KOREN TALMUD BAVLI

KOREN
el JALMUD

COMMENTARY BY
RABBI ADIN
EVEN-ISRAEL
STEINSALTZ




Koren Talmud Bavli
SHABBAT - PART ONE

Shefa







Y513 11350

KOREN TALMUD BAVLI

X naw
SHABBAT - PART ONE

COMMENTARY BY

Rabbi Adin Even-Israel
(Steinsaltz)

EDITOR-IN-CHIEF

Rabbi Dr Tzvi Hersh Weinreb

SENIOR CONTENT EDITOR

Rabbi Dr Shalom Z Berger

MANAGING EDITOR

Rabbi Joshua Schreier

SHEFA FOUNDATION
KOREN PUBLISHERS JERUSALEM



IMIATANLEL

GRANTED TO GIVE

Supported by the Matanel Foundation

Koren Talmud Bavli
Volume 2: Tractate Shabbat, Part One
Standard Size

ISBN 978 965 301 564 7
First Hebrew/English Edition, 2012

Koren Publishers Jerusalem Ltd.

PO Box 4044, Jerusalem 91040, ISRAEL
PO Box 8531, New Milford, cT 06776, USA
www.korenpub.com

Shefa Foundation

Shefa Foundation is the parent organization
of institutions established by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel (Steinsaltz)

PO Box 45187, Jerusalem 91450 ISRAEL
Telephone: +972 2 646 0900, Fax +972 2 624 9454
www.hashefa.co.il

Talmud Commentary © 1965, 2012 Adin Steinsaltz and Shefa Foundation

Talmud Translation © 2012 Shefa Foundation

Vocalization and punctuation of the Hebrew/Aramaic text © 2012 Shefa Foundation
Koren Tanakh & Siddur Fonts © 1962, 1981, 2012 Koren Publishers Jerusalem Ltd.
Talmud Design © 2012 Koren Publishers Jerusalem Ltd.

Original Illustrations © 196, 2012 Shefa Foundation

Revised Ilustrations © 2012 Koren Publishers Jerusalem Ltd. (except as noted)
Cover photo © Yael Yolovitch, Courtesy of the Israel Antiquities Authority

Hardcover design by Ben Gasner

Considerable research and expense have gone into the creation of this publication.
Unauthorized copying may be considered geneivat da'at and breach of copyright law.

No part of this publication (content or design, including use of the Talmud translations and

Koren fonts) may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system or transmitted in any form or by any
means electronic, mechanical, photocopying or otherwise, without the prior written permission of
the publisher, except in the case of brief quotations embedded in critical articles or reviews.



Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship,

printers would inscribe in the flyleaves
of volumes of the Talmud:

Whatever may be written herein about gentiles
does not refer to the gentiles of today,
but to gentiles of times past.

T(’)day, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription,
albeit an invisible one:

Whatever may be written herein about Jews
does not refer to the Jews of today,
but to Jews who lived in other times.

So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud,
books of ethics, or books of faith

without considering their relevance to our lives.

Whatever is written there
does not apply to us or to our generation,
but only to other people, other times.

We must expunge from those invisible prologues
the notion that the words are written about someone else,
about others, about anyone but us.

Whether the book is a volume of Torah,
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith,
the opposite must be inscribed:

Whatever is written herein refers only to me;
is written for me and obligates me.

First and foremost, the content is addressed to me.

— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz
as quoted in oy »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua)
Maggid Books, 2011
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out-
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin-
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud.

Iwould like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word....

Rabbi Moshe Feinstein
New York, 7 Adar 5743

I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin
Steinsaltz x’vyw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them,
as they may find them useful.

Rabbi Moshe Feinstein
New York, Adar 5730

THIS HASKAMA REFERS TO THE ORIGINAL HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, UPON WHICH THIS VOLUME IS BASED
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... have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we
have been commanded to add - for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He,
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand...

Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson
The Lubavitcher Rebbe
Brooklyn, s Marheshvan, 5729

THIS HASKAMA REFERS TO THE ORIGINAL HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, UPON WHICH THIS VOLUME IS BASED

Haskama
Rabbi Menachem
Mendel Schneerson
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who
offer up the waters to drink.

We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein-

saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary,
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation.

It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary.
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner-
stone of our very lives...

Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria

THIS HASKAMA REFERS TO THE ORIGINAL HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, UPON WHICH THIS VOLUME IS BASED
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: “Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is
the meaning of the verse: ‘And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge;
and he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs’? (Ecclesiastes 12:9). He
explains: He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the
Torah, and explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed
[izen], and sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At
first the Torah was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made
handles for it” And as Rashi there explains: “And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot
and distance themselves from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc.”

Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue.
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud,
which is obscure and difhicult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few,
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin
Steinsaltz xhw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so.

Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei, 5754

THIS HASKAMA REFERS TO THE ORIGINAL HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, UPON WHICH THIS VOLUME IS BASED X1
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-Israel (Steinsaltz)

The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ-
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses not only the deepest
themes and values of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic
study text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody
the historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively,
its subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and in-
novations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path.

The Koren Talmud Bavli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps
even become one with it.

This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have

worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a

joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu-
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and

for the design ofits very complex graphic layout. Thanks of a different sort are owed

to the Shefa Foundation and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, for their de-
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the

translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks to

the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them the

Matanel Foundation. And thanks in advance to all those who will invest their time,
hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to learn, to teach, and to practice.

Rabbi Adin Even-Israel (Steinsaltz)
Jerusalem 5772

A MESSAGE FROM RABBI ADIN EVEN-ISRAEL (STEINSALTZ)



Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief

The vastly expanded audience of Talmud study in our generation is a phenomenon
of historical proportions. The reasons for this phenomenon are many, and include
the availability of a wide array of translations, commentaries, and study aids.

One outstanding example of such a work is the translation of the Talmud into mod-
ern Hebrew by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel (Steinsaltz). The product of a lifetime of
intense intellectual labor, this translation stands out in its uniqueness.

But what can the interested student do if he or she does not comprehend the Hebrew,
even in its modern form? Where is the English speaker who wishes to access this
instructive material to turn?

The Koren Talmud Bavli that you hold in your hand is designed to be the answer to
those questions.

This work is the joint effort of Rabbi Steinsaltz himself, his closest advisory staff, and
Koren Publishers Jerusalem. It is my privilege to have been designated Editor-in-
Chief of this important project, and to have worked in close collaboration with a team
of translators and proofreaders, artists and graphic designers, scholars and editors.

Together we are presenting to the English-speaking world a translation that has all
the merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, and provides assistance
for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain the necessary skills to become an
adept talmudist.

This is the second volume of the project, tractate Shabbat, part 1. It includes the
entire original text, in the traditional configuration and pagination of the famed
Vilna edition of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow the core text with
the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. It also provides
a clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faithfully based upon the modern
Hebrew edition.

At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its graphic
design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size block
of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers can focus
their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding to the next
unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual task
of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew edi-
tion, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color.

The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved through
the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua Schreier,
and through the unparalleled creative efforts of Raphaél Freeman and his gifted staff.

INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB
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The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom I
cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is sur-
passed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his father’s
precious teachings.

Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel
(Steinsaltz). I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to work
with one of the outstanding sages of our time.

Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb
Jerusalem 5772

INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB



Preface by the Managing Editor

In both tractate Berakhot and in the first volume of tractate Shabbat, parallel disputes
on the subject of educational philosophy are presented. In Berakhot (28a), Rabban
Gamliel’s exacting admission standards are defined: Any student whose inside is
not like his outside, i.e., his thoughts and feelings are different from his conduct and
character traits, will not enter the study hall. This approach is contrasted with the
open approach of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. When Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya replaced
Rabban Gamliel as the head of the yeshiva, the Gemara relates: They dismissed the
guard at the door and permission was granted to the students to enter. As a result,
Abba Yosef ben Dostai and the Rabbis disputed this matter. One said: Four hundred
benches were added to the study hall. And one said: Seven hundred benches were
added to the study hall.

In Shabbat (31a), the Gemara contrasts the approach of Shammai with the approach
of Hillel. On more than one occasion, Shammai pushed away potential converts who
raised problematic requests with the builder’s cubit in his hand. Hillel, through his
forbearance, was able to see the person behind the problematic request and guide
him into the world of Judaism. Three such converts gathered together and stated:
Shammai’s impatience sought to drive us from the world; Hillel's patience brought
us under the wings of the Divine Presence.

The Koren Talmud Bavli seeks to follow in the paths of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya
and Hillel. Its user-friendly layout, together with its accessible translation, takes the
Steinsaltz commentary on the Talmud one step further. It opens the doors to even
more students who might have previously felt excluded from the exciting give and
take of the study hall, enabling them to take their place as full-fledged participants
in the world of Talmud study.

My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi-
lege and a pleasure. The Shefa Foundation, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi
Adin Even-Israel (Steinsaltz), constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership;
Koren Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, with the day-to-day man-
agement in the able hands of Raphaél Freeman, constitutes the publishing side of
this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark of Shefa,
with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is renowned and which I
experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavli its outstanding quality
in terms of both content and form.

Iwould like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the Editor-
in-Chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. The contribution of my
friend and colleague, Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the Senior Content Editor, cannot

be overstated; his title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has pro-
vided in all aspects of this project. The erudite and articulate men and women who

serve as translators, editors and proofreaders have ensured that this project adheres

to the highest standards.

PREFACE BY THE MANAGING EDITOR XV



There are several others whose contributions to this project cannot be overlooked.
On the Steinsaltz side: Meir HaNegbi, Yacov Elbert, Tsipora Ifrah, and Oria Tubul.
On the Koren side, my colleagues at Koren: Rabbi David Fuchs, Rabbi Hanan
Benayahu, Efrat Gross, Rachel Hanstater Meghnagi, Eliyahu Misgav, Rabbi Yinon
Chen, and Rabbi Carmiel Cohen. Their assistance in all matters, large and small, is
appreciated.

At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for introduc-
ing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi Menachem

Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move forward in this great
enterprise.

Rabbi Joshua Schreier
Jerusalem 5772

XVi PREFACE BY THE MANAGING EDITOR



Introduction by the Publisher

The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout Jewish history,
an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on to succeeding generations.
The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people.

Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel (Steinsaltz) x5 created a revolution in the
history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern Hebrew and then
into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added to the text, have enabled
millions of people around the world to access and master the complexity and context of the
world of Talmud.

It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of the talmudic
text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and breadth of his knowledge
are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and his reach into the world beyond
it are inspirational.

Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, but a
great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi Steinsaltz
sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and worldly), sharing his
wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am grateful for the unique op-
portunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many more years of writing and teaching.

Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we seek to
fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and graphically. Second,
we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both in print and electronic formats,
to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of study tools. And third, we seek to help read-
ers advance in their process of Talmud study.

To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways:

« The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset for great
clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud has been added to
both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing for a more fluent reading with
the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the
advice of many English-speaking teachers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages
from the translation, thereby enabling the advanced student to approach the text without
the distraction of the translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At
bottom of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition,
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so that texts
which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to their rightful place.

« The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the
menukad Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and ex-
planation (in a lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs.
This allows for a fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It
also allows for the Hebrew reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original
text features dialogue or poetry, the English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the

genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf.
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« Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes,
providing short biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign
terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, Persian, or Arabic; and background notes,
giving information essential to the understanding of the text, including history,
geography, botany, archeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of daily life in
the talmudic era.

« Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made
over the centuries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic
decision as well as the ruling’s close connection to the Talmud and its various
interpreters.

« Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the
text — in full color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white
in the Daf Yomi edition - to visually elucidate the text.

This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition, it merely presents an overview
for the English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to
Talmud pioneered by Rabbi Steinsaltz.

Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My
many colleagues are noted on the Acknowledgements page, and the leadership of
this project has been exceptional.

RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE SHEFA FOUNDATION,
was the driving force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed
the happy alliance with Koren and established close relationships among all involved
in the work.

RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB N7, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this
project his profound knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudi-
tion of Western literature. It is to him that the text owes its very high standard, both
in form and content, and the logical manner in which the beauty of the Talmud is
presented.

RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, MANAGING EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group
of scholars, translators, editors, and proofreaders, whose standards and discipline
enabled this project to proceed in a timely and highly professional manner.

RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ
TALMUD, lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the
reproduction of the Vilna pages.

RAPHAEL FREEMAN, EDITOR OF KOREN, created this Talmud’s unique typo-
graphic design which, true to the Koren approach, is both elegant and user-friendly.

It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to
work with the Shefa Foundation and the Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce
the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that this publication will be a source of great learn-
ing and, ultimately, greater Avodat Hashem for all Jews.

Matthew Miller, Publisher
Koren Publishers Jerusalem
Jerusalem 5772



Introduction to Shabbat

And God blessed the seventh day and hallowed it because on it He rested
from all His work that God in creating had made.

(Genesis 2:3)

Six days shall you labor and do all your work. But the seventh day is
Shabbat unto the Lord your God; you shall not do any manner of work,
you, nor your son, nor your daughtet, nor your manservant, nor your
maidservant, nor your cattle, nor your stranger who is within your gates.
For in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that is
in them, and rested on the seventh day; therefore the Lord blessed the
Shabbat day and hallowed it.

(Exodus 20:9-11)

Therefore, you shall keep the Shabbat, for it is holy unto you; every one
that profanes it shall surely be put to death, for whoever does any work
on it, that soul shall be cut off from among his people.

(Exodus 31:14)

Ifyou turn away your foot because of the Shabbat, from pursuing your
business on My holy day, and call the Shabbat a delight, the holy of the
Lord honorable; and shall honor it, not doing your wonted ways, nor
pursuing your business, nor speaking thereof. Then shall you delight
yourself in the Lord, and I will make you to ride upon the high places
of the earth, and 1 will feed you with the heritage of Jacob your father;
for the mouth of the Lord has spoken it.

(Isaiah $8:13-14)
Thus said the Lord: Take heed for the sake of your souls, and bear no
burden on the Shabbat day, nor bring it into the gates of Jerusalem.

(Jeremiah 17:21)

And ifthe peoples of the land bring ware or any food on the Shabbat day
to sell, we would not buy from them on the Shabbat or on a holy day.

(Nehemiah 10:32)

Tractate Shabbat is the first and the largest tractate in the order of Moed. It deals with
the halakhot of the most sacred day of all,' Shabbat.

Numerous halakhot, veritable mountains of halakhot,” are found among the mitzvot
of Shabbat, both positive mitzvot and prohibitions. Included in these are mitzvot
of biblical origin, those established by the Prophets, and many rabbinic decrees and
ordinances. Shabbat has even been adorned with the aura oflegend; it is a day of rest
and sanctity, God’s gift to a treasured nation.

There are numerous facets to Shabbat in halakha and aggada. However, one aspect
is fundamental and central: Abstention from creative labor. The only way to achieve
a proper grasp of Shabbat and its halakhot, ranging from Torah statutes to rabbinic
ordinances and decrees issued throughout the generations, is by means of gaining
an understanding of this fundamental principle.

INTRODUCTION TO SHABBAT
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The mitzva to abstain from labor and the prohibition to perform labor on Shabbat
are both closely tied to the biblical depiction of the creation of the world and God’s
own abstention from work on the seventh day. The Shabbat of the Jewish people is,
in a sense, an extension and emulation of the Shabbat of the Holy One, Blessed be
He, from which our Shabbat draws its spiritual foundations. On the seventh day, God
abstained “from all His work that God in creating had made.” In the Torah, the Jewish
people were explicitly commanded to abstain from engaging in the construction of
the Tabernacle on Shabbat.

There are two equally fundamental aspects to these activities that are essential to the
comprehension of the concept of labor prohibited on Shabbat: They are both cre-
ative acts of tangible labor and work done with prior intent. These two fundamental
principles are captured in the following halakhic terminology: Planned, thoughtful,
creative labor was prohibited by the Torah,* and: For all destructive acts, one is ex-
empt.* The exceptions to the latter principle are those actions that are destructive in
the short term, but in the long term are actually preparations for constructive acts
that will follow.

Labor on Shabbat is defined in this manner because of the aforementioned compari-
son between our Shabbat and God’s Shabbat at the end of the creation of the universe.
The degree of physical exertion expended to perform a particular action is not taken
into consideration, nor does it matter whether or not the action produces results or
brings profit to the worker, or whether it serves as the means of one’s livelihood. It is
for this reason that even activities in which the amount of energy expended is mini-
mal and which serve only for enjoyment, e.g., writing or kindling a fire, are prohibited
by the Torah and constitute labor, i.e., creating a tangible result with prior intent.

Most of the halakhot of Shabbat, which are comprised of thirty-nine primary cat-
egories of prohibited labor and their subcategories, are the elaboration and detailed
enumeration of these major principles in the definition of the various types of
creative labor and the establishment of their parameters and limits. The ordinances
and safeguards instituted by the Sages of blessed memory merely strengthen and
reinforce the proper observance of the Shabbat in practical terms. They determine
how to refrain from prohibited labor and from any action that could potentially lead
to performance of a prohibited labor.

Among the thirty-nine primary categories of labor enumerated with regard to Shab-
bat, there is only one that is anomalous, and its explication occupies a most significant
place in the tractate of Shabbat: Carrying out an object from one domain to another.
According to Torah law, it is prohibited to carry any object on Shabbat from the
domain in which it is located to another domain. There is no element of physical
exertion or toil involved in this labor, as one is liable even for carrying out minuscule
objects. On the other hand, carrying out cannot be included in the category of truly
creative labors either. In truth, this labor is in a category of its own, a distinct Torah
law that underscores the nature of rest on Shabbat.

The term shabbaton means cessation of the creative activities that characterize the six
active days of the week. Shabbaton also means silence, rest, cessation of the motility
and hustle-bustle of the weekdays, cessation of the connection between the private
domain of the individual and the public domain, and the transformation of the public
domain into an environment of quiescence and tranquility. So that the tranquility of
Shabbat will be complete, the parameters of these realms are delineated in a manner



unique to Shabbat, unlike the definition of public and private domains in other areas
of halakha, i.e., property law and the halakhot of ritual impurity. It is both prohibited
to carry objects from one domain to another and to carry objects within the confines
of the public domain.

The subcategories and complex details of the prohibited labor of carrying out on
Shabbat, along with the ordinances and decrees issued by the Sages to foster its obser-
vance, constitute a significant portion of the halakhot contained in tractate Shabbat.

Although the essence of Shabbat lies in the observance of its restfulness, which is
manifested in the prohibitions against creative labor and carrying out from one do-
main to another, there are also positive commandments involved in the observance
of Shabbat, beyond the mitzva to sacrifice additional offerings in the Temple. These
positive commandments are alluded to in the verse: “Remember the day of Shabbat
to keep it holy”® The practical fulfillment of this mitzva is multifaceted. It begins
with the essential commandment of kiddush, sanctification of Shabbat over a cup of
wine, along with the special liturgy and customs unique to Shabbat; and it extends
to the reference to each weekday in terms of its relative distance from Shabbat. This
mitzva also includes the ordinance of taking delight in Shabbat, consistent with the
words of the prophet Isaiah. This is accomplished by the enjoyment that is added
to the Shabbat meal, the kindling of the Shabbat lights, and all means of celebration
that do not conflict with the basic tenets of Shabbat observance.

According to the oral tradition transmitted through the generations, an entire frame-
work of ordinances and safeguards, categorized under the rubric of shevut, was
instituted in the days of the earliest Prophets to ensure proper Shabbat observance.
Included in this framework is the decree against engaging in commerce on Shab-
bat, already mentioned in the Bible. The institution of additional Shabbat domains
originated long ago, along with the designation of additional areas in which the
movement and transfer of objects is prohibited. The details of these ordinances are
specified in the tractate Eruvin.

Among the activities that fall into the category of shevut are both those prohibited
due to their similarity to the prohibited acts of creative labor and those prohibited
due to the concern that they might lead to the performance of a prohibited labor.
The halakhot of set-aside [muktze], which prohibit the use of materials or utensils
typically utilized in the performance of creative labor, fall into the category of shevut
as well. The Sages also prohibited typical weekday activities, as it is inappropriate
to engage in them on this sacred day. Therefore, tractate Shabbat is distinctive in its
terminology. It distinguishes between liability and exemption by Torah law, between
actions for whose performance one is exempt by Torah law but whose performance
is prohibited by the Prophets and Sages, and actions that are expressly permitted.

The halakhot of Shabbat in general, their fundamental principles and their details,
and the elucidation of those halakhot that deviate from those principles, e.g., matters
of life and death or circumcision on Shabbat, are all explained in the twenty-four
chapters of tractate Shabbat. These twenty-four chapters are not arranged systemati-
cally by subject matter, but rather are ordered based on association between similar
matters and the chronology of the activities performed on Shabbat eve leading up
to Shabbat and those performed on Shabbat.

Chapter One, excluding its opening section, is mostly occupied with those matters
with which a person must concern himself before Shabbat begins. The opening
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section deals with carrying in and between the various Shabbat domains. There is
also an extensive treatment of eighteen decrees issued by Beit Shammai and Beit
Hillel with regard to matters of ritual impurity.

Chapter Two discusses the kindling of the Shabbat lights and other preparations that
must be performed just before Shabbat begins.

Chapter Three deals with food items that may be left upon the fire as Shabbat begins
and with the prohibited labor of cooking in general. That discussion concludes in
the next chapter.

Chapter Four is concerned with the laws of insulating hot liquids and foods on

Shabbat.

Chapter Five lists the harnesses and other gear that may or may not be left upon a
domesticated animal, due to the concern that the animal may carry it out on Shabbat.

Chapter Six continues that discussion by enumerating articles of clothing, acces-
sories, and other items that people customarily carry upon their persons and the
manner in which one may wear them on Shabbat.

Chapter Seven includes the basis for the entire tractate. In it, the legal force of the
various Shabbat prohibitions is explained, along with the list of the prohibited labors.

Chapter Eight and subsequent chapters provide details about carrying out on Shab-
bat, including discussions of the measures that determine liability for carrying out
various substances and materials.

Chapter Nine continues that discussion to a certain extent. However, most of the
chapter is devoted to topics related conceptually, albeit not directly, to the rest of
tractate Shabbat.

Chapter Ten concludes the treatment of measures that determine liability for car-
rying out.

Chapter Eleven includes an exposition of the general principles of carrying out and
two closely related activities, throwing and extending.

Chapter Twelve elucidates the prohibited labors of building, plowing, and writing.

Chapter Thirteen deals with the prohibited labors of weaving and sewing, as well as
the other prohibited labors involved in the production of garments. In it, the pro-
hibited labor of hunting is also discussed.

Chapter Fourteen concludes the discussion of the creative labor of hunting and
discusses additional actions prohibited by rabbinic decree.

Chapter Fifteen discusses the prohibited labors of tying and untying knots, as well
as similar actions that are permitted.

Chapter Sixteen provides an explanation of what is permitted and what is prohibited
to do in the case of a fire on Shabbat: Which objects may be carried out and which
may be moved, and who can be enlisted to assist in these rescue activities? This
discussion reaches general conclusions.

Chapter Seventeen contains the primary analysis of the various categories of set-
aside [muktze] objects.

Chapter Eighteen deals with an issue that emerges from the analysis of the principle
of set-aside. It elucidates actions that superficially resemble prohibited labors but



are nonetheless permitted due to necessity engendered by the arrival of guests, the
suffering of living creatures, or considerations of human health.

Chapter Nineteen presents a comprehensive discussion of one specific example of
a prohibited labor permitted on Shabbat, circumcision. In the process, it discusses
all of the halakhot of circumcision.

Chapter Twenty addresses prohibitions due to deference to Shabbat or due to rab-
binic decree, as well as actions that resemble prohibited labor but are permitted
because they are essential or significant. In this chapter, certain actions similar to
the prohibited labor of building are discussed, along with some prohibitions against
moving certain objects.

Chapter Twenty-one deals mainly with objects which may be moved on Shabbat.

Chapter Twenty-two discusses actions that are not explicitly delineated as prohibited
labor; some are subcategories of primary categories of prohibited labor, and some
are permitted on Shabbat.

Chapter Twenty-three clarifies halakhot associated with the prohibition against con-
ducting commercial transactions on Shabbat and defines their parameters.

Chapter Twenty-four deals with the principles governing the requirement to prevent
one’s animals from engaging in prohibited labor, along with several diverse halakhot
related to actions that the Sages permitted on Shabbat.

NOTES

1. See tractate Shabbat 113a.

4

See tractate Hagiga 10a.
Tractate Beitza 13b.
. Tractate Shabbat 105b.

Exodus 20:8.

o
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Let every man remain where he is; let no man leave his place
on the seventh day.

(Exodus 16:29)

Neither shall you carry out a burden from your houses on the
Shabbat day, nor do any work, but you shall hallow the Shab-
bat day, as I commanded your fathers.

(Jeremiah 17:22)

The primary focus of this chapter is on the various details of the prohibitions of car-
rying out and moving objects on the Shabbat.

The prohibited labor to carry out a burden on Shabbat is alluded to in the Torah and
explicitly stated in the Prophets. Although it appears in the list of prohibited labors
in the mishna, it constitutes its own discrete unit, and its parameters are significantly
different from those of the other prohibited labors.

There are two fundamental aspects to the prohibited labor of carrying out. The most
significant of these is the prohibition to carry an object from one domain to another,
e.g., from the private to the public domain. The definitions of these domains with
regard to Shabbat are distinctive, and their parameters are by no means identical
to the definitions of domains in other aspects of halakha, neither in terms of their
ownership nor in terms of their use.

There are four Shabbat domains: The private domain, the public domain, an interme-
diate domain [karmelit] whose precise definition will follow, and an exempt domain,
which is a neutral domain within which carrying objects is not prohibited at all.

