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IMPORTANCE OF ....  
The Gemara (Berachos 53b) states that it is greater (i.e. better) to 
answer Amein to a brocho than to actually recite the brocho itself. 
The SHUT Rashba (5:53) explains that the brocho awakens and 
inspires, while Amein confirms and completes. Rabbeinu Bachya 
(jkac 14:31) compares it to testimony, which is accepted and 
effective only when the second witness comes forward. The 
Gemara (ibid) notes that both Rav and R’ Huna advised their 
respective sons to seize opportunities to be the lrcn, rather than 
the one who answers Amein, and suggests that although all agree 
that it is greater to answer Amein, yet, the Schar comes sooner to 
the one who recited the brocho, which was more important to Rav 
and R’ Huna. This may also explain why the Gemara (Chulin 
87a) quotes Rebbi as offering a guest 40 gold pieces to forgo 
being the lrcn for Birchas HaMazon (10 pieces for each brocho), 
even though he would have received at least as much Schar for 
simply answering Amein. The 40 pieces paid for the momentary 
delay. The Yerushalmi (Berachos 8:5) states that we derive from 
ohngv kfn ‘hv, lurc that if a gentile blesses a Jew, the Jew must 
answer Amein. The Binah L’Itim explains by noting that this 
Posuk then concludes vregu reg lc ‘hvh tk – you will not suffer 
infertility, and cites the Midrash (Toldos 60:13) which states that 
Rivka was an vreg at first, so that her family would not claim that 
their brocho to her (vccr hpktk hhv ,t ubh,ujt) bore fruit. 
Therefore, the Posuk says ohngv kfn ‘hv, lurc - you will receive 
berachos from all the nations, and yet, vregu reg lc ‘hvh tk - you 
will not suffer infertility (as Rivka did). Are we not concerned that 
the nations will claim it was their brocho that bore fruit for us ? 
Perhaps that is why the Yerushalmi states that one must answer 
Amein. Since answering Amein is greater than reciting the brocho, 
the “credit” for the fruit will be given to the Jew’s Amein.  

QUESTION OF THE WEEK:  
When may one declare that he was born in a place that is not 
where he was really born, without any standard Heter like 
Pikuach Nefesh ?   

ANSWER TO LAST WEEK:  
(Which non-Jew, unaffiliated with any Jew, must keep Shabbos ?)  
The Biur Halacha (304) states that if a non-Jew accepts upon 
himself to be a cau, rd and to keep the 7 Noachide laws, he may 
at the same time, accept upon himself other mitzvos such as 
Shabbos and be required to keep them.  

DIN'S CORNER:  
One should teach children and even adults where necessary, how 
to recite berachos over food, but one may only use Kosher food 
for this purpose. To use non-Kosher food turns the brocho into 
blasphemy. Yet, one need not be concerned over the probability 
that the newly-learned brocho will be recited in their home over 
non-Kosher food, since the berachos will also be recited over 
Kosher food as well. (ezcv vtrnc p. 17) 

DID YOU KNOW THAT ....   
The Gemara (Yoma 87a) states how fortunate Tzadikim are that 
not only do they benefit from their own merits, but the benefit 
extends to their children and descendants as well. The Gemara 
cites Aharon Hakohen as an example, where Elazar and Isamar 
are described as ohr,ubv uhbc (remaining sons) after the deaths of 
Nadav and Avihu, implying that all four sons should have died, 
but Elazar and Isamar were spared in the Zechus of Aharon. The 
MaHarsha points out that this conflicts with the Midrash cited by 
Rashi on the Posuk: ushnavk stn ‘s ;bt,v irvtcu which states 
that Hashem grew so angry at Aharon for enabling the Eigel that 
He wished ushnavk - to eradicate him, which means with the death 
of all his sons, and it was only through the Tefilah of Moshe 
Rabbeinu that half of Aharon’s sons were spared. Chazal have 
listed other reasons for the deaths of Nadav and Avihu, but 
blaming their deaths on Aharon would seem to be punishing adult 
children for their father’s sins. The Rambam (vcua, 6:1) only 
mentions that one’s minor children may be punished for the 
father’s sins, as stated in the Sifri on the Posuk: u,nuh utyjc aht – 
not the adult children. The MaHaral points out that this rule only 
applies when the children do not follow their father’s example. 
When they do, even the adult children can be punished for the 
father’s sin. How did Aharon’s sons follow him regarding the sin 
of the Eigel ? The TaZ (Divrei Dovid) asks what specifically was 
Aharon’s sin in the Eigel incident, as Aharon’s Kavanah was 
clearly ohna oak. He suggests that Aharon was faulted for not 
having davened for Bnei Yisroel to do Teshuvah. Since Aharon’s 
sons apparently did not daven either, they could be punished for 
Aharon’s omission. R’ Shlomo Kluger in vnka ,nfj on Shulchan 
Aruch (j”ut 225) seeks to prove from here that the Magen 
Avrohom’s understanding of the brocho - vz ka uabgn hbrypa lurc 
is the correct one, where the father says he is now relieved of the 
punishment for his child’s misdeeds. The Levush held that the 
brocho refers to the child being punished for the father’s 
misdeeds, which ends at the Bar Mitzvah. However, in light of the 
punishment visited on Nadav and Avihu, that may be incorrect.  

A Lesson Can Be Learned From:  
When R’ Moshe Soloveitchik was a young boy, his household witnessed 
a strange daily occurrence. A hen would wander into their front yard 
each day, sit around for a while until it laid an egg, and then get up and 
leave. As this continued to occur, the family attempted to discover who 
owned the hen, in order to return all the laid eggs, at a time when eggs 
were valuable. But try as they might to follow the hen, it always seemed 
to elude them. At some point, the father understood that this hen was 
probably a Gilgul of someone who died, owing him money, and the daily 
eggs were intended to pay off the obligation. He verified his theory by  
looking in his notebook, discovering that indeed someone had died, 
owing him money. The next day, he went out when the hen arrived and 
said to it: “If you are here to pay off the obligation of so-and-so, I hereby 
forgive the debt” and he said lk kujn 3 times. The hen left and never 
returned.  
P.S. Sholosh Seudos sponsored by the Sternberg family. 


