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A man passed 
away and left 
the home that 
he owned as 
an inheritance 

for his two sons. The sons wish to sell the 
house but realize that it will take some 
time before they are legally able to do so. 
In the interim there is a tenant living in the 
house.
Q: Does the bechor, the firstborn, 
receive a double portion of the rent 
while they still retain ownership of 
the home? Does the bechor receive a 
double portion of the rent that was due 
before the last surviving parent passed 
away?
A: There are many intricate details 
involved in applying the halachah that a 
bechor receives a double portion; we will 
present some of the details that apply to 
this situation.
A bechor only receives a double portion from 
assets the father had in his possession at the 
time he died (muchzak). The bechor does not 
receive a double portion from prospective 
assets (ra’ui), e.g., debts that were owed to 
the father.
For this reason the bechor does not receive a 
double portion of the rent that was owed to 
the father when he passed away, since those 
funds are prospective assets (Ketzos 278:2; 
Nesivos 1; Shevet HaLevi 6:236; cf. Lechem 
Mishneh, Nachalos 3:2, cited in Ketzos ibid. 
and Pischei Choshen, Yerushah 2:[84]). 
Sometimes an asset’s value will increase 
subsequent to the passing of the testator, and 
whether a bechor receives a double portion 
of that increased value depends on a number 
of factors. If the object’s value increased on 
its own — e.g., a tree grew thicker or the 
market value of the tree increased — the 
bechor receives a double portion even from 
additional value (C.M. 278:6; Shach 115:32). 

Kalman Cooper was a coupon collector. When the weekly 
store brochures arrived, he would clip the coupons of any 
product he occasionally bought. Over time, he amassed a 
large collection of coupons.
Kalman’s roommate, Dov, was just the opposite. He didn’t 

think the few dollars saved was worth the time it took to clip the coupons.
They half-jokingly argued about their difference. “Watch out,” Dov warned Kalman. “One 
day I’m going to throw your whole coupon collection down the incinerator!”
“That’s not funny,” Kalman said. “That would be serious damage!”
One day the two were going to a wedding of a very close friend. Dov wanted to leave early, 
but Kalman was going through the store brochures.
“C’mon, Kalman,” Dov cajoled him. “You’re making us late!” 
“What’s the rush?” Kalman replied. “There are great coupons here! We have time.”
Finally Kalman was ready, and the two headed out. As they got on the highway, they 
heard the traffic news: “Serious accident at Exit 26! Police have just closed all lanes for the 
coming hour.”
“Our rotten luck,” Dov seethed. “Had we left 15 minutes earlier we would have avoided the 
accident. Now we’re going to miss the chuppah entirely. It’s all because of your coupons!”
When the two returned late that night, Dov took the coupon collection and threw it down 
the incinerator!
In the morning Kalman asked Dov about the coupons. “I was furious last night. I threw 
them down the incinerator,” Dov acknowledged. “I know it was wrong; I have to control 
my anger.”
“I had over $300 worth of coupons!” said Kalman. “You caused me tremendous loss!”
“But many of them were sitting 
unused,” replied Dov. “Their cash value 
is minuscule, 1/100 of a cent each.”
“That’s just for legal purposes,” argued 
Kalman. “The face value is what counts!”
The two decided to consult Rabbi 
Dayan. “How much does Dov owe 
for the destroyed coupons?” Kalman 
asked.
“When evaluating damage,” replied 
Rabbi Dayan, “we evaluate the item’s 
current worth on the market” (C.M. 
387:1).
“A related discussion exists in the 
Poskim regarding one who destroyed 
a loan document,” explained Rabbi 
Dayan. “Let’s say that someone 
destroyed a $1,000-bond due in a year. 
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If the asset rises in value because the heirs 
invested time or money to increase the 
asset’s value, or if it physically altered from 
its state when the testator passed away — 
e.g., the tree grew fruit or rent on a property 
became due — the bechor does not receive 
a double portion from that additional value 
(C.M. 278:6, Nesivos 1).
In light of the above, before the house is sold 
it remains jointly owned by the two sons, 
and if the bechor has not claimed his double 
portion, he does not receive a double portion 
of the rent the tenant pays. This is true even 
though the bechor will receive a double 
portion of the value of the house when they 
do divide the inheritance. 
However, there are some authorities who 
contend that rent that is collected for a real-
estate lease is categorized as muchzak and 
consequently the bechor would receive a 
double portion of the rent that is collected as 
well (see Meiri, B.B. 123b). In order to assure 
that the bechor should be able to collect 
a double portion from the incoming rent, 
according to all opinions, he should do the 
following:
Once a bechor indicates that he wishes 
to collect his double portion, he is then 
considered the owner of that portion and thus 
receives a double portion of any increased 
value that is realized from the assets. This 
applies even to fruit that subsequently grows 
on the trees (Ketzos 278:4; Nesivos 1 based on 
Ran, B.B. 126a; cf. Kovetz Shiurim, B.B. 400 and 
Kehillas Yaakov, B.B. 9). Similarly, once the 
bechor indicates a desire to collect his double 
portion he receives a double portion of any 
rent that may be collected from the inherited 
real estate that is currently under lease to a 
tenant.
Next week, iy”H, we will discuss the distribution 
of inheritance of a house that was jointly owned 
by both parents.

