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Titroduction

1% RECENT YEARS, THERE HAS ARISEN CON-
siderable halakhically based controversy over women's participation in
certin areas of Jewish life. These include women's praver groups. wo-
men’s advanced Torah study, and women's reading of the Torah. One
area which involves liule actual halakhic controversy in Lerms ol permis-
sion 1o participate, is women's zimmun (the introductory invitation preced-
ing Grace after Meals). Nevertheless, itis not widely practiced by women R
 This summary article will attempt to clucidate some of the issues of zim-
o and women. It will include an elaboration on those areas in which
there is no controversy, such as the permissibility of women forming their
own =immrun, as wellas some discussion of the debated issues, such as waom-
en and men forming a joint -fmmun. Some laws and concepts ol simmnt.
as thev relate o women. will be discussed. then the relevant Talmudic
sources will be cited, This will lead to a discussion of the medieval com-
mentators’ understanding of these sources. followed by the contempo-
rary discussions and, finally. the contemporary halakhic view.

Zimmun

The first mishinah in the seventh chapter of Brakhot states: "Three
who ate as one [ogether] are obligated” in simmun.” The definition of
what this zimmun entails is presented in the third mishnah:

Wwhat is the formula for —immun® 1T there are three, he [the leader]savs: "Let

us bless [for the food which we have eaten " 1f there are three besides him-

<elf. he savs: “Bless” 1f there are ten. he savs: “Let us bless our God.” ..

If thereare a hundred. he savs: “Let us bless the Lord our Gud.” ... l{there

<re a thousand he savs: "Let us bless the Lord our God, the Gord of lsrasl”
I[ there are ten thousand.. ..

These introductory blessings said before the Grace are clearly an old
formulation. for they do not contain the standard formula for a blessing.
which developed in the middle of the Talmudic period. In addition, it is
unusual for the text of a blessing 1o depend on the size of the crowd. Mor-
mative halakhah is not quite like this section of the mishnah. Rather, we
only have two (€XIs, one for three to nine people and the other for 1en
or more. The one for ten or more includes a mention of God’s name.
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while the other does not. Despite these oddities of the S formula,
it is nunetheless treated as comprising real. legritinmee hiessings.”

In explining these muhuayot, the Talmuel brings numerous pextiil
sources for the obligation of zimm. | Nonetheless. there is a dhebane wm-
ong the commentators whether zimanin is of Biblical” vr rabbinic =J1'ig111-'.'
There is even an opinion which suggests that a zimpom of three prople
is rabbinic, while &t zimmion o ten is Biblical.”

The preferred format for simmin, as stated by the pishonim (rabbinic
scholars of the 1Tth=-153th cemury). 15 that one person. the leader. inpvites
evervone to participate in the Grace, and then hefshe recites the entire
Grace out loud. The others remain quiet and fulfill their obligation by lis-
tening to the leader and responding “amen.”" Because it is dithicultio con-
centrate on the entire Grace while someone else savs it, the custom has
arisen for evervone 1o sav the [ull Grace quietly by himselt, while at-
tempting to hear at least the fivst blessing recited aloud by the leader.”
The current practice. however. docs not negate the essence ol the zommitn,
that one person Julfills the obligation of Grace for all the rest. Thus, in
muost situations where one cannot legally accomplish this objective for oth-
ers in the group. that group may not form a ogether.'" At the
verv least, the ene who cannot {ulfill the obligation of the others cannot
be the leader. This may have important ramifications for women partic-
ipating in or leading simmion, as men and women nty have differentlevels
of obligation in saving the Grace (although women certainly have an ob-
ligation to sav Grace. as stuted explicitly in mishnah Brakhn F8H

