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ף א'ריב סעיסימן   

Hilchos ikar V’tafel Part 2 –  

Does the Tafel ever require a Bracha of its own? 

This week we present the second instalment in 

hilchos ikar v’tafel by examining some general 

aspects related to these halachos.  The Chazon 

Ish (O:C 27:9) brings down an interesting 

examination of this topic.  When we say that the 

beracha on the ikar 

exempts the tafel, do we 

mean that the tafel, in the 

presence of the ikar, is 

considered so insignificant 

and unimportant that it 

requires no beracha at all?  

Or do we mean that the 

ikar and tafel are now 

considered one unit so that 

the beracha on the ikar covers the tafel? In 

explaining the latter possibility, the Chazon Ish 

says:  והוי עתה העיקר והטפל ברכותיהן שוות"

  וברכת העיקר הוא גם ברכת הטפל"

In other words, the tafel assumes the 

characteristics of the ikar and so the beracha for 

the ikar becomes the proper beracha for the 

tafel as well.  

The Chazon Ish brings a proof to this question 

from Tosfos in Berachas (44a D’H B’uchlei). 

There we discuss the case of bread (tafel) eaten 

to blunt the taste of salty fish (ikar) when 

consumed after the fish is finished. The Mishna 

Berura (212: § 4) also cites this Tosfos who 

explains that even if the bread was not in front 

of him at the time of the beracha, as long as he 

had in mind for it at the time of eating the fish 

or even if not, but it is usual for this person to 

have bread after salty fish, one would not need 

a beracha on the bread on the basis that it is a 

tafel to the fish.  

Clearly from the condition as set forth by 

Tosfos, for the ikar v’tafel “advantage” to work, 

a beracha is indeed required on the tafel and the 

subordinate nature of the tafel in no way 

diminishes its status as a food. It is just that the 

beracha requirement of the tafel under certain 

circumstances is satisfied by the 

beracha on the ikar. 

Having concluded that in fact the 

tafel does require a beracha, 

there are many questionable 

practical scenarios that can arise 

from this approach.  The 

Shemiras Shabbos Kehilchasa 

brings down that if one made a 

shehakol on coffee thus 

exempting the coffee itself as well as the milk 

and sugar which are tafel, but then later decided 

to add more sugar or milk which may be an 

irregular thing to do, then there could in fact be 

a strong argument to make another beracha on 

the added ingredient even though it is a tafel. 

The same question may apply to spreads placed 

on bread or crackers where a person may 

change their mind and decide to add more 

spread at a later point in time. It is certainly not 

a given that the original beracha on the bread or 

cracker covers the added spread that only came 

to mind after the person started eating. There 

are however Poskim who rule that if the added 

tafel is mixed in to the ikar and is not 

recognizable (such as more sugar added to 

coffee) then one would not need to make 

another beracha as the addition to the mixture 

of the tafel leads only to a subtle change in the 

mixture and is considered insignificant. 
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Brocha Achrona and Ikar V’tafel – a fascinating  

case  

The Shulchan Aruch rules that the halacha of 

ikar v’tafel encompasses not only one’s 

obligation to make a beracha rishona on food 

but also a beracha achrona.  Taking the previous 

example of bread eaten after fish to remove the 

salty taste of the fish, the halacha would be that 

a mere Borei Nefoshos (B”N) would be enough 

to exempt even the bread eaten after the fish. 

This conclusion is straight forward when a full 

“shiur” of fish is eaten even if a full k’zayis of 

bread was also eaten-only B”N is required. But 

what will the Halacha be if only half a k’zayis of 

fish is consumed, followed by the consumption 

of a full k’zayis of bread to remove the salty 

taste in the mouth. He cannot make a B”N based 

on the fish consumption alone because there is 

no shiur and so other options need to be 

considered. One might advance any one of 3 

different possibilities: that no beracha achrona 

need be made as the ikar does not require one; 

maybe we should make Birkas Hamazon on the 

bread, as the ikar did not require a brocha 

achrona, or maybe B”N after all, as the combined 

shiur was at least a k’zayis. 

