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ture was the term nesia used -  “Haloch Venasoah Haneg-
bah,” - when Hashem instructed Avraham to uproot himself 
totally from his father’s house. 

Understanding this distinction of physical and spiritual depar-
tures enables us to answer our two questions. Moshe tells 
Yisro: We are coming from Mitzrayim, a place of pain and servi-
tude; we have no spiritual connection to that country. There-
fore, we are nos’im, we are totally uprooting our minds and 
spirits from that horrible experience. But you, Yisro, are com-
ing from your homeland, the place where you’ve always lived, 
the place where your family dwells. All we ask of you is to be a 
holeich with us. Just walk with us, even while remembering all 
that you are leaving. In response, Yisro is offended by Moshe’s 
assumption: You are implying that my heart and mind are not 
completely in concert with the heart and mind of  Klal Yisroel? 
You believe that all I want is to be a holeich with Klal Yisroel? 
“Lo Aileich!” I will not be just a holeich with Klal Yisroel! I will 
be a nosay’a! “Ki im el Artzi V’el Moladti Aileich” On the con-
trary, only when I return to my land and birthplace will I be a 
holeich, always keeping Klal Yisroel and the Torah in mind! 

 We all understand the importance of connecting ourselves to 
Torah. However, there are two ways to view that connection. 
We could travel to a place of Torah by halicha, a solely physical 
journey, yet cling to our place of origin. The correct approach, 
however, would be to ensure that our connection to a place of 
Torah is a result of nesia, a complete departure from other 
venues and influences. Conversely, we must realize that when-
ever we travel away from our place of Torah, we are only hol-
chim, because our real home is a place of Torah and a sur-
rounding of holiness. 
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T he Ramban in parshas Yisro mentions the opinion of 
Chazal that the story of Yisro actually took place after 
Matan Torah, and not before, as the order of the parshi-

yos seems to suggest. One of the proofs he offers is that the 
posuk (18:26) relates that “Moshe sent his father-in-law and 
he went to his land.”  This sending of his father-in-law is al-
luded to in a conversation that took place between Moshe and 
Yisro in parshas Beha’alosecha, which occurred after the giving 
of the Torah. 

In Beha’alosecha (10:29) the Torah states: “Vayomer Moshe 
L’Chovav ben Reuel HaMidyani Chosayn Moshe ‘Nos’im 
Anachnu el Hamakom Asher Amar Hashem Oso Etayn Lachem, 
Licha Etanu etc…” Moshe beseeched Yisro to follow Klal Yis-
roel into Eretz Yisroel. Yisro responded: “Vayomer ailav ‘Lo 
aileich, ki im el artzi v’el moladti aileich’ ‘I shall not go, only to 
my land and my family shall I go.’” 

The Kli Yakar asks the following two questions: The words 
nos’im and licha both mean to go or to travel. Why does Moshe 
use the term of nesia when speaking about Klal Yisroel but the 
term of halicha when referring to Yisro? Also, why does Yisro 
use the word ‘aileich’  twice in his response? It would have 
sufficed to say “Lo Aileich, Ki Im el Artzi V’el Moladti.” 

The Kli Yakar answers that although the terms halicha and 
nesia are similar in meaning, they have different connotations. 
The term halicha connotes a physical “going,” whereby the 
body travels but the mind is still connected to the point of de-
parture. Nesia, on the other hand, implies a total uprooting of 
mind and body from one’s place of origin. In fact, it is precisely 
for this reason that Hashem used the lashon of  halicha: “Lech 
Lecha” when commanding Avraham to leave his birthplace. 
Initially, Hashem was only telling Avraham that he was to physi-
cally leave his birthplace, not necessarily to uproot his mind as 
well. Only after Avraham had accomplished this physical depar-
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Amira L’Akum - part 1 

Rabbi Dovid Greenberg 

O ne is prohibited from commanding a non-Jew to perform any act 
forbidden to a Jew. In this article, we will discuss those halachos 
that relate to Amira L’Akum (telling a non-Jew) on Shabbos. 

Most Poskim maintain that Amira L’Akum is a Rabbinical prohibition. The 
Rishonim propose three different explanations for the source of this law. 
The Rambam (Shabbos 6:1) explains that telling a non-Jew to perform 
forbidden melacha would cause the stringency of Shabbos to be dimin-
ished in one’s eyes, and eventually one might profane the Shabbos 
himself. Rashi (A.Z. 15a) explains that speaking about prohibited work 
on Shabbos, even if requesting that it be done after Shabbos, falls un-
der the general principle of “V’daber Daver” (Yishayahu 58:13), that 
one’s speech on Shabbos should be different from one’s speech during 
the week. Another reason quoted by Rashi (Shabbos 153a) is that al-
though non-Jews do not qualify as halachic agents, Chazal were strin-
gent to consider them as halachic agents regarding violating prohibi-
tions. The halachah is in accordance with all these reasons.  Therefore, 
one may neither instruct a non-Jew prior to Shabbos to perform a mela-
cha for him on Shabbos, nor discuss with the non-Jew on Shabbos, 
plans to do melacha after Shabbos (Aruch Hashulchan 243:4). 