If zommun is such a nice idea. a communal invitation to sav Grace and
praise God. then why should there ever be any hesitation? Let a group
ol any size or gender sav ! This question is even more pronaunced
when it is realized that. originally, the zmmun invitation wis 2 single state-
ment and response which. [or fewer than ten people. dlie not contain any
reference 10 God’s name.'® This issue is discussed by the commentators
i1 the context of the Talmud's discussion (Brubhor 43a) of whether two
men can siv zmmon, ' Two possible reasons are suggested by the com-
mentators why a zimmier of two might be problematie. First. although the
<immen Tormula for fewer than ten people is not a davar she-Whedusha (a
liturgy or “matter” of holinessh, it mayv he considered &'ein davar she-
Wk — like such @ vitual, which has certain minimal requirements.”™
such as a1 least three individuals. Second. it may simply be a problem of
appearance: it looks like one is adding to the prescribed blessing — 1wo
are obligated 1o start the Grace from the blessing affrr the zimmior invita-
tion.'™ In either case. zommun is treated as a real blessing. "

Tuluindic Sources

There are two significant Babvlonian Talmudic sources that address
women’s participation in zimmiun — the seventh chapter ol Brakhot. ex-
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panding on the mishnayot quoted above, and the very beginning of Aru-
khin. '

The seventh chapter of Brakhot is devoted principally toa discussion
of the laws of zimmun and Grace. The first mishnah, which defines who
may and may not participate in a zmmun, states:

Three who ate as one [together] are obligated in zimmun ... women, [non-
Jewish] slaves, and minors “may not have zimmun said over them” [ayn me-

zamnin aleyhem].

This ambiguously formulated mishnah does not give us much detail
Jbout a woman's status within the framework of zimmun, but it does in-
dicate that women, slaves and minors are in a different category than are
free adult males, a category characterized as ayn mezgmnin aleyhem.

The ensuing discussion in the Talmud forces one to reconsider use
of this mishnah in actually determining halakhah. With respect 1o a mi-
nor, the Talmud is explicit: On Ber. 47b and 48a, the Talmud, using our
mishnah as a springboard, discusses the participation of a minor in zim-
mun and concludes: *. .. and the law is not like any of these sayings [in-
cluding the mishnah'7], Rather, as Rav Nahman says, a minor who knows
10 Whom we say Grace, may participate in 2 zimmun.”'®

In light of this explicit rejection of the mishnah with respect to-a mi-
nor, it is important to carefully analyze what the Talmud has to say with
regard to a woman. On Ber. 45b, the Talmud records another tannaitic
source, a braita, which states:

Women form a simmun amongst themselves, slaves form & shnmun amongst
themselves, but women, slaves and minors, even if they want (o form 3 zim-
murt, may not

In discussing this braita, the Talmud indicates that it seems odd that
women or slaves should be able to make their own zimmun. After all, for
many other “countings,” women and slaves do not count even amongst
themselves, Furthermore, the mishnah explicitly placed them in a sepa-
rate category from free adult males with respect to zimmun. In response
to this, the Talmud tells us that what is important here is that there should
be at least three independent, intelligent beings capable of praising God,
in which case three women certainly qualify (ika de'ot). 1 s, continues the
Talmud, what about the end of the breita where it states that women and
slaves may not join together? The response is that such a union mav lead
to immorality'” and is therefore outlawed.*®

The second significant Talmudic source is 2 short piece on the top
&f 32 in Arukhin. The Talmud is discussing a series of laws found ina brai-
ra, all of which begin with'the phrase: “All are obligated in ... Ineach
case the Talmud is trying to understand what additional class is included
due to the word “all." In this listis included: "All are obligated in zimmun”
and “All can be included in zimmun.” The Talmud discusses these two
statements in the following way:
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“All are obligated in ztmmun.” |All] comes Lo include what? Toinclude wom-
en and slaves, as we learned [in the same braita qumed in Brakhot]: women
form a zimmun amongst themselves, and slaves form a zimmun amongst
themselves, “All can be included in zimmun.” [All] comes to include what?
To include a minor who knows to Whom we bless.

This discussion supports a woman's abligation in zimmun, possibly on
the same level as men.

It seems clear that minors are not obligated in zimmun (just as they
are not yet obligated in other mizvot). It is equally clear that even though
they have no obligation, they may be included in the quorum {(mimyan)
needed for simmun. Needless to say, this has obvious implications with re-
spect to the issue of joint quorums where all members may not be obli-
gated at the same level, e.g., a joint zimmun of men and women.

