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Selected emails from our listeners
Dear R' Dovid

I listen to your program every week, as I do a lot of travelling.
I find it very refreshing, informative, open minded, and objective. It is an "out of the box" way of filling
people in with the latest Halachic issues etc. from top Rabbonim and experts in the field.

I was a bit taken aback when you put forth your own opinion this week, about n%>n. People (I can only talk
for myself...) prefer making their own decisions, and assuming that the presenter is truly objective.

Since you have put forth your opinion, I would like to challenge it, from many angles.
Even if you disagree with some of them, I think you will agree that there is merit to some of them, so
please treat each one independently.

1. Rabbi Schechter was saying that since there is at least a 790 involved, there is a problem of van x4,
and he compared it to o7 777 on the last |y which is not 2dyn, but nevertheless there is a nyT that it is
a problem of yaan x%.

T have 2 issues with this. A. Over there, the Mitzva is on all 4 corners, so you have detracted from the
Mitzva itself. Here, the n7>ni |27 are two separate components of one nixn. See Rambam. B. If he would
be right, then for the last 2000 years we shouldn't have been wearing the |27 alone, as we are being Naw
on yan 7a. Even though we have been an oax on this, what '1n'n do we have to put ourselves into a a¥n of
01x? We would be better off not wearing o'n'70 at alll

2. Rabbi Schechter was not taking into account that there are several nio'w how to make it. Once we add
that into the equation, it certainly changes the picture. Until we have a ny1on on that, we will always have
n'olo 1 saying that we are not being oz the Mitzva, and being 121y on yaan 71 (according to him).

3. You were basing your personal actions (Of "why not chap-arein another Mitzva") on what Rabbi
Schechter was saying. But the truth is that they are very far apart. He would definitely say not to wear
all three, because most times you are being 12y on yaan 7a. [To get around this, I can suggest that you
put all 3 ways on one Talis, and make a 'xan that you only want the one which is right.]

4. Your mwo of "What's there to lose?" seems to be a very good and simple nivu. The problem with it is
that is too good and simple! Do you really think that the n'zoion *211a didn't think of that one? If you
would have told it to R' Elyashiv, would he have said: "Gosh, R' Dovid, that's an amazing myo! Why didn't
I think of it? From today I will start wearing three pairs, just like you!ll"

4. As is apparent, 121 i 2N of the n'jpoion *21Ta do not wear this n'7on. That is always what is vaip the
Halacha 7xnw x'nw ' 7v 717 Nnx "ox... T feel it is a bit arrogant to say "I will do it, because it makes
sense to me to do it".

Do you really think this is the correct attitude, that when I understand different than the vast majority
of the npoion *711a that I should do as I understand?

I will mention a |"n niwnT who asks why should we follow Rabbonim, if after all they are human and make
mistakes? He gives two answers 1. More often than not, they are right, just like we follow doctors even
though they make mistakes. 2. The n2win which comes from following them, far outweighs the damage
done by following their mistakes.



5. You quoted someone as saying that the ninao to accept this n'7on are strong enough to be 1'nn an nany.
From your tone, it sounded like that makes them very strong. The truth is that it's the total opposite!
We rely on very weak evidence to be 7'nn an miay- We rely nux 2 17'ox T2y 2y 17'9x. So whoever said this,
was obviously limitingthe reliability of the proofs, saying they are only strong enough for that, and
nothing more.

6. You quoted a nipn nxn on the importance of nx'x nixn, that it is nixnn 75 10 n'71pw. It is far from me
to take away from any nixn, but we find this expression by many many nixn. I can suggest that various
ni¥n have unique characteristics in certain areas, each one shining in its own area. We mustn't forget the
Mishna in Avos namnad n%p nixna nTn- we just don't know...

7.R' Volbe used to quote from R Yerucham that "you should run away from the BIG Mitzvos" , meaning
that at times there are "crazes" about certain Mitzvos, and some people get caught up in them. The
result is that they end up being 7171 in other Mitzvos, and in Rabbonim and Gedoloim, all in the name of
"Their" Mitzva.

Yours Sincerely
Rabbi Ahron Kramer

07854 783391
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Over 6,000 Households Participate in Beit
Hillel's Shabbat Yisraelit

December 17, 2013 in Beit Hillel, News, Projects, Videos
by BeitHillel

On Shabbat Parshat Chayei Sara (October 25, 2013) we witnessed an historical
moment in Israel. Over 6,000 households participated in Beit Hillel’s country-wide
initiative — Shabbat Yisraelit — that brought together religious and non-religious
families for Friday night dinner. Government Ministers, members of Knesset, mayors,
IDF commanders, musicians, as well as thousands of Israelis from over 50 different
cities, participated in the initiative. Beit Hillel Executive Director Rav Ronen Neuwirth
had the tremendous privilege to host Zev Bielsky, the mayor of Ra’anana and former
chairman of the Jewish agency.

Shabbat Yisraelit represents the application of the two halachic rulings that Beit
Hillel published over the past year; specifically about Shabbat invitations and the
possibility of eating at the home of someone who does not observe Kashrut.

Shabbat Yisraelit received mass media coverage — interviews on TV and radio,
print and online news articles, op-ed pieces, and social media outlets. For exam-
ple, see the Jerusalem Post’s review ‘Religious-Secular’ Shabbat Attracts 6,000
Households.

We also produced an educational booklet specifically for Shabbat Yisraelit, which

323



contains articles about Shabbat written by both observant and non-observant people.
The printed edition was distributed in 110,000 copies across Israel. An electronic
version of the booklet (Hebrew) can be downloaded: Shabbat Yisraelit Guide.

Shabbat Yisraelit created a big buzz, and was very well received by both the
religious and non-religious communities. In response to the numerous requests of
the non-observant guests to host the religious families, Beit Hillel will continue this
initiative on Chanukah wherein the families will get together for a joint candle lighting
ceremony.

If you haven’t already seen it, check out the special humorous video clip (a spoof
of National Geographic) that we produced to promote the initiative — a clip that has
already received close to 150,000 views.

