
 

By Dr Elli Franck 

ריחסימן   

The “near miss” 

Last week we brought down 2 opinions as to 
whether one makes a beracha on the 

deliverance from a type miracle that might 
otherwise be considered the natural order of 
events (for example an attempted break in by 
robbers). The Shulchan Aruch concluded that 
one should make the beracha without shem and 
malchus. The Mishna Berura (218: §32) further   
illustrates this halacha by describing 2 further 
scenarios.  

1. A person survives being hit 
seriously by a stone or being 
run over by a wagon –in this 
case all agree this qualifies for 

the beracha on a miracle with 
shem and malchus.  

2. A falling stone just misses a person or a piece 
of flying metal just misses a person’s eye. –
In this case the Mishna Berura rules that 
according to the view that the miracle must 
be truly an unnatural event, one would not 
make a beracha. The second opinion 
however may agree to making a beracha and, 

if this is the case, the Shaar Hatziyun (§29) 
explains that a case of a near miss may in fact 
constitute yet a 3rd category of miracle. 

Alternatively, there is a point of difference in 
that at least retrospectively the person was 

not really in danger at any stage at all 
whereas in the case of attempted robbery, 
there was actual danger at the time of the 
break in until something happened that 
scared the robbers away (see discussion last 
week). 

The aforementioned discussion relates to the 
beracha on miracles. But what about the 

beracha of Hagomel? Do we make Hagomel on 
a near miss?  

We have established previously that the ruling 
of the Achronim (Mishna Berura 219: §32) is 

that we make Hagomel on all categories of 
“miracle” including naturally and unnaturally 
occurring events. That is, the beracha of 
Hagomel takes in many more instances of 
deliverance compared to the beracha one makes 
on miracles per se. In the same vein the Chayei 
Odom rules that according to all opinions we do 

indeed make Hagomel even in the case of 
a “near miss” type of accident. This then 
leads us to discuss the more contemporary 
case of car accidents and several different 
scenarios that may arise.  

The Igros Moshe (chelek 2) rules that in the 
case of a near accident with a car one does 

not make Hagomel. This is in contradistinction 
to the above-mentioned case of the falling stone 
where everyone agreed we do make Hagomel. 
The Teshuvos Kneh Bosem explains that when 
the outcome is determined and dependent on 
human action then we do not make a beracha of 
Hagomel, whereas when the result depends on 
some other factor (e.g. gravity in the case of a 
falling stone) we are more inclined to make a 

beracha. It is this added risk factor relating to a 
“lack of control” that triggers the beracha of 

Hagomel. If this is the case, then if a driver did 
in fact lose control of his car due to a brakes 
failure and subsequently went on to just miss 

hitting a pedestrian, that pedestrian would 
indeed have to make Hagomel.  Alternatively, if 
a pedestrian was pushed out of harms away by 
another bystander as a speeding, out of control 
car approached, one would also need to make 
Hagomel. In both of these instances, the person 
is the potential target of an “independently” 
acting destructive object; this makes it similar to 
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the case of a near miss from a falling stone over 
which all agree we make Hagomel.  

Generally speaking however, the most common 
reason to make Hagomel in the case of a car 

accident involves an actual impact of the car 
with another object.  Reb Shlomo Zalman 
Aurebach in Halichos Shlomo states that each 
case needs to be examined separately as the 
speed of the car and the resultant severity of 
impact will determine whether a beracha of 
Hagomel is made. At times, where the type of 
accident could have even led to one’s death R” 
L, the dedicated beracha on a miracle must also 
be made.  

Siman 219 – The traveler in transit 

The Shulchan Aruch (219:1) rules that one 

makes Hagomel only when the situation one is 
thanking Hashem for has passed. The Mishna 
Berura (219: § 1) clarifies that one makes the 
beracha only after having arrived at one’s final 
destination. So, if for example a person is on a 
cruise and the ship stops for 1-2 days here and 
there one does not make Hagomel until the 
actual end of the trip. The same would apply to 
someone who traverses a desert and stops off 
for a break in a city or township on the way; no 
Hagomel is made.  

Let us now examine the contemporary case of 

airplane travel. Given that most people make the 
beracha of Hagomel after airplane travel, at 
what point do we say that a person is considered 
to have arrived and is thus obligated in 
Hagomel? 