Any area that is four handbreadths by four handbreadths and separated from its sur-
roundings by ten handbreadths, either by a partition of that height that delimits it or
because it stands on ground ten handbreadths higher or lower than its surroundings,
is a private domain, even if legally it is publicly owned. The airspace of the private
domain extends to the sky.

An area that is a minimum of sixteen cubits wide and which the public, some say
at least 600,000 people, use regularly is a public domain. The airspace of the public
domain extends only ten handbreadths oft the ground.

To these domains, whose basis is in Torah law, the Sages added a third domain, the
karmelit. A karmelit is defined as any place that is fit to be a private domain in terms
ofits area, but is not surrounded by an enclosure or is not sufficiently removed from
its surrounding area to be an actual private domain. In addition, an area that is large
enough to be a public domain but is not frequented by the public, e.g,, a field or a
body of water, is also a karmelit. The Sages decreed that those areas have the legal
status of a public domain by rabbinic law.

An exempt domain is defined as a place that is set apart from its surroundings, has
an area of less than four handbreadths by four handbreadths, and has airspace more
than ten handbreadths above the public domain or karmelit. There is absolutely no
prohibition against carrying or moving objects in that domain on Shabbat.

Introduction to
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The other fundamental aspect of the prohibition to carry out is the prohibition to
carry an object four cubits within a public domain. Carrying an object four cubits
in a karmelit is prohibited by rabbinic law.

One only violates the Torah prohibition to carry out on Shabbat if he lifts the object
from one place and places it in another place. As is the case with regard to the other
prohibited labors, one who performs this action intentionally is liable for the punish-
ment of karet. If he does so unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering.

Based upon these principles, the Mishna and Gemara discuss the prohibitions of
carrying out on Shabbat, its parameters, and the safeguards decreed by the Sages.
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The tractate opens with a discussion of the biblical prohibition of car-
rying out on Shabbat, a topic that is somewhat unexpected, in order
to pique the interest of the reader. In terms of the overall framework
of the tractate, it would have been more appropriate to begin with
later mishnayot. Carrying an object from a public domain to a private
domain, or vice versa, violates a biblical prohibition. When the entire
act is performed by a single individual, it is punishable by karet. The
prohibited act consists of lifting an object in one domain and placing
itin another.

MI S H N A The acts of carrying out from a public domain into

a private domain or vice versa, which are prohib-
ited on Shabbat,"" are primarily two basic actions that comprise four
cases from the perspective of a person inside a private domain, and two
basic actions that comprise four cases from the perspective of a person
outside," in a public domain.

The mishna elaborates: How do these eight cases take place? In order to
answer that question, the mishna cites cases involving a poor person and
ahomeowner.

The poor person stands outside," in the public domain, and the home-
owner stands inside, in the private domain. The poor person lifted an
object in the public domain, extended his hand into the private domain,
and placed the object into the hand of the homeowner. In that case, the
poor person performed the prohibited labor of carrying from the public
domain into the private domain in its entirety. Or, the poor person
reached his hand into the private domain, took an item from the hand of
the homeowner, and carried it out into the public domain. In that case,
the poor person performed the prohibited labor of carrying out from the
private domain into the public domain in its entirety. In both of these
cases, because the poor person performed the prohibited labor in its
entirety, he is liable and the homeowner is exempt.

The mishna cites two additional cases. In these, the prohibited labor is
performed by the homeowner, who is in the private domain: The home-
owner lifted an item in the private domain, extended his hand into the
public domain, and placed the object into the hand of the poor person.
In that case, the homeowner performed the labor of carrying out from
the private domain into the public domain in its entirety. Or, the home-
owner reached his hand into the public domain, took an object from the
hand of the poor person, and carried it into the private domain. In that
case, the homeowner performed the labor of carrying from the public
domain into the private domain in its entirety. In both of those cases,
because the homeowner performed the prohibited labor in its entirety,
he is liable and the poor person is exempt.

There are four additional cases where neither the homeowner nor the poor
person performed the labor in its entirety, and therefore neither is liable:
The poor person extended his hand into the private domain and either
the homeowner took an object from his hand and placed it in the private
domain or the homeowner placed an object into the hand of the poor
person, and the poor person carried the object out into the public do-
main. In those cases and the two that follow, the act of transferring the
object from one domain to another was performed jointly by two people,
the poor person and the homeowner. Because each performed only part
of the prohibited labor, both of them are exempt.

So too, in a case where the homeowner extended his hand into the
public domain and, either the poor person took an object from the
homeowner’s hand and placed it in the public domain or the poor person
placed an object into the homeowner’s hand and the homeowner carried
the object into the private domain. Because each performed only part of
the prohibited labor, both of them are exempt.

NOTES

The acts of carrying out on Shabbat — nawn nixwy:
Several reasons were given for the fact that the trac-
tate opens specifically with the prohibited labor of
carrying out from domain to domain (see Tosafot).
Some explained that the reason is because the
tractate, in general, is ordered chronologically and
begins with a discussion of matters prohibited im-
mediately when Shabbat begins. One of the matters
that requires immediate attention is the prohibition
of carrying out, and therefore it was necessary to
cite this halakha first (Rabbeinu Tam; Ran; Rashba).
Others explained that since the matter of carrying
out is derived from the verse, A man should not go
out of his place” (Exodus 16:29), which is mentioned
in the Torah prior to the rest of the prohibited labors
of Shabbat, the Sages introduced it earlier in the
Mishna (Penei Yehoshua).

Inside....outside — y1m3...0993: Some explain that
the term inside is from the perspective of the object,
which is taken inside. Accordingly, the continuation
is clear as, indeed, the mishna cites an example of
carrying an object into the private domain (Ramban).

The poor person stands outside, etc. — iy 27
131 Yana: It is surprising that the mishna did not cite
the simplest case of transferring an object from one
domain to another, i.e,, a person walking from the pri-
vate domain to the public domain with an object in

his hand. Since the mishna’s intent was to underscore
the innovative aspects of this halakha, it cited a more
complex case involving one standing in one domain
who performed a prohibited labor in another domain
and is, nevertheless, liable (Tziyyun LeNefesh Hayya).

HALAKHA

The acts of carrying out on Shabbat, etc. — nixny?

121 n2w: By Torah law, one who lifts an objectin the

public domain and places it in the private domain or

vice versa is liable. If he lifted the object and someone

else placed it in the other domain, both are exempt

by Torah law but prohibited to do so by rabbinic law.
Even in a case where the passive participant did not

perform a prohibited labor at all, i.e, if the one who

carried the object out placed it in the hand of the

receiver, or if the object was in the hand of the giver

and the receiver took it from his hand without his

assistance, although he is passive, he violates a pro-
hibition. Although one of them performed the entire

labor himself, the other violates the prohibition:“Be-
fore a blind person do not place a stumbling block”
(Leviticus 19:14), since the active participant could

not have performed the transgression without the

collaboration of the other (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 12:9 and 13:2, 7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah

Hayyim 347:1).
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NOTES

The mishna teaches the primary categories and it teaches
the subcategories — m‘-t'gin M niax ua: Primary catego-
ries and subcategories appear in various areas. In each area,
problems arise with regard to the precise nature of the rela-
tionship between the primary categories and the subcatego-
ries. The general understanding is that primary categories are
those written explicitly in the Torah and subcategories are
the conclusions drawn from and fences constructed around
the primary categories. However, in some cases, there is no
halakhic distinction between a primary category and its
subcategory. In those cases specifically, problems arise with
regard to the definition of primary category and its implica-
tions. See Chapter Seven in this tractate and the beginning
of tractate Bava Kamma.
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G E M ARA We learned in our mishna: The acts of car-

rying out on Shabbat are two that comprise
four. Similarly, we learned in the mishna there, in tractate Shevuot:
QOaths on a statement, which, when violated, render one liable to
bring a sin-offering are two that comprise four. The first two cases,
which are mentioned explicitly in the Torah, are: One who swore
that he would perform a specific action in the future and one who
swore to refrain from performing said action. Based on an amplifica-
tion in the language of the Torah, two more cases are added: One
who swore that he performed a specific action in the past and one
who swore that he did not perform said action.

Similarly, with regard to awareness of ritual impurity, there are two
cases that comprise four. It is prohibited for one who is ritually
impure to enter the Temple or to consume a consecrated item.
However, one who unwittingly violates this serious prohibition is
obligated to bring a sacrifice for his transgression only if he was
clearly aware of his ritually impure status both before committing
the transgression and thereafter. The two cases of unwitting trans-
gression in this area are: One who was aware and then forgot that
he is ritually impure, and then either ate consecrated meat or en-
tered the Temple, and subsequently recalled that he was ritually
impure. Two additional cases are: One who was aware of his ritu-
ally impure status but was unaware that the food he was about to
eat was consecrated and ate it, or he was unaware that he was about
to enter the Temple and entered it.

Signs of affliction by leprosy are two that comprise four. The
Torah (Leviticus 13) mentions two types of signs of affliction with
regard to leprosy, baheret and se’et. Two additional, secondary signs
of affliction were added. They are not as white as those delineated
in the Torah. Consequently, there are derivatives of both baheret
and seet.

The mishna in Shevuot also mentions that the acts of carrying out
on Shabbat are two basic actions that comprise four.

The Gemara asks: What is different here that our mishna teaches:
Two that comprise four inside and two that comprise four out-
side, and what is different there, in tractate Shevuot, that the mish-
na teaches with regard to transfers on Shabbat: Two that comprise
four, and nothing more?

The Gemara answers: Here, in tractate Shabbat, which contains the
primary discussion of the halakhot of Shabbat, the mishna teaches
the primary categories of labor that are prohibited on Shabbat,
including carrying out from the private to the public domain, and
it teaches the subcategories" of labor that are prohibited on Shab-
bat, including carrying from the public into the private domain. But
there, in tractate Shevuot, which does not contain the primary
discussion of the halakhot of Shabbat, the mishna teaches the
primary categories of labor prohibited on Shabbat but does not
teach the subcategories of labor.

The Gemara asks: What are the primary categories of labor prohib-
ited on Shabbat? They are acts of carrying out from the private
domain to the public domain. However, the Gemara objects: The
acts of carrying out are only two in number: There is the case of
the homeowner who takes an object out of the private domain and
places it in the hand of the poor person in the public domain and
the case of a poor person who takes an object from the homeowner’s
hand in the private domain and takes it out into the public domain.
What are the two additional cases referred to by the phrase: Two
that comprise four, in tractate Shevuot?
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And if you say that the mishna in tractate Shevuot enumerates all four
cases of carrying out, among them those for which there is liability
and among them those for which there is exemption, including those
mentioned in the second half of our mishna in which each individual
performs only half of the prohibited labor, that is not feasible. The
mishna in Shevuot teaches the prohibition of carrying out on Shabbat
parallel to the signs of affliction by leprosy. Just as there, with regard
to leprosy, all four of them are cases for which there is liability, so too,
here, with regard to Shabbat, all four of them are cases for which there
is liability.

Rather, Rav Pappa said" that the difference between the manner in
which the halakha is cited in tractates Shevuot and Shabbat must be
understood as follows: Here, where it contains the primary discussion
of the halakhot of Shabbat, the mishna teaches both cases of liability
and cases of exemption, meaning cases of carrying out for which one
is liable by Torah law as well as those for which one is exempt by Torah
law. However, there, where it does not contain the primary discussion
of the halakhot of Shabbat, the mishna teaches cases of liability but
does not teach cases of exemption.

The Gemara asks: What are the cases of liability? They are acts of
carrying out from the private domain to the public domain. The
Gemara objects on the grounds that there are only two acts of carry-
ing out: Carrying out while standing inside and carrying out while
standing outside. What is the meaning of the phrase in Shevuot: Which
comprise four? The Gemara answers: It is possible to arrive at a total
of four. Cases of carrying in from the public domain to the private
domain are also enumerated in tractate Shevuot. Consequently, there
are two cases of carrying out and two cases of carrying in.

The Gemara objects: In Shevuot, the phrase: Acts of carrying out, is
taught in the mishna, not acts of carrying in. Rav Ashi said: The
tanna in Shevuot also refers to carrying in as carrying out.

From where do I know this? From that which we learned in a mish-
na: One who carries out an object from one domain to another" is

liable. Are we not also dealing with a case where he is carrying it in

from the public domain to the private domain, and nevertheless the

mishna characterizes it as carrying out?

And what is the reason that the term carrying out is used to refer to
an act of carrying in? The tanna characterizes any act that involves
lifting of an object from its place and transferring it to another do-
main as carrying out. Carrying out does not refer only to carrying an
object out from one’s house. Rather, it is a general depiction of moving
an object from the domain in which it is located into another domain.

Ravina said: Our mishna is also precise, and its language leads us to
the same conclusion, as the expression: Acts of carrying out on Shab-
bat, was taught in our mishna, yet immediately a case of carrying in
is articulated. The first case listed in our mishna involves the poor
person placing an object into the hand of the homeowner, which is a
case of carrying in from the public to the private domain. The Ge-
mara notes: Indeed, conclude from this that the term carrying out
also refers to carrying in.

Rava said: The language of the mishnayot poses no difficulty. The
tanna in both of these mishnayot did not teach: Acts of carrying out on
Shabbat. Rather, he taught: Domains" of Shabbat. The correct version
of the mishna is: The domains of Shabbat are two that comprise four,
and, according to this tanna, there are four instances of prohibited
labor in these two domains, inside and outside.

Rav Mattana said to Abaye: The mishna speaks of two that comprise
four inside and two that comprise four outside, for a total of eight. Yet
there is a difficulty: Are these eight cases? They are twelve. Upon
closer inspection, in the four cases in the latter part of the mishna, the
homeowner and the poor person each performs an individual action
contributing to the overall prohibited labor of carrying in or carrying
out. Consequently, there are four actions in the first part of the mish-
na and eight actions in the second part.

NOTES

Rather, Rav Pappa said, etc. - 121x95 37 i N’?ts: Ap-
parently, according to his opinion, there is no distinction
between the prohibited labor of carrying out and the
prohibited labor of carrying in, as both are considered
the same prohibited labor and not a primary category
and a subcategory respectively (Ramban). According
to his opinion, there is no distinction, even linguistically,
between carrying in and carrying out (Rabbi Betzalel
Ronsburg).

One who carries out from one domain to another —
mu’rg'? ey Ry inm:If the language of carrying out was

reserved exclusively for carrying in one direction and

not the other direction, it would have been necessary

for the mishna in Chapter Seven to say: One who carries

out from the private domain to the public domain. Since

it says: From domain to domain, apparently it does not
distinguish between domains. Rather, every transfer from

domain to domain is considered carrying out (Ritva).

He taught: Domains - nnp ninw: Some explain that
Rava did not actually emend the text. Rather, he reinter-
preted the word yetziot in the mishna. Rather than inter-
pretitin its standard sense, i.e, going out, he interpreted
it in the sense of domain, as in the word from the same
root, totzeotav, which appears in the Torah (Numbers 34:4)
and means its domains (Rashba).
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NOTES
Exempt in the halakhot of Shabbat — naw %12 Mws: The com-
mentaries explain that the general principle which states that
all exemptions of Shabbat are exempt from punishment but
prohibited does not apply universally. Essentially, it applies spe-
cifically to the laws of the prohibited labors of Shabbat, but not
to all halakhot mentioned in the tractate (Ramban). Not all of the
exceptions were enumerated, as in certain cases of full-fledged
exemption with regard to several prohibited labors, the ruling is
not based on the fundamental definition of that labor but on the
overriding principle of saving a life (Ritva).

The tally of prohibited labors in the mishna — rn‘:x’?m jiawn
mwna: The expression: Exempt acts where one cou\d come
through their performance to incur liability to bring a sin-offering,
is not unequivocal and has various interpretations. According to
Rashi and Rabbeinu Hananel, only acts of lifting are enumerated
in the mishna. Others explain that the reference is specifically to
acts of placing (Ramban). Others hold that it refers to actions in
which the object is transferred from one domain to the other,
whether by means of placing or by means of carrying out (Rab-
beinu Zerahya Halevi; Rashba; Tosafot).

HALAKHA

Exempt and permitted — 31 1w9: One who performs the
act is exempt from punishment, as the act is permitted from the
perspective of the halakhot of Shabbat. However, it is prohibited
to do so by the Torah law: “Before a blind person do not place a
stumbling block” (Leviticus 19:14). Even if the transgressor could
have transgressed without the help of another, it is forbidden
by rabbinic law to help him, as it was incumbent upon him to
prevent the transgressor from violating the prohibition (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 347:1).
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Abaye responded: According to your reasoning, they are six-
teen actions, as even in the first part of our mishna, the one who
receives the object and the one who places the object each
participates in the performance of a prohibited action. Therefore,
there are a total of sixteen actions.

Rav Mattana said to Abaye: That is not difficult, as granted,

the first section of the mishna speaks of cases in which the one
performing the actions is exempt from punishment" by Torah
law, and even by rabbinic law he is ab initio permitted" to per-
form those actions. When the poor person or homeowner nei-
ther lifted nor placed the object, i.e., the object was placed into
or removed from their hands by others, their role is insignificant.
Therefore, it was not taught in the mishna, and those cases were
not factored into the total number of acts of carrying from do-
main to domain. However, with regard to the latter section of
the mishna, where the person performing those actions is ex-
empt by Torah law, but his actions are prohibited by rabbinic
law, it is difficult. Since the Sages prohibited those actions, they
should be included in the total in the mishna, which should be
twelve, not eight.

Incidentally, the Gemara wonders: Is there, in all the halakhot
of Shabbat, an act for which the mishna deems one exempt
and the act is permitted? Didn’t Shmuel say: With regard to
all exempt rulings in the halakhot of Shabbat, although one
who performs the action is exempt by Torah law, his action is
prohibited by rabbinic law. This applies to all cases except for
these three cases for which one is exempt and he is permitted
to perform the action: Trapping a deer, where he does not
actually trap it, rather he sits in the entrance of a house that a
deer had previously entered on its own, preventing its exit; and
trapping a poisonous snake because of the danger that it
poses; and one who drains an abscess, meaning one who
lances the boil of pus and drains the liquid from it. If so, the
cases in the first section of our mishna, where the ruling is
exempt, must be understood as exempt but prohibited.

The Gemara answers: In these cases, too, the ruling is: Exempt
and permitted. When, though, was it necessary for Shmuel to
cite specific cases as exempt and permitted? It was necessary in
exempt cases where he performs a defined action. However,
there are many exempt cases where he does not perform an
action, which are completely permitted.

The Gemara returns to Rav Mattana’s question: In any case,
there are twelve actions that should have been enumerated in
the mishna. The Gemara answers: The mishna took into con-
sideration cases of exempt acts where the one who performed
them could come, through their performance, to incur liabil-
ity to bring a sin-offering. The mishna did not take into con-
sideration cases of exempt acts where the one who performed
them could not come, through their performance, to incur li-
ability to bring a sin-offering." Here, only the instances where
one lifts an object from its place are taken into consideration.
Having lifted an object, if he continued, he could potentially
incur liability to bring a sin-offering. Under no circumstances
can one who merely places an object come to violate a more
serious prohibition.
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The Gemara asks about the mishna itself: In the latter section of the
mishna, instances in which they are both exempt are enumerated.
However, wasn’t a prohibited labor performed between the two of
them? Since together they performed an act prohibited by a severe
Torah prohibition, how is it possible that their partnership will result
in both being exempt? The Gemara answers that it was taught in a
baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: It is written: “And if one soul
sins unwittingly from the people of the land when he does it, one of
the laws of God that should not be done and he is responsible” (Le-
viticus 4:27). The verse’s emphasis on the words “when he does it”
means: One who does all of it, i.e., the entire transgression, is liable
and not one who does part of it. Therefore, an individual, and he
performed an action in its entirety, is liable. However, two people,
and they performed an action together, are not liable, as each one
performed only part of the action. The Gemara comments: It was also
stated in support of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion: Rabbi Hiyya
bar Gamda said: Amidst a discussion of these matters, it emanated
from the group" of Sages and they said: From the verse’s emphasis
on “when he does it” it is derived: An individual who performed it
is liable. However, two who performed it are not liable.

Rav raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: One whom
another person loaded with food and drink on his back in the private
domain on Shabbat, and he carried them out while they were still on
his back, what is the halakha with regard to the prohibition of carry-
ing out on Shabbat? Clearly, one who lifts an object with his hand in
the private domain, and carries it out into the public domain is liable,
as he performed the complete act of carrying out. However, in the
case of one who is laden with an object; is moving his body" from its
place in the private domain considered like lifting the object itself
from its place? In that case, he would be liable. Or, perhaps it is not
considered like lifting the object from its place, and therefore he
would not be liable. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: He is liable,
and it is not similar to the halakha of one who had an object placed
in his hand and carried it out to the public domain, with regard to
which we learned in the mishna that he is not liable by Torah law.
What is the reason for the distinction between these two apparently
similar cases? His body is at rest, in a defined place. However, his
hand is not at rest." Since a hand is not generally fixed in one place,
moving it and even transferring it to a different domain without a
bona fide act of lifting is not considered lifting. However, the body is
generally fixed in one place. Moving it from its place is considered
lifting in terms of Shabbat, and he is liable for doing so.

Rabbi Hiyya said to Rav, his sister’s son: Son of great men, didn’t I
tell you that when Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is involved in this tractate
do not ask him questions in another tractate," as perhaps it will not
be on his mind and he will be unable to answer? The dilemma that
Rav asked was not related to the subject matter of the tractate which
they were studying. As, had it not been for the fact that Rabbi Ye-
huda HaNasi is a great man, you would have shamed him, as he
would have been forced to give you an answer that is not an appro-
priate answer.?

BACKGROUND

An answer that is not an appropriate answer — m'?'l LR
N1 xN2w: The answer [shinuyal is one of the common forms of
talmudlc discourse. In general, a shinuya distinguishes between
the case under discussion and the case upon which the question
is based. Many times the answer is merely an attempt to stave off

that difficulty. If that is the case, even if the attempt to stave off
the difficulty is successful, it is not viewed as a definitive explana-
tion of the matter at hand. Consequently, at times the Gemara
emphasizes that a certain answer is not merely an attempt to
deflect the question but an actual explanation.

NOTES

It emanated from the group — a1 a1 AR The rea-
son that the Gemara cited the anecdote by saying that
this halakha emanated from the group, in addition to
citing the explicit baraita of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi's state-
ments, is explained in various ways. Some explain that
it was necessary because the baraita alone could have
led to the conclusion that this is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi's
individual opinion, and the Rabbis disagree with him.The
Gemara cited this anecdote to indicate that this is the
consensus opinion (Rashba; Ritva). Others explain that the
conclusion: An individual who performed it s liable, etc,, is
not part of the original text of the baraita. Rather, it is an
elaboration by the Gemara. Therefore, the need arose to
reinforce that conclusion with the statements emanating
from the group (Tziyyun LeNefesh Hayya; see Tosafot for
two additional explanations).

His hand is not at rest — N’? §1: The Gemara only said
this in a case where one’s hand and body are in different
domains. However, if they are in the same domain, his
hand is considered part of his body (Ran).

HALAKHA

Moving his body - 191 nvpy: Moving his body when
it is laden with a burden on Shabbat is tantamount to
lifting the object itself. Coming to a stop with the object
on his body is tantamount to placing the object on the
ground upon which he is standing. Therefore, if he were
laden with an object and he carried it out from domain
to domain he is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 13:8).

HALAKHA

When Rabbi is involved in this tractate do not ask him
questions in another tractate — N’7 XN2DR KT21271IKD 12
MK KASED -r”wwn Itisimproper fora student to ask
his teacher a questlon dealmg with a topic notincluded in
the subject matter that he is studying. His teacher might
be temporarily unable to answer and be embarrassed
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 4:6).
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BACKGROUND

It is obvious to me - *’? xu'w3: This is one of the
set forms in the organized presentation of a com-
plex question. First, the questioner explains what
is obvious to him in the matter, and only after
laying the groundwork with that prelude, does he
proceed with: Rabbi. . .raised a dilemma.

HALAKHA

His hand was filled with fruits and he extended

it outside — yarth Mg nive M 1 A

If someone in the private ‘domain extended his
hand filled with objects out to the public domain,
within ten handbreadths of the ground, he may
not bring his hand back to the private domain. If
he extended his hand unwittingly, he is permit-
ted to bring his hand back to the private domain.
This is in accordance with the final explanation

suggested by the Gemara, which is apparently
the conclusion. Others explained that if he did

so intentionally, the Sages, nevertheless, permit-
ted him to bring the object back. They did so in

order to avoid placing him in a situation where
he will come to throw the objects from his hand

and thereby violate a prohibition punishable by
stoning. According to that opinion, only in a case
where he took the object out into the public do-
main while it was still day and kept it there until

after dark did the Sages penalize him and prohibit
him from bringing it back. Others explained that
this is not a concern in modern times (Shulhan
Arukh HaRav). If he extended his hand with an

object in it out into a karmelit, whether he did so
intentionally or unwittingly, it is permitted to bring

it back (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat
13:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 348).

NOTES

Here below ten and there above ten — "ﬂm'? X2
mywyn novnb 83 T1wwn: The question was
ralsed VVhat is the nove\ element in that expla-
nation? More than ten handbreadths above the
ground of a public domain is an exempt domain
into which one is permitted ab initio to take out
an object and all the more so he may return it.
Some explain that the phrase: Here above ten,
means that one who took the object into the
public domain below ten handbreadths is even
permitted to raise it above ten handbreadths and
take it back inside. Even if the halakha is that his
hand is considered like a karmelit, it is permissible
to take an object from a karmelit to an exempt
domain and from an exempt domain to a private
domain (Ritva).
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Now, he was involved in another tractate. Nevertheless, he answered you
well, as it was taught in a baraita: One who was laden with food and drink
while it was still day, before Shabbat began, and, consequently, did not
perform the act of lifting on Shabbat, and he carried them out into the
public domain after dark on Shabbat is liable. Since, as a rule, his body is
fixed in one place, moving it is considered like lifting an object, and he is
liable. It is not similar to lifting his hand and moving it from place to place.
Since his hand is not fixed in one place, moving it is not considered lifting.

