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Question:  

Is one allowed to stage a worker, to see if he is a thieve? 

 

True story: 

It was an unexpected phone call that the Kallah teacher received.  A young lady had engaged 

her to prepare her in halacha.  And now, the young lady’s future mother-in-law was on the 

phone. 

 

The woman said, “Our side is about to break-off this shidduch.  We have been made aware that 

the young lady is a kleptomaniac.  This is not something that we wish to deal with in our family. 

We also do not wish even to risk it. On the other hand, we did not wish to listen to false rumor 

without foundation. 

 

This is our request of you. We would like you to leave a one-hundred-dollar bill in a position 

where it appears to have been dropped by accident and is unnoticed to you.  We would like you 

to leave the room.  In this manner, you can test her to see if indeed she is a thief.  Once again, 

we understand if you do not wish to involve yourself.  But this is the last chance for this 

shidduch – as we have exhausted all other avenues of investigation.” 

 

 

The Kallah teacher was in a quandary.  She had no desire whatsoever to be involved in this 

skulking and underhanded activity.  On the other hand, if she could possibly save the shidduch 

of the young lady, perhaps she should do it.  She decided to pose the question to Rav Yitzchok 

Zilberstein. 

 

 

“Caught you” 
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 קידושין דף לב. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 תוספות:  ד"ה דמחיל ליה ליקריה 

Summary: Tosafot clarifies the case. 

 

 וצריך לומר שהודיעו קודם לכן ... 

Clarification: We must say that he informed him in advance ... 

 

 שלא יהא כמו 'נתכוין לאכול ]בשר[ חזיר ועלה בידו בשר טלה' ... 

Reason: To avoid it being akin to 'Someone who intends to eat the pork  meat and he picked up a piece 

of lamb' ... 

 

 דאמר לקמן בפ' בתרא )דף פא:( שצריך מחילה וכפרה 

Reason: About which the Gemara says later in the last Perek (Daf 81b) that it requires forgiveness and 

atonement. 

 

 

 

Sridei Aish (Vol. I #58) regarding a business owner who wish to test one of his employees   – as 

to whether or not he was trustworthy.  He wished to place money in a hidden spot and see if the 

employee would seek to find the owner or pocket it.  The Sridei Aish cited a Tosafot in 

Kiddushin 32a that one is still in violation of Lifnei Iver – even if at the outset, the owner of the 

money was mochel. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 CONTRADICTION 

 Gemara #1: Nedarim 62a: 

 

לבי נורא א"ל רבינא לרב אשי האיכא )ויקרא יט, יד( רב אשי הוה ליה ההוא אבא זבניה 

  :לפני עור לא תתן מכשול א"ל רוב עצים להסקה ניתנו

 

The Gemara relates that Rav Ashi had a particular forest, and he sold it for its wood to the 
temple of fire worship. Ravina said to Rav Ashi: Isn’t there the prohibition: “You shall not put 
a stumbling block before the blind” (Leviticus 19:14), which prohibits assisting others in 
committing transgressions? And yet you are providing assistance to an idolatrous cult. He said 
to him: Most of the wood they use is for kindling, not for their ritual service. Consequently, I 
need not be concerned that the particular wood that I have sold them will be used for idolatry.  

 

 

There is a concept known in halacha as Tliya – that whenever it is possible to assume a 

permitted purpose, even if that possibility is statistically, or factually dubious, we do so. 

The Gemora tells us that Rav Ashi had an Avah, a forest, that he sold to an Avodah Zarah fire 

temple.  When asked about Lifnei Iver he responded that most of the wood would be for 

ordinary heating and not Avodah Zarah.  The Ran explains that it is permitted because of 

Teliya- “we can assume” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Gemara #2: Baba Metzia 75b 

On the other hand, there are other passages in the Gemorah that indicate that there is a 

prohibition of Lifnei Iver whenever a strong likelihood of a violation exists.   