It is clear that if a person goes on a holiday 
overseas, he must make Hagomel on arrival at 
his destination even though he will eventually 
return home. But what of a person who is say 
travelling to E” Y and transits for a few hours or 
a day in Hong Kong – does this already obligate 
him in Hagomel?  The Shaar Hatziyun (§1) states 

that if one is in the middle of travelling and takes 
a break for a “few days” the Olas Tamid is unsure 
on the ruling whereas the conclusion of the Elya 
Rabba is that we do not recite Hagomel.  It 
would seem from this that Hagomel would not 
need to be recited for a traveler in transit. On 
this point, however the Shevet Halevi (chelek 9) 
brings down the Maamar Mordechai who 
attempts to refute this position. The Mechaber 
in this same Siman (§8) holds that a sick person 
must make Hagomel even on a recurrent, 

chronic illness with periodic exacerbations. For 
example, according to the Mechaber one with 
an exacerbation of their asthma who fully 
recovers for now but is liable to future attacks, 

would nevertheless still make Hagomel 
(provided it is of a severity that would 
necessitate bed rest). According to this, one 
might suggest that a traveler who takes a break 
from travelling for a few days should also make 
Hagomel since in the meantime at least he is not 
travelling. The Shevet Halevi rejects this 
position as clearly the traveler has not as yet 
reached his final intended destination whereas 
the unwell person has indeed now recovered to 
the fullest extent possible thus triggering the 
obligation of Hagomel.  

In order to more fully define what is considered 
having arrived at one’s destination in regard to 
Hagomel we present a teshuva from the Btzel 
Hachochma (chelek 1) who discusses the case of 
a traveler who stops off in a city in order to have 
a planned business meeting on the way but has 
not yet really reached his main destination.  He 
brings down the Sdei Chemed who states that if 
there is a bone fide purpose to be in the 
particular   intermediate destination for a period 
of time, then one would in fact be considered as 
having “arrived” and would be obligated in 
Hagomel. Examples the Sdei Chemed brings 

include those traveling around to different kivrei 
tzaddikim or those traveling around collecting 
tzedaka where each place, although not the final 
destination, is considered enough of a 
destination to warrant the beracha of Hagomel. 
The Btzel Hachochma in fact takes this even 
further by ruling that the beracha of Hagomel 
may in theory be made even a number of times 
in one day if every destination has its own   
genuine purpose. 

The Kaf Hachaim (219: §5) also agrees to the 
principle of the Sdei Chemed however he rules 

that one must stay in the temporary location for 
at least 2 nights before one is able to make 
Hagomel.  Interestingly he writes about himself 
that when he travelled through the desert from 
Yerushalayim to Chevron   for an overnight stay 
(most likely to daven at Meoras Hamachpelah), 
he did not make Hagomel in Chevron. The Kaf 
Hachaim considered a one night stay too short 
to warrant a beracha of Hagomel 
notwithstanding the genuine purpose of the 
trip.  



   By Ari Traurig

 סימנים ריח, ריט

Comparison of Brachos HaGomel and SheAssa Li Nes 

There are two brachos that are both related to being saved from danger. The following charts 

illustrate the differences between the brachos. 

Chart 1 – What, When, Who and Where 

 Bracha of “HaGomel” Bracha of “SheAssa Li Nes” 

What is the 
bracha 

The bracha is: 

ַלִני ,טֹובֹות ְלַחיִָּבים ַהּגֹוֵמל ְּגמָּ ל שֶׁ   טֹוב כָּ
The bracha is: הזה במקום נס לי שעשה  

When is the 
bracha said 

Said once off after the salvation. Said every thirty days (Seif 218:3). 

Who says 
the bracha 

Only the person that actually 
experienced the salvation. 

The person that experienced the salvation, or the 
child, grandchild1, or Talmid of that person (Seif 

218:6). 

Where is the 
bracha said 

Said at the next Torah reading in front 
of 10 men2 (Seif 219:3). 

Said at the actual place of the salvation3 (Seif 
218:4). 

Chart 2 – Circumstances that require a person to say one or both of the brachos 

Type of danger Examples 
Is the bracha 

“HaGomel” said 
in this case? 