Abaye said: It is obvious to me® that the hand of a person in and of itself,
when he moves it out of the domain where he is located, is considered to
be neither like the public domain nor like the private domain, even if it
is the hand of someone standing in one of those domains. Proof that the
hand is not considered like the public domain can be derived from the
ruling of the mishna with regard to the hand of the poor person. As we
learned with regard to the poor person who brought his hand carrying an
object that he lifted from the public domain into the private domain and
the homeowner took the object from his hand; the homeowner is not liable.
Apparently, the hand of the poor person is not considered part of the public
domain, even though he himselfis located in the public domain. Proof that
itis not considered like the private domain can be derived from the ruling
of the mishna with regard to the hand of the homeowner. As we learned
with regard to the homeowner who moved his hand carrying an object that
he lifted from the private domain into the public domain and the poor
person took the object from his hand; the poor person is not liable for car-
rying out from a private domain.

However, Abaye raised a dilemma: What is the ruling with regard to the
hand of a person with an object in it, when that person reached his hand
into a different domain? Does it assume karmelit status? A karmelit is an
intermediate domain established by the Sages that is neither a private nor a
public domain. This dilemma is based on the fact that his hand left one
domain and did not yet enter a second domain. In terms of practical halakha,
the two sides of this dilemma are: Did the Sages penalize him and issue a
rabbinic decree prohibiting him from bringing his hand with the object
back to the domain where he is standing or not?

The Gemara says: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that
which we learned elsewhere, with regard to the question: What must one
in the private domain do in a case where his hand was filled with fruits and
he extended it outside," into the public domain? It was taught in one ba-
raita that it is prohibited for him to bring it back into his house, and it was
taught in another baraita that it is permitted for him to bring it back. Is it
not with regard to this that they disagree; that the Sage in one baraita
holds that his hand is like a karmelit, and the Sage in the other baraita
holds that it is not like a karmelit?

The Gemara rejects this explanation: No, everyone agrees that it is like a
karmelit, and yet, this is not difficult, as the difference between the baraitot
can be explained in the following manner: Here, the baraita prohibiting him
from bringing his hand back, is referring to a case where he took it out at a
height below ten handbreadths off the ground, within the airspace of the
public domain. And there, the baraita permitting him to bring his hand
back, is referring to a case where he took it out at a height above ten" hand-
breadths off the ground, outside the airspace of the public domain. Conse-
quently, the object is considered to be neither in the public domain nor in
a karmelit.

And ifyou wish, say instead that this baraita and that baraita are both refer-
ring to a case where he took his hand out to the public domain at a height
below ten handbreadths, and his hand is not considered a karmelit. And
yet, this is not difficult. As here, the baraita permitting him to bring it back,
is referring to a case where he took it out while it was still day on Shabbat
eve. Since he extended his hand before Shabbat and, in doing so, did nothing
wrong, the Sages did not penalize him and permitted him to bring his hand
back on Shabbat itself. However, there, the baraita prohibiting him from
bringing it back, is referring to a case where he took it out after dark, and
Shabbat had already begun. Since there is an element of prohibition involved,
the Sages penalized him and prohibited him from bringing it back.
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The Gemara comments that this explanation is difficult. On the contrary,
the opposite is reasonable. In the case where he extended his hand while
it was still day, when even were he to throw the object from his hand into
the public domain, he would not incur liability to bring a sin-offering
because the object was lifted from its place on a weekday, let the Sages
penalize him. However, in the case where he extended his hand after dark,
where were he to throw the object from his hand into the public domain,
he would thereby incur liability to bring a sin-offering, let the Sages not
penalize him. Were the Sages to penalize him by prohibiting him from
bringing his hand back, he is liable to drop the object in the public domain,
and by doing so he would violate a Torah prohibition.

And from the fact that we did not explain it that way, but preferred the
contrary distinction, resolve the dilemma raised by Rav Beivai bar
Abaye,® whose dilemma is predicated on the same fundamental issue. As
Rav Beivai bar Abaye raised the dilemma: One who unwittingly stuck
bread in the oven" on Shabbat, as bread was baked by sticking the dough
to the sides of a heated oven, did they permit him to override a rabbinic
prohibition and remove it from the oven before it bakes, i.e., before he
incurs liability to bring a sin-offering for baking bread on Shabbat, or did
they not permit him to do so? Removing the bread is also prohibited on
Shabbat. However, its prohibition is only by rabbinic law. The fundamen-
tal dilemma is: May one violate a rabbinical prohibition in order to avoid
violating a Torah prohibition or not?

Based on the above, resolve that the Sages did not permit one to do so. In
resolving Abaye’s dilemma, the concern that one would likely throw the
object from his hand, and thereby violate a Torah prohibition, was not
taken into consideration. The one who extended his hand into the public
domain was penalized by the Sages and prohibited to bring his hand back.
Here too, resolve the dilemma and say that he may not remove the bread,
even though he will thereby violate a Torah prohibition. The dilemma of
Rav Beivai bar Abaye, which was thought to be unresolved, is thereby re-
solved. As a result, there is room for uncertainty whether or not the reso-
lution of the previous dilemma, through which Rav Beivai’s dilemma
would also be resolved, is valid. The Gemara rejects this difficulty: That is
not difficult. It is possible that even though a resolution had not been
previously found for the dilemma of Rav Beivai bar Abaye, that does not
mean that it cannot be resolved And, indeed, as proof can be brought from
the resolution of the other dilemma, resolve this dilemma as well.

And if you wish, say instead: Actually, do not resolve the dilemma, but,
nevertheless, resolve the contradiction between the baraitot in the follow-
ing manner. Here, the baraita that taught that it is permitted to bring one’s

hand back is referring to a case where he extended it unwittingly. There,
the baraita that taught that it is prohibited for one to bring it back is refer-
ring to a case where he took it out intentionally. When he took it out

unwittingly, the Sages did not penalize him. When he took it out inten-
tionally, the Sages penalized him and prohibited him from bringing it

back.

And if you wish, say instead, in order to resolve the contradiction that this
baraita and that baraita are both referring to a case where he took his hand
out unwittingly. And here they disagree with regard to the question: Did
the Sages penalize an unwitting offender due to an intentional offender?
The Sage who prohibits him from bringing his hand back holds that they
penalized an unwitting offender due to an intentional offender. Therefore,
even though he took his hand out unwittingly, they penalized him and
prohibited him from bringing the object back so that he would not come
to do so intentionally. The Sage who permits him to bring it back holds
that they did not penalize an unwitting offender due to an intentional
offender. Therefore, they did not prohibit him from bringing it back.

And if you wish, say instead that, actually, they did not penalize an unwit-
ting offender due to an intentional offender, and still, this is not difficult,
and there is no contradiction. Here, the baraita that permits bringing it
back, is referring to bringing it back to the same courtyard where he is
standing.

BACKGROUND

Resolve the dilemma raised by Rav Beivai bar
Abaye — »ax 13 122 277 viwsn: The challenge
presented by the phrase: Resolve the dilemma, etc,,
can be explained as follows. It does not seem likely
that a specific dilemma that the Sages attempted
and were unable to resolve should have so simple
aresolution. Therefore, the existence of this solution
either constitutes a challenge to the Sage who was
originally unsuccessful in resolving this dilemma
or proof that the proposed resolution is not viable.

NOTES

One who unwittingly stuck bread in the oven —
713 N3 p1a17: The ovens in those days were made
of earthenware. The oven was ignited from below.
Through a special opening, they would stick the
dough to the sides of the oven for baking. Removing
the bread from the oven was performed in a unique
manner which, while not considered an actual pro-
hibited labor, was viewed as a unique skill that was
prohibited by the Sages.
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BACKGROUND
Courtyard and a different courtyard — % M 1¥m:

Adjacent courtyards

Kor—4i2:The kor is the largest measurement of volume mentioned in
our sources. The kor contains thirty se, and in modern measurements
equals 240—480 £. That significant disparity is due to a fundamental
dispute with regard to halakhic measurements.

HALAKHA

One who stuck bread in the oven — mR2 ns Pr27i: If one inten-
tionally stuck bread in an oven on Shabbat, he, and only he (Magen
Avraham), is permitted to remove it before incurring liability for violat-
ing a prohibition punishable by stoning. In that case, it is preferable
to remove it in an unusual manner (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 3118, 9:5, 22:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 254:6).

All those who are liable to bring sin-offerings...the beginning was
unwitting and the end was unwitting - 3% ]ann iR ann
NXREM MY 9101 One s liable to bring a sin- offermg foran unwitting
act only if the act was unwitting from beginning to end, as per the
mishna cited here (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:19 and
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:1).

NOTES
All those who are liable to bring sin-offerings...the beginning was

unwitting and the end was unwitting - 3w m'?nn JiNwn ann

DXV MY 1910): In most of the halakhot with regard to punlshment
in the Torah as well as those with regard to atonement, the general

principle is that one’s intention must be consistent from the begin-
ning of the action through the end, and the action is evaluated based

on that intention. Any deviation from the original intention, whether
in the direction of leniency or stringency, changes the assessment of
the act. The action can no longer be categorized in any existing frame-
work; neither in terms of punishment nor in terms of atonement.

Prohibition punishable by stoning - n’z*pp M¥N: The accurate
phrase here is: Before he comes to violate a prohibition punishable
by stoning, and not: Before he incurs a liability of stoning. Since he
regretted his action in the middle of its performance, he is no longer
liable to be stoned for his action.
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There, the baraita that prohibits returning the object, is refer-
ring to bringing it to a different courtyard, as Rava raised a
dilemma before Rav Nahman: One who was standing in a
courtyard on Shabbat, and his hand was filled with fruits,
and he extended it outside into the public domain, what is
the ruling with regard to whether or not he is allowed to
bring it back into the same courtyard where he is standing?
Rav Nahman said to him: It is permitted. And he asked him
further: What is the ruling with regard to bringing it from
the public domain to a different courtyard?® He said to him:
It is prohibited.

Rava asked about this: And in what way is one case different
from the other? By definition, both courtyards are private
domains, and there is no apparent halakhic difference be-
tween them in terms of Shabbat. Rav Nahman answered
jokingly: When you eat a kor® of salt while thinking it over,
you will know the answer. Actually, the answer is simple:
There, the baraita that taught that it is permitted to bring it
back to the same courtyard, said so because his planned
objective was not realized. Since he sought to take an object
out of his courtyard, requiring him to bring the object back
to its original place is a penalty of sorts. However, here, the
baraita that taught that it is prohibited to bring it back to a
different courtyard, said so because his planned objective
was realized. Therefore, it is prohibited to bring it back there.

Since Rav Beivai bar Abaye’s dilemma was mentioned in
passing, the Gemara proceeds to discuss the matter itself.
Rav Beivai bar Abaye raised a dilemma: One who erred
and stuck bread in the oven" on Shabbat, did they permit
him to override a rabbinic prohibition and remove it before
it bakes, i.e., before he incurs liability to bring a sin-offering
for baking bread on Shabbat, or did they not permit him to

do so?

Rav Aha bar Abaye said to Ravina: What are the circum-
stances? If you say that he stuck the bread to the oven unwit-
tingly and did not remember either that today was Shabbat

or that it is prohibited to do so on Shabbat, to whom did they

permit to remove it? Ifhe remains unaware that a prohibition

is involved, it will not occur to him to ask whether or not he

is permitted to remove the bread before it bakes.

But rather, is it not a case where he then, before it baked,
remembered that it is prohibited? In that case, is he liable
to bring a sin-offering? Didn’t we learn in a mishna: All
those who sin unwittingly and are therefore liable to bring
sin-offerings are only liable if the beginning of their action
was unwitting and the end of their action was unwit-
ting."™ This means that throughout the entire action until its
completion, the person remains unaware that his action is
prohibited. Consequently, in our case, since he became aware
that his action is prohibited while the bread was still baking,
his very awareness exempts him from a sin-offering and re-
moving the bread is no longer necessary to prevent him from
incurring liability to bring a sin-offering.

Rather, say that that person stuck the bread in the oven in-
tentionally, but afterward regrets having done so and does
not want to violate the prohibition. However, if that is the
case, the formulation of the dilemma is inaccurate. It should
have said: Before he comes to violate a prohibition punish-
able by stoning." One who desecrates Shabbat intentionally
is liable to be stoned, he is not merely liable to bring a sin-

offering,
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Rav Sheila said: Actually, it is referring to a case where he did so

unwittingly, and the dilemma whether or not they permitted re-
moving the bread is not with regard to the person who stuck it in

the oven, as he remains unaware of his transgression. Rather, with

regard to whom is Rav Beivai raising a dilemma whether or not

the Sages permitted him to remove the bread? It is with regard to

others who wish to spare the unwitting sinner from violating a

Torah prohibition.

Rav Sheshet strongly objected to this. And does one tell an-
other person: Sin so that another will benefit?" Permitting one
to violate a prohibition, even one prohibited by rabbinic law, in
order to help another perform a mitzva is inconceivable. The same
is true with regard to preventing another from violating a more
severe prohibition.

Rather, Rav Ashi said: Actually, it is referring to a case where he
stuck the bread in the oven intentionally. And say, emend the text
as follows: Before he comes to violate a prohibition punishable
by stoning. Indeed, Rav Aha, son of Rava, would teach it explic-
itly in that manner;® not as a dilemma, but rather, as a halakhic
ruling. According to his version, Rav Beivai bar Abaye said: With
regard to one who stuck bread in an oven on Shabbat eve, the
Sages permitted him to remove it from the oven on Shabbat
before he comes to violate a prohibition punishable by stoning.

We learned in the mishna several examples where the poor per-
son extended his hand: One, when he placed an object into the
hand of the homeowner and one, when he took an object from
the hand of the homeowner. In those cases, we learned that he is
liable to bring a sin-offering. The Gemara asks: Why is he liable?
Don’t we require that halakhic lifting and placing be performed
from and onto the surface of an area that is four by four"" hand-
breadths? A smaller area is not considered a defined place, and it
is as if the object were not there at all; and a person’s hand is not
that size. Why, then, is he liable?

Rabba said: Whose opinion is it in this mishna? It is the opinion
of Rabbi Akiva who said that we do not require a place of four
by four handbreadths. According to his opinion, even a smaller
area is considered a significant place in terms of carrying out on
Shabbat. As we learned in a mishna: One who throws an object
from the private domain to the other private domain and there
is the public domain in the middle, Rabbi Akiva deems him
liable for carrying out into the public domain, and the Rabbis
deem him exempt because the object merely passed through the
public domain and did not come to rest in it.

This dispute can be explained as follows: Rabbi Akiva holds that
we say that an object in airspace is considered at rest. In his
opinion, an object that passed, even briefly, through the airspace
of the public domain is considered as if it came to rest in that
domain. Therefore, one who threw the object has, for all intents
and purposes, lifted the object from the private domain and
placed it in the public domain, and he is liable. And the Rabbis
hold that we do not say that an object in airspace is considered
at rest. In their opinion, although he lifted the object from the
private domain, it never came to rest in the public domain. Since
he never placed it in the public domain, he is not liable. Regardless,
according to Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, placing does not require a
defined area. The mere presence of an object in the public domain
accords it the legal status of having been placed there. Apparently,
there is no requirement that an object be placed on a surface with
an area of four by four handbreadths.

Initially, the Gemara wonders about the substance of Rabba’s
opinion: Is that to say that it is obvious to Rabba that, with re-
gard to whether or not an object in airspace is considered at rest,

NOTES

Sin so that another will benefit — 7pam fapw »13 KLM: In
the Tosefta, this statement is phrased: Do we tell a person
to sin so that you can benefit? There, the principle is that a
person has no license to sin and there is no justification to sin,
even if he thinks that through his sin he can prevent a greater
transgression. There are, indeed, cases where the Sages permit
certain sins. However, the permission always stems from the
consideration that the act involves a mitzva as well, which tips
the balance (see Tosafot). Some commentaries insist that the
principle prohibiting sinning for the sake of another only ap-
plies in a case where the other has already sinned. If the other
has not yet sinned, there is room to perform a mild transgres-
sion in order to facilitate his friend's fulfillment of a mitzva or
to prevent him from committing a grave sin (Rosh; Rashba).

Lifting and placing from the surface of an area four by four -
ayam by YA Oipn 033 yn MM YRy The Gemara as-
sumes that ||ab|I|ty exists only in a case where an object is
lifted from an area that measures at least four by four hand-
breadths. The commentaries seek a source for that assumption.
Some explained that one does not generally place objects on

a smaller surface due to concern that they might fall. In all

of the prohibited labors of Shabbat, the standard manner in

which the action is performed is the determining factor (Rab-
beinu Tam; see the Rashba). Others explained that the verses

themselves include allusion to the fact that an object requires

a defined area. There is no smaller defined area (Tosafot). Yet
others explained that, although the reason was not clear, the

Sages of the Talmud had a tradition that this is the halakha

(Rashba; Ritva).

BACKGROUND

Would teach it explicitly — %773 15 911: The use of this and
similar phrases is common in the Talmud After the Gemara
cites various theoretical considerations and reaches the con-
clusion that there is a need to emend the text of the baraita,
occasionally it turns out that one of the Sages had already
received a tradition with that emended version of the baraita.

HALAKHA

Lifting and placing from the surface of an area four by
four - myaw Ly Y2 Oipn 133 Lyn amm vpy: A place
thatis smal\erthan four by four handbreadths is not considered
a defined area in terms of the halakhot of Shabbat. One who
lifts an object from it or places an object on it does not incur
liability to bring a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 13:1 and 14:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:19).
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BACKGROUND

And wasn'tit raised as a dilemma - w3 xwnxm
‘1’7 The Gemara uses this expression to ask Slnce
Rabba raised this dilemma and was unable to resolve
it, how is it possible that a resolution to that dilemma
would incidentally appear as a given in another di-
lemma of his? That leads to the conclusion that the
resolution is not sufficiently substantiated.

NOTES

An objectin airspace is considered at rest — 'Im'w
NI AT 13: It is possible to identify two fun-
damental approaches in clarifying the essence of this
halakhic principle. According to Rashi and Rabbeinu
Hananel, an object passing through airspace of a
certain domain is considered as if it were placed on
the ground of that domain. In the Jerusalem Talmud,
on the other hand, this phrase was understood to
mean that all the airspace in a certain domain is
considered as if it were solid matter upon which
the objects rest. The principle was formulated: The
air within the partitions is like its substance, i.e., the
ground beneath it.

Perhaps placing does not require, but lifting does
require — TPV XiT Kwa K97 8T AT X
X3 Some explam that the fact that \lftmg would
require an area of four by four handbreadths, while
placing would not, is derived from the Torah. Lifting
an object from its place is alluded to in the verse:
A man should not go out [yetze] from his place
(Exodus 16:29). This verse can be interpreted: "A man
should not carry out [yotzi] from his place.” There is
no biblical allusion to placing (Tosafot).

"

Projection of any size -}y '7; : The geonim
define zizas anything that projects from the wall of a
house; both the house and the projection are consid-
ered private property. A projection of any size means
that it can be less than four by four handbreadths.

Projection from the wall of a house
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and it is in a case where the object passed within ten handbreadths of
the ground that they disagree? And wasn’t it raised as a dilemma® by
Rabba, as it was unclear to him whether or not that is the correct expla-
nation of the dispute between Rabbi Akiva and the Rabbis? As Rabba
raised a dilemma: Do those who dispute the matter of one who throws
from a private domain to a private domain with a public domain in the
middle disagree with regard to a case where the object was thrown
below ten handbreadths off the ground, and this is the point over which
they disagree: Rabbi Akiva holds that an object in airspace is consid-
ered atrest," and the Rabbis hold that we do not say that an object in
airspace is considered at rest? However, if the object passed more than
ten handbreadths above the public domain, everyone agrees that he is
exempt and everyone agrees that we do not derive the halakha of
throwing from the halakha of passing. There is a special halakha with
regard to passing objects: One standing in a private domain who passes
an object through a public domain to another private domain, even
though the object did not come to rest in the public domain, his action
is considered to have carried out. However, the halakha with regard to
throwing is different.

Or, perhaps they disagree with regard to a case where the object
passed ten handbreadths above the ground, and this is the point over
which they disagree: Rabbi Akiva holds that we derive the halakha of
throwing from the halakha of passing and considers them details of
one halakha. And the Rabbis hold that we do not derive throwing
from passing, and, although one who passes the object in that case is
liable, one who throws it is not. The halakha with regard to passing is a
unique halakha, a Torah decree, and other cases cannot be derived from
it. However, with regard to one who throws from one private domain
to another via a public domain, if the object passed below ten hand-
breadths off the ground, everyone agrees that he is liable. What is the
reason for this? Everyone agrees that an object in airspace is consid-
ered at rest. Since Rabba himself is uncertain as to the point of the
dispute in that mishna with regard to one who throws an object, how
can he determine Rabbi Akiva’s opinion in the matter of our mishna?

The Gemara answers: Thatis not difficult. It can be explained that, after
he raised the dilemma, it was later resolved for him that the correct
understanding is that Rabbi Akiva alone holds that an object in air-
space is considered at rest.

However, there is room to question the parallel between Rabbi Akiva’s
opinion and the case in our mishna. Perhaps placing alone does not
require an area of four by four in order to be considered halakhic plac-
ing, butlifting does require" a minimum of four by four handbreadths
to be considered halakhic lifting. Perhaps placing, which is merely the
conclusion of the prohibited labor, does not require the same conditions
aslifting, which is the beginning and the essence of the labor of carrying
out (Rashba). From Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, a conclusion may be drawn
that an object in airspace is considered placed even without the surface
area of four by four handbreadths. But, a conclusion may not be drawn
that an object lifted from a surface lacking that area is considered lifted.

Rather, Rav Yosef said: Whose opinion is it in this mishna? It is the
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.

The Gemara asks: To which of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s halakhot is Rav
Yosef referring? If you say that he is referring to this halakha, as it was
taught in a baraita: One who threw an object on Shabbat in the public
domain from the beginning to the end of four cubits, and it, the object,
came to rest atop a projection of any size," Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi
deems him liable, and the Rabbis deem him exempt. Apparently, this
proves that, according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, there is no minimum
area required for lifting and placing. This is the halakha to which Rav
Yosef referred.
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The Gemara rejects this: There, the explanation is according to what we will need
to say later in accordance with the statement of Abaye, as Abaye said: Here, the
baraita is not dealing with just any situation. Rather, it is dealing with a special
case where there is a tree standing in the private domain and its boughs® lean
into the public domain, and one threw an object from the public domain and
it rested upon the boughs of the tree.

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that we say: Cast its boughs after its trunk. The
tree’s branches are considered an extension of its trunk. Therefore, the entire tree
is considered as a private domain, and one who throws onto it is liable. And the
Rabbis hold that we do not say: Cast its boughs after its trunk. Therefore, the
boughs themselves are not considered to be a private domain, and one who
throws atop them from the public domain is not liable. Since Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi considers the boughs of the tree like part of the trunk, something thrown
atop the tree is considered as if it were placed on the trunk, which is four by four
handbreadths. If so, one cannot conclude from here that there is no need for a
significant area according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.

Rather, it is possible that Rav Yosef referred to this halakha of Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi, as it was taught in a baraita: One who threw an object on Shabbat from
the public domain to the public domain and the private domain was in the
middle, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems him liable for carrying out from domain
to domain, and the Rabbis deem him exempt.

And Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: In that case, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi
holds that the one who threw the object s liable to bring two sin-offerings, as he
violated two prohibitions: One, due to carrying from the public domain into
the private domain, when the object passed through the airspace of the private
domain; and one, due to carrying from the private domain out to the public
domain. Apparently, he requires neither lifting from nor placing upon an area
of four by four handbreadths, as not only is he liable for carrying the object into
a private domain and placing it by means of passing through its airspace, but he
is also liable for lifting the object from that private domain and bringing it to the
public domain. According to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, neither lifting nor placing
requires a significant area.

The Gemara rejects this proof. Wasn’t it stated with regard to this dispute that
Rav and Shmuel both said:

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi only deemed him liable in the covered private domain,
with a roof, as we say: The house is considered as one that is full? The entire
house with all its space is considered one unit, and each part of it is considered
as ifit is filled with actual objects. Therefore, an object passing through the house
is considered as if it landed on an actual surface of at least four by four hand-
breadths. However, in a private domain that is not covered, Rabbi Yehuda Ha-
Nasi does not deem him liable.

And if you say: Here too our mishna is speaking about a covered domain, and
therefore the lifting from and the placing on the hand are considered as if they
were performed in a place that is four handbreadths; granted, in a covered pri-
vate domain lifting from and placing in a hand are considered as if it were lifted
from and placed onto an area of four by four handbreadths, but in a covered
public domain is he liable at all? Didn’t Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda say that
Rabbi Abba said that Rav Huna said that Rav said: One who carries an object
four cubits from place to place in a covered public domain, even though transfer-
ring an object four cubits in the public domain is like carrying out from one do-
main to another and prohibited by Torah law, in this case, he is not liable? The
reason is that since the covered public domain is not similar to the banners in
the desert," i.e., the area in which the banners of the tribes of Israel passed in the
desert. The labors prohibited on Shabbat are derived from the labors that were
performed in the building of the Tabernacle during the encampment of Israel in
the desert, and the desert was most definitely not covered. Consequently, even
according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion, it is impossible to explain that our
mishna is referring to the case of a covered public domain.

BACKGROUND

Tree and its boughs — 151’11,..1’2’;(

Boughs leaning into the public domain

NOTES

The banners of the desert — 12713 ”23’[:
With regard to the halakhot of Shabbat,
the encampment of Israel in the desert is
the model upon which the definition of a
public domain is based. Like the encamp-
ment, a public domain is at least sixteen
cubits wide. It is an area through which
many people pass daily; 600,000 people,
according to some authorities.