© 2013 Beit Hillel — Attentive Spiritual Leadership. All Rights Reserved
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Outreach or Stumbling Block?
Extending Shabbos Invitations to the
Nonobservant

One of the most common strategies that are employed in the ongoing effort
to draw nonobservant Jews closer to Torah observance is to share with
them the beauty and warmth of the Shabbos table. The common practice of
extending invitations to the nonobservant has given rise to the difficult and
complex question of whether such invitations are indeed a commendable form
of kiruv, or actually facilitate additional Shabbos desecration. Knowing that
the invitee will arrive at the Shabbos meal by car, the host inadvertently causes
the guest to commit an additional transgression, even as he intends to inspire
him to embrace halachic observance. Extending such an invitation, then, might
transgress the Torah prohibition of %wan 1nn &Y My 2195 — “You shall not place a
stumbling block before a blind man” (Vayikra 19:14) — which is interpreted as
referring to causing others to sin. Another issue to consider is the prohibition
discussed by numerous halachic authorities against assisting those committing
a transgression — 01y 111Y y»on.

We will begin our discussion by examining the possibility of equating “spiri-
tual rescue” with the rescue of one’s physical life, such that we may suspend
Torah law in the effort to reach out to nonobservant Jews and inspire them
to lead a halachic lifestyle. We will then proceed to address the parameters of
7 1aY and y»on, and conclude with a survey of the views taken by recent and
contemporary poskim with regard to this subject.

I. Violating the Torah to Save a Soul
The Rashba and the Shulchan Aruch

The possibility of allowing Torah violations for the sake of “spiritual rescue”
emerges from a ruling of the Shulchan Aruch in the context of Shabbos:

If someone received word that his daughter was taken from his home on
Shabbos for the purpose of removing her from the Jewish nation, it is a
mitzva to travel to try to rescue her, and he may even travel beyond three
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parsaos. If he does not want [to desecrate Shabbos for this purpose], we
force him [to do so]. (O.C. 306:14)

The Shulchan Aruch’s ruling stems from his discussion in Beis Yosef, where he
cites and disputes the ruling of the Rashba in one of his responsa (7:267). The
Rashba was asked about this case and replied Tmbn 1% 1270 — “this matter
requires study” Despite his ambivalence, the Rashba proceeds to take the posi-
tion that it is forbidden to desecrate Shabbos to rescue somebody from spiritual
danger: m7ayn 0 nYxn Yy nawn nk pmT PR (“One does not desecrate the Shabbos
to rescue [somebody] from sin”). He draws proof from the Gemara’s ruling in
Maseches Shabbos (4a) regarding the question of removing dough that one had
placed in an oven on Shabbos, before it is baked. The Gemara rules that although
the one who had placed the dough in the oven will be liable for Shabbos violation
if the dough remains in the oven long enough to bake, others are not permitted
to remove the bread from the oven — which entails a Shabbos violation — in
order to save him from liability. Accordingly, the Rashba rules, it is forbidden to
desecrate Shabbos for the sake of preventing a person from sin, and hence one
may not travel on Shabbos to rescue somebody who is coming under pressure
to renounce and abandon the Jewish faith.

The Beis Yosef, however, disputes the Rashba’s position, noting Tosfos™ dis-
cussion concerning the case addressed by the Gemara of the bread placed in the
oven. Tosfos questions the Gemara’s ruling in light of the Mishna’s comment in
Maseches Gittin (41b) that the master of a 7 72 >¥xm 72y »¥n (“half -servant™)
is forced to release the servant so that he would be able to get married.! Despite
the fact that releasing a gentile servant transgresses a Biblical command?, the
Mishna nevertheless permits and even requires a master to do so for the sake of
enabling the servant to fulfill the mitzva of marriage and procreation. Seemingly,
this indicates that one may, in fact, transgress a Biblical command for the spiri-
tual benefit of another person. Tosfos suggests two distinctions to reconcile the
Mishna’s ruling with that of the Gemara concerning the dough in the oven. First,
Tosfos proposes that the situation of the servant is unique due to the singular
importance of procreation. Whereas generally one may not violate the Torah
for the spiritual benefit of others, this is allowed, and even required, to allow
somebody to marry and beget children. Secondly, Tosfos suggests that the issue

L A pnjao¥mTay ox¥n is a servant who was co-owned by two partners until one of them
released his “portion” of the servant, such that he is now half servant and half freeman.
Under these circumstances, he is unable to marry, as his status as a half-servant makes
it forbidden to marry an ordinary Jewish woman, and his status as a half-freeman makes
it forbidden to marry a maidservant.

2. See Gittin 38b: nwya 72 372Y NR TINVNA Y.
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might depend on whether or not the person in need of spiritual assistance is at
fault. In the case under discussion in Maseches Shabbos, the individual acted
wrongly by placing dough in the oven, and the Gemara thus does not allow
others to commit a halachic violation to spare him the consequences of his
wrongful act. The Mishna in Gittin, however, speaks of a servant who for no
fault of his own finds himself halachically unable to marry, and under such
circumstances one may violate a Biblical command to give him the ability to
tulfill the mitzva of procreation.

The Beis Yosef notes that according to both answers proposed by Tosfos,
it would be permissible to violate Shabbos in the situation discussed by the
Rashba. According to Tosfos’ first answer, Torah law is suspended for the sake of
facilitating a mitzva of special importance such as procreation, a provision that
would certainly apply when somebody is at risk of being led away from Torah
observance altogether. And according to Tosfos’ second answer, one may violate
Torah law to save somebody from a spiritually threatening situation which came
about through circumstances beyond his control, which is clearly the case when
a girl is abducted by missionaries.

The Beis Yosef accepts Tosfos’s view, and thus allows — and even requires — a
father to violate Shabbos in order to save his daughter from missionaries.

