since the Ϯring was with intent to cook, it is
forbidden.
§30 הָיהָ שֶׁ כְּ אֲבָל וּל ישּׁ הַבִּ בְּ חֵלֶק שׁוּם רָאֵל שְׂ לְהַיִּ הָיהָ לּאֹ שֶׁ כְּ א אֶלָּ אֵינוֹ לָקוֹת שְׁ אִיסּוּר
ר מֻותָּ חֵלֶק אֵיזֶה —לוֹ The prohibition of cooked foods is only when the Jew had
no part at all in the cooking, but when he had some part it is permitted. יצַד כֵּ
הָאֵשׁ עַל דֵרָה הַקְּ יחַ וְהִנִּ דֵרָה קְּ בַּ ר שָׂ הַבָּ מוּ שָׂ אוֹ הָאֵשׁ עַל ר שָׂ הַבָּ אֶת הָעַכּוּ"ם יחַ הִנִּ שֶׁ גוֹן כְּ
וּל ישּׁ הַבִּ לְקָרֵב דֵי כְּ דֵרָה הַקְּ אֶת הֵגִיס אוֹ ר שָׂ הַבָּ אֶת וְהָפַךְ רָאֵל הֲיִשְׂ וּבָא נּוּר תַּ בַּ נָתְנָה אוֹ
ר מֻותָּ נוֹ לְתַקְּ —אוֹ How so? For example, if the non-Jew placed the meat on the
Ϯre, or they placed the meat in a pot and placed the pot on the Ϯre or put it in
the oven, and the Jew came and turned the meat or stirred the pot in order to
hasten the cooking or to Ϯx it, it is permitted. ר שָׂ הַבָּ יחַ הִנִּ רָאֵל שְׂ הַיִּ שֶׁ כְּ לְהֵיפֶךְ וְכֵן
ר מֻותָּ דֵרָה קְּ בַּ הֵגִיס אוֹ הָפְכוּ וְהָעַכּוּ"ם דֵרָה הַקְּ —אוֹ And likewise the reverse, when
the Jew placed the meat or the pot and the non-Jew turned it or stirred the pot,
it is permitted. ה"ז סּוֹף בַּ ין בֵּ ה חִלָּ תְּ בַּ ין בֵּ וּל ישּׁ מֵהַבִּ מְעַט רָאֵל יִשְׂ לוֹ ְ ישּׁ בִּ שֶׁ כָּל לָל הַכְּ זֶה
ר —מֻותָּ This is the rule: anything that the Jew cooked a little of the cooking,
whether at the beginning or at the end, is permitted. הָעַכּוּ"ם סִיּוּעַ לאֹ בְּ אִם וַאֲפִילּוּ
ר מֻותָּ וּל ישּׁ הַבִּ בְּ חֵלֶק קְצָת רָאֵל שְׂ לְהַיִּ הָיהָ שֶׁ יוָן כֵּ מ"מ ל ֵ שּׁ מִתְבַּ הָיהָ —לאֹ And even if
without the non-Jew’s assistance it would not have cooked, nevertheless, since the
Jew had some part in the cooking, it is permitted. יחַ הִנִּ שֶׁ ין בֵּ [ל"ח:] חֲזַ"ל אָמְרוּ וְכָךְ
הֵא תְּ שֶׁ עַד אָסוּר וְאֵינוֹ ר מֻותָּ עַכּוּ"ם ךְ וְהִיפֵּ רָאֵל יִשְׂ יחַ הִנִּ שֶׁ וּבֵין רָאֵל הֲיִשְׂ ךְ וְהִיפֵּ עַכּוּ"ם
וְכוּ' וּגְמָרוֹ חִלָּתוֹ —תְּ And so the Sages said (38b): Whether the non-Jew placed [it]
and the Jew turned [it], or the Jew placed [it] and the non-Jew turned [it], it is
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permitted, and it is not forbidden unless its beginning and its completion [are by
the non-Jew], etc.
§31 זֶה תַבְנוּ כָּ ר מֻותָּ ל ֵ שּׁ מִתְבַּ הָיהָ לאֹ הָעַכּוּ"ם סִיּוּעַ לאֹ בְּ אִם אֲפִילּוּ דַּ תַבְנוּ כָּ שֶׁ זֶה דְּ וְדַע
ן כֵּ תַב כָּ שֶׁ ו' סְעִיף בִּ הָרַמָ"א ינוּ רַבֵּ בְרֵי דִּ —לְפִי And know, that what we wrote, that
even if without the non-Jew’s assistance it would not have cooked it is permitted
— we wrote this according to the words of our teacher the Rema in seif 6, who
wrote so. ופר"ח] סק"ו וט"ז סק"ח "ךְ [שָׁ "ס ַ הַשּׁ נֶגֶד ֶּהוּ ז שֶׁ עָלָיו פְסוּ תָּ הש"ע י מְפָרְשֵׁ —וְכָל
And all the commentators on the Shulchan Aruch took issue with him, that this
is against the Talmud (Shach note 8 and Taz note 6 and Pri Chadash), ם שָׁ מְפוֹרָשׁ דִּ
ע"ש דְבָרָיו בִּ מְאדֹ וְנִדְחֲקוּ אָסוּר הָעַכּוּ"ם ע"י הוּא וּל ישּׁ הַבִּ ר עִיקַּ אִם —דְּ for it is explicit
there that if the essence of the cooking is by the non-Jew it is forbidden, and they
labored greatly with his words, see there. בָרָיו דְּ ולענ"ד לְגַמְרֵי בָרָיו דְּ חָה דָּ שֶׁ וְישֵׁ
בס"ד וּנְבָאֲרֵם מֶשׁ ֶ שּׁ כַּ רוּרִים —בְּ And there is one who rejected his words entirely,
and in my humble opinion his words are as clear as the sun, and we will explain
them with God’s help.