Layout of the tribes’ encampment in the desert
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LANGUAGE

Basket [teraskal] - ’77mu The origin of the word is ap-
parently a reordermg of the letters of the Greek word
kaptadog, kartallos, meaning a basket with a pointed
bottom.

BACKGROUND
Basket — ’7,'39'1(;: The geonim explained that a teraskal is a
light, portable table made from braided willow. People ate
on it outside the home.
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Rather, Rabbi Zeira said: There must be a different source for our
mishna. Whose opinion is it in our mishna? It is the opinion of
Aherim, as it was taught in a baraita: Aherim say: One who stood
in his place on Shabbat and received an object thrown to him from
another domain, the one who threw the object is liable for the
prohibited labor of carrying out, as he both lifted and placed the
object. However, if the one who received the object moved from
his place, ran toward the object, and then received it in his hand,
he, the one who threw it, is exempt. That is because, even though
he performed an act of lifting, the placing of the object was facili-
tated by the action of the one who received it, and therefore the one
who threw it did not perform the act of placing. In any case, accord-
ing to the opinion of Aherim, if he stood in his place and received
the object, the one who threw it is liable. Don’t we require placing
upon an area of four by four handbreadths and there is none in
this case? Rather, certainly conclude from this that according to
Aherim we do not require an area of four by four.

The Gemara rejects this: This is not a proof, and one could say:
Perhaps it is specifically for placing that we do not require an area
of four by four; however, for lifting we require an area of four by
four in order to consider it significant. And with regard to placing
as well, one could say: Perhaps it was performed in a manner in
which he extended the corners of his coat and received it, so in
that case there is also placing upon an area of four by four. There-
fore, there is no proof from here.

Rabbi Abba said: Our mishna is speaking about a special case
where he received, ie, lifted, the object that was in a basket [ ter-
askal]'® and he placed it atop a basket. In that case, there is also
placing performed upon an area of four by four handbreadths. The
Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in the mishna: His hand? So how
can you say that he received it in a basket? The Gemara answers:
Emend the text of the mishna and teach: The basket in his hand.

The Gemara asks about this matter: Granted, when the basket was

in the private domain, but if it was a basket that was placed in the

public domain, doesn’t it immediately become the private do-
main? Presumably, the basket is ten handbreadths above the ground,
and its surface is the requisite size for creating a private domain.

Since that is not the explanation given, let us say that this is a proof
that our mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. As it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: One who stuck a stick into the
ground in the public domain, and hung a basket atop it, and threw
an object from the public domain, and it landed upon it, he is li-
able, because he threw it from the public domain into the private
domain. Since the surface of the basket is four by four handbreadths
and it is ten handbreadths above the ground, it is considered a pri-
vate domain. Even though the stick, which is serving as the base for
this basket, is not four handbreadths wide, since the basket is that
wide, we consider it asif the sides of the basket descend in a straight
line. Consequently, a type of pillar of a private domain is formed in
the public domain.

Our mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei,
son of Rabbi Yehuda, as if it were in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, in a case where the owner
of the house extended his hand outside and placed an object in
the basket in the hand of the poor person in the public domain,
why is he liable? According to his opinion, the basket is considered
aprivate domain and he, the owner of the house, is merely carrying
out from private domain to private domain. This proves that the
opinion of our mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda.
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The Gemara answers: Even if you say that our mishna is in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, there,
where we learned that a basket is considered like a private domain,
was in a case in which the basket was above ten handbreadths off

the ground. Here, in our mishna, the basket was below ten hand-
breadths off the ground. Even according to the opinion of Rabbi
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, in a case where it is below ten hand-
breadths itis not considered a private domain, rather it is part of the
public domain. Therefore, it is considered carrying out and he is

liable.
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The Gemara comments: Nevertheless, this explanation is difficult
for Rabbi Abbahu: Was the language taught in the mishna: A
basket in his hand? His hand, was taught. There is no reason to
emend the mishna in that way. Rather, Rabbi Abbahu said: The

mishna here is referring to a case where the poor person lowered
his hand below three handbreadths off the ground and received
that object in his hand. Below three handbreadths is considered, in
all respects, to be appended to the ground and, therefore, a place of
four by four handbreadths.

TPV D Ty XM
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The Gemara asks: Didn’t the mishna teach: The poor person stands
outside? If he is standing, how is it possible that his hand is within
three handbreadths of the ground? Rabbi Abbahu answered: It is
describing a case where he is bending down. In that case, his hand

could be adjacent to the ground even though he is standing. And if
you wish, say instead that it is possible in a case where the poor
person is standing in a hole and his hand is adjacent to the ground.
And if you wish, say instead a different depiction of the situation:
The mishna is speaking about a case involving a midget [nanas],t
whose hands, even when standing, are within three handbreadths

of the ground.
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About all of these Rava said: Did the tanna go to all that trouble in
an effort to teach us all of these cases?® It is difficult to accept that
the tanna could not find a more conventional manner to explain the

halakha. Rather, Rava said: The problem must be resolved by es-
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tablishing the principle: A person’s hand is considered like four
by four™ handbreadths for him. It is true that lifting and placing
upon a significant place are required. However, even though a sig-

nificant place is normally no less than four handbreadths, the hand
ofa person is significant enough for it to be considered a significant
place as far as the halakhot of Shabbat are concerned. And, so too,
when Ravin® came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that
Rabbi Yohanan said: A person’s hand is considered four by four
handbreadths for him.

A person’s hand is considered like four by four — o '7!0 i
awam by mvawes & mawn: Apparently, this is because a
hand is the standard conduwt for placing and lifting objects in
a specific place. The hand does not have the requisite area of a

Ravin - 1227: An abbreviation of Rabbi Avin, who is called Rabbi
Bon in the Jerusalem Talmud.

He was the most important of “those who descended to," i.e.,
who went from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, in the third to fourth
generation of the Babylonian amora’im.

Rabbi Avin was born in Babylonia and emigrated to Eretz Yis-
rael atan early age. There he was able to study Torah from Rabbi
Yohanan, who lived to a very old age. After Rabbi Yohanan's
death, Ravin studied from his many students. Rabbi Avin
was appointed to be one of “those who descended,” namely,
those Sages who were sent to Babylonia to disseminate in-
novative Torah insights from Eretz Yisrael, as well as various
Eretz Yisrael traditions that were unknown in other lands. Rav

NOTES

PERSONALITIES

significant place, the measure of a significant area for placing
being four by four handbreadths. However, the hand, regardless
of its size, is also a significant area in the sense of carrying and
has the legal status of an area of four by four handbreadths.

Dimi was the emissary from Eretz Yisrael before Ravin. How-
ever, Ravin transmitted new and revised formulations of the
halakhot. Therefore, Ravin is considered an authority and,
as a rule, the halakha was decided in accordance with his
opinion.

Ravin returned to Eretz Yisrael several times. There he served
as the transmitter of the Torah studied in Babylonia. His state-
ments are often cited in the Jerusalem Talmud. We know little
about his family and the rest of his life. It is known that his father
died even before he was born, and that his mother died when
he was born. Some say that his father’s name was also Rabbi
Avin and that he was named after him. Some believe that the
Eretz Yisrael amora Rabbi Yosei bar Bon was his son.

LANGUAGE

Midget [nanas] - Bax: From the Greek vavog, nanos, mean-

ing midget.

BACKGROUND
Did the tanna go to all that trouble in an effort to teach us
Gemara at times explalns the mishna by deplctlng special
and rare cases, a fundamental principle or a description
with wide-ranging application is not usually articulated by
means of extraordinary situations. In situations of that sort,
the Gemara asks: Did the tanna go to all that trouble...?

HALAKHA

Aperson’s hand is considered like four by four — U'IN’?W n
mvax by nvams b nawen: In the halakhot of Shabbat, the
hand of a person is conmdered as if it were an area of four
by four handbreadths. Therefore, one who lifts an object on
Shabbat from one domain and places it in the hand of a
person standing in another domain, or one who lifts it from
the hand of a person who is in one domain and places it in
a different domain, is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 13:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 347:1).
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HALAKHA

One who stood in his place...he moved from his place,
etc. — 121 1nipan WpY...1ipRa Ty If one throws an ob-
ject from one domain to another domain, and the object
is caught by a person who remained in his place in the
second domain, the one who threw it is liable because
he placed the object in another domain. However, if the
second person moved from his place and caught the
object in his hand, the one who threw it is exempt. This
is in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yohanan,
with regard to which there is no dispute (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:15).

BACKGROUND
What is his dilemma - .‘-!"2 xwanp e This expression
in the Gemara is a question that comes to clarify the es-
sence of a certain dilemma. Frequently, the problem is, in
and of itself, clear. Nevertheless, it is necessary to explain
the context of the dilemma and the broader issue that it
comes to clarify.

NOTES

Two forces in one person — K D3 MM Ww: Accord-
ing to Rabbeinu Hananel’s variant text, some explain: Are
two forces in one person considered like two people, in
the sense that it is considered as if one threw it so the
other would catch it, and he is liable? Or, perhaps it is
considered like one person performed each half of the
prohibited labor independent of the other half and he
would be exempt (Ramban).
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Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Elai said that Rabbi Yohanan said: One
who threw an object and it landed in the hand of another who is in
a different domain is liable. The Gemara asks: What is he teaching
us? What halakhic principle is conveyed through this statement? Is it
that a person’s hand is considered four by four for him? Didn’t
Rabbi Yohanan already say that one time? Why was it necessary to
repeat it, albeit in a different context? The Gemara answers: It was
necessary to teach the halakha cited by Rabbi Elai as well, lest you
say that this, the principle that a person’s hand is significant, applies
only where he himself deemed his hand significant by lifting or re-
ceiving an object with his hand. However, where he did not deem
his hand significant, rather the object fell into another’s hand without
his intention, perhaps the hand is not considered a significant place
and he would not be liable. Therefore, he teaches us that the hand’s
significance is absolute and not dependent upon the intention of the
one initiating the action.

Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Elai said that Rabbi Yohanan said ad-
ditionally: One who stood in his place and received an object that
was thrown to him from another domain, the one who threw it is li-
able. However, if he moved from his place" and then received the
object, the one who threw it is exempt. That was also taught in a
baraita. Aherim say: If he stood in his place and received in his hand
the object that was thrown from another domain, the one who threw
it is liable. And if he moved from his place and received it, he is
exempt.

Rabbi Yohanan raised a related dilemma: One who threw an object
from one domain and moved from his place and ran to another
domain and then received the same object in his hand in the second
domain, what is his legal status?

To clarify the matter, the Gemara asks: What is his dilemma?® Didn’t
one person perform a complete act of lifting and placing? Rav Adda
bar Ahava said: His dilemma was with regard to two forces in one
person." Rabbi Yohanan raised a dilemma with regard to one who
performs two separate actions rather than one continuous action. Are
two forces in one person considered like one person, and he is li-
able? Or, perhaps they are considered like two people, and he is
exempt? This dilemma remains unresolved and therefore, let it stand.

Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Yohanan said: If he brought his hand

into the courtyard of another and received rainwater that fell at that

time into his hand and carried it out to another domain, he is liable.
Rabbi Zeira objects to this: What is the difference to me if his friend

loaded him with an object, i.e., his friend placed an object in his hand,
and what is the difference to me if Heaven loaded him with rainwa-
ter? In neither case did he perform an act of lifting. Why then should

he be liable for carrying out from domain to domain? The Gemara

answers: Do not say: He received rainwater, indicating that he pas-
sively received the rainwater in his hand. Rather, read: He actively
gathered rainwater in his hand from the air, which is tantamount to

lifting. The Gemara asks: In order to become liable, don’t we require

lifting from atop an area of four handbreadths, and in this case there

is none? How, therefore, would he be liable?

Rabbi Hiyya, son of Rav Huna, said: It is a case where he gathered
the rainwater from atop and on the side of the wall, so he lifted it from
a significant place. Therefore, it is considered an act of lifting, and he
is liable. The Gemara questions: Atop a wall, too, the rain did not
come to rest. Rather, it immediately and continuously flowed. If so,
the lifting was not from the wall at all. The Gemara answers: As Rava
said in another context that the case involves an inclined wall, here
too the case involves an inclined wall. The Gemara asks: And where
was this statement of Rava stated? It was stated with regard to that
which we learned in a mishna:
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One who was reading a sacred book in scroll form on Shabbat on an
elevated, wide threshold and the book rolled from his hand" outside
and into the public domain, he may roll it back to himself, since one
of its ends is still in his hand. However, if he was reading on top the
roof ,® which is a full-fledged private domain, and the book rolled from
his hand," as long as the edge of the book did not reach ten hand-
breadths above the public domain, the book is still in its own area, and
he may roll it back to himself. However, once the book has reached
within ten handbreadths above the public domain, he is prohibited to
roll it back to himself. In that case, he may only turn it over onto the
side with writing," so that the writing of the book should face down
and should not be exposed and degraded. And we discussed this ha-
lakha: Why must he turn it over onto the side with writing, and he is
prohibited to bring the book back to himself? Didn’t the book not yet
come to rest upon a defined area in the public domain? Even if he
brought it back it would not constitute lifting.

And Rava said: It is referring to the case of an inclined wall. Because
itisinclined, the scroll is resting upon it to some degree. However, that
answer is not effective in explaining the case of gathering water. Say that
Rava said that the legal status of the slanted wall is different, specifi-
cally with regard to a book, as it is wont to come to rest upon an in-
clined wall. In contrast, is water wont to come to rest upon an inclined
wall? It continues flowing. Consequently, the question with regard to
water remains.

Rather, Rava said: Here, it is referring to a case where he gathered the
rainwater from on top of a hole" filled with water. The Gemara asks: If
he gathered it from on top of a hole, it is obvious that it is considered
like lifting from a significant place. The Gemara answers: Lest you say
that since the water that comes down from the roof into the hole it is
water on top of water and, perhaps, it is not considered placing. There-
fore, he taught us that collecting water from on top of a hole filled with
water is considered an act of lifting an object from its placement.

The Gemara comments: And Rava follows his standard line of reason-
ing, as Rava already said: It is obvious to me that water on top of water,
that is its placement, and lifting the water from there is an act of lifting

in every sense. It is also obvious that if a nut is floating on top of water,
thatis not considered its placement, and therefore lifting it from there

is not considered an act of lifting. However, Rava raised a dilemma: In

a case where a nut is in a vessel, and that vessel is floating on top of
water," and one lifted the nut from the vessel, is that considered an act

oflifting? The sides of the dilemma are: Do we go according to the nut

and the halakha is decided exclusively based on its status, and it is at

rest in the vessel? Or perhaps, we go according to the vessel and it is

not at rest, as it is moving from place to place on the surface of the

water. This dilemma remained unresolved, and therefore let it stand.

HALAKHA

BACKGROUND
Book on top of the roof - 3371 w3 90:

Book that rolled when read on top of a roof

NOTES

He may only turn it over onto the side with writing —
anan ’7;7 §29ir: One reason given is that this prevents
dust from accumulating on the uncovered letters. An-
other is that when the writing is exposed, there is an
element of disrespect for the sacred text (Rashi).

One who was reading a sacred book on a threshold and
the book rolled from his hand - 2o by 3953 KYIp M7
171 990 Yahana: In the case of a person on a threshold who
was readlng a sacred text written on a scroll and that scroll
unrolled and landed on a karmelit (Mishna Berura), if one end
of the scroll remained in his hand, he may roll it back to him.
Thatis the ruling even if the threshold was a private domain, i.e.,
four by four handbreadths and ten handbreadths high, and the
scroll unrolled into a public domain. This was permitted in order
to prevent disrespect for the sacred text, as explained in tractate
Eiruvin. However, if the book fell from his hand completely,
he is permitted to roll it back only if it rolled into a karmelit

(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:21; Shulhan Arukh,

Orah Hayyim 352:1).

And the book rolled from his hand - 7m v907 7757?31:1;1: One

who was reading a book on Shabbat on top of the roof of a
private domain, and the book rolled from his hand into the
public domain, if one end of the scroll did not yet reach within
ten handbreadths of the ground of the public domain and the
other edge of the scroll is still in his hand, he is permitted to roll
it back to where he is sitting. However, if it reached within ten
handbreadths of the ground of the public domain, if the wall
was slanted and the scroll was somewhat resting upon it, and it

was a place frequented by the general public (Magen Aviaham),

it is prohibited to roll the book back to where he is sitting. This
is in accordance with the explanation of Rava and according to
Tosafot (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:21; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 352:2).

He gathered from on top of a hole — xm ?;}351_273 u'?g‘g’: One
who is standing in one domain and extends his hand into

another domain and takes water from on top of a hole filled
with water and brings it back to him, is liable, since all of the
water is considered as if it were placed on the ground. Therefore,
it conforms to the typical manner of lifting and placing, as
per the conclusion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 13:4).

A nutin a vessel and that vessel is floating on top of water —
"3 o 133 5 9% 9991 /533 1ia: One who lifts a fruit that was

placedin a vessel ﬂoatlng on water is exempt because a floating

object is not considered to be at rest and picking it up does not
constitute halakhic lifting. This is all the more true if he lifted the

vessel which itself was floating on the water. Although the matter
remained unresolved, in a situation of uncertainty like this one,
the practical ruling is that he is exempt (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 13:4).
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BACKGROUND

One who immersed himself during the day - ui?Bﬂ:u:J:When

one who became ritually impure immerses himself, a vestigial

impurity remains until sunset. During this interval he renders

liquids with which he comes into contact ritually impure. How-
ever, those liquids do not render other items ritually impure.

NOTES

Oil that was floating on top of wine and one who immersed
himself during the day touched the oil — 1 a3 by Y Y
w3 1::1"54:? ya: The central problem with regard to oil atop
wine is: Are these two liquids connected to the extent that
they are considered one entity? Or, are they considered two
separate entities, one atop the other? In every case of contact
with impurity there is room, in principle, to raise this question.
However, the halakha is that a liquid that becomes impure
through any means immediately assumes first-degree ritual
impurity status and renders other liquids that come into con-
tact with itimpure. As a result, one who immersed himself dur-
ing the day was mentioned because it is an exceptional case,
as liquids that he touches do not generate further impurity.
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HALAKHA

A similar dilemma was raised with regard to oil that was floating

on top of wine." Oil does not mix with wine. Rather, it floats on

top of it in a separate layer. Resolution of this dilemma is depen-
dent on a dispute between Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri and the

Rabbis. Is oil considered a discrete entity placed on the wine? Or,
perhaps it is considered to be connected to the wine? As we

learned in a mishna: Oil that was floating on top of wine and

one who immersed himself during the day® touched the oil,"

he disqualified only the oil alone and not the wine, as he only
touched the oil and the oil does not render the wine impure. And

Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri says: They both are considered con-
nected to each other, and therefore they are both rendered im-
pure through the same contact. The consideration of whether the

oil and the wine are considered connected is the determining
factor with regard to the laws of Shabbat as well.

Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Elai said that Rabbi Yohanan said:
One who was standing in the private domain or the public domain
laden with food and drinks on Shabbat, and his intention was to
carry them to another corner of the same domain, if once he be-
gan walking he changed his mind and exited that domain, and he
enters and exits from domain to domain, even if he does so all
daylong," he is exempt by Torah law for carrying out on Shabbat
until he stands still. Moving the object is not considered carrying
out, since he did not intend from the outset to move himself in
order to carry out. Therefore, only after he stands still can it be
considered a bona fide placement, and only when he subsequent-
ly moves and walks would he incur liability.

Abaye added and said: And that is specifically if he stopped to
rest; then it is considered placement. However, if he stopped to
adjust his burden, it is not considered placement. The Gemara
comments: From where did Abaye arrive at this conclusion?
From that which the Master said with regard to the laws of car-
rying in the public domain: Although, by Torah law, one who
transfers an object four cubits in the public domain is liable, if
while transferring the object he stopped to rest within four cu-
bits, he is exempt. By stopping to rest, he performed an act of
placement in the middle of the transfer. As a result, he did not
carry the object four complete cubits. However, if he stopped to
adjust the burden on his shoulders, he is liable," as stopping in
order to adjust his burden is not considered an act of placement.
It is considered an action required to facilitate the continued car-
rying of that burden. On the other hand, after he walked beyond
four cubits, if he stopped to rest, he thereby performed an act of
placement and completed the prohibited labor, and he is liable;
ifhe stopped to adjust the burden on his shoulders, he is exempt.
From this halakha, Abaye learned that only when one stops to rest
is it considered an act of placement in terms of the prohibited
labor of carrying on Shabbat.

Oil that was floating on top of wine — 1 va3 by qxw pw: If
one who immersed himself during the day touched oil float-
ing on top of wine, he did not, thereby, disqualify the wine, as
per the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
Tumat Okhlin 8:3).

One who was laden with food and drinks and he enters
and exits all day long — Xy D120 PRY n»%;m pyv ma
993 o '7;: One who was carrying objects on his body from
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domain to domain is only liable if he comes to a stop and, liable — a»n qa;’? ML was’y Ty Niny yax 7iR: One who

lifted an object in the public domain and carried it there, if

thereby, performs an act of placing. Even when he stops, he is
only liable if he stopped to rest. But, if he stopped to adjust his
burden, he is exempt, as per the statement of Rabbi Yohanan
and the explanation of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 13:8).

If he stopped to rest within four cubits, he is exempt, if
he stopped to adjust the burden on his shoulders, he is

he stopped to rest within four cubits of the place where he
lifted the object, he is exempt, since he did not carry the object
four complete cubits. If he stopped to adjust his burden, he is
considered to still be walking. Therefore, if he subsequently
continued to walk and came to a stop beyond four cubits
in order to rest, he is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 13:10).
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With regard to the essence of Rabbi Yohanan’s halakha about enter-
ing and exiting all day long, the Gemara asks: What principle is he

teaching us" with this halakha? Is it to teach that one is exempt from

bringing a sin-offering for performing the prohibited labor of car-
rying out on Shabbat when the lifting of the object from its place

from the first moment was not for that purpose of carrying out,
but for another purpose? Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan already say it

once?® As Rav Safra said that Rabbi Ami said that Rabbi Yohanan

said: One who transfers objects from corner to corner" in a pri-
vate domain, and, while carrying them, he changed his mind about

them and took them out to the public domain, he is exempt be-
cause the lifting at the first moment was not for that purpose of
carrying out to another domain. Why, then, was it necessary to re-
peat the same halakha? The Gemara answers: They are different

amora’im® who transmitted this matter. One Sage said it in this

language and one Sage said it in that language. They chose differ-
ent halakhot to relate the principle that Rabbi Yohanan stated a

single time.

Since the issue of interruptions in the performance of the prohib-
ited labor of carrying out was mentioned above, the Gemara pro-
ceeds to discuss a more complex related issue. The Sages taught in
a baraita: One who carries an object out from a store, which is a
private domain, to a plaza [pelatia],'® which is a public domain, by
way of a colonnade [setav]," which is situated between the store
and the public domain and whose legal status is that of a karmelit,
is liable, as he carried out from the private domain to the public
domain. And ben Azzai deems him exempt.

The Gemara clarifies the opinions. Granted, the opinion of ben
Azzai makes sense, as he holds that walking is considered like
standing. In other words, with each step, he is considered as if he
came to a complete stop. Therefore, as he walked through the colon-
nade, which is neither a public domain nor a private domain, he
came to rest there. Consequently, he did not carry from a private
domain to a public domain; he carried into and out of a karmelit.
However, the Rabbis, although they hold that walking is not
considered like standing, their opinion is difficult. Where do we
find a comparable case where one is liable? There is no direct
transfer from domain to domain. The transfer is via a domain where
there is no Torah prohibition. Where do we find that the Torah
deemed one who carried out in that manner liable?

Rav Safra said that Rabbi Ami said that Rabbi Yohanan said: That
is not an exceptional case,

———— NOTES —— ———
What is he teaching us - 1’2 ynawn Kp sxn: Ostensibly, it
would have been possible to say that he is teaching us, at
least in the first halakha, that walking is not considered like
standing, contrary to the opinion of ben Azzai. However, that
was apparently not his intention, since, based upon its style,
that does not appear to be the focus of Rabbi Yohanan's
statement. Rather, the impression is that it was raised inci-
dentally (Hiddushei Rav Arye Leib Zunz).

HALAKHA

One who transfers objects from corner to corner — ¥aynit
mf? i oan: One who was transferring an object within
his house and, while carrying it, reconsidered and carried
it out to the public domain, is exempt. Since his original
intention was not to lift the object in order to carry it out,
he did not perform a complete prohibited labor (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:12).

LANGUAGE

Plaza [pelatia] - N:lg'??: From the Greek m\ateia, plateia,
meaning a street or a plaza.

Colonnade [setav] - #vp: From the Greek otod or oTold,
stoa or stoia. These words primarily mean a covered row
of columns.

BACKGROUND

Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan say it once — X7 ja# 37 772K K7
X This common expression: Didn't he say it once, ques-
tions why it was necessary for a Sage to repeat a statement.
Obviously, a Sage can repeat the same idea several times.
However, that is only when this repetition is intentional.
That is not the case when the same idea appears in two
different formulations. Then the impression is that the Sage
was unaware of his other statement and repeated himself
unconsciously.

They are different amora’im — 1 &7ix: This expression
usually, though not always, indicates that two Sages trans-
mitted one idea in two different forms. Usually, this appears
in response to the question: Didn't he say it once?

Plaza - sz'?g:The pelatia is the city square through which
the public passes and in which it gathers. It is a prominent
example of a full-fledged public domain, in which all the
conditions of the public domain are met.

Forum in Pompeii, from the time of the Mishna
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NOTES

The sides of the public domain - o237 mw »7:
There are various definitions and even various kinds
of sides of the public domain. The simplest definition
is the narrow area closest to the borders of the public
domain, which are not utilized by the multitudes
since people tend not to walk that close to the wall.
Indeed, for this reason, it was clear that every public
domain has its sides adjacent to it (Tosafot).