The Nachalas Shiva

A third view is presented by the Nachalas Shiva (Teshuvos, 83), who allows and
requires violating the Torah for the sake of “spiritual rescue” under all circum-
stances, regardless of whether the individual is at risk of committing a minor or
major transgression, and even if he is to blame for the situation. The Nachalas
Shiva bases his view on the premise that rescuing one’s fellow from sin is no less
vital than rescuing him from death. He writes, XY nonx1 nmonn nnw »n wai xny
19w 93 — “To save his soul from destruction, from eternal death, all the more
so [that this effort overrides Torah law]” In his view, the provision requiring
a person or even many people to desecrate Shabbos for the sake of saving a
human life, even if there is some doubt whether the efforts will succeed, is fully

applicable in situations of spiritual danger.?

3. 'The Nachalas Shiva notes that this rationale was expressed in the question sent to the
Rashba in the aforementioned responsum, and that although the Rashba did not accept
this argument, he did acknowledge 7m%n Ay 727n, that the matter requires further
study, and did not definitively reject this view. It should be noted, however, that the
Rashba indeed appears to implicitly reject this contention by citing the Gemara’s ruling
in Maseches Shabbos forbidding the minor violation of removing the dough from the
oven for the sake of rescuing one from sin.
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This is also the implication of the Taz, who gives the following explanation
for the Shulchan Aruch’s ruling requiring the father to rescue his daughter on
Shabbos: 91y 117 n2w %1913 AYRAY W, 30 MR 09YY NIMN IRYD NPNNY DRI RN
vaympan (“Here, where they are seeking to have her renounce her faith and she
would thus remain an apostate forever...she should be saved through Shabbos
desecration, as this is even more important than rescuing a life”).

The Minchas Chinuch (239:6), too, expresses this view, in his discussion of
the mitzva of tochecha (reprimanding violators). He writes that this requirement
is included under the prohibition of v 07 %Y Tmyn &Y (Vayikra 19:16), which
forbids remaining idle when another person’s life is at risk, and also under the
command of nmax nawn (returning lost property), which includes the require-
ment to save one’s fellow from bodily harm (yow nmax; see Sanhedrin 73a). If
one is commanded to intervene to rescue a person from physical danger, the
Minchas Chinuch writes, then one is certainly required to expend efforts to save
sinners from spiritual ruin: nTaxr XNT NN N IXNY 9197 ORT NN AN INR Y
»RN%1 20N 1PTNNY 27N R T Y7119 1w — “All the more so, if one can rescue
him from sin, which involves the loss of his soul and body, Heaven forbid, he is
certainly obligated to return him to proper conduct and [thereby] rescue him.”

This rationale actually appears in an earlier source — a responsum of the
Maharshdam (Y.D. 204), where he rules that one is required to spend money to
rescue another person from sin. He notes the Gemara’s ruling (Sanhedrin 73a)
requiring one to even incur an expense to save somebody’s life, and then com-
ments: 2”19RY NNW 21193 X807 19780Y 119101 12219132 172 MAIYY 2N 17N BT Y80 OR)
— “If one is obligated to invest both physical effort and money to save some-
body’s life, all the more so [he must do so] to save his soul from destruction.”*

This notion is further developed by the Chafetz Chaim, in his work Chomas
Ha-das (Chizuk Ha-das, 3). He writes that just as if we see an ill patient trying to
obtain foods that could kill him, we are required by the Torah to try to prevent
him from eating such foods, similarly, we are required to try to persuade people
to avoid sin. The Chafetz Chaim further notes that Halacha requires hiring pro-
tessional lifeguards to rescue a person who is drowning, when this is necessary
to save his life, and thus by the same token, “we must search for people who are
gifted, God-fearing speakers who know how to draw the hearts of Israel toward
their Father in heaven.”

4. This point is also made by the Shela, in Derech Chaim Tochechos Mussar, Parashas
Kedoshim, where he writes that the prohibition of 797 07 %y Tmyn &Y applies to rescuing
sinners from spiritual “death”: 772y 721y 1381 DRV ,WAIA NY¥N IV Y3 1N NHEN2 1NN O
NP INNY TIRDY.
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A possible basis® for this view of the Nachalas Shiva is Chazal's comment
establishing that leading a person to sin is a more grievous offense than murder:

IRVNNM AT DY 10 ROR RN PR BNINY NN 101D WP DTRD DR RONNN
.RIN ONYN 1Y TN OYIYN TN IRININ

One who causes a person to sin has committed a more grievous offense
than one who kills him, for one who kills him drives him only from this
world, whereas one who causes him to sin drives him from this world
and the next. (Sifrei, Ki-Seitzei 252)

The Sifrei classifies wonn — causing one’s fellow to sin — as an especially griev-
ous form of murder. The implication of this remark is that sin is akin to death
— and even worse than death — and thus we are required to take the same mea-
sures to save a person from sin as we are to save one from death. This emerges
more clearly from a passage in the Midrash Tanchuma (Pinchas, 4), which cites
this comment in reference to the command issued to Benei Yisrael to avenge
Midyan’s scheme to lead them to sin. The Tanchuma states in that context, “On
this basis, the Sages said: One who approaches to kill you — arise and kill him,”
and it then proceeds to cite the rule that causing one to sin is worse than murder.
It seems clear that the Midrash seeks to equate spiritual ruin with murder, such
that the same means that must be employed to protect against death are required
to save a person from sin.

Further support for the Nachalas Shiva’s theory may be drawn from the
comments of the Ritva in Maseches Megilla (14a) concerning the establishment
of Chanukah and Purim. The Purim celebration, as the Gemara there notes,
was instituted based on the rationale that “if we sing praise for leaving from
bondage to freedom [on Pesach], then all the more so [we should celebrate]
leaving from death to life” Given the requirement to celebrate our release from
Egyptian bondage on Pesach, the religious leaders at the time of the Purim
miracle reasoned that a celebration must certainly be instituted for the Jews’
rescue from Haman’s decree of annihilation. The Ritva briefly comments that
this rationale also formed the basis for the establishment of Chanukah after
the Jews victory over the Greeks. Despite the fact that the Greeks oppressed
the Jews spiritually, but did not threaten them with annihilation, nevertheless,
according to the Ritva, the religious leaders at the time of the Chanukah miracle
saw themselves as having been delivered “from death to life” Apparently, the
Ritva equated spiritual demise with physical death, and thus the deliverance

5. 'This point was made by the Shevus Yaakov, who, as we will soon see, disputed the
Nachalas Shiva’s position.
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from spiritual persecution is as at least as significant and worthy of celebration
than the deliverance from the threat of physical annihilation.

