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Disposable Kiddush Cups 
 ‘עשרה דברים אמרו בכוס של ברכה: טעון הדחה שטיפה חי וכו

T en things are said about the cup of blessing.  One of 

them is that the cup should be “חי”. According to one 

interpretation in Tosafos (50b – ה מודים“ד ), this means 

that the cup itself should be complete. This is also the rul-

ing brought in Shulchan Aruch (O.C. 183:3). Magen Av-

raham writes that this means that even if the cup itself is 

intact, but the base of the cup is broken, this goblet is inva-

lid for use, unless one has no other cup. 

Igros Moshe (O.C. 3:#39) discusses using a disposable 

cup for Kiddush. He writes that a disposable, one-time util-

ity cup has no significance in terms of it being a vessel.  In 

fact, it is less important as a utensil than does a silver cup 

that is broken, and therefore it should not be used for Kid-

dush and Birkas Hamazon. However, if there is no other 

cup available, it may be used. 

Rabbi Shlomo Zalman Aurbach, zt”l writes that it is 

certainly permitted to use a disposable cup to make Kid-

dush.  This opinion is also brought in the name of Rabbi 

Yaakov Kamemetsky, and it is also the ruling brought by 

the Tzis Eliezer. 
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OVERVIEW of the Daf 
1) One who forgot to make a bracha before eating (cont.) 

The Gemara identifies the pasuk which restricts a per-

son from making a bracha with food in his mouth. 

The requirement to make a bracha on food even if the 

person already began to ate only applies if he is still eating 

but if the eating is complete a bracha can not be made. 

2) Asparagus 

A lengthy discussion regarding the beneficial and detri-

mental effects of asparagus is presented. 

3) Lessons from a malach 

R’ Yishmael ben Elisha shares three lessons he learned 

from a particular malach. 

R’ Yehoshua ben Levi shares three lessons he learned 

from the מלאך המות. 

4) Ten requirements for a כוס של ברכה 

R’ Zaira or a Beraisa lists ten requirements for the cup of 

wine used for a mitzvah and the Gemara elaborates on those 

requirements. 

5) The story of Ulah, R’ Nachman and the kos of Birkas 

HaMazon 

The Gemara tells the story of Ulah who sent the kos 

from Birkas HaMazon to R’ Nachman and the violent reac-

tion of R’ Nachman’s wife. 

6) Misc. halachos 

One may not speak after taking the kos shel bracha. 

One should not use the second cup as the kos shel bra-

cha. 

The Gemara rules that one should recite Birkas HaMa-

zon while sitting regardless of how one ate the meal. 
 

 הדרן עלך שלשה שאכלו

 

7) MISHNAH:  The Mishnah lists a number of disagree-

ments between Bais Shamai and Bais Hillel that relate to 

halachos of the meal. 

8) The first disagreement of the Mishnah 

A Beraisa explains the point of disagreement between 

Bais Shamai and Bais Hillel whether the bracha on wine 

should preceed the bracha on the day or should the order be 

reversed. 

The Gemara rules like Bais Hillel that the bracha on 

wine comes first and the Gemara explains why it is necessary 

to rule like Bais Hillel in this disagreement.   

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. What is the source that prohibits making a bracha 

with something in one’s mouth? 

2. How should a person hold a kos shel bracha? 

3. According to the Gemara’s conclusion, what is the 

correct body position for Birkas HaMazon? 

4. What are the two reasons Beis Hillel holds that the 

bracha on wine should precede the bracha on the 

day? 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  

By the Wolper, Handelman, Gassel and Glieberman families 

In loving memory of their mother and grandmother 



Number 50—  א“ברכות  

The requirement of answering Amen 
 ועוין אמן אחר ישראל המברך 

One answers Amen after a Jew pronouncing a blessing. 