Is the bracha 
“SheAssa Li Nes” 
said in this case? 

Travelled through 
sea or desert but 

didn’t actually 
experience any 
mortal danger 

whilst travelling 

- Plane travel according to many Poskim 
(Dirshu 3 on BH ‘yordei’) 

- Returned safely from battlefront without 
incident (Dirshu 29 on MB 219:32) 

Yes 

(Siman 219 BH 
‘yordei’). 

No, not applicable 
in this case. 

Was in mortal 
danger but saved 
in a “natural” way 

 

- Ruthless thieves attacked but scared away in 
a “natural” manner, e.g. people happened to be 

nearby to save the person (MB 218:30). 
Yes 

Yes, but without 
Hashem’s name 

(MB 218:32). 

Was in mortal 
danger but saved 

in a miraculous 
way 

 

- An example of a miraculous salvation: a 
person was in danger of dying of thirst in a 

desert and a miracle happened that a fountain 
of water suddenly appeared (MB 218:29), 

- Wall or stone fell on the person where 
normally the person would be killed from such 

an accident4, 

- Car crash where some of the occupants were 
killed (Dirshu 15 on MB 218:30)5 

Yes 
Yes, with 

Hashem’s name 
(MB 218:32). 

                                                           
1 If the salvation occurred before the survivor had a child then his descendants, even from the third generation onwards, also make 
the bracha. Otherwise only the child and grandchild make the bracha. (MB 218:16). 
2 Preferably also in the presence of two Talmidei Chachamim (whom can be included in the ten men – BH ‘utrei’), although this is not 
me’akev. 
3 Or if it is the child, grandchild, Talmid making the bracha, it could also be wherever they see happen to see their 
father/grandfather/Rebbi (MB 218:22). 
4 Regarding a wall or stone falling and just missing a person, see SH 218:29 who is in doubt whether to say “SheAssa Li Nes” even 
without Hashem’s name, and see Dirshu 17 on MB 218:31 that although the Chayei Adam rules that one should say HaGomel and 
therefore also “SheAssa Li Nes” at the very least without Hashem’s name, R’ Elyashiv wrote that the Halacha is not like the Chayei 
Adam.  
5 In Dirshu 30 on MB 219:32 there is quoted a dispute in the Poskim if the car crashed but no-one was injured, whether one should 
say HaGomel (however the bracha “SheAssa Li Nes” is not discussed). If the driver swerved the car to just narrowly miss crashing, 
everyone agrees that none of the brachos are recited. 



 סימן רכט

Do women recite Birchas HaChamah? 

The שולחן ערוך in סימן רכ"ט ס"ב  discusses the unique and infrequent beracha6 that is recited on the 

sun; the beracha known as “ברכת החמה”. The מחבר goes on to describe that this beracha is said 

only once every 28 years at a point in time 

when the sun is positioned at the same place 

as it was at the time of מעשה בראשית.   

The last time that it was recited was on Erev 

Pesach 5769 (April 8, 2009), and the next 

time it will be said is in another 20 years from 

now; in the year 5797 (2037).  

The question, however, which doesn’t seem 

to be addressed by the שולחן ערוך or  משנה

 is whether or not women make the ברורה

  .blessing just like men ברכת החמה

This seems to be a מחלוקת הפוסקים…  

 

There are some that maintain that women do in fact say ברכת החמה just like men… 

 The שו"ת מהרי"ל דיסקין writes that women are in fact obligated to make the beracha of 

 due to it being of such מצות עשה שהזמן גרמה as we don’t consider it a ,ברכת החמה

infrequent occurrence.  He also reasons that since the beracha that is said is “ עושה מעשה

 and ימים ונהרות a beracha that is said on several other things (such as when seeing ”,בראשית

after lighting strikes7) which women say, it’s מסתברא that they would say it here too on the 

sun. 

    

 The חזון איש paskens that women do in fact say ברכת החמה.  