The Shevus Yaakov’s Objections

The Shevus Yaakov (1:16) cites and dismisses the Nachalas Shiva’s theory, noting
that the concern for human life overrides virtually all of the Torah’s commands
(with the well-known exceptions of murder, idolatry and immorality). If sin
is akin to, and even worse than, death, the Shevus Yaakov argues, then there
should be no reason for the protection of life to supersede Torah law. After all,
why should one subject himself to spiritual “death” to save himself from physical
death?

We may, however, easily respond that the Torah itself mandates protecting
ones life at the expense of Torah law. When one commits a Torah violation to
save his life, he does not cause himself spiritual “death” at all, because he does
precisely what the Torah itself instructs him to do. And thus the suspension of
Torah law in situations of life-threatening danger in no way reflects a preference
for physical life over spiritual life.

The Shevus Yaakov further challenges the Nachalas Shiva’s view by arguing
that if one commits “spiritual suicide” by engaging in sinful behavior, there is no
justification for allowing others to transgress the Torah to intervene and prevent
him from sinning. The underlying assumption of this argument appears to be
that Halacha does not require one to transgress the Torah to rescue a person
who attempts to take his own life. But while this is, in fact, the position taken by
the Minchas Chinuch (237, Kometz Ha-mincha 2), Rav Moshe Feinstein rejected
this view in several contexts.® Accordingly, when it comes to “spiritual rescue,’
too, it stands to reason that one may transgress the Torah for the sake of trying
to rescue a person who knowingly put himself at spiritual risk.

Rescuing a Soul Through a Shabbos Invitation

Returning to our original question, it would appear that according to the
Nachalas Shiva’s position, that rescuing a person from sinful behavior is akin
to rescuing a persons life, efforts to lead a fellow Jew toward halachic observance
may be made even at the expense of Torah law. As long as there is a reasonable
chance that the measure one wishes to undertake will have the effect of drawing
the person to embrace a Torah lifestyle, it would be permitted even if it entails
a halachic violation. It must be emphasized that one does not have to know
with certainty that the undertaking will succeed in inspiring the Jew or Jews

6. See Iggeros Moshe Y.D. 2:174, 3:90, and elsewhere.
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in question. Halacha permits violating Shabbos to attempt to save a life even if
success cannot be guaranteed, as long as there is a reasonable chance of success.
And thus once we accept the equation between protecting physical life and
protecting spiritual life, outreach efforts may override the Shabbos restrictions,
as long as there is a reasonable chance that they will succeed.

As such, according to the Nachalas Shiva, if one has reason to believe that
a Shabbos invitation could trigger a fellow Jew’s return to Torah observance,
it would be permissible to extend such an invitation, even if this violates the
prohibition of %1wan ynn &Y My 18 by causing the guest to drive on Shabbos.

In truth, it may be argued that even the Shulchan Aruch and Rashba would
permit such an invitation. The entire discussion thus far has focused on the issue
of committing a transgression to prevent another person from sin, and, as we
have seen, different opinions exist as to whether and when this is permissible.
It seems reasonable to assume, however, that all authorities would agree that
a person would be permitted to transgress the Torah in order to save himself
from sin. After all, the Gemara in Maseches Shabbos states explicitly that the
individual who placed the dough into the oven may then remove it, in violation
of a minor halachic prohibition, in order to save himself from a capital offense.
Presumably, even the Rashba would agree, therefore, that the girl who was taken
by missionaries would be permitted to violate Shabbos to extricate herself from
their influence. Even though the Rashba forbids others from violating Shabbos
to rescue her, she would be allowed to violate Shabbos to flee.

Taking this line of reasoning one step further, as one is allowed to violate
Shabbos to save himself from sin, others who facilitate such Shabbos desecra-
tion do not violate 11y nab. Since the Shabbos desecration which one facilitates
in halachically permissible under the circumstances, the facilitator cannot be
considered as causing sin. If so, then even according to the Rashba one would
be allowed to extend an invitation to a nonobservant Jew if there is a reasonable
chance that the experience will lead to his or her embracing Torah observance.

I1. my nab

Let us now turn our attention to the prohibition of 1y 1% to determine whether
it applies to an invitation that causes a Jew to desecrate Shabbos. Irrespective
of our previous discussion regarding the possibility of suspending Torah law
to bring a fellow Jew closer to observance, would extending an invitation truly
constitute “a stumbling block” that transgresses the prohibition of ynn x5 11y 195
2won?

The Gemara in Maseches Avoda Zara (6b) establishes that providing
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somebody with forbidden food to eat” violates the Torah prohibition of my naY,
but only in a situation of X3m7T 81y »1IN — “two sides of the river” Meaning,
one violates this prohibition only if the recipient would otherwise be unable to
obtain the forbidden food, such as if he is situated across the river from the food.
If the recipient has independent access to the food, and somebody happens to
give it to him, the latter has not violated my na% since he has not facilitated the
sin, which could have been violated even without his involvement. This halacha
is accepted by numerous halachic authorities (see Shach, Y.D. 151:6; and Magen
Avraham, 347:4).8

Applying this rule to the question surrounding Shabbos invitations, we
might, at first glance, conclude that extending an invitation is permissible, as
the host does not actually facilitate the Shabbos desecration. After all, the guest
does not require an invitation to violate Shabbos, and, in many cases, he has the
ability to arrive at the meal in a permissible manner — by foot — but chooses on
his own to drive in the interest of convenience. Therefore, as the host does not
actually cause the Shabbos desecration, he does not transgress my »ab.

Upon further reflection, however, this conclusion is far from simple. First,
the Gemara’s rule of “two sides of the river” does not necessarily limit my »ab to
situations where the violator would have had no possibility whatsoever of com-
mitting the transgression. After all, in the Gemara’s case, where the forbidden
food is situated across the river, the individual would still be able to obtain it
somehow. It seems that 1y »19% requires not that one makes it possible for the
transgression to be committed, but rather that he makes it reasonably feasible.
If the forbidden food is across the river, the individual would not likely have
been willing to endure the inconvenience of crossing the river to access the food,
and for this reason the person who brings him the food is considered to have
facilitated the transgression.