The Igros Moshe (O.C 4:42) posits that it is 

untenable to suggest no beracha achrona is 

made at all since the expression    כל שהוא עיקר

  ועמו טפל מברך על העיקר ופוטר את הטפל

strongly implies that the reason there is no 

beracha on the tafel is because the beracha on 

the ikar includes the tafel as well. If indeed there 

was no beracha achrona on account of the tafel    

then the expression ואין צריך לברך על הטפל 

would have been more appropriate.  In our case, 

where there is no independent beracha achrona 

on the ikar then the tafel would need a beracha 

achrona of its own if there was at least a 

combined shiur eaten and certainly where a full 

shiur of bread was eaten. This approach strongly 

echoes the approach of the Chazon Ish we cited 

earlier.  

The Kaf Hachaim in our siman paskens that in 

this situation one makes a Borei Nefashos, 

despite the fact that no shiur of the ikar alone 

was consumed. A proof that such a combination 

is allowed in the case of Borei Nefoshos can be 

brought from the M’B (210: §1) who states in 

the name of the Magen Avraham that one who 

ate half a k’zayis bread and half a k’zayis of 

something which is a B” N, makes a B” N as a 

beracha achrona. In our case, also since the ikar 

was the fish over which we usually make B”N, 

we can combine less than a “shiur” of the fish 

with less than a “shiur” of bread to create an 

obligation to make a B” N. To be sure, this would 

apply equally even if a full “shiur” of bread was 

consumed in which case normally one would be 

obligated in Birkas Hamazon. But since the 

bread is a tafel, the less than a shiur of the ikar 

of fish “weighs in” to the extent that the 

resultant beracha achrona becomes a B”N also. 

 סימן רטז

1.  It is forbidden for one to derive benefit from a 

good smell without reciting a beracha prior to that 

benefit. [Mechaber 1] 

2.  There is no ברכה אחרונה on smell.1 [Ibid.] 

3.  If one is doubtful as to whether a certain object 

has a smell or whether he will be able to smell it, one 

is allowed to smell in order to ascertain whether the 

object has a smell, and then recite a beracha and 

                                                           
1 The Mishna Berura cites the reason is because it is not a 
substantial enough benefit to warrant a beracha achrona.  The 
Shaar Hatziyun 3 cites another reason.  Unlike eating, when it 
comes to smelling as soon as one has finished smelling there is 
nothing left ‘in the body’.  One recites a beracha achrona only 
for as long as the food is still within the body and has not been 

smell again. [Dirshu note 1 in the name of the Ben 

Ish Chai] 

4.  One who has two different object in front of him, 

one he intends to eat and the other to smell.  One 

should recite the beracha on eating and eat the food 

and then recite the beracha on smell. [MB 4] 

5.  One recites a  בשמים עציבורא  on a fragrance that 

comes from an עץ.  This applies to a something that 

digested, this is not a reality when it comes to smell.  The Chazon 
Ish (OC 28:4) asks on this reason from the gemorah in Yuma 75b 

that states that the מן that was immediately absorbed into their 
bodies yet the gemorah in Berachos 48b says that they did make 
a beracha achrona. See Dirshu note 5. 

*continued on back page



   By Ari Traurig

אריסימן   

What to make the bracha on first? 

 

Do they have the 
same or different 

brachos?

I have two items, which do I eat and 
make the bracha on first?

Are they the same 
or different types of 

food or drink?

Same 
brachos

Both mezonos?

Order of priority (MB 4):
1. Whole
2. Nicer

Same types

Both hoadoma? Both hoeitz? Both shehakol?

Order of priority 
(MB 35):

1. Made from wheat
2. Made from barley
3. Made from spelt
4. Made from oats
5. Made from rye
6. Rice (Dirshu 30)

Is at least one of 
them from 
whole grain 
kernels (e.g 

granola)? See 
Note 1.

The type from whole grain 
kernels takes precedence [as 

grains are of the shivas minim, 
BH v’im]. 

If both types are from grain 
kernels, the following is the 

order of priority between them: 
1. Whole Wheat

2. Cooked whole barley 
[as raw or roasted whole barley 

is not hoadoma but rather 
shehakol, 208:4]
3. ‘Whole’ spelt
4. ‘Whole’ oats
5. ‘Whole’ rye

Yes, one or both from whole grain kernels

Order of priority (MB 4):
1. Shalem (still whole)

2. Chaviv – ‘usual’: the type that 
the person usually prefers

3. Chaviv – ‘present’: the type 
that one prefers to eat now

See Note 3. 