Due to the ambiguity of the Talmudic sources and to the discussion
of the sources that has ensued since then, it is imperative to next analyze
the writings of the rishonim (scholars from the 11th to the 13th century)
and ahronim (scholars since that time) (o arrive at any conclusions. The is-
sues will be broadly divided into the topics of joint zimmuns and separate
women's zimmuns, and will be addressed in that order.

jm'nr Zimmun

The source in Arukhin seems to most authorities clearly to reject free
men and women joining to form a simmun, L.e., two women and one man.
Since the Talmud gquotes two separate stalements, “All are obligated in
simmun” and “All are included in zimmun,” it is evident that the two issues
are not synonymous, which is 1o say, one needn’t be obligated to be includ-
ed, and one might be obligated, yet not included. Thus, being included
in one category might not guarantee inclusion in the other category. The
assumption is then made that, as opposed to 2 “minor who knows to
Whom we bless,” women and slaves are not included in the second cat-
egory, that of inclusion in a zimmun, and, as such, twa women and a man
may not form a zimmun.

Even if this approach, of prohibiting joint zimmun, is followed, as it
is by the vast majority of authorities, it still leaves the problem that there
is no Talmudic reason given for the ban on such a zimmui. Rashi®! posits
that it is based on their different status in the Grace, but not in the zimmun
per se, In the Grace, circumcision s mentioned, in which women do not
personally participate, and inheritance of the land is mentioned, in which
slaves do not participate. Thus, since the men have an aspect in the Grace
that is not applicable to women or slaves, men cannot join with them in
the zimmun. The Shulhok Arukh, O.H. 199:6 states as halakhah that a
mixed zimmun is prohibited, but provides no reason. The Mishnah Brurah,
rather than quoting Rashi's reason, provides two nex};qrationu]r_-s. First, he
states that women are not obligated in ztmmun as men™ are, and, addition-
ally, a unit which owes its halakhic status to a union of men and women
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is not proper (ayn havuratan na’ek),* even if it consists of a husband, wife
and children. The Rafvad gives yet another possible reason, that women
are not b'nei k'viut — possibly meaning that, together with men, women
cannot establish a permanence.

An opposite, equally logical, approach to the passage in Arukhin could
be taken, in which the reasoning of the second statement of the Gemara
would be: “All can be included in zimmun;” Whom does this “All" come
to include? Certainly not women and slaves, because that is obvious; wom-
en and slaves are mentioned above as obligated, so they are surely includ-
ed. Rather, you might have thought that since minors have no obligation
they cannot count towards the three or ten, therefore the “All" comes to
include a minor as being eligible to be included. And since we have a braita
that explcitly includes minors, who are not obligated, certainly women,
who are obligated, may be included in the ztmmun.

There is 2 minority dissenting opinion in this issue, which, while not
presenting this exact logic, reaches similar conclusions. The Tur (O.H.
199) quotes Rav Yehudah Hacohen as stating thata zimmun of women and
men is permitted.”® The Sha'ar ha'Zryun (199:3) quotes an anonymous
scholar who used to form a zimmun together with his daughter and son-
in-law; and the Mordekhai*® states that R. Simhah of Speyer (13th century)
used toinclude women in the zémmun of three and ten, This opinion, how-
ever, is rejected by the vast majority of authorities, including all later co-
difiers (ahromim), i.e. scholars since the 16th century.®

This discussion has focused primarily on a joint zimmun of three. The
issue of forming a joint zfmmun of ten (which may have different halakhic
parameters than other groups of ten, i.e., min}'mrm} s also discussed in the
sources. In the general case of counting men and women together for a
zimmun of ten, as well as in the specific case of nine men and at least one
woman, there is 2 minority opinion®® that would permit a zimmun with
God's name. The vast majority of authorities (primarily ahronim), howev-
er, do not agree.”

Waomen's Zimmun ef Three

Up to this point the contested issue of whether women may join with
men to form-a simmun has been discussed. In the next topic, that of a sep-
arate women’s zimmun, the question is not whether women mdy forma zim-
mun, but rather, whether they must. That is, is the separate women's zim-
mun an obligation or an opportunity. In addition, this will lead to the ques-
tion of whether women acquire an obligation when in the presence of a
MeEen's ZImmun, .