money matters

People would not be willing to pay $1,000 for this document, since it is due only in a 
year, can get lost, the borrower might go bankrupt, etc. Beis din has to get an actuarial 
estimation of its current value” (C.M. 66:32; Shach 386:14).
“But the document is just a piece of paper,” said Dov. “Isn’t destroying it grama (indirect 
damage)? It just prevents the owner from collecting his money.”
“The Gemara (B.K. 98b; Kesubos 86a) raises this possibility, but concludes that one 
who burns another person’s loan document is legally liable,” answered Rabbi Dayan. 
“According to many Rishonim it falls into the more severe category of garmi (directly or 
immediately caused damage)” (C.M. 386:1-2).
“How does this relate to the coupons?” asked Kalman.
“The coupon is clearly worth more than the cash value printed,” replied Rabbi Dayan. 
“People would be willing to pay part of the face value to take advantage of the discount. 
On the other hand, the coupon is not worth the full face value, since it can get lost, 
is usable only on that particular product, etc. Beis din should establish a value that 
people would be willing to pay depending on the desirability of the product, the value 
of the coupon relative to the price of the product, the availability of the coupon, etc. 
Furthermore, when destroying a large group of coupons we should value them as a 
group sold to one person” (C.M. 362:12; Pischei Choshen, Geneivah 5:17[49]).
“It’s illegal to sell coupons, though,” pointed out Dov. “Does that change anything?”
“That is an interesting point,” replied Rabbi Dayan. “It needs to be addressed separately.”
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Potential RetractionAdapted from the writings of  Harav Chaim Kohn, shlita

(Based on writings of Harav Chaim Kohn, shlita)
Q:  I hired a repairman for a certain price, but he realized that the job 
would take longer than expected and threatened to retract. I persuaded 
him to do the repair. Must I add to the price?
A: If the worker did not explicitly retract, and to prevent him from retracting you 
pacified him without promising additional money, the initial agreement remains. 
Nonetheless, if you implied that you would add something, you should do so, 
such as adding a little or covering transportation (Aruch Hashulchan 332:15).
However, Rema writes that if the worker could back out without any complaint 
(tar’omess) from you (e.g., you can easily find another repairman for the initial 
price, or you already canceled), and he clearly stated that he wants a higher 
price, you would also have to add accordingly if you initiated his return; he 
agreed to resume employment only at this price. Similarly, the initial agreement 
is void if the worker explicitly retracted before beginning the job and there was 
no kinyan (C.M. 332:5).
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