 

אמרו ליה רבנן לרב אשי קא מקיים רבינא כל מה דאמור רבנן שלח ליה בהדי פניא דמעלי  

שבתא לישדר לי מר עשרה זוזי דאתרמי לי קטינא דארעא למזבן שלח ליה ניתי מר סהדי 

ונכתב כתבא שלח ליה אפילו אנא נמי שלח ליה כל שכן מר דטריד בגירסיה משתלי וגורם  

  קללה לעצמי

The Gemara cites a related incident: The Sages said to Rav Ashi: Ravina fulfills all of the 
directives that the Sages say. Seeking to test him, Rav Ashi sent a messenger to him close to 
sunset on the eve of Shabbat, at the busiest time of the week, with the following request: Let 
the Master send me ten dinars as a loan, as I have happened upon a small piece of land for an 
acquisition and I need the money. Ravina sent a message to him: Let the Master bring 
witnesses and we will write a written document for this loan. Rav Ashi sent a message to him: 
Even I, as well? Do you suspect even me of shirking payment? Ravina sent a message to him: 
All the more so it is necessary to document a loan to the Master, who is occupied with his 
studies and therefore very likely to forget, and I will thereby bring a curse upon myself.  

צועקין ואינן נענין ואלו הן מי שיש לו מעות ומלוה אותן שלא בעדים  תנו רבנן שלשה 

  והקונה אדון לעצמו ומי שאשתו מושלת עליו

The Sages taught in a baraita: There are three who cry out and are not answered, as they are 
responsible for their own troubles. And they are: One who has money and lends it not in the 
presence of witnesses, and one who acquires a master for himself, and one whose wife rules 
over him.  

סיו בנכרי איכא דאמרי הכותב נכסיו לבניו  קונה אדון לעצמו מאי היא איכא דאמרי תולה נכ

  בחייו איכא דאמרי דביש ליה בהא מתא ולא אזיל למתא אחריתא

The Gemara clarifies: One who acquires a master for himself, what is it? There are those who 
say that it is referring to one who attributes his property to a gentile. He falsely claims that his 
possessions belong to a gentile in order to evade his obligations, thereby inviting the gentile to 
take advantage of this declaration. And there are those who say that it is referring to one who 
writes a document bequeathing his property as a gift to his children in his lifetime, as he 
becomes financially dependent on them. And there are those who say that it is referring to one 
who has bad fortune in this town but does not go to a different town. He is consequently 
responsible for his own misfortunes.  

We see that it is a violation of Lifnei Iver to loan money when there are no witnesses. Why not 

Toleh- assume- he will pay? 



TWO APPROACHES TO RESOLVE THE CONTRADICTION 

 

#1: RAV ZILBERSTEIN’S RESPONSE: 

Based on Taz in Yoreh Deah Siman 151-                                                                           

 ט"ז יורה דעה סימן קנא ס"ק א

 משמע באם הדבר מסופק אי לאליל שייך או לדבר אחר אזלינן לקולא וכן אמרינן לקמן במכירת בהמה גסה  

If one is selling an item and is unsure if the buyer will use it for Avoda Zara, one can be lenient 

and sell him. 

This is also the approach of Rav Zilberstein in the above case of the suspecting mother-in-law. 

Rav Zilberstein responded- that she should first investigate with the Kallah’s friends.   

• If they tell her that the concern is far-fetched and remote – then the Kallah teacher 

should conduct the test – just to prove to the would-be mother-in-law that all is in order.   

• But if the friends respond that there is substance to the allegation – she should not 

involve herself in the test. 

Whenever there is a greater probability of a violation than a non-violation- then we do 

not assume a permitted purpose, and there is lifnei Iver.   

 

The underlying question of course was the concept of Lifnei Iver – is it permitted to place 

a stumbling block before the employee.  Rav Zilberstein concluded that if the possibility 

of the infraction occurring is remote, it is permissible to test. 

 

 

 

#2: RAV FEINSTEIN’S RESPONSE: 

 

Rav Dovid Feinstein zt”l related his approach to resolving the contradiction.  He explained that 

that if the action being performed will directly lead to a violation on the part of the recipient, and 

without him the recipient would not have had the desire to violate Halacha – then it is a violation 

of Lifnei Iver.  Rav Feinstein’s view is recorded in this author’s Sefer on Lifnei Iver entitled 

“Misguiding the Perplexed” on page 97.  

 

 

CONCLUSION: 

It is this author’s view that Reb Dovid Feinstein zt”l would not have agreed to Rav Zilberstein’s 

psak.  He would have instead ruled that the Kallah teacher would not have been permitted to 

test the Kallah if she would steal even if her friends had reassured her that there is no basis to 

the rumors.    It just highlights the different approaches we find in halacha and in understanding 

of Gemorah. 