Indeed, the Meiri, commenting on the Gemara’s discussion, writes, 1x Ox
NINTN2 1Y R¥NNY TOR NV ®OR ’en — “If he does not find [the forbidden food]
readily accessible, then it is forbidden to make it available to him.” This formula-
tion clearly indicates that providing one easy access to forbidden food trans-
gresses My NaY even if the transgression would otherwise have been possible,
since one makes the violation more convenient and thus more feasible.’

7. The examples given are providing wine to a nazir, and providing a limb taken from a
live animal to anyone, even a gentile.

8. Curiously, neither the Rambam nor the Chinuch mention the condition that my »ab
applies only in situations where the violation could not have been committed without
the second party’s assistance, an enigma noted by the Minchas Chinuch (232:3).

9. See also Chavos Yair 185; Kesav Sofer Y.D. 83.
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Accordingly, even if it is possible for the guest to walk by foot to the host’s
home for Shabbos lunch, the invitation nevertheless encourages the guest to
drive, in violation of Shabbos. As driving is far more convenient than walk-
ing, the host in effect facilitates Shabbat desecration but putting the guest in a
situation of “easily accessible” Shabbos violation. Indeed, Rav Moshe Feinstein
(Iggeros Moshe, O.C. 1:99) forbade extending an invitation to nonobservant Jews
to attend a prayer service if it can be assumed that they would drive, noting,
“Even if they are not so far [from the synagogue], nevertheless, if it is known
that they will not want to bother walking by foot and will drive in a car, this is
forbidden because of my 195”

Secondly, even though the guest’s Shabbos desecration does not depend
upon the invitation, extending the invitation might nevertheless be forbidden
insofar as it causes the desecration. The Gemara permits transferring forbidden
food to somebody across the river, but there are two conceptual approaches
one could take in explaining this ruling. The first is that 11y naY is violated only
when it facilitates a transgression that would not have otherwise been feasible.
Alternatively, however, we might explain that my 9% is defined as causing a
person to sin, and if a person did not need assistance to commit a transgres-
sion, then lending assistance does not constitute 1y 1195, as this assistance was
unnecessary and thus did not meaningfully contribute to the sinful outcome.
The difference between these two perspectives is that the first defines my 195 as
enabling one to commit a sin, whereas the second defines the prohibition as
causing one to sin.

To understand more clearly the difference between these two definitions, let
us consider the simple case of a person who instructed his fellow to commit a
sin, and the fellow obeys. The violator committed the sinful act independently,
without any assistance, but would never have thought to do so had his friend
not given the instruction. In this case, the friend did not enable the violation,
which the sinner committed without any assistance, but he did cause the viola-
tion, which would not have occurred if he had not issued the directive. Indeed,
the Mishpetei Shemuel (134) ruled that instructing somebody to commit a sin
which he would not have otherwise contemplated constitutes my nab, even if the
offender needed no practical assistance. Since the one who instructed him was
the cause of the sin, he violates my 9.

A possible source for this perspective in the Rambam’s formulation in defin-
ing this prohibition in Sefer Ha-mitzvos (lo taaseh 299): 21207 W 01y Yy Nyw m
nmr — “One who helps [the committing of] a transgression, or causes it

10. This point was made in Chafetz Chayim (Introduction, 11, in Beer Mayim Chayim),
and by the Chazon Ish (Y.D. 62:13).
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This argument could easily be applied to Shabbat invitations, as well. One
who extends the invitation is certainly not enabling the sin of driving on
Shabbos, but he does cause the act of driving by inviting the guest. This appears
to have been the view of Rav Moshe Feinstein (Iggeros Moshe O.C. 1:98) who
forbade inviting nonobservant Jewish youth to a Shabbos prayer service, because
“he is considered like instructing them to come to pray with a minyan evenina
manner that involves chilul Shabbos,” seemingly referring to the Torah prohibi-
tion of my nab.!

Is There Such a Thing as a Well-Intentioned Stumbling Block?

On the other hand, one might counter that the prohibition of “placing a stum-
bling block before a blind person” requires, by definition, malicious intent.
When a person extends a Shabbos invitation for the purpose of outreach, his
intent is obviously not to cause the guest to spiritually “stumble.” To the contrary,
his intent is to lead him away from the road laden with “stumbling blocks” along
which he currently travels, onto the road of Torah observance and fear of God.
Even if the immediate, short-term effect of the invitation is an act of Shabbos
desecration, the objective and intent are not to cause the individual to “stumble,”
but rather to grow in halakhic commitment.

Rav Moshe Sternbuch (Teshuvos Va-hanhagos, 1:358) advances this theory
to permit extending invitations to a nonobservant Jew for the purpose of draw-
ing him closer to observance. He compares such an invitation to the case of a
surgeon who inflicts a wound in the patient in order to treat him and cure his
illness. Undoubtedly, the surgeon does not commit a forbidden act of violence
by making an incision in the patient’s skin, as this is done to help the patient’s
body, not to cause it harm. By the same token, Rav Sternbuch argues, causing a
nonobservant Jew to drive on Shabbos for the purpose of guiding him toward
halachic observance does not constitute a “stumbling block,” as it is done for the
guest’s spiritual benefit, not detriment.

A source for this contention is Rabbi Akiva Eiger’s comments to the Shulchan
Aruch (Y.D. 181:6) concerning the situation of a woman cutting a man’s side-
burns. While it is forbidden for men to remove their sideburns and to have
their sideburns removed by somebody else'?, this prohibition does not apply to
women. According to one view in the Shulchan Aruch, a woman is even permit-
ted to remove a man’s sideburns, and Rabbi Akiva Eiger raises the question of
why this would not be forbidden on the grounds of nvay 1215 y»on (assisting

11. Rav Moshe also notes that educating youth about prayer should not come at the
expense of educating them about Shabbos observance.
12. DOWRI MR 1PN RY — Vayikra 19:27.