BACKGROUND

Stakes [hipufei] — »21911: Stakes were stuck in the

ground on the side of a house to keep the passersby
in the public domain from walking too close to the
house.

Stakes in front of a house
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as the halakha there is just as it is in the case of one who transfers an
object in the public domain. There, even though as long as he takes it
and walks and does not place the object he is exempt, is it not the case
that when he places it he is liable? Obviously, between the place where
he lifted the object and the place where he placed the object, where there
is liability, there lies an undefined area where, as long as he continues
walking, he is exempt. Here too, it is no different, as in both cases an
identical situation exists: If he places the object at the end of his path he
is liable, despite the fact that the area in the middle is an exempt place.

The Gemara rejects this comparison: Is this comparable? There, any-
where that he places the object is a place of potential liability. That
cannot be described as two places of liability with an exempt domain
between them, as the area between them is also a place of potential liabil-
ity if he were to place the object there. On the other hand, here, if he
places it in the colonnade, it is an absolute exempt domain.

Again the question arises: Where is there a precedent of liability for
transferring an object through an exempt domain? The Gemara answers:
Rather, itis possible to cite a different precedent: The halakha here is just
as it is in the case of one who transfers an object in the public domain
from the beginning of four cubits to the end of four cubits exactly.
There, is it not the case that, even though were he to place it within four
cubits of where he stands, he is not liable because within four cubits, the
complete prohibited labor of carrying in the public domain was not
performed; and nevertheless, when he places it at the end of four cubits
he isliable? Here too, it is no different. It can be said that there is a strip
of exempt domain between the lifting and the placement.

Again the Gemara rejects the analogy: Is that similar? There, in the
public domain, for this man it is an exempt domain, as it is within four
cubits of the place that he lifted the object. However, for the entire world,
itis a place of potential liability, as the space itselfis a public domain and
it could be beyond four cubits for someone else who placed it there, and
he would be liable. Here, on the other hand, the colonnade is an exempt
domain for the entire world. There is no comparison between an ab-
sence of liability that stems from the fact that the prohibited labor was
not completed and an unconditional exemption dependent solely on the
nature of the domain in question.

Rather, itis possible to cite a different precedent: The halakha here is just
as it is in the case of one who carries out an object from the private
domain to the public domain through the sides of the public domain."
The sides of a public domain are narrow strips located adjacent to the
houses where the multitudes do not congregate. There, is it not the case
that, even though if one were to place an object on the sides of the
public domain, he is exempt and, nevertheless, when he placesitin the
public domain he is liable? If so, here too, it is no different.

Rav Pappa strongly objects to this explanation: Granted, according to
the opinion of the Rabbis, who say that the sides of the public domain
are a type of independent domain and not considered the public do-
main, that precedent is similar to our case. However, according to the
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, who said that the sides of the
public domain are considered a full-fledged public domain, what is
there to say?

Rav Aha, son of Rav Ika, said to him: Say that you heard that Rabbi
Eliezer ben Ya’akov said that the sides of the public domain are con-
sidered a public domain in a place where there are no stakes [ hipufei]®
separating the houses and the courtyards from the actual public domain
to prevent the public from damaging the walls of the houses. However,
in a place where there are stakes, did you hear him say that the legal
status of the sides is that of the public domain itself? Therefore, it is
similar to that case of the colonnade, and consequently it serves as a
precedent for liability when carrying through an exempt domain.
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Rabbi Yohanan said: Ben Azzai disagreed with regard to carrying

out the object while walking through the colonnade. In his opin-
ion one who carries it out is exempt. Yet, he agrees with the Rab-
bis that in a case where one throws an object from the private

domain to the public domain through a colonnade he is liable, as

it is tantamount to carrying out directly from domain to domain.
That opinion was also taught in a baraita: One who carries out

an object on Shabbat from a store to a plaza via a colonnade" is

liable. The halakha is identical with regard to all means of transfer-
ring an object from domain to domain via a colonnade. The same

is true for one who carries out, and one who carries in, and one

who throws, and one who extends his hand from domain to

domain. Ben Azzai says: One who walks and carries out and one

who walks and carries in are exempt, as he is considered to have

come to rest in the colonnade. On the other hand, one who ex-
tends his hand with the object and one who throws the object,
whose actions are uninterrupted, are liable.

In order to explain the essence of the laws of domains on Shabbat,
the Gemara cites what the Sages taught in the Tosefta, that there
are four domains for the halakhot of Shabbat:"" The private
domain, and the public domain, and two additional domains:
The karmelit, which is like neither the public domain nor the
private domain, and an exempt domain, which does not fall into
the category of domains.

The Gemara elaborates: And what is the private domain2" A
ditch which is ten handbreadths deep and four handbreadths
wide," as well as a fence which is ten handbreadths high and four
handbreadths wide; that is a full-fledged private domain. The
criteria for a private domain are that it must be an area of four by
four handbreadths, with a ten-handbreadth difference in elevation
from the surrounding environment.

And what is the public domain?" A main street [seratia]" and a
large plaza as well as alleyways [mevo'ot],® which are open on
both ends to the public domain, connecting between main streets;
that is a full-fledged public domain. With regard to those do-
mains: One may not carry out from the private domain of this
kind to the public domain of this kind, and one may not carry
in from the public domain of this kind to the private domain of
this kind." If he did so unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-
offering. If he did so intentionally, and there were no witnesses
to his act, and he was not forewarned, he is liable to receive the
punishment of excision [karet]. If he was forewarned and there
were witnesses to his transgression, he is punished with the court-
imposed capital punishment and stoned.

HALAKHA

One who carries out from a store to a plaza via a colon-

And what is the public domain — @271 e &7 i) The

nade - "o 717 N;lg’?g'? manm xexinm: One who carries out
from a private domain to a public domain through an exempt
domain, if he did not come to a stop in the exempt domain,
is liable as if he transferred it directly, in accordance with the
opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat
14:215; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 346:1).

Four domains for Shabbat — n:lw'7 N pax: There are four
domains for Shabbat: The private domain, the public domain,
the karmelit, and an exempt domain (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 14:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:1).

And what is the private domain — T MW KT iKY A
private domain in the ha/akhotofShabbat isa place that is at
least four by four handbreadths in area and is separated from
its surroundings by any kind of partition ten handbreadths high,
e.g. afence or a ditch; or if the entire area is ten handbreadths
higher or lower than the surrounding area (Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:2).

criteria of a public domain are: (1) Streets, marketplaces, and
other places frequented by the multitudes; (2) at least sixteen
cubits wide; (3) not roofed; and (4) without a wall. If there is
a wall, it is a public domain only if the streets run from gate
to gate and the gates are not locked at night (Rema). Tosafot
and others say that there must be at least 600,000 people that
pass through it each day to be considered a public domain.
The custom is to be lenient in accordance with that opinion
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:1; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 345:7).

Carrying out from domain to domain — n1w15 bail“ala i+ ans
If one unwittingly carries from the private domain to the pub\lc
domain or vice versa on Shabbat, he is liable to bring a sin-
offering. If he did so intentionally, he is liable to receive karet. If
there were witnesses and he was forewarned, he is punishable
by stoning, as per the Tosefta here (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 1:2).

NOTES —F— ———
Four domains for Shabbat — n:;n_ﬂ& nine paIx: In fact,
there are only three domains: The public domain and the
private domain, which are Torah domains, and the karmelit,
which is a rabbinic domain. Anything that does not enter
into the parameters of these domains is by definition an
exempt domain. In any case, the emphasis is on domains for
Shabbat. These parameters are only relevant in defining do-
mains in terms of the halakhot of Shabbat. These definitions
are irrelevant as far as other areas of halakha are concerned,
e.g., halakhot of acquisitions.

Ditch which is ten handbreadths deep and four hand-
breadths wide - y31% 307 MLY Piny KT Y1

Ditch that is a private domain

LANGUAGE
Main street [seratia] — ®'v12: The origin of the word is
in the Latin strata, meaning street or thoroughfare for the
multitudes.

Ruins ofa main street in Pompen from the time of the Mishna

BACKGROUND

Alleyways [mevo'ot] - nixian:

Open and closed alleyways
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HALAKHA

And the karmelit - n*'?p‘g;ﬂ]: A karmelit is a place not
frequented by the multitudes, with an area greater than
four by four handbreadths, three to ten handbreadths
high, with no partitions that would render it a private
domain. The corner adjacent to the public domain and a
covered public domain have the legal status of a karmelit
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:4; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:14).

The general category of karmelit - m'?r;q; 21 By rab-
binic law, it is prohibited to carry from a karmelit to a pri-
vate domain or from a karmelit to a public domain and
vice versa. The Sages also prohibited carrying four cubits in
the karmelit itself (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab-
bat 14:,13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 346:1, 2).

Courtyards shared by many and alleyways that are not
open — pw’mn J’NW mm:m o 5'(0 ﬂﬁ&'ﬂ If an eiruv
was placed in a courtyard shared by homeowners or an
alleyway that is closed on one end and has several court-
yards that open into it, it is permitted to carry in them. If
not, it is prohibited by rabbinic law to do so (Rambam
Hilkhot Eiruvin 1:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 366:1).

One who has two houses on two sides of the public
domain - =130 mm "y uw: ona nw 117 W’W meItis
possible to transform a section ofpubhc domain between
two houses into a private domain by affixing doors on
either side and locking the doors at night. Others say
thatitis sufficient if they are able to be locked. That is the
accepted halakhic ruling (Shulhan Arukh HaRav; Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 364:2).

NOTES
Threshold serves as two domains — nwRwn ANPDN
nimeymw: Not every threshold is built in a manner that
would enable it to be ascribed to two domains. Only cer-
tain cases fit this definition, as will be clarified later in
the discourse.
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However, a sea and a valley and a colonnade and the karmelit" all
enter into the general category of karmelit," which is neither like
the public domain, because the multitudes are not congregated
there, nor like the private domain, as it has no partitions. Rather,
the Sages instituted that cases like these should be considered an
independent domain. One may not carry and place an objectin it
beyond four cubits, just as it is prohibited to do so in the public
domain. And if he nevertheless carried and placed an object in it,
he is exempt, as it involves no Torah prohibition. And one may
neither carry from it into the public domain nor from the public
domain into it, as it is not the public domain. And one may neither
carry from the private domain into it nor from it into the private
domain, as it is not the private domain. And if he carried out from
the private domain or carried in from the public domain, he is
exempt, as it involves is no Torah prohibition.

Similarly, there is a type of private domain which, by rabbinic law,
has the legal status of a karmelit or a public domain. Courtyards
shared by many and alleyways that are not open" on both sides are
private domains that are somewhat similar to the public domain
because many people congregate there. For this reason, the Sages
issued a decree prohibiting carrying within them. However, if they
placed an eiruv, i.e,, ajoining of courtyards, to transform a common
courtyard into a single domain, or a merging of alleyways to merge
a common alleyway shared by several courtyards into a single do-
main, they are all permitted to carry objects from their houses into
the courtyard or from the courtyard into the alleyway, respectively.
However, if they did not place an eiruv, they are prohibited
to do so.

An example of the fourth domain listed in the baraita, the exempt
domain is: A person standing on the threshold may take an object
from the homeowner standing in the private domain and may give
an object to him. Similarly, while standing there, he may take an
object from a poor person standing in the public domain and may
give an object to him because there is no element of prohibition or
liability in carrying and carrying out in an exempt domain on Shab-
bat. There is no prohibition as long as he does not take the object
from the homeowner in the private domain and give it to a poor
person in the public domain, or from a poor person and give to
the homeowner, as by doing so he facilitated transfer from domain
to domain. And, however, if he took an object from one and gave
it to the other, certainly no labor prohibited by Torah law was per-
formed, and all three of them are exempt.

Aherim say: Not every threshold is an exempt domain. Some are
not sufficiently isolated from the surrounding domains. Sometimes,
a threshold serves as two domains;" at times the public domain
and at times the private domain, as in different circumstances it is
subsumed within the adjacent domain. Therefore, when the door-
way is open, the threshold is an extension of the house and consid-
ered to be a private domain. If the doorway was locked, it is con-
sidered like the outside, like part of the public domain. This applies
when the threshold is not an independent domain. And if the
threshold was ten handbreadths high above the public domain and
four handbreadths wide, it is a domain unto itself, i.e., a full-
fledged private domain discrete from the house.

It was taught in the Tosefta with regard to the definition of a private

domain that the Master said, with added emphasis: This is the

private domain. The Gemara asks: What was this emphasis added

to exclude? The Gemara answers: To exclude this halakha of Rab-
bi Yehuda, as it was taught in a baraita: Furthermore, Rabbi Ye-
huda said: One who has two houses opposite each other on two

sides of the public domain," if he chooses, he may create a private

domain for himself in the public domain. He may place
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a ten-handbreadth high post® from here, perpendicular to the
public domain. This creates a symbolic wall which, in the halakhot
of alleyways, has the legal status of a wall. And, he may place an
additional post from here, on the other side, and that has the
same legal status as if he closed the public domain on all of its sides.
Or, he can implement a different solution appropriate for alley-
ways by placing a beam" extending from here, from one end of
one house, to the end of the house opposite it. This creates a
symbolic partition across the width of the street. And, he may
place a beam extending from here, from the other side of the
house. According to Rabbi Yehuda, in that way, one is permitted
to carry objects and place them in the area between the sym-
bolic partitions, as he would in a private domain. The Rabbis said
to him: One may not place an eiruv in the public domain in that
way. One who seeks to transform a public domain into a private
domain must erect actual partitions.

The Gemara questions the language of the Tosefta: This is a full-
fledged private domain. And why did they call it full-fledged?
The Gemara answers: Lest you say: When do the Rabbis dis-
agree with Rabbi Yehuda and say that it is not the private do-
main? This applies only with regard to the prohibition to carry
there on Shabbat. By means of these partitions, it was not ren-
dered a full-fledged private domain to the point that one is permit-
ted to carry there. However, conceivably, with regard to the pro-
hibition of throwing from the public domain to this place, the
Rabbis agree with Rabbi Yehuda that the area between the parti-
tions would be considered a private domain by Torah law and it
would be prohibited. Therefore, the tanna taught us that accord-
ing to the Rabbis it is not a private domain at all.

It was also taught in the Tosefta with regard to the definition of a
public domain that the Master said, with added emphasis: This
is the public domain. The Gemara asks: What was this emphasis
added to exclude? The Gemara answers: Here, the Tosefta came
to exclude another halakha of Rabbi Yehuda. As we learned in
a mishna: The Sages permitted those ascending to Jerusalem on
the Festival pilgrimage to place posts serving as symbolic bound-
aries around the wells, in order to render the wells and their sur-
roundings a private domain. That way, the pilgrims could draw
water from the wells even on Shabbat, as they became private
domains. Rabbi Yehuda says:" If the path of the public domain
passes through the area of the wells and the posts and obstructs
them,"" he must divert it to the sides, so that the passersby will
not pass through there. In his opinion, many people passing
through that area negates the private domain formed merely by
means of symbolic boundaries. And the Rabbis say: He need not
divert the path of the public domain. The emphasis in the Tosefta:
This is the public domain, teaches that only the specific areas
listed there fall into the category of a public domain; however, a
well around which partitions were established is no longer in the
realm of public domain, even if the multitudes continue to walk
through that area.

The Gemara asks: And why do they call it full-fledged? The
Gemara answers: This emphasis was unnecessary. But, since he
taught® the first clause of the Tosefta employing the term full-
fledged, he also taught the latter section employing the term
full-fledged in the interest of uniformity.

HALAKHA

If the path of the public domain obstructs them
NPEoR D317 MY 717 Festival pilgrims were permitted to

—npnox  thoroughfare passes through, the wells do not lose their status

as private domains, as per the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam

use wells on Shabbat by virtue of their posts. Even if a public  Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:33).

BACKGROUND

Post - *n’?:

Alleyway and post

Since he taught — X117 *1x: This expression is used to explain
unnecessary phrases or words in the mishna. In the interest
of uniformity, the tanna often employs the same expression
several times, even if it was not necessary each time.

NOTES

Post...Beam — mjp.,.*n’z: The post and the beam are relevant
to the laws of eiruv. Usually one places a post or a beam to
create a symbolic partition in a place that is a private domain
by Torah law but requires an additional partition by rabbinic
law. The Sages disputed the effectiveness of the post and the
beam in transforming a public domain into a private domain.
According to some Sages, the post and the beam are par-
titions with absolute legal validity and are tantamount to a
full-fledged partition. According to others, although they are
effective in certain cases, their status is not equal to that of
full-fledged partitions.

Rabbi Yehuda says — vix 7731 137: The fact that the two
statements of Rabbi Yehuda apparently contradict each other
was already discussed in tractate Eiruvin. Although he permits
placing an eiruv on the street of the public domain, he does not
permit doing so with the posts around the well. The Gemara
there explains that there is a dispute with regard to which
is preferable in creating a private domain: Two full-fledged
partitions, e.g., houses on the two sides of the street, which is
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, or four symbolic boundaries, like
the posts of the well.

If the path of the public domain obstructs them - 7 ox
PO 1317 MY 777: In certain cases, when there are publ\c
wells that provwde water for people on a Festival pilgrimage,
the Sages permitted surrounding the wells with poles or posts
placed intermittently around the well, so that the area between
the symbolic boundaries would be considered a private do-
main. The discussion here is in a case where a path of the public
domain passed through that area.
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HALAKHA

In the desert — 73723: According to the Ram-
bam, the current \egal status of a desert is that
of a public domain. The Rashba and many other
authorities disagree with him (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:1).

BACKGROUND

Hidden scroll - omno n’?;lg: For many genera-
tions, it was prohibited to write the contents of
the Oral Torah. Due to the exigencies of the time,
it was decided to redact the Mishna and write it
down. Nevertheless, even when it was prohib-
ited, Sages would summarize important matters
in brief notes to help them remember. These
scrolls were not published and were, therefore,
referred to as hidden scrolls. According to the
geonim, these scrolls were known as hidden
because they were anthologies of halakhot that
were not universally known, even though they
were not concealed intentionally.
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In the desert — 721123: Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam,
explains that, accordmg to the Rambam, the answer of the
Gemara is to be understood in this manner: When Israel lived
in the desert, it was like a field for them, and therefore its legal
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NOTES
status was that of a karmelit. On the other hand, when the
desert is desolate, and only caravans pass through it, it assumes
the legal status of other public thoroughfares (Kesef Mishne).
In general, there is room to ask what purpose is served by

With regard to the places characterized as the public domain, the Gemara
asks: And include the desert among the places considered a public domain?
Wasn’t it taught in a different baraita: What is the public domain? A main
street, and a large plaza, and open alleyways, and the desert? Abaye said:
This is not difficult, as here, where it enumerated the desert among the pub-
lic domains, it refers to the time when Israel was dwelling in the desert,™
and it was an area frequented by the multitudes. And here, where the desert
was not enumerated among the public domains, refers to this time, when
multitudes do not congregate there.

It was also taught in the Toseffa that the Master said: If he carried out an
object on Shabbat from the private domain to the public domain or vice versa,
if he carried in, if he did so unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering.
If he did so intentionally and there were no witnesses to his act and he was
not forewarned, he is punishable from the hand of Heaven with the
punishment of karet. If he was forewarned and there were witnesses to his
transgression, he is punished by the court and stoned. The Gemara asks:
Unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering; it is obvious that one who
violates the serious transgression of desecrating the Shabbat unwittingly is
liable to bring a sin-offering. The Gemara answers: It was necessary for the
tanna to teach that ifhe did so intentionally he is punishable with karet and
stoned. Since he needed to cite those cases because they involve a novel
element, he also cited the case where he performed the transgression
unwittingly, in order to complete the picture.

The Gemara asks: That is also obvious, as the Torah states explicitly that one
who desecrates Shabbat intentionally without witnesses and forewarning is
punishable by karet, and that when there are witnesses and forewarning he is
executed by stoning. The Gemara answers: This came to teach us in accor-
dance with the statement of Rav, as Rav said: I found a hidden scroll® in
the house of Rabbi Hiyya in which matters of Oral Torah were briefly sum-
marized, and in it was written: Isi ben Yehuda says: The primary categories
of prohibited labor on Shabbat are forty-less-one, and he is liable only for
one. This expression is unclear, and it would seem that it means that one who
performs all of the prohibited labors is only liable to bring one sin-offering.

The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t we learn in the mishna: The primary
categories of prohibited labor are forty-less-one? The mishna proceeded
to enumerate those labors. And we discussed it: Why do I need this tally of
forty-less-one? It would have been sufficient for the mishna to merely list the
prohibited labors. And Rabbi Yohanan said: The number is also significant,
in order to teach us that if he performed all of the prohibited labors within
one lapse of awareness, during which he remained unaware of the prohibi-
tion involved, he is liable to bring a sin-offering for each and every one of
the prohibited labors separately. Consequently, the statement of Isi ben Ye-
huda cannot be understood as suggested above.

Rather, say as follows: There are forty prohibited labors less one, and he is
not liable for one of them. Among those labors, there is one unspecified
exception for which one is not liable to be executed by stoning and merely
violates a negative prohibition. That which the Toseffa mentioned with regard
to one carrying out on Shabbat being liable for karet and stoning, teaches us:
This labor of carrying out from domain to domain, is among those prohib-
ited labors with regard to which there is no uncertainty and it is clear that
one is liable for karet and stoning for its violation.

discussing the legal status of the desert when Israel lived there?
The commentaries explain that if a situation would arise where
a significant number of people were in the desert, its legal
status would revert to the way it was then (Mitzpe Eitan).



yp3 0 ba” m
n”vm:-n PMEDNRT
P M2 X5
B-T-Sn Al x’71
M Y e aypay
mwy x5 Tma
YPIT PN KM 200377
MY - TR nina
mem nawh pma
nima ..-mmu'v o377
PRI MY - Do

(qxa 1&:’7

aiyh Xy my -
KIK) XN nv")m:
sgh -~ MY A9 11

D3] MY APNY

2 WX 37

Perek |
Daf7 Amuda

DD A9 1K 13D
N KO T 03
309D A9 P 3
1 v XY DoND
012 $9%1 112 199K
K1 .M 19105 Pk
0T TN - K

PwTmEIY Ko

¢ K5 e 218053
x’vm x’m x’mn:
MK Ky XYL XD
N 17 W2 2nDY3
vpa nivomn w9 K
27 1071 927 12 1P

20D PR ML e

It was also taught in the Tosefta that the Master said: However,
a sea, and a valley, and the colonnade, and the karmelit all
enter into the general category of karmelit, which is neither like
the public domain nor like the private domain. The Gemara
asks: And is a valley neither like the private domain nor like
the public domain? Didn’t we learn in a mishna in tractate
Teharot: The valley, in the days of summer, which is a time when
the multitudes frequent it, nevertheless, it is considered the
private domain with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, as ac-
cording to the parameters of domains of Shabbat it remains in
the realm of a private domain. And, still, it is considered like the
public domain with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity,"*
where there is a distinction between a place frequented by the
multitudes and a place that the multitudes do not frequent.
While in the rainy season, the winter, when multitudes do not
frequent the fields, the valley is considered like the private do-
main for this, Shabbat, and for that, ritual purity. A valley is a
private domain and not a karmelit.

Ulla said: Actually, the valley is a karmelit; and why does the
mishna call it the private domain? In order to emphasize that
it is not the public domain, as the mishna in tractate Teharot
did not enter into the details of the halakhot of Shabbat. It mere-
ly underscored the distinction between the halakhot of Shabbat
and the halakhot of ritual purity.

Rav Ashi said:

The valley discussed in the mishna in Teharot is unusual, as it

refers to a case where it has partitions" that are ten hand-
breadths high surrounding it. And in accordance with that

which Ulla said that Rav Yohanan said: An enclosure [karpef],
alarge courtyard that is not contiguous with the house and does

not serve a direct purpose for the house, that is greater than a

field that produces a crop of two se’a,"® that was not originally
surrounded by a fence for the purpose of residence," but with

a partition to protect his belongings, and even if it is as large as

a field that produces a crop of one kor, thirty times the size of a

sea, and even two kor, it is still considered a private domain. And,
consequently, one who throws an object into it from the public

domain on Shabbat is liable. What is the reason for this? Itis a
partition that surrounds the enclosure and its legal status is like

that of a partition in every sense, except that it is lacking resi-
dents. Even though the Rabbis were stringent with regard to this

enclosure because of the lack of residents and prohibited carry-
ing in it as if it were a karmelit, that does not negate its primary
legal status; by Torah law it is a full-fledged private domain. The

same is true with regard to the aforementioned valley. The valley
is a large area surrounded by partitions erected for the purpose

of protection and thereby assumes private domain status.

The Gemara asks: Granted, in explanation of the mishna, Rav
Ashi did not say in accordance with the opinion of Ulla," as he
provided a reason for it. However, what is the reason that Ulla
did not say in accordance with his own halakha that he cited
in the name of Rabbi Yohanan? The Gemara answers: Ulla could
have said to you: If the mishna is referring to a case where it has
partitions, would it call that place a valley? It is an enclosure.
The implication of the word valley is that there are no partitions
atall. And Rav Ashi defends his opinion by saying: The language
taught in the mishna is: The private domain and not a karmelit.
Therefore, his explanation more closely approximates the
language of the mishna.

NOTES

And the public domain with regard to ritual impurity — 0271 Ny
'mmu5 Halakhically, with regard to uncertain impurity, there is a distinc-
tion between the private domain and the public domain. When there is
uncertainty whether or not something in the public domain became ritually
impure, itis deemed ritually pure. On the other hand, in the private domain,
it is deemed ritually impure. There is no logical explanation for this halakha,
and its source is a Torah decree derived from the halakhot of sota.

HALAKHA

And a valley...with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity - ... P
'mmu'? Whether or not it is surrounded by a fence, during the rainy season
that begms with the period of the second rainfall, a valley has the legal sta-
tus of a private domain as far as the halakhot of ritual impurity are concerned.
In the summer, when no grain grows there, if it is not surrounded by a fence,
its legal status is that of a public domain with regard to the halakhot of ritual
impurity. If it is surrounded by a fence, it is considered a private domain
even in the summer (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot Haluma 20:6).