In formulating an epinion on a separate women's zimmun, the com-
mentators were faced with three apparently divergent sources. The braita
in Brakhot seems to indicate a permission: If women choose to, they may
form their own zimmun. The Talmud in Arukhin appears to indicate an
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obligation: women, like men, are obligated in forming a zimmun when pre-
sented with the opportunity.®' And last, the prevailing custom contempo-
rary with each of the commentators, which is sometimes viewed as a
“source,” was that women did not generally form a zimmun.

Three basic approaches were taken in order to harmonize the sourc-
es. Tosafot™ puts greater emphasis on the prevalent custom than on the
Talmudic sources. Based on that, Tosafof easily interprets the Talmud in
Brakhot to be saying that zimmun for women is only optional,* “and our
women have opted not to do it.” With a litle effort, Tosafot then interprets
the Talmud in Arukhin to also be speaking of an optional ebligation rather
than a true obligation.

A second approach, adopted by the Beit Yosef*! in the name of the
Smag,*® tries to give equal weight to the two Talmudic sources. They in-
terpret the reference to an obligation in Arukhin to be referring to an oc-
casion when an obligation exists within the group. That is, if women are
eating with three or more men, then the women acquire the same obli-
gation in zimmun. Thus, a woman would not be permitted to break off and
say Grace on her own, independent of the zimmun. If, however, three or
more women are eating with fewer than three men, then we turn to the
braita in Brakhot which tells us, according to this interpretation, that they
are permitted, but not obligated, to form a zimmun.

The third approach puts the greatest weight on the Arubhin source.
The Rask (R. Asher ben Yehiel, circa 1250-1327),%% after noting the other
options and expressing surprise at the custom that women do not usually
form a zimmun, says that he sees no way to interpret the sources except
to say that women do have an actual obligation to form a ztmmun when
three eat Iugether.“ After all, he says, why should they not be on equal
footing with men in this obligation, as there is no reason to exclude them?
The Rokeak (R. Eleazar ben Judah of Worms, circa 1165-12335), one of the
earliest codifiers, also states that women are obligated in ztmmun.™® This
is the approach accepted by the Vilna Gaon,*® who says that there i5 an
absolute obligation for women to form a zimmun when three or more eat
together.

In the first two approaches, three women eating together not in the
presence of three men are not under an obligation to form a zimmun, as
men would be. The obvious question is the one which the Rosh raised, and
that is: Why not? Why should they not be under the same obligation?

A variety of possible answers have been offered, each with its own
ramifications.*” The Bak*' postulates that it relates back to the essence of
zimmun, of the leader's recitation of Grace fulfilling the obligation for oth-
ers. Since, he states, from the time of the Talmud through contemporary
codifiers,*” there has been a doubt about whether women have the same
level of obligation as men in Grace, it would not be plausible to count them
in the same zfmmun as men, and this was extended to not obligate them
in zimmun at all #*
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The Hafez Hayyim postulates two other reasons. In the Mishnah Bru-
rah** he says that the rabbis did not wish to impose on women the obli-
gation of zimmun when they are by themselves, because women were usu-
ally not experts in zimmun. The rabbis were trying to be lenient and not
impose an obligation that women would have trouble fulfilling due 10
their lack of knowledge. In the Sha'ar ha'Ziyun,*” he suggests that the ex-
emption is tied in with an ancillary requirement of zimmun. Itis preferable
that all zimmun be said over a glass of wine,*® and for women to use wine
in a ritual is not proper.*” The rabbis therefore did not impose the zimmun
obligation on women when they are by themselves, and would a prior be
the ones leading and using the wine.*®

Women's Zimmun of Ten

The discussion until this point has focused on the formation of a quo-
rum of three women to say the basic zimmun formula. There is an addi-
tional level of zimmun which adds God's name to the basic formula. When
the Talmud discusses zimmun, it seems that it is always referring back 1o
Brakhot 7:3, which comtains the entire zimmun “package,” for three, ten,
etc., individuals. This includes the rule that when ten or more men form
a zimmun they add Ged'’s name to the zimmun formula. It might seem that
whenever women's zimmun is discussed, the entire zimmun "package” is
also included, and that 3 women's zimmun should follow all the same laws
as the men's; if ten women form a zimmun, God's name should be added.
Indeed, among the early authorities (rishonim, from the 11th 1o the 15th
century), there is an opinion which permits women to include God's name
in a zommun of ten. Such an opinion is cited by the Meiri, Sefer Me®orof and
Shiltei ha-Gibborim,*™ and is held by Rabbenu Tam.