OUTREACH OR STUMBLING BLOCK? 335

in a Torah violation)'?, as the man commits a Torah violation by having his
sideburns removed. He suggests that this does not constitute y»on since the
woman ultimately rescues the man from a double Torah violation:

JNIRD 722 921 01 IR NYIN NN IMR DNYIn Anvn RY OR

If she would not have cut his hair, he would have cut it himself, and he
would then be in violation of two prohibitions.

A man who cuts his own sideburns transgresses two Torah violations — remov-
ing sideburns, and having his sideburns removed. And thus the woman, by
removing the man’s sideburns, saves him from one transgression, and, as such,
her actions do not constitute nay 7215 y»on.

Rabbi Akiva Eiger here establishes that the broader picture must be taken
into account when assessing the permissibility of facilitating a transgression. If
the net result is a positive impact upon the persons religious observance, then
the action is permissible even if in the short-term it causes a Torah violation.
And thus in the case of a Shabbos invitation, too, even if the immediate result is
an additional Torah violation, it would be permissible in light of its long-term
positive impact.*

Moreover, the Toras Kohanim interprets the command of 17y »aY as referring
also to ny1 nxy wown, offering somebody injurious advice. Clearly, one does not
transgress this prohibition by advising his fellow to endure short-term harm for
long-term benefit, such as to undergo beneficial surgery, or to make a financial
investment with reasonable potential for a large return. Presumably, then, the
other prohibition of my na%, which forbids causing spiritual harm by causing
others to sin, would not apply when one causes another to sin for his ultimate
spiritual benefit.

II1. py*ay 927h yron

Is There a Prohibition of y»on?

Beyond the Torah prohibition of my »19%, we must also consider the possibility of
applying to this case the prohibition of nay 1219 y»on, the rabbinic prohibition

13. We will discuss the subject of nvay 127> y»on at length in the next section.

14. One could distinguish between the situation addressed by Rabbi Akiva Eiger,
where the positive impact of the woman’s action occurs immediately, and the case of
a Shabbos invitation, where the positive outcome will be manifest only in the future.
Nevertheless, Rabbi Akiva Eiger’s comments provide a clear basis for the concept that
7y 1195 depends upon the broader effects of one’s actions, and not only their immediate
result.
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against participating in a sinful act, even if it could be committed without one’s
involvement.

The source for this prohibition is Tosfos’ comments in the beginning of
Maseches Shabbos (3a) concerning the situation of a poor person collecting
charity outside someone’s door on Shabbos. The Mishna states that if the poor
man thrusts his hand through the doorway into the home and takes a gift from
the homeowner’s hand, the beggar violates Shabbos, but the homeowner com-
mits no violation. In this case, the beggar brings an object from a private domain
into the public domain, and thus violates Shabbos, whereas the donor has not
committed any prohibited act. Tosfos raises the question of why the homeowner
in such a case does not violate the prohibition of my nab. Despite the fact that
the beggar could have taken the item in question even without the homeowner’s
involvement, Tosfos notes, “nevertheless, there is still a rabbinic prohibition, as
he is obligated to prevent him from prohibited activity” This question is also
raised by the Tosfos Ha-Rosh.'> Tosfos thus assumes that although the Torah
prohibition of my 19 is limited to lending assistance that is vital for the sin, there
is a rabbinic prohibition against lending even nonessential assistance.

Similarly, the Ran, in Maseches Avoda Zara (1b in the Rif), writes:
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Nevertheless, it is still forbidden by the Sages, for he is obligated to
prevent him from prohibited activity, and how can one assist those who
commit violations?

According to Tosfos and the Ran, then, even if a person is independently capable
of committing a transgression, it is forbidden to assist him in the forbidden act,
by force of rabbinic enactment.!

Other Rishonim, however, appear dispute this position. Tosfos in Maseches

15. The Turei Even (Chagiga 13a) and Kesav Sofer (Y.D. 83) challenge Tosfos’ question, noting
that presumably the Mishna deals with a situation where the homeowner would be
unable to prevent the beggar from violating Shabbos, and thus he has no obligation to
intervene.

16. Both Tosfos and the Ran base this prohibition upon the principle of xmorn »w1ax, the
requirement to prevent people from committing a transgression. As this requirement
of »war is rabbinic in origin, it stands to reason that according to these Rishonim,
the prohibition of y»on is likewise a rabbinic prohibition. This is the view of the Bach
(Y.D. 303) and Peri Yitzchak (1:26). By contrast, the Shaugas Aryeh (58) maintains that
y»on constitutes a Torah violation. Furthermore, the Kesav Sofer (Y.D. 83) writes that
the obligation of »v11ax> stems from the Biblical command of Py nx on noow, in
which case the prohibition of nwvay 1215 y»on, by extension, would be regarded as a Torah
prohibition. Talmidei Rabbenu Yona (Avoda Zara 6b) view the law of y»on as based upon
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Avoda Zara (6b) writes that it is permissible to give non-kosher food to a Jew
who has abandoned halachic observance, as long as he can obtain it from other
sources. Likewise, the Mordechai (Avoda Zara 790) rules that one may lend
money or clothing to a Christian even if he knows that it will be used for reli-
gious practices, as long as the borrower has other available means of obtaining
the money or item in question.

It thus appears that there is a debate among the Rishonim surrounding this
issue of whether one may assist a person in committing a forbidden act if the
violator has the ability to perform the act independently. The Rama cites both
views in Yoreh Deia (151:1).

However, a number of Acharonim challenged the Rama’s assumption that
these sources reflect disparate views. They note that according to the Rama,
Tosfos’ comments in Maseches Shabbos, establishing the prohibition of 7215 y»on
nay, contradict Tosfos’ own comments in Maseches Avoda Zara concerning the
sale of forbidden foods to a Jew who had abandoned observance. Furthermore,
the Tosfos Ha-Rosh, as noted earlier, acknowledges the prohibition of y»on, yet
in his commentary to Avoda Zara the Rosh follows the view espoused by Tosfos
there in Avoda Zara. Rabbenu Yerucham, too, codifies Tosfos’ ruling in Shabbos
as well as Tosfos” ruling in Avoda Zara (17:6, 12:3), suggesting that these two
rulings do not conflict with one another.