HALAKHA
Case where it has partitions — nix'mn T—I':) T 1i33: A valley that is sur-
rounded by partitions is considered a private domain in terms of the ha-
lakhot of Shabbat as well, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi, which
was undisputed. With regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity, even after
the rainy season this valley remains a private domain, due to a stringency
instituted by the Sages, as explained in tractate Bava Batra (Rashbam; Ram-
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTuma 20:6).

Enclosure greater than two se’a that was not surrounded for residence -
71719 A1 K9 DINKD van i 4977: A courtyard larger than two sea
which is not surrounded for residence, i.e., no one lives there, a house does
not open into it, and it is not adjacent to a house, even though it is consid-
ered a full-fledged private domain by Torah law, the Sages only permitted
carrying there within four cubits, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 16:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 346:3 and 358:1).

NOTES

Enclosure greater than two se'a — OMIXD r*an ¥ 4977: The Sages esti-
mated that a field of two sea s the size of the courtyard of the Tabernacle.
Apparently, that is the source for the determination that a courtyard larger
than two se@is no longer considered a courtyard. Rather, it is accorded the
legal status of a field and the Sages were stringent and applied the halakhot
of karmelit to it.

Granted, Rav Ashi did not say in accordance with the opinion of Ulla -
N’?uﬂ: QAL xb WK I xu’vw: According to Rashi, apparently, the passage:

Granted, Rav Ashi did not say in accordance with the opinion of Ulla, is to be
understood as if it said: Granted, Rav Ashi did not say in accordance with the
opinion of Ulla, based on the opinion of Ulla himself, i.e., Rav Ashi relied on

Ulla's other statement with regard to the matter of an enclosure in arriving

at his understanding of this statement of Ulla.

BACKGROUND
Field that produces two se‘a — DIXD 1va: A field of two seais an area in
which two sea of wheat are generally grown. Translating a sea into modern
measurements is subject to debate. It is approximately 8—14 £. However, the
Sages determined that the area of two sea is the equivalent of the area of the
Tabernacle courtyard, which was 5,000 square cubits. In modern measures,
itis 1,250-1,800 sg M.
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NOTES

Karmelit - m'vm: Several explanations were of-
fered for the etymology of this term. In the Jeru-
salem Talmud, it is said to originate from the word
karmel, which is a type of partially dried grain. Just
as karmelis neither dry nor moist, so too, a karmelitis
an intermediate domain; neither private nor public.
Some explain that it is from the word ke‘armelit, like a
widow, neither married nor unmarried. This domain
also has intermediate status (Rambam’s Commen-
tary on the Mishna).

Upright brick - m1pt ﬂg*;’?: A standard brick has
the fixed measure of three by three handbreadths,
and its thickness is significantly smaller. Therefore, in
order to achieve a height of three handbreadths it is
necessary to stand the brick up, meaning to stand
it on its length or width. Others explain that the
length and width of this brick are four by four and it
is three handbreadths high. Therefore, the area atop
it is considered a karmelit (Me'iri).

BACKGROUND

Thorns — mpi: This is probably the thorny bush
Ononis antiquorum L. from the Papilionaceae family.
It is a small thorny bush whose height is 25-70 cm
and is commonly found in fields and riverbeds. The
leaves of the plant are usually clover-shaped, and
its side branches are thorny and tend to branch out.

Young thorn bush

Shrubs — i1 The common shrub in the Papiliona-
ceae family, Alhagi maurorum Medik is a thorny bush
with smooth non-serrated leaves. It usually grows
to a height of approximately 30 cm and can grow
to a height of 1 m. It is commonly found in fields
and salt marshes.

Shrubs
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In the Tosefta, the list of places whose legal status is that of a karmelit
also includes karmelit.N The Gemara asks: Aren’t they, all the other
places listed there, i.e., a sea, a valley, and a colonnade, a karmelit too?
If so, what is this karmelit that is prominently mentioned here? The
Gemara answers: When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Baby-
lonia, he said that Rabbi Yohanan said: This addition of karmelit was
only necessary in order to teach the case of a corner adjacent to the
public domain, where, although at times the multitudes push their
way in and enter it, since its use is inconvenient it is considered a
karmelit.

Similarly, when Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said
that Rabbi Yohanan said: Between the pillars alongside the public
domain is judged like a karmelit. What is the reason for this? Al-
though the multitudes stride there, since they cannot walk in itin a
direct manner, uninterrupted, it is considered like a karmelit. Rabbi
Zeira said that Rav Yehuda said: The same is true for the bench that
is before the pillars" upon which the merchants place their wares; it is
judged to be like a karmelit.

The Gemara comments: According to the one who said that between

the pillars" is considered like a karmelit, all the more so a bench is

considered a karmelit. However, according to the one who said that a

bench is a karmelit, one could say that that is so specifically with regard

to a bench because its use is inconvenient. However, the space be-
tween the pillars, whose use is convenient, would not be considered

a karmelit. Another version of that statement: However, between the

pillars where, at times, the multitudes stride there is considered like

the public domain.

With regard to the question to what degree does the use of the multi-
tudes determine whether a specific place is considered a public domain,
the Gemara cites the halakha that Rabba bar Sheila said that Rav Hisda
said: If an upright brick" was placed in the public domain and one
threw an object from a distance of four cubits and he stuck the object
to its side, he is liable for throwing in the public domain. But if the
object landed atop the brick, he is not liable. Because the multitudes
do not step on the brick, it is not a full-fledged public domain.

It was Abaye and Rava, who both said: And that is specifically when
that brick is at least three handbreadths high, as then the multitudes
do not step on it, and, therefore, even though the brick is standing in
the public domain, it is considered an independent domain. However,
thorns® and shrubs,® even though they are not three handbreadths
high, are not considered part of the public domain. Since people do not
walk on thorns, those areas cannot be considered part of the public
domain. And Hiyya bar Rav said: Even the place where there are
thorns and shrubs in the public domain, if they were low, the place is
considered part of the public domain. However, a place in the public
domain where there are feces" is not considered part of the public
domain, as people do not walk there. And Rav Ashi said: Even a place
in the public domain where there are feces is considered part of the
public domain, since ultimately people who are rushing to work do not
take care to avoid it and will step on it.

HALAKHA

Abench that is before the pillars — @17 ’gg’?xg Navyw: When
a fixed bench in a public domain is situated before the pillars, if it is
wider than four handbreadths and between three and ten hand-
breadths high, its legal status is that of a karmelit, as Rabbi Zeira also
agreed with that opinion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat
14:4,6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:14).

Between the pillars — o1y pa: The halakha is that the area
between the pillars is considered a public domain. The ruling is in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Zeira because he is a later
amora and the Talmud engages in discussion of his statement

(Rambam and Tosafot). The Rosh and the Rashba disagree (Magen
Avraham; Shulhan Arukh HaRav, Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 4:4; see Mishna Berura on Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim
34514).

Thorns and shrubs...feces — mgix..om 1T Anything that is
placed in the public domain that is three handbreadths or lower,
e.g. feces, has the legal status of the public domain. The halakha is
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi because he is one of the
last amora’im (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:7; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:10).
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Rabba from the school of Rav Sheila said: When Rav Dimi came
from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that Rabbi Yohanan said:
There is no karmelit less than four" handbreadths. And Rav Shesh-
et added and said: And the karmelit extends up to ten hand-
breadths. With regard to the formulation of Rav Sheshet, the Ge-
mara wondered: What is the meaning of the phrase: And extends
up to ten? If you say that it means if there is a partition ten hand-
breadths high surrounding it then it is considered a karmelit, and
if not, it is not considered a karmelit. And is it not a karmelit?
Didn’t Rav Giddel say that Rav Hiyya bar Yosef said that Rav said:
Ahouse that does not have walls inside it that are ten handbreadths
high, and with its roofing it reaches a height of ten handbreadths
above the ground; on its roof, one may carry on all of it, as its roof
is a private domain in every sense, and inside it, one may only
carry four cubits, as inside, the height is insufficient to render it a
private domain, and it retains karmelit status? Apparently, even an
area less than ten handbreadths high has the legal status of a karmelit.

Rather, what is the meaning of Rav Sheshet’s formulation: And
extends up to ten? Apparently, up to ten handbreadths is that
which is within the parameters of a karmelit, and above ten hand-
breadths is not a karmelit. And as Shmuel said to Rav Yehuda:
Keen scholar [shinnana]," do not be involved with questions in
the matters of Shabbat above ten handbreadths. The Gemara
elaborates: With regard to what halakha and in the context of what
issue did Shmuel make this statement? If you say his intention was
that there is no private domain above ten handbreadths, didn’t
Rav Hisda say: One who stuck a stick in the ground of the private
domain and threw an object from the public domain and it land-
edatop it," even if the stick was a hundred cubits high, he is liable,
since the private domain extends up to the sky? Apparently, there
is a private domain even above ten handbreadths.

Rather, suggest that Shmuel meant that there is no public domain
above ten handbreadths. It is a mishna, and why would he repeat
an explicit mishna? As we learned in a mishna: With regard to one
who throws an object four cubits in the public domain, and the
object came to rest on a wall standing in the public domain above
ten handbreadths from the ground, it is as if he were throwing an
object in the air and it never landed. If it came to rest below ten
handbreadths off the ground, it is as if he were throwing an object
to the ground. That is an explicit mishna stating that the area of
the public domain does not go beyond ten handbreadths off the
ground.

Rather, it must be that Shmuel’s statement was referring to a kar-
melit; there is no karmelit above ten handbreadths. And, if so, the
Sages were lenient with regard to a karmelit and applied some
leniencies of the private domain and some leniencies of the
public domain. The Gemara elaborates: Some leniencies of the
private domain: That if there is an area of four handbreadths,
then itis a karmelit, and if there is not an area of four handbreadths,
it is merely an exempt domain. Some leniencies of the public
domain: That until a height of ten handbreadths, it is a karmelit,
above ten handbreadths is not a karmelit.

To the matter itself: It was mentioned above that Rav Giddel said
that Rav Hiyya bar Yosef said that Rav said: A house that does
not have inside it walls that are ten handbreadths high,"® and with
its roofing it reaches a height of ten handbreadths above the
ground; on its roof, one may carry on all of it, as its roof is a pri-
vate domain in every sense, and inside it, one may only carry four
cubits, as inside the height is insufficient to render it a private
domain and it retains karmelit status.

HALAKHA

There is no karmelit less than four - 1mns s [
Awawn: A karmelitis an area that s at least four by four
handbreadths and above or below the public domain
by anywhere between three and ten handbreadths, in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:4; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:m).

LANGUAGE

Keen scholar [shinnana] — x»w: According to many
commentaries, Rashi among them, shinnana means
sharp and itis an honorific that Shmuel conferred upon
his most prominent student. However, the geonim ex-
plain, based on old Aramaic vernacular, that shinnana
means the one with the large teeth, and that was Rav
Yehuda's nickname.

NOTES

One who stuck a stick in the private domain and
threw an objectand it landed atop it — mw 2 map yva
v23 5w m pan P This is difficult. Why would it be
considered as if an act of placing was performed when
it did not come to rest on a surface of four by four
handbreadths? Some explain that the requirement
that placement be performed upon a surface of four
by four handbreadths only applies to surfaces that
are not integral parts of the domain itself. However,
since this stick is part of the private domain, its legal
status is determined accordingly, even though it lacks
the requisite size of a significant place (Ran). Others
explain that in the private domain it is customary to
build in all shapes and in all areas. Therefore, anything
that belongs to a private domain has the legal status
of that domain (Beit Yosef: Levush).

HALAKHA

A house that does not have inside it walls that are
ten handbreadths high — 7wy i3in prw ma: If the
heightinside a house is less than ten handbreadths but
the top of the roof is ten handbreadths off the ground,
the top of the roof is a full-fledged private domain
and inside the house is a karmelit. If one dug a space
of four by four handbreadths inside the house and
thereby increased the height inside the house to ten
handbreadths, the entire inside of the house becomes
a private domain, even if the area dug out is more than
three handbreadths from the walls. Others say that the
area dug out must be within three handbreadths of the
walls (Magen Avraham based upon the opinion of the
Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:15).

BACKGROUND
House that does not have inside it walls that are ten
handbreadths high, etc. - 2171wy 5103 prY ma:
In this image, the halakha of Abaye in a case where
one dug out an area of four handbreadths inside is
illustrated.

Private domain

10 handbreadths

domain
House less than ten handbreadths high with dug-out area
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NOTES

And if he dug out in the floor of the house an area
of four by four handbreadths - by 72 12 ppr ox)
7wam: The fundamental principle is that digging out a
particular minimal area within the house creates a full-
fledged private domain. Consequently, the entire house
is considered a private domain. However, it is not clear
exactly how the area that he dug out becomes a private
domain, since there are no partitions. On the one hand,
it is possible to see here an application of the principle:
Raise the partition [gode asik], i.e., the walls of the dug-
out area are considered as if they stretch up to the ceiling
of the house. Others explain that the boundaries of the
private domain inside the house are its outer walls, which
are ten handbreadths above the ground of the dug-out
area. The ceiling is considered a continuation of those
partitions, based on the halakha of a curved wall, which
encloses both the private domain and the holes of the
private domain (Rosh).

HALAKHA

The holes of the private domain — T mw7im: Holes
that are in the walls of the private doma\n and whose
openings face the private domain have the legal status
of the private domain (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 14:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:4).

The holes of the public domain — 2237 mw7im: Holes
in the walls of the public domain Whose openings face
the public domain and are three handbreadths or higher
above the ground are not considered part of the public
domain. Their legal status is dependent on their height
off the ground and the size of their area. If their area is
four by four handbreadths and they are up to ten hand-
breadths high, they are considered a karmelit. If they are
higher than ten handbreadths, they are considered the
private domain, in accordance with Rava’s opinion, as
the halakha is ruled in his favor in disputes with Abaye
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:10; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:13).
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With regard to this halakha, Abaye said: And if he dug out an area of
four by four handbreadths" in the floor of the house and in the place
where the digging took place, its height to the ceiling reaches ten
handbreadths, the house becomes a private domain, and it is permit-
ted to carry in the entire house. What is the reason for this? Since
the dug out area is a private domain, the rest of the house is ancillary
to it, and it assumes the legal status of the holes of the private
domain," and the holes of the private domain, although they lack
the measure of a private domain, are considered like the private
domain itself. As it was stated: Everyone agrees that the holes of the
private domain are considered like the private domain; since they
are subsumed within the private domain, they are judged to be like it.
However, they disagreed with regard to the holes of the public do-
main." Abaye says: They are considered to be like the public do-
main. And Rava says: They are not considered to be like the public
domain; they are either a karmelit or an exempt domain.

Rava said to Abaye: According to you, who said that the holes of
the public domain are considered like the public domain, in what
way is it different from this halakha? As when Rav Dimi came from
Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that Rabbi Yohanan said: This
addition of karmelit to the Tosefta was only necessary to teach the
case of a corner adjacent to the public domain. And, according to
your opinion, let this corner be like the holes of the public domain,
and its legal status should be that of a public domain itself and not
that of a karmelit. Abaye answered: There is a distinction between the
cases. There, the corner, its use is not convenient; here, the holes of
the public domain, their use is convenient. Since it is convenient to
utilize the holes of the public domain, and they are in fact utilized,
they are a public domain in every sense.

The Gemara raised an additional difficulty for Abaye’s opinion: We
learned in a mishna with regard to one who throws an object four
cubits in the public domain, and the object came to rest on a wall
standing in the public domain above ten handbreadths from the
ground, it is as if he were throwing an object in the air and it never
landed. If it came to rest below ten handbreadths off the ground, it
is as if he were throwing an object to the ground, and he is liable.
And we discussed this halakha: What is the reason that when the wall
is not ten handbreadths high it is as if he threw it to the ground? The
object did not come to rest on the wall, as presumably the object hit
the wall and then fell to the ground. Since there was no act of place-
ment, he did not perform the prohibited labor of carrying in the
public domain.

And Rabbi Yohanan said that they learned this mishna as referring
to a case when he threw a juicy cake of figs that sticks to the wall and
remains there. And should it enter your mind to say that the holes
of the public domain are considered like the public domain, why
do I need to establish the mishna as referring to the case of a juicy
cake of figs? Let us establish it simply as referring to the case of a
run-of-the-mill stone or object, and that it came to rest in a hole.

Sometimes Abaye would answer the question by saying that a stone
or object is different from a juicy fig in that they come back when
they are thrown and do not come to rest in the hole. Therefore, it was
simpler to establish the mishna in the case of a fig. And sometimes
he would answer it by saying that the mishna is referring to a wall
that has no hole. And from where does he find support for this ex-
planation? From that which we learned in the first clause of the
mishna: One who throws above ten handbreadths from the ground,
itis asifhe is throwing in the air and it never landed. And if it should
enter your mind to say that we are speaking here about a wall that
has a hole in it, why should it be as if he threw it in the air and it
neverlanded? It rested in a hole, and that hole is a private domain, as
it is above ten handbreadths, and in that way the prohibited labor of
carrying in was performed.
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And if you say that the mishna is referring to a case where

holes do not have an area of at least four by four handbreadths,
which is common for holes in the wall, and therefore the holes

have exempt domain status, didn’t Rav Yehuda say that Rab-
bi Hiyya said: One who threw an object above ten hand-
breadths and the object went and came to rest in a hole of
any size, we have arrived in this matter at the dispute be-
tween Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis? The decision whether or
not there is a prohibition here depends on an analysis of that

dispute. Rabbi Meir holds that in all cases where a certain

minimum area is required for a specific halakha to take effect

and the existing area is smaller, if, theoretically, circumstances

would allow to carve out and create an area of the requisite size,
one considers it as if he carves out the space to complete it,"®

i.e., the space has the legal status as if it was actually enlarged.
And the Rabbis hold that one does not carve out the space

to complete it." Rather, the legal status of the area corresponds

to its actual size. Consequently, according to Rabbi Meir, if an

objectlanded in a small hole, one considers the area as if it were

carved out to complete the hole to four by four handbreadths,
and its legal status is like that of a private domain in every sense.
Rather, can we not conclude from the mishna that maintains

that one who throws an object onto a wall above ten hand-
breadths it is as if he threw it in the air, that it is referring to a

wall that has no hole in it, and the possibility of carving out
the space was never raised? The Gemara concludes: Indeed,
conclude from it.

The Gemara again returns to the matter that was mentioned
above in passing itself [gufa].? Rav Hisda said: One who
stuck a stick in the ground of the private domain, and an
object that he himself threw from the public domain rested
atop it, even if that stick was a hundred cubits high, he is li-
able. The reason for this is because the private domain rises
up to the sky.” The Gemara suggests: Let us say that when Rav
Hisda said his statement, it was in accordance with the opin-
ion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. The tanna’im disagreed with
regard to a similar issue, as it was taught in a baraita: One who
threw an object on Shabbat in the public domain, and the
object rested on a projection of any size, Rabbi Yehuda Ha-
Nasi deems him liable and the Rabbis deem him exempt.
Consequently, only according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is
there no need for the object to come to rest on an area of a
specific size, and therefore the statement of Rav Hisda with
regard to the stick can only be in accordance with Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion.

Regarding this assertion, Abaye said: In the private domain,
everyone agrees that the halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of Rav Hisda, i.e., that the private domain is consid-
ered one entity filled from the ground to the sky. However,
here this baraita is referring to a special case involving a tree
standing in the private domain and its boughs lean into the
public domain, and one threw an object from the public do-
main and it rested upon the boughs of the tree. Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi holds that we say: Cast its boughs after its trunk."
The tree’s branches are considered an extension of its trunk,
therefore the entire tree is considered a private domain, and
one who throws onto it is liable. And the Rabbis hold that we
do not say: Cast its boughs after its trunk, and therefore the
boughs themselves are not considered to be a private domain,
but rather an exempt domain, and one who throws atop them
from the public domain is not liable.

HALAKHA
One carves out to complete it - n*’mpn’y 1ppin: One does not carve
out an imaginary area in order to increase the size of the space and
thereby alterits legal status. Rather, each space is assessed according to
its actual size, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:10).

One who stuck a stick...because the private domain rises up to the
sky - mvﬂ’v W -r’m TIT MY 280...MP YV Every part of the private
domain reaches upto the sky. Therefore |fone stuck a stickin the private
domain, and threw an object from the public domain that came to rest
on top of it, even if the area of the stick’s surface is less than four by four
handbreadths, it has the legal status of a full-fledged private domain,
and he is liable, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:5).

BACKGROUND
One carves out to complete it - n”?tgﬁ'? PpRin: According to Rabbi
Meir, since it is possible to complete the opening in the wall and make
it square, its legal status is as if it were already carved out in that shape.
That is also his opinion in other cases. A space is considered to have ap-
propriate measurements, as long as there is room for it to be completed.

b sl
Wall whose area is calculated as ifits opening were along the dotted lines

The matter itself [gufa] - x9u: When a certain matter is cited inciden-
tally in the course of a discussion of a different topic, the Gemara often
later discusses that incidental topic more extensively. The term used to
introduce that discussion is gufa. As a rule, gufa introduces a subject that
is unrelated to the main topic of the tractate or chapter.

NOTES
That Rabbi Meir holds one carves out to complete it and the Rabbis
hold one does not carve out to complete it — PPRIM 130 XD 1377
o pppin s 2930 pa wb: The basic dispute in this matter
is with regard to a gate built like an ‘arch: Can it be considered as if it
were square in its upper part as well? According to Rabbi Meir, who
says that one carves it out to complete it, the space is considered as if
it were square-shaped, notwithstanding the archway. Apparently, the
dispute here revolves around the question: To what degree is the space
evaluated as it is and to what degree is it possible to say that as long as
it serves a specific purpose, it is considered to have a shape appropriate
for that purpose?

HALAKHA

Boughs and the trunk — 1 §u: I a tree is standing in the private
domain and its boughs extend into the public domain, its boughs
are not considered part of the trunk, and they constitute a domain
unto themselves, an exempt domain (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 14:17).
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BACKGROUND

Barrel — na: A barrel as described in the
Gemara: He turned it on its mouth.

Illustration of a Roman reed barrel from talmudic times

HALAKHA

One who threw a round barrel into the
vessel that has an area of four by four hand»
breadths and is ten handbreadths high, i.e.,
the measurements of a private domain, and
is placed in the public domain, is considered
a private domain, for example, a cabinet,
dresser, or barrel. As a result, if that vessel was
thrown from the private domain to the public
domain the thrower is exempt. Since its legal
status is like that of a private domain, hala-
khically, the object was actually thrown from a
private domain and remained in a private do-
main (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab-
bat14:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:6).

Barrel...ten high — mwy 17i33..0M3: Any
object thrown into the pubhc domain whose
upper edge is above ten handbreadths, as
long as its length and width are four by
four handbreadths for a height of ten hand-
breadths, is considered to be in its own
domain. Consequently, one who threw it is
exempt as per the opinion of Rava (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:19).

He turned it over on its mouth — Lu_’ piyr)
ma: Apparently, the halakha is in accordance
with the opinion of Rav Ashi that a ves-
sel, even if it is turned over on its mouth, is
judged according to the actual length of its
sides. The principle of lavud is not applied to
consider them longer than they are (Ramban;
Rashbam).

Pillar that is nine handbreadths in the public
domain — 0va17 M3 aywn may: If a pillar
in the public domam is \ess than three hand-
breadths high, it is part of the public domain.
If it is between three and nine handbreadths
high, with an area of four by four hand-
breadths, its legal status is that of a karmelit.
If it is less than four by four handbreadths, it
is an exempt domain. A pillar that is exactly
nine handbreadths high, and others say be-
tween nine and ten handbreadths (Rosh), if
the multitudes adjust the burden son their
shoulders upon it, its legal status is that of
the public domain. If the pillar was ten hand-
breadths or higher, with an area of four by four
handbreadths, it is a private domain. If it has
an area of less than four by four, it is an exempt
domain, as per Ulla’s opinion and according to
the consensus among the different opinions
of the various commentaries (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:8; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 345:10).

36

PEREK I 8A - .NJ1'X P

00377 MY AR P EN TN

- TP AT AP My A
JHKJQ - -'KTMU ﬂ:,ll:ﬁ ,J’le

namy Ay ok ms K3y

W - KDV XD M - e
1’7:» x'vw mpbw nvmw’v Wwo
Mpyn -r’mS

AP YA, 517 X3
0D - ¥ YA

XN AYaY 15’5& MROUK 37

:m’v rnx"rm LYARCRLYAR=L |
.nmwg

M2 e Ty Koy K
PN P ponan DI D317
2xnpw w29 - vaz by iy
Y 1071 oY1 - e ning
xb - aven w1 mwben o
25131 1913 N‘ﬂ b YT 0T

'mL»y PONIN T - PN

Abaye said: One who threw a round reed barrel® into the public domain,"
and the barrel is ten handbreadths high" and its diameter is not six hand-
breadths wide," is liable. Since its diameter is less than six handbreadths, its
area is less than the area of four handbreadths squared. Therefore, this barrel is
considered an object, and if he threw it from the private domain to the public
domain he is liable. However, if the diameter of the barrel was six handbreadths
wide, he is exempt. Since the area of the barrel is greater than the area of four
handbreadths squared, it is considered an independent private domain, and he
did not perform an act of throwing an object from one domain to another
domain.

Rava said: Even if it was not six handbreadths wide he is exempt. What is the
reason for this? He is exempt because it is impossible that the ends of the
reeds protruding from the weave of the barrel will not extend above ten
handbreadths. Consequently, the entire barrel never entered the public domain,
as part of it remains in a non-liable place, i.e., ten handbreadths off the ground
of the public domain.