All of the later codifiers (ahironim) reject this opinion and rule that a
women's zimmun, no matter the size, says zimmun without God's name.”"
Maimonides seems to be the first to have raised this issue, and it is his
opinion, which is §iﬁ.'en without any source or reason, that is accepted by
the later codifiers.”! Various reasons are advanced for this ruling, includ-
ing the possibility that, with ten people, Grace with zimmun becomes a da-
var shebikedisha {(acts or declarations of sanctification of the Holy Onej;
women cannot form a “congregation;” or, women are not obligated (but
only have the option) in zimmun and therefore cannot extend it to include
God's name.”

Practical Sttuations

Below will be presented various combinations of men and women
(slaves will be left out of the picture) that can exist, and the halakhah as
determined by the later codifiers (ahronim) in each scenario. For the most
part it will be seen that it is the second approach discussed above, that zimi-
munis optional for women alone and mandatory if with a zfmmun of men,
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that has been accepted. A minority of codifiers accept the third approach,
obligating women in zimmun in both cases, while the opinion of Tesafot is
almost never accepted, although it is sometimes taken into consideration.
© A) Ten or more men with any number of women — The existence
of a immun of men obligates all eating there, men and women, in Zmmun.
Thus, the women also have an obligation to participate in zimmun.>® Since
the halakhah is that the women cannot form their own zimmun of ten to
include God's name, the present zimmun (with the men) is on a higher level
of requirement than any zimmun the women could form independently.
The women would therefore be required to participate in the zimmun of
the ten men,™

B) Between three and ten men and any number of women — As in
the above case, the women have an obligation to participate in zimmun.*®
However, unlike the previous case, in this instance, if there are three or
more womern, their zimmun is on par with the men's, who alza will not in-
clude God’s name. Hence, the women can break off and form their own
simmun.*® The requirement is simply that all present at that meal partic-
ipate in a zimmum,

C) Three or more women and fewer than three men — This is the
essence of the debate regarding the interpretation of the primary sources.
There is NO opinion that says that women cannot form their own zimmun.
Rather, the Shulhan Arukh is of the opinion that three women may aptionally
form a zimmun, but are not required 10,7 and hence no mandatory sfimmun
exists in this situation. The Vilna Gaon, and a number of other signilicant
authorities, rule that in this case the women have an obligation to form a
zimmun. If these women do say Grace with ztmmun, itis proper and appro-
priate for the men present 1o answer, even though they do not have an
obligation in zfmmun in this instance.*®

D) Fewer than three men and fewer than three women — No zimmiun
may be formed, even optionally.”® This is true even if they are all mem-
bers of the same family, such as father, mother and their children.®”

Two interesting cases which we have not found discussed, and which
would both apply only ta Sephardim because of their custom of including
2 MINoT I IIMIMun

F} Two women, fewer than three men and a girl between the ages
of six and twelve — Would the halakhah be the same as two men and a
minor, in that an optional zimmun exists? It would seem to us that there
is no reason why not.

F) Two men, three or more women and a boy between six and thir-
teen — There are two optional zimmuns here for Sephardim (Ashkenazim
have only the women’s, and this is case D). Do they have equal weight,
since both may be defined as “optional”? Is one preferable to the other?
Could or should they split?
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Conclusion