The question, then, becomes, how can we reconcile these two views — the
ruling of Tosfos in Maseches Shabbos, and Tosfos’ ruling in Maseches Avoda
Zara?

Distinguishing Between Intentional and Unintentional Violations

One possibility is proposed by the Shach, commenting on the Rama’s ruling.
He suggests that all Rishonim recognized the prohibition of nvay 3275 y»on,
but this prohibition does not apply to assisting a gentile or a mumar (Jew who
willfully abandoned the Jewish faith). Although one generally may not lend
even nonessential assistance to a Jew committing a sin, it is permissible to lend
nonessential assistance to a gentile or mumar committing a forbidden act.’”
Tosfos in Maseches Shabbos speaks of a beggar who is ignorant of the Shabbos
prohibitions, and they thus raise the question of why the prohibition of y»on
would not apply, whereas in Maseches Avoda Zara Tosfos deals with committed
idolaters who knowingly worship a foreign deity.

The Shach’s comments give rise to the question of why a mumar should

the concept of 1Y nr a7 Y81 93, and thus it would be a Biblical prohibition to assist
one in committing a transgression.
17. See also Bei'ur Ha-Gra, and Magen Avraham (347:4).
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be treated differently from any other Jew. After all, as Chazal famously taught
(Sanhedrin 44a), ®10 5% RONW *9 YY R YRIW — a Jew does not lose his halachic
identity as a Jew even after committing sins. In light of this fundamental rule,
it seems difficult to understand why the Shach would distinguish between a
mumar and other Jews with respect to the issue of n1ay 7275 y»on.

This question was raised by the Dagul Mei-revava, who explains that the
Shach here does not refer specifically to a mumar, but rather speaks of any situ-
ation where a Jew seeks to intentionally commit a sin. The Dagul Mei-revava
contends that the requirement to prevent one from sin applies only when one
would commit an unintentional violation'®, and therefore, by extension, the
prohibition of nvay 71119 ¥»on applies only to assisting people committing a
transgression unintentionally. When a person sets out to knowingly commit
a transgression, however, it would not be forbidden to assist him, as long as
the assistance is not indispensable for the act, because the prohibition of y»on
does not apply. This approach of the Dagul Mei-revava is cited approvingly and
discussed by Rav Moshe Feinstein, in Iggeros Moshe (Y.D. 1:72).

According to this approach, the application of y»on to extending Shabbos
invitations would depend upon the halachic classification of modern-day
nonobservant Jews. Many recent and contemporary authorities classify non-
observant Jews under the category of nawiw pwwn (literally, “an infant that was
captured”), referring to the fact that they were denied a religious upbringing and
are thus not held accountable for their nonobservance. If so, then modern-day
nonobservant Jews are not regarded as intentional sinners, and the prohibition
of y»on would apply.

Participation Before the Sinful Act

Several other Acharonim?® suggest a different distinction to reconcile these
conflicting sources, differentiating between assistance given at the time the sin
is committed, and participation in the preparatory stages. In the case under
discussion in Maseches Shabbos, the donor facilitates the beggar’s Shabbos
desecration at the time it occurs, and Tosfos therefore raises the question of
why the donor is not in violation of y»on. In Maseches Avoda Zara, by contrast,
the assistance is given well in advance of the sinful act, as the individual sells a
product that the idolater will later use in pagan ritual. In this case, since one does
not participate in the sinful act at the time it occurs, and is involved only in the

18. Indeed, the Talmud speaks of the obligation of xmoxn >wiiax in the context of
minors, who are not considered intentional violators by virtue of their young age.

19. See, for example, Binyan Tziyon Ha-chadashos, 23.

20. Meishiv Davar (2:31), Binyan Tziyon (15), Kesav Sofer (Y.D. 83).
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preliminary stages, this involvement does not violate the prohibition of y»on.
According to these Acharonim, the prohibition of y»on differs in this respect
from the Torah prohibition of 1y »aY, which forbids facilitating a transgression
even during the preliminary stages, such as by supplying non-kosher food.?!

If we follow this view, then extending an invitation to a nonobservant Jew
before Shabbos would certainly not violate y»on, as the host’s involvement in
the Shabbos desecration occurs well in advance of the prohibited act.

We might, however, challenge this distinction on the basis of the Gemara’s
discussion in Maseches Nedarim (62b) concerning Rav Ashi’s sale of lumber
to a pagan cult that worships its deity by lighting fires. The Gemara establishes
that such a sale would, in principle, violate the prohibition of my »a% if not
for the fact that most firewood is used for personal use (such as heat), and
not for religious rituals. Since the wood would be used primarily for permis-
sible purposes, Rav Ashi was allowed to sell the lumber. As noted by several
Acharonim??, the Gemara cannot be referring here to the Torah prohibition of
7y 1199, as it is difficult to imagine that the cult members could not obtain wood
from any other sources. Presumably, the purchase of Rav Ashi’s wood was not
indispensable to their pagan worship, and thus the Gemara must refer here to
the rabbinic prohibition of y»on, as opposed to the Torah violation of 1y na%.23
And yet, it clearly considers this prohibition applicable even to involvement in
the preliminary stages of sin, forbidding the sale of materials that will be used
in pagan rituals.

It appears that these Acharonim did, in fact, understand the Gemara as refer-
ring to the Torah prohibition of mp 7ab, as the plain reading of the Gemara
suggests. This is the implication of the Meiri, who writes in the context of the
Gemara’s discussion, “It is forbidden for a person to provide idolaters items
that are suitable for their worship, for as long as it is possible that they will be
unable to obtain [these materials] through other means, he is in violation
of 5won Jnn ®Y My 1195” The Meiri clearly understood the Gemara to mean that
the cult members would not necessarily have been able to obtain wood for their
ritual from other sources, and thus the Torah prohibition of my n19% could have

21. One might question this distinction in light of the fact that, as mentioned earlier,
the prohibition of y»on is based upon the requirement of xoxn 'wi1ar, which seem-
ingly should not depend on the different stages in the process of committing a violation.
See the Kesav Sofer’s responsum referred to above (in note 19) for a fuller discussion.