If he turned the barrel that is less than six handbreadths wide over on its
mouth,™ ie,, if he threw it with its mouth facing down, even if the barrel was
only seven handbreadths and a bit" high, he is still liable, as the legal status of
this barrel is equivalent to that of any other object that lands there. However, if
the height of this barrel was seven and a half handbreadths, he is exempt.
Within three handbreadths of the ground, the principle of lavud takes effect: An
object within three handbreadths of the ground has the legal status of being
connected to the ground. The sides of the barrel extend to the ground and then
itis considered as if the barrel already touched the ground of the public domain,
even though it is actually still three handbreadths away, while its upper part
remains an exempt domain. It is as if this was a barrel higher than ten hand-

breadths.

Rav Ashi said: Even if the height of the barrel was seven and a half hand-
breadths, he is liable, as the sides of the barrel are not considered to be higher
than they are in reality. What is the reason for this? The reason is because
partitions are made exclusively for the inside of the barrel. The sides of the
barrel play no role beyond the barrel itself, and therefore there is no room to
extend the sides by means of the principle of lavud. Therefore, if the barrel itself
is not higher than ten handbreadths, it is merely an object.

Ulla said: A pillar that is nine" handbreadths high, standing in the public
domain," and many people adjust the burden on their shoulders upon it, and
one threw an object from the private domain and it rested atop the pillar, he
is liable. What is the reason for this? It is based on this principle: Anything
protruding from the public domain: If it is less than three handbreadths off
the ground, and the multitudes step on it, it is considered to be part of the
ground. Ifit is from three to nine handbreadths, they, the multitudes, neither
step on it nor adjust the burden on their shoulders on it, and it is not consid-
ered part of the public domain. However, a protrusion nine handbreadths high,
certainly the multitudes adjust the burden on their shoulders on it. Since the
multitudes utilize it, it is considered a public domain, despite its height.

NOTES

Six wide — mww 112n7: The commentaries wondered: Why does the
barrel need to be six handbreadths wide? For its top to have an area
of four by four handbreadths, it is sufficient if its diameter is a bit more
than five and a half handbreadths, 5.656 handbreadths to be exact.
Some explain that this calculation is of the area within the barrel. Includ-
ing the thickness of the sides of the barrel, it is six handbreadths wide
on the outside (Rabbeinu Hananel). According to Rashi and Tosafot,
the Gemara rounded off the number slightly upward to be stringent.
Rambam explains that numbers are rounded off because there is no
way to achieve complete precision in numbers that denote the smallest
fractions of the whole (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna).

He turned it over on its mouth — '1?9’7;: Ax93: The Ra'avad reads here:
He bent it over on its mouth. He explams that the reference here is to
a barrel that is ten handbreadths high, however, he folded the upper
sides of the barrel down into it. The folded sides are considered as if
they were upright.

And a bit - e A bit is not quantifiable. However, it too has a
certain minimum measure, although it is smaller than the standard

measures. That is how the expression: Two bits, in the sense of twice
this minimal measure, is possible (Tosafot).

Pillar that is nine — ywn 7my: There are many different opinions
among the Sages with regard to the conditions relevant to this pillar.
Some say that the pillar in question is one whose height is precisely
nine handbreadths (Rashi and others). Others say that any pillar be-
tween nine and ten handbreadths high is included in this halakha
(Rosh; Mefri; and others). There are also differing opinions with regard
to the width of the pillar. Some say that this only applies if it is four by
four handbreadths (Ra‘avad). Others say that the halakha is the same
even ifitis less than four by four (Rashi; Rambam). They also differ with
regard to adjusting the burden on one’s shoulders. Some say that this
applies specifically to a case where the multitudes actually adjust the
burden on their shoulders upon it (Rashi in tractate Firuvin; Ra'avad
according to Rashba and Maggid Mishne), but if they do not actually
do so, the halakha does not apply. Others say that if it is the appropri-
ate size for adjusting one’s burden that is sufficient (Rambam). There
are other opinions that combine these views (see the corresponding
note in the Halakha section).
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Based on Ulla’s statement, Abaye said to Rav Yosef: A hole in the ground
of the public domain, which is several handbreadths deep, what is its legal
status? Is it also considered, in accordance with Ulla’s principle, part of the
public domain? In general, with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, there is
no distinction between an area elevated above its surroundings and an area
depressed below its surroundings. Rav Yosef said to him: And the same is
true in a hole;" these halakhot apply. Rava said: In a hole, these halakhot
do not apply. What is the reason for this? Since use under duress is not
considered use, and the use of a pit even if it is nine handbreadths deep is
inconvenient, and it is not comparable to a pillar of the same height.

Rav Adda bar Mattana raised an objection to Rava’s opinion from that

which was taught in a baraita: One whose basket was placed in the public

domain and it was ten handbreadths high and four wide, one may neither

move an object from it to the public domain nor from the public domain

to it, since its legal status is that of a private domain. If it were less than that

height, one may carry from it to the public domain and vice versa. The

baraita adds: And the same is true for a hole. Is this statement not referring
to the latter clause of the baraita: One may carry from a pit which is less

than ten handbreadths deep to the public domain? This supports the opin-
ion of Rav Yosef, that a hole is subsumed within the public domain. Rava

rejected this: This statement is not referring to the latter clause of the barai-
ta, but rather to the first clause of the baraita: It is like a basket in that one

may not carry from a hole ten handbreadths deep to the public domain

because it is a full-fledged private domain. However, no conclusion may be

drawn with regard to a hole less than ten handbreadths deep.

Rav Adda bar Mattana raised another objection to Rava’s opinion from
what was taught in a different baraita, which deals with the laws of joining
of borders:

One who intended to establish his Shabbat abode in the public domain
at a specific site must place food sufficient for two meals for that site to be
considered his legal residence. And if he placed the food used for his eiruv"
in a pit above ten handbreadths, i.e., less than ten handbreadths below
ground level, his eiruv is an eiruv. If he placed the eiruv below ten® hand-
breadths from ground level, his eiruv is not an eiruv. Because the pit is a
private domain and he may not carry the eiruv from that private domain to
apublic domain, where he has established his residence, the eiruv is invalid.

The Gemara seeks to clarify the details of this case. What are the exact
circumstances? If you say that the baraita is referring to a pit that has ten
handbreadths in depth and the phrase: And he placed it above ten hand-
breadths, means that he raised the eiruv and placed it within ten hand-
breadths of ground level, and the phrase: Below ten handbreadths, means
that he lowered the eiruv and placed it ten handbreadths or more below
ground level, what difference does it make to me if the eiruv is above ten
handbreadths and what difference does it make to me if it is below ten
handbreadths? In any case, the pit is a private domain, and the principle
states that the private domain extends from its lowest point to the sky. There
is no difference whether the eiruv was placed higher or lower. In any case,
he is in one place, in the public domain, and his eiruv is in another place,
in the private domain. Since he cannot take the eiruv out of the pit, his eiruv
is not an eiruv.

He intended to establish his Shabbat...
R=IR=bY n’;nl...mmp’? Mana: The eiruv mentioned here is the join-
ing of borders [eiruv tehumin]. The Sages decreed that one may not
go more than two thousand cubits beyond the limits of the city in
which one is located on Shabbat. However, in special circumstances,
primarily for the sake of a mitzva, they allowed one to place food
sufficient for two meals within two thousand cubits of the city limits

and placed his eiruv, etc. —

NOTES

during the day, before Shabbat. One thereby establishes that place
as his residence and, consequently, is permitted to walk within a
2,000 cubit radius of that place. Although there is no obligation to eat
the eiruv, the food set aside for the eiruv must be fit for consumption
when Shabbat begins because that is the moment when one’s place
of residence is determined. It is then that he must have the possibility
to take it and eat it if he so desires.

NOTES

In a hole — xm13: In addition to the practical
similarity between a pitand a pillar, some explain
the use of a pit in other ways. Some say that it is
common for the multitudes to utilize a pit in the
public domain to conceal their belongings. Since
they utilize it, its legal status is like that of the public
domain (Rashba; see Rashi). Others explain that
the reference is to a pit which is easily accessible;
if the pit is nine handbreadths deep, people enter
itand adjust the burdens on their shoulders on the
ground of the public domain.

HALAKHA

In a hole — xm133: A pit in the public domain that
is less than three handbreadths deep is part of
the public domain. A hole between three and
nine handbreadths deep with an area of four by
four handbreadths is a karmelit. If it is not four by
four handbreadths, it is an exempt domain. If it is
ten or more handbreadths deep and four by four
handbreadths, it is a private domain. In that case
as well, if it is less than four by four, it is an exempt
domain, as per the statement of Rava (Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:11).

BACKGROUND

Above and below ten - wyn "Iun"n "i'wn") In
order to determine the halakh\c status of the pit,
draw an imaginary line which is ten handbreadths
below ground level.

Consequently, the expression above ten hand-
breadths refers to a case where the bottom of the
pit is above that line, and therefore it is a karme-
lit. Below ten handbreadths is referring to a case
where the bottom of the pit is below that line, and
therefore it is a private domain.

Public
domain

10 handbreadths
below ground

Measurements to determine the halakhic status of a pit
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HALAKHA

He was in the public domain and his eiruv was in
akarmelit - 190732 2193 D377 M3 XT: I one
placed his eiruvin a karmelit and he was in a different
domain, itis an effective eiruv, as at the time that the
eiruv took effect on Shabbat eve at twilight he was
permitted to take it, as per the opinion of Rabbi Ye-
huda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin
6:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 409:2).

Anything that is due to a rabbinical decree they
did not issue the decree during twilight — 927 5:
nivnwpa 1*’79 " Kb may own xw: The Sages
did not issue decrees dunng twilight, espeoal\y in
cases of a mitzva or exigent circumstances (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:10; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 307:22).

Swamp - 0" ppY: A swamp shallower than ten
handbreadths that passes in a public domain
through which the multitudes walk is part of the
public domain. If it is ten handbreadths deep and it
is four by four handbreadths, itis a karmelit. If it is not
four by four, it is an exempt domain (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:24).

NOTES

Anything that is due to a rabbinical decree they
did not issue the decree during twilight — 927 5:
nivnwapa v’w RE! xH mMay own Ky Although
the term shevut has a more limited definition, in
several places the Sages use this concept to con-
note any decree that they issued with regard to
Shabbat. Some explain that during twilight there
is uncertainty whether it is day or night and since
the shevut is a decree by rabbinic law, the guiding
principle should be: An uncertainty with regard to a
case involving rabbinic law should be resolved with
leniency. Consequently, decrees would not apply at
that time (Rashi).

Passage under duress...usage under duress,
etc. - pa 1 by wwn..pr 1 by 1 Some
explain that Rav Yosef, vvho ruled that a pit nine
handbreadths deep is considered part of the public
domain, did not base his statement on its similarity to
a pillar nine handbreadths high. Rather, he based the
halakha on the mishna that a swamp, which is a pitin
the public domain, is considered like that domain. As
a result, it was necessary for Rava to emphasize that
there is a difference between passing under duress
and other uses under duress (Rashba in the name of
Rabbeinu Yona).
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Rather, is the baraita not referring to a pit that does not have in it a depth
of ten handbreadths? And the baraita should be understood as follows:
Ifhe placed his eiruv below ten handbreadths, refers to a pit whose lowest
point is ten handbreadths or more below ground level. If he placed his
eiruv above ten handbreadths, refers to a pit that is less than ten hand-
breadths deep and is not a private domain. And, with regard to that case,
it was taught that his eiruv is an eiruv. Consequently, usage under du-
ress in a pit that is less than ten handbreadths deep is considered usage,

and a pit of that kind is a full-fledged part of the public domain.

Rava suggested various responses to this objection. At times he would
answer him that it is referring to a case where both he and his eiruv are
in a karmelit, i.e., that he intended to establish residence in a karmelit and
placed his eiruv there. The pit is less than ten handbreadths deep, and
consequently, both he and his eiruv are in the same domain. And why
does the baraita call his place of residence the public domain? Because
it is not the private domain.

And at times he would answer him that it is referring to a case where he
was, indeed, in the public domain and his eiruv was in a karmelit," as a
pit that is not ten handbreadths deep is not part of the public domain,
rather it is a karmelit. With regard to the question, how can this be con-
sidered a legitimate eiruv as it is forbidden to carry from a karmelit to a
public domain as well, this baraita is in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said: Anything that is prohibited on Shabbat
and its prohibition is not by Torah law, rather it is due to a rabbinic de-
cree [shevut], the Sages did not issue the decree to apply during
twilight,"" which is neither definitive day nor definitive night. Conse-
quently, at the time that the eiruv was placed in the karmelit it was permis-
sible for him to carry it to the public domain. Since an eiruv takes effect
even ifitis fit for use just one moment during twilight on Shabbat eve, his
eiruv is effective.

And Rava said to Rav Adda bar Mattana: Do not say that I am just put-
ting you off with these answers. Rather, what I am saying to you is ac-
curate. The opinion that usage under duress is not considered usage is a

bona fide opinion and the suggested answers are appropriate explanations

of that baraita. As we learned in a mishna: If there was a swamp" and

the public domain passes through it, one who throws an object into it

at a distance of four cubits is liable just like anyone who carried four
cubits in the public domain. And how deep is this swamp? It is less than

ten handbreadths. The mishna adds: And with regard to a swamp that

the public domain passes through it, one who throws four cubits into

the swamp is liable.

The difficulty concerning the repetition of the same topic with virtually
identical words is clear, and therefore: Granted, it is possible to explain,
that swamp swamp was repeated twice; one case is referring to the

summer, and one case is referring to the rainy season. And it is neces-
sary to emphasize that this ruling is in effect both in the summer and in

the winter. As, had the mishna told us this halakha only in the summer,
we would have said that since people commonly pass through the swamp

to cool themselves, it is considered part of the public domain. However,
in the rainy season I would have said it is not part of the public domain.
And conversely, had the mishna told us this halakha only in the rainy
season, I would have said that since he is filthy anyway, it happens that

he is not cautious and enters into the swamp. However, in the summer,
when he is not dirty with mud, I would have said that it is not part of the

public domain. Therefore, it was necessary for the mishna to repeat

swamp twice, to teach us that this halakha applies at all times.

However, why do I need the mishna to state twice that the public domain
passes through that swamp? Rather, shouldn’t one conclude from this
that passage, even when it is under duress, and not free and easy, is
considered passage, but usage under duress" is not considered usage?
It was necessary to emphasize that the public domain actually passes
through it. If the multitudes do not pass through it and it was only used
under duress, it would not have been considered a public domain. The
Gemara concludes: Indeed conclude from this.
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Somewhat related to the case of the barrel discussed earlier which was
a case of moving an object without liability, the Gemara cites that Rav
Yehuda said: That bundle of reeds that he stood upright and threw
down, stood upright and threw down" repeatedly, he is not liable
for carrying it four cubits in the public domain until he lifts it off the
ground. As long as he did not lift it from the ground, even though he
moved it along way, he did not perform the acts of lifting and placing
which are prohibited by Torah law, as at least one part of the bundle
always remained on the ground.

The Master said: A person standing on the threshold may take an
object from the homeowner standing in the private domain and may
give an object to him. Similarly, while standing there, he may take an
object from a poor person standing in the public domain and may
give an object to him because there is no element of prohibition or
liability in carrying in and carrying out in an exempt domain on Shab-
bat. The Gemara asks: This threshold, what is it; to what type of
threshold is it referring? Different thresholds have different halakhic
status.

If you say that it is referring to a threshold that is the public domain,
i.e,, the threshold of an alleyway that is fewer than three handbreadths
off the ground and is not covered, and the post that demarcates the
parameters of the alleyway is situated between the public domain and
the alleyway, how can the Tosefta say that he may take an object from
the homeowner? Isn’t he carrying out from the private domain to
the public domain?

Rather, say that the Tosefta is referring to a threshold that is the pri-
vate domain, in a case where it is covered, or it is situated between
the post that demarcates the parameters of the alleyway and the pri-
vate domain, or it is ten handbreadths high and its area is at least four
by four handbreadths. How then can the Tosefta say that he may take
an object from a poor person? Isn’t he carrying in from the public
domain to the private domain?

Rather, say that the Tosefta is referring to a threshold that is a karme-
lit, i.e, it is not ten handbreadths high and it is four by four hand-
breadths; how can the Tosefta say that he may take and give even ab
initio? Ultimately, in this case, there is nevertheless a prohibition.
Even though a karmelit does not engender liability by Torah law, car-
rying from it is prohibited by rabbinic law and is certainly not
permitted ab initio.

Rather, say that the Tosefta is referring to a threshold that is merely
an exempt domain, and therefore there is no prohibition at all. In
what circumstances is it an exempt domain? In a case where it does
not have an area of four by four handbreadths, and it is therefore not
considered a domain with regard to liability on Shabbat. And that
halakha is similar to that statement made when Rav Dimi came from
Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia and he said that Rabbi Yohanan said: A
place that does not have an area of four by four handbreadths and
is set apart, it is permissible for both the people of the private do-
main and for the people of the public domain to adjust the burden
on their shoulders upon it on Shabbat, as long as they do not ex-
change" objects between them from one domain to the other domain.

The Master also said in the Tosefta: A person standing on the thresh-
old may take an object from the homeowner and give an object to him,
and he may take an object from the poor person or give an object to
him, aslong as he does not take the object from the homeowner and
give it to a poor person or from a poor person and give it to the
homeowner. And, however, if he took an object from one and gave
it to the other, certainly no labor prohibited by Torah law was per-
formed in that case, and all three of them are exempt. The Gemara
asks: Say that this will be a conclusive refutation of Rava’s opinion,
as Rava said: One who transfers an object from the beginning of
four cubits to the end of four cubits in the public domain, even
though he transferred it above the upper boundary of the public
domain

HALAKHA

That bundle of reeds that he stood upright and threw
down, stood upright and threw down — 2p7 K11 INTT
RN XY MAR XD If he stood an object, e.g,, a bundle
of reeds, upright and threw it down on Shabbat, it is not
considered lifting, as long as he did not lift it completely
off the ground, as per the statement of Rav Yehuda. How-
ever, one who rolls or drags an object four cubits on the
ground is considered to have carried in every sense (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:11).

Rather, a threshold that is merely an exempt domain...
as long as they do not exchange - Dipn nPOX NBN
w5 s 1252...x0m xobwa Mws: One standing in ei-
ther the pr\vate or public "domain is permitted to bring
an object into and take it out of an exempt domain, as
in the case of a threshold. By rabbinic law, it is prohibited
for one standing in an exempt domain to transfer an
object between a private domain and a public domain
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:15; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 346:1).
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HALAKHA
Though he transferred it via the airspace above it - 777 fvaynw 3 by ax
v’}yz One who transfers an object four cubits in the public domain, even

though he transferred it while holding it above his head, is liable. The Ra'avad

explains the phrase: Via the airspace above it, in accordance with the explana-
tion of Rabbeinu Hananel as referring to one standing in the public domain

and passed an object from his right side four cubits to his left side. When the

object is directly opposite him, it is as if the object was placed in an exempt
domain. Nevertheless, since he did not actually place it there, he is liable. Ap-
parently, the Rambam also agrees with this halakha (Maggid Mishne; Rambam

Sefer Zemanim Hilkhot Shabbat 12:14).

BACKGROUND
Post within the entrance - 1197 7ina ’n’g: Since there is an area within the
entrance, it is considered like a small alleyway. In order to permit carrying in
this area, it is necessary to establish a post at the outer edge of the entrance.

Post on the left side of the entrance
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via the airspace above it,"™i.e,, he raised the object more
than ten handbreadths above the ground of the public
domain, which is an exempt domain, still he is liable for
carrying in the public domain. On the other hand, in the
Tosefta it says that if the object passed through an exempt
domain, he is exempt by Torah law from punishment for
passing it from domain to domain. The Gemara rejects
that refutation as there is room to distinguish between
the cases: There, in the halakha stated by Rava, the ob-
ject did not come to rest in an exempt domain; it mere-
ly passed through its airspace. However, here, when
transferred via the threshold, the object came to rest in
an exempt domain, and as a result, the act of carrying
out was divided into two separate actions, neither of
which involves a Torah prohibition.

Later in the Tosefta, Aherim say: Depending on the
circumstances, a threshold serves two domains: When
the entrance is open, the threshold is subsumed within
the house and it is considered to be a private domain
like the inside of the house. And when the entrance is
locked, the threshold is not subsumed within the house,
and it is considered to be a public domain like the
outside.

The Gemara wonders: When the entrance is open the
threshold is considered to be like a private domain, and
is this so even though it does not have a post on its
side? Didn’t Rav Hama bar Gurya say that Rav said:
The opening in the wall, i.e., the doorway, requires an-
other post in order to permit carrying there? A sym-
bolic partition must be established at the side of the
opening for that doorway to be considered closed and
render carrying within it permissible like a full-fledged
private domain. In the Tosefta, no mention was made of
the need for a post of that kind.®

And if you say that the Tosefta is referring to a threshold
that does not have an area of four by four handbreadths,
which is not considered an independent area and there-
fore does not require a post, didn’t Rav Hama bar Gu-
rya say that Rav said explicitly: The opening, even
though it does not have an area of four by four hand-
breadths, requires another post in order to permit
carrying there?

NOTES

Though he transferred it via the airspace above it —
oy 797 teayie o by qx: Some explain that this is

referring to a case where he transferred the object from

his right hand to his left and he passed it over his head

(Rabbeinu Hananel).

The laws of partitions — nixmn 27: The halakhot
of Shabbat and many other halakhot are dependent
upon the existence of partitions. A solid, high parti-
tion that seals a certain opening is a definite bound-
ary. However, in reality, boundaries of that kind are
not present in every case. Thus, the question arises:
What constitutes a full-fledged boundary and what
constitutes a symbolic boundary? The determining

principles in this matter are complex, detailed halakhot
transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The principle of lavud
establishes that a space less than three handbreadths
wide is considered sealed. The principle of gode, which
means extend, states that certain boundaries are con-
sidered to be extended and lowered or extended and
raised. Another principle that applies here is: The edge
of the roof descends and seals, which states that the
outer edge of the roof over a house or an alleyway is
considered asif it descends and creates a partition that
reaches the ground. However, the principle is relevant
only when the roof has an edge of some sort, and
when its area is more than four by four handbreadths.
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Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Here we are dealing with
the threshold of an alleyway open to the public domain on
only one side. Although, by Torah law, it is considered a
private domain, the Sages required him to establish a fourth
symbolic partition on the side open to the public domain.
This alleyway was covered, and this covering extended to
part of the threshold in a manner that half of it is covered®
and half of it is not covered, and the covering is over the
part of the threshold toward the inside. In that case, if the
entrance is open, its legal status is like that of the inside, as
it is considered as if there were a partition extending from
the edge of the roofing above to below, based on the halakhic
principle: Lower the partition. The opening of the alleyway
is thereby sealed, rendering it a private domain. However,
when the entrance is locked, it is no longer possible to
consider the covering as a partition, and therefore the part
of the threshold that is beyond the locked door of the
alleyway is considered like the outside, i.e., like a public
domain.

Rav Ashi said: Actually, we can say that we are dealing with
the threshold of a house, and in a special circumstance, a
case where he covered the threshold with two beams.?
Furthermore, neither this beam is four handbreadths wide,
nor is that beam four handbreadths wide, and there is not
a gap of three handbreadths between this one and that one,
and there is a door between the two beams. In this case,
when the entrance is open, since there is a space of less than
three handbreadths between the beams and, based on the
principle of lavud, any space less than three handbreadths is
considered non-existent, the two beams are considered to
be one wide beam. It is considered as if there were a parti-
tion extending from the edge of the roofing above to below,
based on the halakhic principle: Lower the partition. The
threshold is thereby sealed and considered a full-fledged
private domain like the inside. However, when the en-
trance is locked, the two beams do not join together to
become one anymore. Since the door creates a separation
between them and the outer beam is less than four hand-
breadths wide, it is not considered a roof from which a par-
tition extends to the ground, and the area under this beam
is considered to be a public domain like the outside.

The Sage also said in the Tosefta that if the threshold was
ten handbreadths high and four by four handbreadths wide,
itis an independent domain, even if it was inside a private
domain. The Gemara comments: This supports the opinion
of Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi, as Rav Yitzhak bar Avdimi said
that Rabbi Meir used to say: Any place that you find two
domains, i.e., two places, each of which is sufficiently dis-
tinct to be an independent domain, and even though they
are halakhically one domain," i.e., in a case where a pillar
that is ten handbreadths high and four by four wide is
standing in the private domain, even though the pillar is a
private domain based on its measurements, it is prohibited
by rabbinic law to adjust a burden on one’s shoulders upon
itand to lift an object from the ground of the private domain
and place it atop the pillar, as the pillar is deemed by its
measurements to be an independent domain. It is prohib-
ited by a decree issued by the Sages due to a similar situa-
tion, the case of a mound of that size in the public domain.
In the public domain, lifting an object from the ground and
placing it on the mound constitutes a violation of the Torah
prohibition of carrying out from the public domain to the
private domain. Therefore, the Sages prohibited placing an
object on a pillar even in the private domain.

BACKGROUND

Alleyway, half of it is covered — m7ipn 9¥rw *am: When the door
is open, as in the image below, the alleyway, which is a full-fledged
private domain, as it is surrounded on three sides, extends until the far
edge of the beam, which is the symbolic fourth partition. The thresh-
old beneath the beam is then part of the private domain. However,
when the door is closed, the door serves as the fourth partition. In that
case, the beam and the area beneath it are beyond the private domain.

Partially covered alleyway

Threshold with two beams — niip mnwa n:pon: When the door is
open, as in the image below, the two beams are considered attached,
based upon the principle of lavud. The threshold, even under the outer
beam, is a private domain, based upon the principle: The edge of the
roof descends and seals. However, when the door is locked, there is
only one beam less than four handbreadths wide outside, and the
threshold under it does not have the legal status of a private domain.