{It is, however, noted in the ספר ארחות רבינו that once the חזון איש was informed that the 

 established that the minhag is for women not to make the beracha (see opinion חתם סופר

below8), then he would refrain from giving his opinion when this question was presented at 

him.} 

 

 
                                                           
6 Although the beracha itself (“עושה מעשה בראשית”) isn’t infrequent, the circumstances is what makes it unique. 
7 See סימן רכ"ח. 
8 Although he was unsure of the reason for the custom, the חתם סופר nevertheless considers it to be the accepted custom.  (especially 

after the סופר כתב ’s rationale) 



 The שו"ת מנחת יצחק concludes that in a place, such as ירושלים, where the minhag is for 

women to say מהברכת הח  – then that custom should be followed. And likewise, in a place, 

such as Hungary, where the minhag is for women not to say ברכת החמה – then that custom 

should be followed. In other words; both are correct and one should follow the מנהג המקום. 

 

However, there are other פוסקים that maintain that women do not say ברכת החמה… 

 The שו"ת חתם סופר leaves it as a צריך עיון as to why the common practice among women is 

not to make the beracha. The שו"ת כתב סופר, however, does justify the custom of women 

not saying ברכת החמה by quoting a מגן אברהם. The מגן אברהם in 9סימן רצ"ו says that by 

time-related מצות women only make ברכות if the mitzva is completed through an action (eg. 

the shaking of the lulav). However, when the mitzva is performed without an action, then no 

beracha is made by women. This can be used to explain why the accepted custom is that 

women don’t say ברכת החמה, as no action (actual “מעשה”) is performed. 

 

 The ו"ת שלמת חייםש  brings a different reason why women don’t make ברכת החמה. He says 

that because the custom is to make the beracha outside, it would be a breach in their level of 

“) for women to go outside into the public to make the beracha צניעות מלך כל כבודה בת 

 .(”פנימה

  

 Rav Elyashiv and Rav Shlomo Zalman both rule that the minhag is indeed for women not to 

make the beracha. Rav Elyashiv (ישא יוסף ח"ג סי' נח) does however add that women can hear 

the beracha being said by a male, as long as it is not heard through the use of a megaphone.10   

 

 

                                                           
9 The מגן אברהם there is explaining why the רמ"א holds that women should יוצא הבדלה from men, rather than making it themselves. 
10 As Rav Elyashiv is of the opinion that listening to a voice via the use of a megaphone is not considered a halachic “שמיעה”.  



 סימן רכו

1.  One who sees the flowers budding on a fruit 

tree in the spring recites the following beracha 

ברוך אתה... שלא חסר בעולמו כלום וברא בו בירות 

להנות בהם בני אדם ות טובותואילנטובות  . 

[Mechaber 1, MB 2]  

2.  The beracha need not be recited specifically 

in the month of Nissan, rather any month where 

one sees the above 

phenomenon, the beracha 

is recited. [MB 1] 

3.  One who mistakenly 

recited this beracha on a 

non-fruit bearing tree 

should not recite the 

beracha again on a fruit 

bearing tree. {Dirshu note 3 

in the name of the Shevet 

HaLevi] 

4.  One who mistakenly recited the beracha 

upon hearing that the fruit trees began budding 

but did not actually see the tree budding does 

not need to recite the beracha again upon 

seeing the budding. [Ibid] 

5.  There is a dispute amongst the poskim 

whether one should recite the beracha on a tree 

that was planted in a forbidden manner (e.g. by 

a Jew on Shabbos). [Ibid] 

6. This beracha is only recited once per year.  If 

one recited the beracha in the month of Nissan 

and then travelled to a place where the trees 

bud in the month of Tishrei, he does not recite 

the beracha again unless he intends to 

permanently move to that 

location. [Dirshu note 5] 

7. The beracha can be 

recited from upon seeing 

the budding of the fruit 

trees until the fruit have 

actually grown.  Once the 

fruit have grown, one has 

lost the opportunity to 

recite the beracha.  

However, if one sees the trees for the first time 

after the fruits have grown, it appears from the 

Mishna Berura that one may recite the beracha 

until the fruit have completely ripened.  

[Mechaber 1, MB 4] 

8.  Even if one did not recite the beracha the 

first time he saw the budding, he may do so 

when seeing the budding trees subsequently. 

[MB 5] 

 סימן רכז

9.  The custom is to recite a  עושה מעשה

מלא  וכוחו וגוברות on lightning and a בראשית

 on thunder. In reality, however, either עולם

beracha may be recited on either occurrence. 