Women have been included in the framework of zimmun from the
Talmudic period. There are areas of dispute, but there are certain essen-
tials which are universally agreed upon by the codifiers. Amongst those
points are that: (1) If women participate in a meal where there is an ob-
ligation in zfmmun for the men, the women fall under the same obligation
to participate in a zimmun. (2) Women are permitted to form a zimmun on
their own (at least when eating alone). Many authorities encourage that,
while some think there is an obligation on women for zimmun®' These
points are critical in women fulfilling certain obligations that they have,
and in widening avenues of communal Jewish self-expression that are
openly endorsed by the halakhic authorities. We know of educational in-
stitutions and homes in the United States and lsrael which encourage
these practices. Itis a goal of this paper to further knowledge of this topic,
thus furthering the goal of Jewish education and practice. 1t is worth con-
cluding with the words of the Ben Ish Hai:* “1t is proper for all people
to instruct the women in the household to form a zimmun amongst them-
selves when they eat in a group of three."
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from that of immarality {prezuf) of note 14, Some may interpret them as one and the same.
Shuts Mishpat Uzl (Hoshen Mahpat 8) brings a proof from here that the rabbis did not object
10 3 mixed meal per se, but only to a legal union formed for the sake of & mizuah, Frimer,
Op, cit., p. 65, cites authorities whao say that such 2 union could lead 1o “immodesty.”

24. Raivad, see n. 1T,

a5, Bah. O.H. 199 quotes an opinion that R. Yehuda Hacohen would only count woms-
en towards the ten and not the three. Others might view this as an even greater novelty.
See mote 17 where @ similar ruling is brought in the name of the Raivad with regard w2
minar. As the Raivad proposes this based on the mishnah in Brobhor, which cliscusses women
and minors, it would seem that the Raivad would not count women in the Samwun of three,
although he might count them towards ten.

6. Mordekhar 1o Brokhe! 450,

97 See Prid (159) in the name of the Agur, Tz 199:2; Arukh baShulhan, O.H. 199:2;
Shulkan Arukh, O.H. 199:6. See also Joel B, Wolowelsky, “The Eating Fellowship,” Og. il
for 4 discussion of the reasons why a weman may or may not be included within 3 smmus
with men, and his suggestion that perhaps this should be more flexible nowadays,

98 See, for example, the Bah O.H. 199, who explains that R, Simhah permitted wom-
enin a joint smmun of ten because it is nion @ davar the-pikedusha, from which, according to
the Bah, women are normally excluded, We see thatthe Zmni of1en may be different than
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the usual quorum of 1en (minyen). That it may nal be different is suggested by its inclusion
with nine other mimpan rituals in Meg. 4:3.

29. R. Simhzh, quoted in the Merdekbai 1o Brakho! 158 and 173; one opinion in the
Meiri, Brakhst 48a; Bzh to O.H. 199 explaining the opinion of R. Yehudah Hacohen in the
Tur; Baj to Tur O.H. 689; Rabbi Azron Halevi o Berakhat 45; Ran to Megilizh, Ch. 2; Rosh
and Rabbenu Tam as cited by Shiltsi ha-Gibborim to Alfasi ar beginning of Brakker, ch. 7.

30. Meird, see n. 29; Shulhan Aruekh Hargv 199:7, )

31. See note 34.

32. Brakhst 45b. This also seems 1o be Rashi's and Tur's (O.H. 199) opinion. Tosafor
admits that women forming a zimmun was not towlly unheard of, He cites the daughters
of Rabbenu Avraham (a student of Rabbenu Tam) who, on their father's advice, used 1o
form a smmun,

34, The idea of an optional simmun is not unique to women forming a smmun, and
oecurs in other sfmmus situations. For example, if people did not technically eat “together,”
such as at separate tables or separate rooms, they are not required 1o form & zammun bl
may do so (Shilte Gibborim to Mordekhai, Brakhot 7:5; Drisha 193:2; Bi'ur Halzkioh 183:2, 5.0,
adif tfay). Addidonally, some riskonim say that two men may form an optional mmun (the
Rokeak, see note 13),

34, O.H. 199,

356, Mizvar Asay 27, See also Hayar Adam 48:20.

56. Brakho! T:4. This is also the opinion of the Talmidaf Rabberiy Yana,

37. The real problem, as we see it, with the first two approaches, is that they separate
the two sources, The problem with that, is that the Talmud in Arekhin quotes the braita from
Brukhot in support of its pasition that all, including women, are obligated in semmim. It thus
seems clear that, at least in the eyes of the Talmud, the two sources are saying the same thing
and are both supparting the notion that women are obligaced in zimmun, That is essentially
what the Roth and the Gra (Vilra Gaon) say.

35, Rokeah, number 333, p. 230 in Ozar Hapokin edition.

39, Be'urar Halira; OUH, 199:7.