T he Poskim discuss whether answering Amen is obligatory 

or voluntary. The Behag1 states that whenever one hears an-

other saying a blessing, he is required to answer Amen. The 

Rambam2, similarly, rules that answering Amen to the blessing 

of another Jew is an obligation, even if one did not hear the 

entire blessing being pronounced. Other Rishonim3 as well 

appear to be of this view that answering Amen is compulsory. 

Conversely, the Beis Yosef4 understands the Tur’s position 

to be that answering Amen to a blessing is voluntary. This un-

derstanding of the Tur is upheld by other Poskim5 as well. 

However, the Ba”ch6 questions this view. According to the 

Beis Yosef, the Tur would be disagreeing with both the Behag, 

which he himself quotes7, and the Rambam. The Ba”ch notes 

that it is uncharacteristic of the Tur to disagree with the greats 

who preceded him without presenting evidence, especially 

since he quotes the Behag elsewhere without expreany disa-

greement. Thus, the Bach interprets the Tur to hold that an-

swering Amen to a blessing heard in its entirety from a Jew is 

an obligation, and not voluntary. Only in regard to answering 

Amen after the blessing of a gentile would the Tur hold that 

answering Amen is voluntary. 

Rav Moshe Feinstein7 presents further evidence to bolster 

the position of the Taz8, that even the Tur is in agreement that 

answering Amen is obligatory. He cites the Kitzur Piskei 

HaRosh9, which was authored by the Tur10, where it is written: 

“One need not answer Amen after students learning the bless-

ings from their teacher.” Rav Feinstein points out that if the 

Tur held that answering Amen was unnecessary, than he 

should have written: “One does not answer Amen after chil-

dren learning the blessings.” By writing that one need not re-

spond, the implication is that generally one is obliged to an-

swer Amen. 

The Shulchan Aruch11 quotes the language of the Ram-

bam that answering Amen is compulsory. This seems to be 

echoed in the Mishnah Berura12.   
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The Actions of Ulla 
אדהכי שמעה ילתא קמה בזיהרא ועלתה לבי 

 מאה די דחמרא‘ חמרא ותברה ד

T he Gemara tells us that Yalta was 

the wife of R’ Nachman and the daugh-

ter of the exilarch.  When she heard that 

Ulla said that it was unnecessary for her 

to be given the cup of bracha, she be-

came quite angry and went down to the 

wine cellar where she destroyed four 

hundred barrels of wine. Ulla tried to 

placate her, but to no avail. 

How could she have reacted in such 

an emotional and irrational fashion?  

Why was she so upset, and how could 

she have transgressed the law of “bal tash-

chis”? 

Maharsha explains that she had de-

sired the cup of blessing for the most 

pure of motives.  She had to act dramati-

cally in order to show that it was not the 

wine that she lacked by not being sent 

the cup, but rather it was the bracha 

which she missed. She demonstrated this 

by destroying the barrels of wine which 

remained, thus showing that the wine 

was all worthless to her – it was only the 

kos shel bracha which she desired. 

Pri Megadim and Maharatz Chayes 

maintain that if a lesson can be taught by 

having something destroyed, the prohibi-

tion of wanton destruction does not ap-

ply.  For example, at a wedding we sanc-

tion the breaking of a useful glass in or-

der to create a proper mood of remem-

bering the destruction of Yerushalayim, 

or in order to temper a mood of exces-

sive lightheadedness. 

Ben Yehoyada points out that the 

gematria of ילתא is 441, which is equal to 

 truth. This woman acted with ,אמת

altruistic motives.  She owned these bar-

rels, which she had received as part of 

her dowry. She was disappointed with 

Ulla, and she went to the cellar to break 

the seals of the barrels (not the barrels 

themselves), in order to immediately dis-

tribute the wine to the poor for Kiddush 

and Havdalah. She did this so that Ulla 

would no longer get any benefit from the 

wine, which she felt he mishandled by 

not sharing the kos shel bracha with her.  

Now that the wine was designated for the 

poor, Ulla would get no more. 

STORIES off the Daf      