[MB 5] 

                                                           
11 The amount of time it takes to say the three words  שלום עליך

 MB 206:12 .רבי

10.  One who recited a beracha on lightning and 

then heard thunder11 תוך כדי דיבור need not, 

and should not make another beracha on the 

thunder since he was yotzei with the beracha on 

the lightning even if he didn’t intend for the 

beracha of the lightning to apply to the thunder. 



[Dirshu note 3 in the name of Rav Shteinman 

shlita] 

11. One who recited a beracha on lightning and 

then לאחר כדי דיבור heard thunder, if he had in 

mind when he recited the beracha on lightning 

that it should apply to the thunder as well, he 

need not make a beracha on the thunder, but if 

he didn’t have in mind when he recited the 

beracha on the lightning that it should exempt 

the thunder then he 

should recite another 

beracha on the 

thunder. [Ibid.] 

12. One may recite 

the beracha even if 

one did not see the 

actual lightning but 

saw the light 

emanating from the 

lightning. [Dirshu note 2 in the name of Rav S Z 

Aurbach zt”l] 

13.  One only recited one beracha on lightning 

and/or thunder per storm.  Only when the sky 

clears up completely and then becomes cloudy 

again may one recite another beracha. 

[Mechaber 2, MB 8]  

14.  If a storm last for a number of days, one 

should recite a beracha every new day on the 

thunder and lightning.  For the purpose of this 

halacha, the night following the day is 

considered the same day.  For example, if one 

recited the beracha on lighting in the morning, 

he does not recite another beracha until he 

wakes up the next morning (even if awakening 

before daybreak. [MB 8, Dirshu note 6 in name 

of Rav S Z Aurbach zt”l] 

15.  One who sees lighting or hears thunder 

while in a place that is unsuitable for reciting 

berachos, should not recite a beracha. 

[Mechaber 3, MB 9] 

16.  In the above scenario, if one can enter an 

area that is suitable for a beracha תוך כדי דיבור 

of the seeing/hearing, he 

should do so and recite 

the beracha. [Ibid.] 

17.  One can only recite 

the beracha within  תוך

 of the כדי דיבור

seeing/hearing. [MB 12] 

18.  With regard to 

Kidush Levana there is a 

doubt as to whether one can recite the beracha 

within תוך כדי דיבור of the moon becoming 

covered by clouds. [Dirshu note 9] 

19. One who spoke in after the seeing/hearing 

may still recite the beracha as long as it is still 

within תוך כדי דיבור. [Dirshu 10] 

20. One may recite the beracha on lighting and 

thunder while in the middle of Kriyas Shema, 

but only bein haperakim.  One who washed 

netilas yadayim and hear/saw before he recited 

the beracha al netilas yadayim, should recite the 

beracha on lighting and then wash again. 

[Dirshu note 12] 
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The Weekly Shmiras HaLashon 
(Based on Sefer Chofetz Chaim – Dirshu edition) 

 When it comes to a boy or a girl suffering from a weak consistency (but not an illness) the rule is 

as follows: one does not have to volunteer such information in a shidduch, even information that 

the inquiring side would be happy to know about, unless he is asked about it. The same applies 

to similar minor issues like that. However, when it comes to conditions like celiac or krohn’s 

disease, some say that one has to mention it, as it will affect their life together and it is also 

hereditary. Likewise, if one knows that a potential shidduch-partner is suffering from an illness 

with a 4% mortality rate, one is obligated to present that information, as most people would not 

want to marry such a person (p. 733, note 17).   

 One is being asked for shidduch information, and knowing both sides he can tell that this 

shidduch will only be beneficial for the party inquiring and not for the other side. In such a case 

he should mention that point, and at the very least he should not advice that the shidduch be 

pursued (R’ Elyashiv). One should also exercise great care not to exaggerate the praises of a 

potential shidduch-partner. Others say that one can exaggerate a little bit (since it is the derech 

ha’olam to do so), but it is better not to. If a person is concerned that by saying the exact truth, 

the person inquiring will take that to mean ‘less’ than what was intended, he should stress that 

he is being precise with his wording and his report should therefore be understood accurately (p. 

735, note 20).   
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