40, Ohr Same'oh (Brakho! 5:3); see generally, Frimer, Op. al, p. 65,

41. Bah, Tur, O.H, 199,

42, Brakkot 20b; Shatken Arukh O H. 186:1; Encclopedia Talmuait 2:248,

43, This is the very argument that Rorh explicitly rejected, Pner Yefhoshua (Brebhor 45b)
uses simnilar reasoning and explains thar women were not given the same obligation in zfm-
mun to avoid the possibility that women would came to fulfill the obligation on behall of
the men, which would be problematic.

44, 199 16:

45, 199:6,

46, Ramah, 183:1.

47. This seems a little difficult in light of the halakhah that when the host leads the
stmmun he 15 supposed to give his wife o drink from the cup of wine (Shullar Aruis OLHL
183:4; Mishngh Brurah 185:19). However, the Kaf ha Hayrim (199:19) quotes an opinion that
women would aciually use a glass of wine when they form o zommee.

48, Eitherof the Hafez Hayim's explanationsis consistent with women being obligaied
it strpmyn in the presence of three men. 1 is assumed that men would be expert in leading
the Grace, and that the men would use the glass of wine. Hence, there is no longer a reason
to exempt the wamen from the existing zmmun, and they 100 become obligated

40, Meini, Brakfof 4 Ta: Me'eral, Brakhot 450: Shiltes ha-Gibbprtn, Brakhor 7:2, This debate
does nor necessarily fall along the same lines as that over whether women have an obligation.
For example, the Rosh and the Gra both hold thar women have an obligation in zmmun, Ye
the Rosh, as quoted by the Shiltet ho-Gibbortm, says women can use God's name, while the Gra
{0 H. E99:6) says that they cannot,

50, Shulhan Arukh, O.H. 19%:6,

81, Maimonides, Berakhot 5:7,
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52. See Frimer for details,

53. Shulhan Arukh, O.H. 199:7. This is according to the second approach, that of the
Beit Vasef (avthor of the Shulhan Arukh), 1o the sources, that women are obligated when eating
with a fmmun of men.

54. Shulkon Arukh Haree, 199:6.

55. R Ya'akov Emden in his Siddur (p. 119) agrees with the Beif Yosef that women eat-
ing alone have an option to form a gmmun, but are obligated to join a shwmun il they ale
with 2 zimmun of men. He then advises that one should make women aware of this obligation
so that they will know to participate in the sfmmun.

56. Shulban Arukk Haroy 100:6; Mishnak Brursh 199:18; Kaf ha'Hayyim 189:23. There
is a dissenting opinion that says they should not break off, but the Sha'ar ha-Ziyun 1990 savs
that the first opinion is the logical one,

Inany example of case A, and of case B whenthere are fewer than three women, when
the wamen participate in the men's ssmaun, they are required to lifen 10 the men’s Zmmun
and may not be leaders, according to Bi'ur Halokhak 199, s.v. Viyes'at, and Kaf ha'Hayyim
199:24, The lanter gives as the reason that itis unclear whether women are obligated in Grace
Biblically or rabbinically (see note 42). Meiri, Brakhor ch. 7 cites &n authority who says that
the women may even lead,

57, The Arukh kaShulhan 199:2 agrees that there is an optional sfmmun (and uses this
to explain why women can never use God's name in a women's simmun), but says that the
custam is nat o make one, and “we have never heard of women who form a zimmun on their
own.” Clearly there are other codifiers whe do not find the implementation of this option
as surprising.

58. Aurbach, Op. cit., p. 94, in the name of his uncle, R. Shlome Zalman Aurbach, one
of the leading contemporary authorites in halakhah,

50 O.H. 199:6. Frimer, Op. rit., p. 63, discusses the reasons given for this, including
“immodesty.”

60, Mishugh Brureh, Shuthen Amuih OH. 195132,

§1. The primary exceptions that we found are Tasafot (Brakhor 45b). Arckh haShulfan
(199) and Hi'ur Halobhah (199}, who all siate that it was not current practice for women 1o
farm their own smmem. But nane of them dispute the essential halakhah and none discour-
age women's simmu,

62, Bhonal Rishomah, Kerak, 13.