22. See Keren Ora, Maharatz Chayos.

23. The fact that the Gemara mentions here the prohibition of My »9% (11 2185 x3®m) can
be explained on the basis of the Bach’s comment (Y.D. 303) that the prohibition of y»on
was legislated as an addendum of sorts to the Biblical prohibition of my »ab.
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applied (if not for the fact that most of the wood was needed for innocuous
purposes).

While it might at first seem difficult to understand why the cult members
were unable to obtain lumber from other sources, we can easily explain the
Meiri’s interpretation in light of his own comments mentioned earlier. Recall
that according to the Meiri, my 19 applies even if the sinner could have poten-
tially committed the transgression without the assistance he received, if the
assistance made the sin considerably more feasible. In this instance, it is entirely
possible that the cult members could have found other sources of firewood, but
purchasing from Rav Ashi was far more convenient. As such, the Torah prohibi-
tion of My 1aY would have applied.

The Pischei Teshuva (Y.D. 151:2) also suggests that the Gemara refers to the
Torah prohibition of my naY, but for a different reason. He references an intrigu-
ing theory advanced by the Mishneh Le-melech (Hilkhos Malveh Ve-loveh 4:2)
that if the sinner can obtain the item he needs to commit the forbidden act
only from Jews, the Jew who provides the object in question transgresses 9%
71y despite the fact that his assistance is not indispensable. Since the other Jews
would also transgress 1y 1195 by lending assistance, this is not considered an
alternative option, and thus the one who lends the violator assistance is in viola-
tion of My naY. The Gemara’s rule of “one side of the river” refers only to cases
where the violator could have committed the sinful act independently, or with
the assistance of a gentile. If he required the assistance of Jews, then the Jew who
helps him transgresses my »1a%.2* Accordingly, it is possible that the cult mem-
bers who purchased firewood from Rav Ashi had access to other Jewish-owned
lumber, but not to wood sold by non-Jews, and thus the Torah prohibition of
Ty 1ab was theoretically applicable.

I'V. Conclusion

In light of all we have seen, there are several reasons to permit Shabbos invita-
tions to nonobservant Jews for the purpose of drawing them closer to Torah
observance:

1) According to some views, “spiritual rescue” overrides Torah law just like
rescuing one’s physical life, and thus as long as there is a reasonable pos-
sibility that the Shabbos invitation will trigger a process that will lead to
religious observance, it is allowed, even if this would entail my »95.

24. See the aforementioned responsum of the Kesav Sofer, who discusses this theory
at length.
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2) If the host invites the guest well in advance of Shabbos, and offers him
overnight lodging in his home, he is not causing the guest to violate
Shabbos, even if the guest chooses on his own to drive rather than walk.
The decision to violate Shabbos was made by the guest, not by the host.

3) The prohibition of mw 7aY, by definition, requires intent to cause one’s
fellow to “stumble,” and thus if one’s goal is to lead the guest toward
religious observance, then causing him to drive that evening does not
transgress My »1a7.

4) According to the Rama, different opinions exist as to whether one may
assist a person committing a sin if the assistance is not needed, and he
writes that common practice follows the lenient position. And thus since
the guest can desecrate Shabbos even without receiving an invitation, no
prohibition is entailed according to the lenient view.

5) According to the Dagul Mei-revava, one may lend nonessential assistance
to somebody committing a sin willfully. This might apply in the case of
Shabbos invitations, depending on how we classify modern-day nonob-
servant Jews.

6) According to several Acharonim, non-essential assistance may be given
during the preliminary stages, before the sinful act is committed.

V. Survey of Recent and Contemporary Halachic Rulings

Poskim who ruled leniently:

1) Rav Yaakov Kaminetzky?® permitted extending an invitation to a Shabbos
meal for the purpose of outreach, as long as one explicitly invites the
guest to remain with him throughout Shabbos and prepares a room and
food for the guest for all of Shabbos, even if he knows the guest will drive
home after the meal.

2) Rav Shlomo Zalman Auerbach?® was asked about making a minyan for
the purpose of outreach, to which nonobservant Jews would travel by
car. He rules that such a minyan may be held as long as the invitees are
offered accommodations so they would not have to violate Shabbos, and
one does not need to instruct them not to drive.

3) Rav Moshe Sternbuch?” allows inviting nonobservant Jews for a Shabbos
meal because the intent is to draw them closer to observance, and not to

25. Emes Le-Yaakov, Choshen Mishpat 425:5, note 27.
26. Minchas Shelomo 2:4:10.
27. Teshuvos Ve-hanhagos 1:358.
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cause them to “stumble,” and because the host does not instruct them to
drive.

4) Rav Moshe Soloveitchik of Switzerland?® appears to have allowed extend-
ing such invitations.

Poskim who ruled stringently:

1) Rav Moshe Feinstein?® was asked whether a minyan may be held for
nonobservant youths with prizes offered as incentives, given that the par-
ticipants would likely arrive by car. He ruled that it is certainly forbidden
to invite somebody to the program, even if the person lives nearby and
could walk. He added that it is uncertain whether it would be permissible
to inform people of the program without extending an invitation, and in
the end he allowed publicizing the event only if the prizes are reserved for
those who arrived by foot. It would appear that Rav Moshe would forbid
extending an invitation for a Shabbos meal if it is likely that the guest will
come by car.

2) Rav Shemuel Wosner*° forbids extending such invitations, emphasizing
that in some cases this could transgress the Torah prohibition of 11y na%.

3) Rav Yosef Shalom Elyashiv also forbade such invitations.

28. Ve-ha'ish Moshe, vol. 1, p. 127.

29. Iggeros Moshe O.C. 1:99. (See also 1:98 and 4:71.)
30. Shevet Ha-levi 8:165:6.

31. Cited in Chashukei Chemed, Pesachim 22b.