Forbidden Benefit 
It is forbidden to benefit from a melacha performed by a non-Jew on 
one’s behalf, even if the Jew did not request that the work be done. 
Tosfos (Beitzah 24b) explains that Chazal were afraid that if a Jew would 
be allowed to gain from the non-Jew’s actions, he might be tempted to 
ask the non-Jew directly. One may benefit from the non-Jew’s efforts 
only on Motzaei Shabbos, after the duration termed “Bichdei 
Sheyaase”- the amount of time that it took to perform the prohibited 
act. However, if a non-Jew performed an act for his own benefit (for 
example, turned on a light so he could read), a Jew may also benefit 
(O.C. 276:1). However, if the Jew is an acquaintance of the non-Jew, we 
suspect that the non-Jew may have done additional melacha in order to 
serve the Jew. Therefore, if a non-Jew boiled water in a kettle, the Jew 
would be prohibited from using that water, as some may have been 
boiled specifically for him (M.B. 325:66). 

When a non-Jew performed a melacha to service a group of Jews and 
non-Jews, we ascribe his main intent to the majority of the group. Thus, 
if the majority is non-Jews, the act is considered as done only for them 
and the Jews present may benefit too. However, if one of the Jews in the 
minority is a V.I.P., we must assume that the main intent of the non-Jew 
was for this Jew’s sake; hence, benefiting from the melacha would be 
forbidden (O.C. 276:2). 

In a situation where the non-Jew is obligated to perform the melacha 
even for a minority of non-Jews, benefit is permitted. Thus, because the  
superintendent of an apartment building is required to service the cen-
tral air unit for even one non-Jewish tenant, all the Jews in that building 
may enjoy the cooling effect. (Shu”t Chelkas Yaakov :Vol.1:35:7). 

Exceptions 

Indirect Benefit 
Chazal only prohibited direct benefit from a non-Jew’s performance of 
melacha, e.g., a light that was turned on, food that was cooked. Indirect 
benefit, defined as the removal of an obstacle that prevented the fulfill-
ment of one’s desires, is permitted. When a light is turned off, the result 
is not viewed as an act of creating darkness rather as the natural conse-
quence of the absence of light. Therefore, if a light was extinguished by a 
non-Jew on Shabbos, one may benefit from the darkness and remain in 
the room (O.C. 334:25). 

Additional Benefit 
If the desired benefit already existed to a degree, and the non-Jew’s act 
merely increased the benefit, one may enjoy the extra benefit. However, 
only those activities which were (and currently are) feasible under the 
circumstance of the original situation, may now be done with greater 
ease/comfort. The following example illustrates this point: 

There was only one small lamp lit in the dining room, which made eating 
difficult and reading impossible. A non-Jew then turned on the chande-
lier, bathing the room in bright light. The Jew may now enjoy his meal to 
the fullest, but is still restricted from reading in that room. 

In both of the above exceptions (indirect benefit, additional benefit), one 
is only permitted to benefit from the non-Jew’s actions, but is forbidden 
to instruct the non-Jew to perform the melacha (O.C. 276:4). 

Remiza- Hinting 
One only transgresses the prohibition of “Vedaber Davar” when the 
request for the forbidden work is actually expressed directly on Shabbos. 
Thus, one may hint to a non-Jew that he would like a certain melacha 
performed on Motzaei Shabbos. For example, if a Jew whose sink has 
broken happens to meet a non-Jew plumber on Shabbos, he may tell 
him, “It would be worth your while to stop at my house tonight after 
dark.”(O.C.307:7) 

In circumstances where one may benefit from the non-Jew’s melacha on 
Shabbos, one may hint to a non-Jew that his services are needed. Unlike 
the aforementioned halachah, such a hint may not be worded as a com-
mand; rather, one should relate the hint through a descriptive “story.” If 
one realizes that his bedroom light was left on, for example, he may 
approach a non-Jew and say, “I’m so tired and my bedroom light is on.” 
Some poskim say that one may not even mention that a Jew is prohibited 
to extinguish it due to Shabbos observance. The non-Jew may question: 
“Do you want me to turn off the light?” One may not answer “yes,” as 
that is tantamount to asking the non-Jew to perform the melacha for him 
(Chayei Odom 62:3). (Note: in this particular case of extinguishing a 
light, there may be room for leniency in case of great need, due to the 
principle of Shvus D’Shvus.) 

There are many circumstances in which one may tell a non-Jew to do 
melacha. IY”H, these will be delineated and elucidated in next week’s 
Encounters. 
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