§32 בּוֹ ךְ וְהִיפֵּ עַכּוּ"ם וּבָא חָלִים גֶּ ע"ג ר שָׂ בָּ רָאֵל יִשְׂ יחַ הִנִּ מוּאֵל שְׁ אָמַר [ל"ח.] בגמ' אִיתָא
ר —מֻותָּ It states in the Gemara (38a): Shmuel said, if a Jew placed meat on coals
and a non-Jew came and turned it, it is permitted. הַהִיפּוּךְ בְלאֹ דִּ מַיְירֵי דְּ יק וּמַסִּ
אַחַת עָה שָׁ בְּ ל ֵ שּׁ יִתְבַּ כוּ הִיפְּ וּכְשֶׁ עוֹת שָׁ י תֵּ שְׁ בִּ ל ֵ שּׁ מִתְבַּ —הָיהָ And it concludes that it
speaks of a case where without the turning it would cook in two hours, and when
he turned it, it would cook in one hour, לָל כְּ ל ֵ שּׁ מִתְבַּ הָיהָ לאֹ הַהִיפּוּךְ לאֹ בְּ אִם אֲבָל
—אָסוּר but if without the turning it would not have cooked at all, it is forbidden;
הִיא תָא מִילְּ לָא וּלָא ישּׁ בִּ קְרוֹבֵי דִּ הּ בַּ לַן לֵית וּל ישּׁ הַבִּ מְקָרֵב הָעַכּוּ"ם דְּ דאע"ג —וקמ"ל and
it teaches us that although the non-Jew hastens the cooking, we have no [concern]
with it, for hastening the cooking is not a [signiϮcant] matter. עְיאָ אִיבַּ אוֹמֵר וְאַחַ"כּ
מַהוּ רָאֵל יִשְׂ ךְ וְהִיפֵּ עַכּוּ"ם יחַ הִנִּ —לְהוּ And afterward it says: A question was asked,
if a non-Jew placed [it] and a Jew turned [it], what is [the law]? בַּר נחְַמָן רַב אָמַר
ן כֵּ שֶׁ כָּל לאֹ רָאֵל יִשְׂ ידַ בְּ מָרוֹ גְּ ר מֻותָּ עַכּוּ״ם ידַ בְּ מְרוּ גָּ ק״ו —יִצְחָק Rav Nachman bar
Yitzchak said: [It is] an a fortiori inference — if its completion in the hand of a
non-Jew is permitted, its completion in the hand of a Jew, is it not all the more
so [permitted]? יחַ הִנִּ שֶׁ ין בֵּ רָאֵל יִשְׂ ךְ וְהִיפֵּ עַכּוּ"ם יחַ הִנִּ שֶׁ ין בֵּ יוֹחָנןָ א"ר וְכוּ' נָמֵי מַר אִיתְּ
עַכּוּ"ם ידֵי בִּ וּגְמָרוֹ חִלָּתוֹ תְּ הֵא תְּ שֶׁ עַד אָסוּר וְאֵינוֹ ר מֻותָּ עַכּוּ"ם ךְ וְהִיפֵּ רָאֵל —יִשְׂ It was
also stated, etc.: Rabbi Yochanan said, whether the non-Jew placed [it] and the
Jew turned [it], or the Jew placed [it] and the non-Jew turned [it], it is permitted,
and it is not forbidden unless its beginning and its completion are by the hand
of a non-Jew. גַר שְׁ נָמֵי אִי רָאֵל יִשְׂ וַאֲפָה עַכּוּ"ם גַר שְׁ דִּ א רִיפְתָּ הָא הִלְכְתָא רָבִינָא אָמַר
חִיתּוּייֵ יהּ בֵּ וְחָתָה רָאֵל יִשְׂ וַאֲתָא עַכּוּ"ם וְאָפָה עַכּוּ"ם גַר שְׁ נָמֵי אִי עַכּוּ"ם וַאֲפָה רָאֵל יִשְׂ
הגמ' עכ"ל מֵי דָּ יר פִּ —שַׁ Ravina said, the law is: This bread, that a non-Jew Ϯred
[the oven] and a Jew baked, or a Jew Ϯred and a non-Jew baked, or a non-Jew Ϯred
and a non-Jew baked and a Jew came and stoked it a stoking, it is Ϯne, end quote
of the Gemara. ע"ש וְכוּ' א רִיפְתָּ הָא ךְ הִלְכָּ גּוֹרֵס בָרִים דְּ פ' סוֹף אִלְתּוֹת ְ —וְהַשּׁ And the
She’iltos, end of parashas Devarim, reads “therefore this bread,” etc., see there.