None are from whole grain kernels

Different types (but same bracha)

Is at least one of 
them olives, 

dates, grapes, 
figs, or 

pomegranates?

Notes
1. See Siman 208:4 that where grain kernels are roasted or cooked while it is still whole and it is not broken down in the cooking/roasting process, the bracha is 
hoadoma, not the usual mezonos.
2. There is a disagreement whether a food takes priority over a drink despite other factors such as chaviv. R Wosner rules that food does take priority where 
they are the same bracha (Dirshu note 33 on MB 35).
3. The MB (10) suggests the preferred approach is to recite a bracha on the ‘usual chaviv’, eat a small amount, then eat entirely the ‘present chaviv’ and then 
return to the ‘usual chaviv’.

Olives, dates, grapes, 
figs, or pomegranates 
take precedence over 
other fruits [BH v’im]. 

If both types are of the 
above listed fruits, the 

following is the order of 
priority between them:

1. Olive
2. Date

3. Grape
4. Fig

5. Pomegranate 

Yes, one or both

None are of these fruits

If one item is a food and 
other is a drink, See Note 2.

Different 
brachos

To be continued IYH 
next week
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grows from the ground, is firmer than a blade of 

grass but can be softer than a tree, grows back every 

year, and has branches/leaves growing out of the 

‘trunk’. [Vezos Haberacha 19:1 based on MB 6, BH 

3] 

6.  One recites a  בשמים עשביבורא  on a fragrance 

that grows from the ground and is soft, and does not 

grow back yearly.[Ibid.] 

7.  On all other fragrances, or if one is in doubt as to 

which category a particular fragrance falls into, 

recites a  בשמים מיניבורא . [Mechaber 2] 

8.  On a fruit that has a nice smell one recites2  הנותן

 This applies to a fruit from a tree as  .ריח טוב בפרות

well as a food that one would recite a ha’adama on.3 

[Ibid., MB 8] 

9.  One who picks up a ‘nice smelling’ fruit but has 

no intention to smell it, does not recite a birchas 

hare’ach. [Mechaber 2] 

10.  One who picks up a nice smelling fruit in order 

to smell and eat it, should first recite the birchas 

hare’ach since that pleasure comes first.4 [MB 8] 

                                                           
2 See MB 9 for an alternate text to this beracha. 
3 See Dirshu note 10 regarding fruit in our times. 

4 See MB 10 for another approach brought in the name of the 
Pri MEgodim. 

 
 

The Weekly Shmiras HaLashon 
(Based on Sefer Chofetz Chaim – Dirshu edition)

 The Rosh Yeshivah entered the Beis Medrash to test 
the bochurim. One bochur, Reuven, told the Rosh 
Yeshivah a chiddush in the sugya they were learning. 
The chiddush was not accepted by the Rosh Yeshivah. 
In truth, it was not Reuven that thought of the 
chiddush, he had heard it from his Rebbi during the 
shiur. Can Reuven tell the Rosh Yeshivah that it was 
his Rebbi’s chiddush, in order to avoid the resulting 
negative impressions that the Rosh Yeshivah might 
otherwise form about Reuven? R’ Elyashiv says that it 
is not allowed, he can only say that he heard it from 
someone. Likewise, if a Rosh Yeshivah reprimands a 
bochur for doing something that he was asked to do 
by the Mashgiach, the boy should not say ‘the 
Mashgiach asked me to do this’. Rather, he should not 
respond to the rebuke, but should go to ask the 
Mashgiach to sort things out with the Rosh Yeshivah 
(p. 555, note 73). 
 

 Reuven is not allowed to take a letter that Shimon 
wrote and show it to a graphologist for evaluation 
without Shimon’s permission. This is forbidden since 
he is trying to discover other people’s secrets, which 
is an aspect of nezek – causing damage. It can also be 
considered lashon hara, as it can be degrading for the 
writer. The graphologist himself, however, is not 
prohibited from looking at other people’s writings (p. 
662, note 9). 

 
 Reuven tells his friend Shimon that he is going to the 

Yeshivah to have a look at a certain yeshivah-bachur, 
without his knowledge, in order to see if he is a 
suitable match for his daughter. Shimon is not allowed 
to pass that information back to the yeshivah-bachur 
and tell him that he is being watched, so that he can 
act more suitably (p. 663, note 11). 
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