A) Beam less than four handbreadths wide
B) Space between the beams, less than three handbreadths

() Beam less than four handbreadths wide

NOTES

Two domains and they are one domain — X N M N nw:

Some explain that Rabbi Meir only established this prmcwp\e in a do-
main that belongs to different people and is a private domain only
as far as Shabbat is concerned; it constitutes two domains as far as
transactions are concerned. He did not issue the decree in a private
domain that belongs to one person (Rashba).
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NOTES

A person may not sit before the barber, etc. - 0% 2w xb
19971 *195 This mishna does not discuss the halakhot of Shab-
bat at all, as these activities are prohibited on weekdays as well.
The commentaries explained its relevance here in various ways.
Some explained that since the next mishna deals specifically with
prohibitions in effect before Shabbat, as a prelude, this mishna
enumerates actions prohibited throughout the afternoon on
Shabbat eve (Mefri). Others explain that the prohibitions here
are among the eighteen decrees issued that day, enumerated
later in this chapter. These decrees were issued first (Rambam's
Commentary on the Mishna).

Minha gedola and minha ketana - 7aop "1'71‘11 Az The times
of the afternoon prayer are dependent on the times when the
daily afternoon offering was sacrificed. There are two significant
times for this offering, which are characterized as between the
evenings [bein ha'arbayim]. One is slightly after noon, when the
sun begins to tend westward. The second is when the sun is al-
ready clearly in the west, at approximately the midpoint between
the time that the sun begins to set, slightly after noon, and sunset.

LANGUAGE
Tannery [burseki] - 'po13: The fundamental origin of the word
is from the Greek Pvpoebs, byrseus, meaning one who processes
hides. The word burseki developed to mean a place where animal
hides are tanned, as bursikos is the term for matters relating to
tanning hides.
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A person may not sit before the barber, etc. - o7% 2u» xb
p=end *15'7 One may not begin even a standard haircut or un-
compllcated work adjacent, i.e,, a half-hour prior, to the time
of minha gedola, as there is room for concern that unforeseen
circumstances may arise, causing the activity to extend until the
evening, as per the opinion of Rav Aha bar Ya'akov (Rambam
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 232:2
and see Magen Avraham).

A person may not enter the bathhouse and may not enter to
workin atannery, etc. - 11/poma7 891 yiye o o XY: A
person may neither entera bathhouse, even if he enters merely
to sweat (Magen Avraham), nor a tannery adjacent to the time
of minha gedola, as there is room for concern that unforeseen
circumstances may arise, causing the activity to extend until
the evening (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 232:2).

And he may neither enter to eat —'71'::5'2 N"?]:There are several
opinions with regard to the practical halakhic ramifications of
the talmudic discussion here. Some ruled that even a small
meal is prohibited adjacent to minha gedola, in accordance
with the opinion of Rav Aha bar Ya'akov (Rif; Rambam; Shulhan
Arukh). Others ruled that only a big meal is prohibited adjacent
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HALAKHA

MI S HN A After having dealt with the limited and

defined topic of the halakhot of carrying
out on Shabbat, the mishna begins to deal with the halakhot of
Shabbat chronologically, beginning with activities that one may
not perform prior to the onset of Shabbat. With regard to one’s
daily conduct, the mishna says: A person may not sit before
the barber"" adjacent to the time of minha until he recites the
afternoon prayer. And a person may not enter the bathhouse
and may not enter to work in a tannery [burseki]."" And he
may neither begin to eat" a meal nor to sit in judgment" until
he prays. And however, if they already began engaging in those
activities, they need not stop" and recite the Amida prayer. The
tanna articulated a principle: One stops engaging in all of these
activities to recite Shema' and one does not stop to recite the
Amida prayer.

GEMARA First, the Gemara seeks to clarify:

Which “adjacent to minha,” in other
words, adjacent to which minha is the mishna referring? There
isa difference between the time of greater minha [minha gedola],
which begins approximately a half hour after noon, and the time
of lesser minha [minha ketana]," which begins approximately
two and a half hours before sunset. The Gemara elaborates: If
you say that it is prohibited to perform all of these activities
adjacent to minha gedola, why not? Isn’t there still much time
remaining in the day? Rather, the mishna means adjacent to
minha ketana.

The Gemara asks: In that case, if they started, they need not
stop. Let us say that this will be a conclusive refutation of the
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, as Rabbi Yehoshua ben
Levi said: Once the time of the afternoon prayer has arrived,
itis prohibited for a person to taste anything before he recites
the afternoon prayer. The implication is that even if one began
to eat he must stop.

to minha gedola (Tur in the name of Rabbeinu Tam). Accord-
ing to that opinion, the halakha is in accordance with the first,
unattributed version of the Gemara, with regard to which there
was a consensus (Beit Yosef). Others say that even a big meal
is permitted adjacent to minha gedola, as the opinion of Rabbi
Yehoshua ben Levi was not accepted as halakha (tractate Be-
rakhot 28b, p. 185). Consequently, the halakha in the mishna is
relevant only with regard to minha ketana and applies even
to a small meal (Ran and Rashba in the name of Rabbeinu
Zerahya Halevi; Beit Yosef). Some say that even adjacent to
minha ketana, a small meal is permitted (Tur in the name of
Rabbeinu Yitzhak; Rosh in the name of Rabbeinu Tam). Accord-
ing to that opinion, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi's statement was
rejected and the opinion that maintains that one need not be
concerned if matters continue longer than usual was accepted
(Beit Yosef). The Rema rules that the custom is in accordance
with the most lenient opinion, although it is proper for one
to be stringent and refrain from partaking of a big meal even
adjacent to minha gedola (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla
6:5; Tur, Orah Hayyim 232; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 232:2).

Nor tositin judgment - 1"1’? té’?]: A person may not sit in judg-
ment adjacent to minha gedola, even if he already heard the

claims of the litigants. The reason is that, conceivably, even at
that stage, he could adopt a different approach and reconsider
his decision. Meanwhile, the time of the afternoon prayer will
pass (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 232:2, Hoshen Mishpat 5:4).

And if they already began they need not stop - 1'7"_11]:! ox)
ppoon px: The halakha was established in accordance with
our mishna. One who began any of the activities that were
enumerated, i.e,, work, meal or judgment, even if he started
after minha gedola, is not obligated to interrupt the activity to
recite the afternoon prayer. However, that is the halakha only if
sufficient time would remain for him to recite the prayer after
he completed the activity. If not, he must stop immediately
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 235:2 and Hoshen Mishpat 5:4).

One stops to recite Shema — 13w N Ip m‘wp’? pprosn: Halfan
hour prior to the time that the obligation to recite Shema begins,
it is prohibited to eat, sleep, or engage in any of the activities
prohibited adjacent to minha (Mishna Berura). If he began, he
must interrupt his meal to recite Shema, but he need not inter-
rupt his meal to recite the Amida prayer (Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 232:2 and in the comment of the Rema).
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Rather, that explanation is rejected and the Gemara says: Actually
the mishna is referring to adjacent to minha gedola, and the state-
ment of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is dealing with adjacent to minha
ketana. In response to the question: If the mishna means adjacent
to minha gedola isn’t there significant time remaining in the day? The
Gemara explains that each of the activities enumerated in the mish-
nais performed in an especially time-consuming manner. When the
mishna said: A person may not sit before the barber, it was referring
to a haircut of ben Elasa,® whose haircut was very complicated and
required several hours to complete. When the mishna said: A per-
son may not go into the bathhouse adjacent to minha, it was refer-
ring to all matters involved in a visit to the bathhouse; not only
washing, but also washing one’s hair, rinsing, and sweating. And he
may not enter the tannery adjacent to minha, the reference is to a
large tannery where there are many hides that require tanning and
he must initiate the tanning process from the beginning. And he
may not enter to eat, the reference is to a big meal," which lasts a
long time. And he may not enter to sit in judgment, refers to a judge
who enters at the beginning of the trial, and, generally, it will take
along time until a verdict is reached.

Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: Indeed the mishna can be explained as
referring to minha gedola and actually, even our ordinary haircut is
prohibited. Ab initio, why may he not sit before the barber adjacent
to the time of minha? Due to a decree lest the scissors break, and
considerable time pass until they repair the scissors or obtain others.
When the mishna said: A person may not enter the bathhouse
adjacent to minha, it is prohibited even if he is entering just to sweat.
Ab initio, why may he not enter? Due to a decree issued by the
Sages lest he faint in the bathhouse and considerable time elapse
until he recovers. And he may not enter the tannery adjacent to
minha, even if he intends just to examine the skins. Ab initio, why
may he not enter? Due to the concern that perhaps he will notice
damage to his merchandise and become anxious and come to
restore what was ruined. And he may not enter to eat a meal adja-
cent to the time of minha is referring even to a small meal. Ab initio,
why may he not enter? There is concern that perhaps he will come
to extend his meal for a long time. And he may not enter to sit in
judgment adjacent to the time of minha, the mishna is referring
even at the conclusion of the trial. Ab initio, why may he not enter?
Due to concern that perhaps he will find a reason, contrary to what
he originally thought, and will overturn the verdict completely,
necessitating the restart of the trial from the beginning.

We learned in the mishna that if he began one of the aforementioned

activities, haircut, bath, tannery, meal, and judgment, he is not re-
quired to stop. The Gemara asked: From when is it considered the

beginning of the haircut?" Rav Avin said: From when he places

the barber’s wrap over his knees. And from when is it considered

the beginning of the bath? Rav Avin said: From when the one

entering the bathhouse to bathe removes his outer wrap, his cloak.
And from when is it considered the beginning of his visit to the

tannery? From when he ties the leather apron between his shoul-
ders (Me'iri). And from when is it considered the beginning of
eating? Rav said: From when he ritually washes his hands for the

meal. And Rabbi Hanina said: From when he loosens his belt.

The Gemara comments: And they do not disagree. Rather this, the
statement of Rabbi Hanina, who said that the beginning of the meal
is considered from when he loosens his belt, is for us, for the people
of Babylonia, who are accustomed to close their belts tightly, and
therefore the beginning of the meal is when one loosens his belt.
And that, the statement of Rav, who said that the beginning of the
meal is considered from when he ritually washes his hands, is for
them," the people of Eretz Yisrael who did not close their belts
tightly, and therefore only when one washes his hands does the meal
begin.

BACKGROUND
Haircut of ben Elasa - -nmz’m 13 nYison: According to
the Gemara in tractate Nedar/m the haircut of ben Elasa
was similar to the one depicted in this photograph of a
Roman statue.

Roman statue

NOTES
The reference is to a big meal - ﬂ’zﬁg YO Some ex-
plain that the Gemara is referring to a celebratory banquet,
e.g., a wedding feast, but an individual’s meal is always con-
sidered a small meal (Tosafot). Others say that in certain
circumstances a private meal has the legal status of a big
meal (Ran).

This is for us and that is for them — m'? XM ,1’2 Ni: Some
explain that the residents of Eretz Yisrael would close their
belts tightly, and the residents of Babylonia would eat with-
out loosening their belts (Rabbeinu Hananel). The rationale
for that explanation is that Rabbi Hanina, who mentioned
loosening the belt, lived in Eretz Yisrael and Rav lived in
Babylonia.

HALAKHA

From when is it considered the beginning of the haircut —
nyisen n'vnm mn: The beginning of the haircut is when
he places the barber's cloth on his knees. The beginning of
the bath is when he removes his outer garment. The begin-
ning of the visit to the tannery is when he ties an apron
between his shoulders as the tanners do. The beginning of
the meal is when he washes his hands for the meal. For one
who generally loosens his belt prior to the meal, it is when
he loosens his belt, even if he has yet to wash his hands
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 232:2).
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HALAKHA
The obligation to wear a belt during prayer — N30 n3in
15’511: vaax: One should wear a belt during prayer even
if he has an additional barrier between his heart and his

nakedness due to the verse:"Prepare to greet your God, Israel”

(Amos 4:12). This is also the custom of those with kabbalistic
tendencies. Others (Magen Aviaham) say that one who does
not wear a belt all day is not required to do so. That is the
Ashkenazic custom (Beit Yosef; Rabbeinu Yeruham; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 91:2).

Don expensive socks and pray — *'2:;7;# "pansmI:In a place
where it is customary to stand before an important person
while wearing socks, one must wear socks during prayer. In
a place where it is customary to stand barefoot even before
great people, one is permitted to do so even in prayer, as per
the custom of Rabba bar Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer Ahava,
Hilkhot Tefilla 5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 91:5).

And would clasp his hands — #1739 Itis proper to recite
the Amida prayer with one hand placed over the other while
standing in awe and reverence before God. In general, one
must conduct himself in accordance with the local customs
for one standing before his master (Magen Avraham). One
holds his hands in this manner to show his deference to
God (Taz). Some say that one should hold his hands in that
way only during a time of suffering. However, during peace-
ful times, he should adorn himself, in accordance with the
custom of Rav Kahana (Rema; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot
Tefilla 5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 95:3).

And wrap himself and pray - 'Egga Ay The custom of
the Sages was to wrap themselves in an important garment
and pray, as per the custom of Rav Kahana (Rambam Sefer
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 5:4 and Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:11; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 91:6).

NOTES

And they were engaged in halakha...”One who turns his
ear, etc’ - 121121 POR..XAYIY HOY NI Some said that
this statement refers specifically to one whose Torah is his
vocation, as it is incumbent upon him to engage in Torah
study all the time (Rosh). As far as the meaning of the verse
is concerned, apparently his intent was to explain:“One who
turns his ear from hearing Torah," not only is he demeaning

the Torah by doing so, but“also his prayer is an abomination”

(Rav Yoshiya Pinto).
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Similarly, Abaye said: Those Babylonian Torah scholars, accord-
ing to the opinion of the one who said: The evening prayer is
voluntary, once one of them loosens his belt, we do not impose
upon him to stop his meal and pray. And the Gemara wonders: And
according to the opinion of the one who said that the evening
prayer is obligatory, we do impose upon him? Doesn’t everyone
agree that the afternoon prayer is obligatory? And we learned in
our mishna that if they started eating, they need not stop. And
with regard to that halakha, Rabbi Hanina said: The beginning of
the meal is from when he loosens his belt.

The Gemara responds that there is a difference between the cases.
There, at the time of the afternoon prayer, drunkenness is uncom-
mon, as it is unusual to drink excessively during the day. However,
here, in the case of the evening prayer, drunkenness is common,
and therefore there was room to issue a decree requiring one to
interrupt his meal to recite the evening prayer. Alternatively, it is
possible to explain that with regard to the afternoon prayer, since
its time is fixed, he is anxious, and he won’t come to be negligent
and forget to pray. However, with regard to the evening prayer,
since all night is the time for the evening prayer, he is not anxious,
and he will come to be negligent. Rav Sheshet strongly objects
to this: Is it a burden to tie his belt? In addition, if it is a burden,
let him stand that way, without a belt, and pray.” The Gemara an-
swers: Itis necessary to wear a belt while praying, since it is stated:

“Prepare to greet your God, Israel” (Amos 4:12). One must prepare

and adorn himself when standing before God.

Since the verse: “Prepare to greet your God, Israel,” was cited with
regard to the obligation to prepare and adorn oneself before prayer,
the Gemara cites that indeed Rava bar Rav Huna would don ex-
pensive socks and pray" and he said he would do this as it is written:
“Prepare to greet your God, Israel” On the other hand, Rava would
not do soj rather, in his prayer he would remove his cloak and clasp
his hands" and pray. He said that he would do so as a slave before
his master, who appears before him with extreme submission. Rav
Ashi said: I saw that Rav Kahana, when there is suffering in the
world, would remove his cloak and clasp his hands and pray. And
he said that he did so as a slave before his master. When there is
peace in the world, he would dress, and cover himself, and wrap
himselfin a significant garment, and pray," and he said that he did
so in fulfillment of the verse: “Prepare to greet your God, Israel.”

Speaking of prayer, the Gemara relates that Rava saw Rav Ham-
nuna, who was prolonging his prayer. He said about him: They
abandon eternal life, the study of Torah, and engage in temporal
life, prayer, which includes requests for mundane needs. The Ge-
mara explains: And Rav Hamnuna held that the time for prayer is
distinct and the time for Torah is distinct. The time that one de-
votes to prayer is not at the expense of the time devoted to Torah
study. Similarly, the Gemara relates that Rabbi Yirmeya was sitting
before Rabbi Zeira and they were engaged in the study of halakha.
The time for prayer was approaching and it was getting late and
Rabbi Yirmeya was hurrying to conclude the subject that they
were studying in order to pray. Rabbi Zeira read this verse as ap-
plying to Rabbi Yirmeya: “One who turns his ear" from hearing
Torah, his prayer is also an abomination” (Proverbs 28:9).
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We learned that if one enters to sit in judgment adjacent to minha, he
need not interrupt the trial and pray. The Gemara clarifies: From when
is it considered the beginning of a trial?" Rabbi Yirmeya and Rabbi
Yona disagreed. One said that it begins from when the judges wrap
themselves in their prayer shawls, as judges were accustomed to do be-
fore sitting in judgment. And one of them said that the beginning of
judgment is from when the litigants begin articulating their claims. The
Gemara comments: And they do not disagree. Rather, this amora, who
says that it is from when the litigants begin, refers to a case where they
were already engaged in a previous trial, and the judges were already
wrapped in their prayer shawls. And that amora, who says that it is from
when the judges wrap themselves in their prayer shawls, refers to a case
where they were not engaged in a previous trial, and, as a result, the
trial begins when they wrap themselves in the prayer shawls.

Speaking of judgment, the Gemara relates that Rav Ami and Rav Asi
would sit and study between the pillars beneath the study hall. And each
and every hour they would knock on the bolt of the door" and say: If
there is someone who has a case that requires judgment, let him enter
and come before us. The Gemara also relates that Rav Hisda and Rabba
bar Rav Huna would sit in judgment all day and their hearts would
grow weak" from hunger. Therefore, Rav Hiyya bar Rav from Difti
taught them a baraita with regard to the verse: “And it was the next day
and Moses sat to judge the people and the people stood over Moses from
the morning until the evening” (Exodus 18:13). Does it enter your mind
that Moses would sit and judge all day long? If so, when was his Torah
study accomplished? Rather, surely the verse is coming to tell you: Any
judge who judges a true judgment truthfully," even if he sits in judg-
ment only one hour, the verse ascribes to him as if he became a partner
to the Holy One, Blessed be He, in the act of Creation, as by means of
atrue judgment he upholds the world (Me'iri). This conclusion is derived
by means of a verbal analogy [ gezera shava]: It is written here: “And the
people stood over Moses from the morning until the evening.” And it
is written there, in the act of Creation: “And it was evening and it was
morning, one day” (Genesis 1:5). The evening and part of the morning
are considered a whole day. With regard to this issue as well, it is sufficient
for the judges to sit in judgment for only part of the day and there is no
need for them to starve themselves by sitting in judgment all day.

The Gemara questions further: Until when do they sit in judgment?"
What is the usual time that court adjourns? Rav Sheshet said: Until
mealtime, noon. Rav Hama said: What is the verse that alludes to this?
As it is written: “Woe to you, land that your king is a lad and your
ministers eat in the morning. Happy are you, land that your king is
free and your ministers eat on time in strength and not in drunken-
ness” (Ecclesiastes 10:16-17). He interprets the verse: The ministers in a
proper country sit to eat only after they engaged in the strength of Torah
and in judgment and not in the drunkenness of wine.

The Sages taught in a baraita: Eating in the first hour of the morning is
the time of eating for Ludim," who are members of a nation of cannibals,
and they are ravenous and hurry to eat. The second hour is the time of
the eating of robbers. Since they spend the night stealing, they eat early
in the morning. The third hour is the time of eating for heirs, i.e., people
who inherited alot of money and do not work for their sustenance. Their
only preoccupation in the early hours of the morning is eating. The
fourth hour is the time of eating for workers. The fifth hour is the time
of eating for all people.”

The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rav Pappa say that the fourth hour
is mealtime for all people? Rather, emend the statement and say: The
fourth hour is the time of eating for all people. The fifth hour is the time
of eating for workers who do not have time to eat beforehand. The sixth
hour is the time of eating for Torah scholars as, until then, court is in
session. The Gemara adds: One who eats from then on is as if he is
throwing a stone into a barrel," meaning that by then it does not con-
tribute to the body’s health. Abaye said: We only said that eating from
the sixth hour on is not beneficial, when he did not taste anything in
the morning; however, ifhe tasted something in the morning, we have
no problem with it.

HALAKHA

From when is it considered the beginning of a
trial — 1 nbr;ujg i If the judges had already
been engaged in judgment, i.e., they had presided
over a different trial beforehand, then the trial begins
when the litigants begin to articulate their claims. If
they did not preside over a different trial beforehand,
it begins when the judges wrap themselves in their
prayer shawls. According to our custom that judges do
not wrap themselves in prayer shawls, the beginning
of judgment is when they take their seats with the
intention to begin the trial (Jerusalem Talmud; Ram-
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 232:2).

Until when do they sit in judgment — pawi »nn
113 A court is in session until the end of the fifth hour
of the day. Others hold that court is in session until
just before the end of the sixth hour (Sefer Me’rat Ein-
ayim; Bah). They are not obligated to sit in judgment
thereafter (Rema in the name of the Tur; Rambam Sefer
Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen
Mishpat 5:3in the comment of the Rema).

The time of eating — n'}*;t_c: 1at: The appropriate time
to eat for anyone whorises at dawn is during the fourth
hour after dawn. For those who rise later, it is four hours
after they awaken. For Torah scholars, it is during the
sixth hour. If one did not taste anything in the morn-
ing, he should not eat after that hour, as eating then is
useless (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim157:1).

NOTES

Knock on the bolt of the door — X177 XWX M1oL:
They were the permanentjudgesin their city ‘of Tiberias
and they announced that they were prepared to sit in
judgment if necessary (lyyun Ya'akov). Others explain
that after concluding the study of one topic, before
they proceeded to the next topic, they would grant
permission to the litigants to come before them (Orah
Eliyahu).

Their hearts would grow weak — 11":'7 w"?n Np:

Some understand Rashi’s first explananon as follows

Since, ostensibly, Torah study takes precedence over sit-
ting in judgment because it is preferable to engage in

the great, sublime matters in the Torah than to involve
oneself in quarrels between people, it was necessary
to console and reassure them that judgment is a re-
alization of the Torah ideal, tantamount to the act of
Creation (HaKotev). With regard to the significance of
Torah, Rav Hiyya bar Rav said to them that even one
hour of engaging in Torah study is tantamount to the
act of Creation.

True judgment truthfully - m'm_g'y K 1 The rep-
etition of the word truth came to underscore that it is
not sufficient for the judgment to be true based on
the claims of the litigants or in accordance with the
halakhic conclusions. The judge must be certain that
his decision is the absolute truth (Netivot Olam).

As if he is throwing a stone into a barrel - 2% p7ita
nnn’? People used to throw rocks into empty barrels
to create the false | impression that they were filled with
wine. Eating at the wrong time is similar to that be-
havior. In both instances a vessel is apparently, but not
actually, full (Shenei Luhot HaBerit).

LANGUAGE

Ludim - cv‘n’?: Some say that the Ludim are a people
indigenous to a land in Asia Minor called Ludiya whose
residents were both ravenous and pampered. However,
from other sources it seems that the word Ludim re-
ferred to Ludadim, from the Latin ludarii, gladiators who
fought each other as well as wild animals in the Roman
circus. Because of their need for frequent training and
their desire to enjoy life until their inevitable demise
in the arena, they would eat early and eat ravenously.
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HALAKHA

Reciting sacred matters in the bathhouse — m&1p 127 nPnR
¥1723: The room in the bathhouse in which everyone is dressed
does not have the legal status of a bathhouse. Therefore, it is
permitted to recite sacred matters there. In the room where, gen-
erally, some are dressed and some are not, it is permitted to greet
others with shalom, but it is prohibited to recite passages from the
Torah, prayers, and blessings. However, contemplating passages
from the Torah is permitted (Rema). In the room where everyone
is naked, it is prohibited even to greet others with shalom, as
per the Tosefta (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:3;

Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 84:1).

A place that is repugnant — 72130 iyxw Oipa: With regard to
reciting sacred matters, the \egal status of a bathroom and a bath-
house without partitions, even if they are cleaned, is the same as
when they are dirty (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema

3:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 83:1).

To a new bathhouse - *n712: One may recite sacred matters
in a new bathhouse in which no one has ever bathed (Mishna
Berura; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:3; Shulhan

Arukh, Orah Hayyim 84:1).
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Rav Adda bar Ahava said: A person may, ab initio, recite his
prayer in the bathhouse.® The Gemara raises an objection
from what was taught in the Tosefta: One who enters the bath-
house, in the first room, a place where all people stand dressed,
it is like any other place and reading the Torah and prayer are
permitted there, and, needless to say, in that room greeting
[shalom] others is permitted. And he may don phylacteries
there, and, needless to say, if he was already donning phylacter-
ies that he need not remove them.

In the next room, a place where people dress and undress and
they stand both naked and dressed, greeting others is permit-
ted there. However, reading the Torah and prayer are not
permitted there. And if one was already donning phylacteries
there, he need not remove the phylacteries. However, he may
not don phylacteries there ab initio.

In the innermost room, which is a place where people stand
naked, greeting others is not permitted there, and, needless
to say, reading the Torah and prayer are prohibited there. And
if he is donning phylacteries there, he must remove the phylac-
teries, and, needless to say, he may not don them there ab
initio. Apparently, the Tosefta contradicts the statement of Rav
Adda bar Ahava as he was, no doubt, referring to the innermost
room in the bathhouse, which alone is referred to simply as a
bathhouse, and, according to him, one may pray there ab initio.”

The Gemara answers: When Rav Adda bar Ahava said his ha-
lakha, he was referring to an empty bathhouse in which there
are no people. The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rabbi Yosei bar
Hanina say: With regard to the bathhouse in which they said
that it is prohibited to pray, the prohibition exists even though
there are no people in it? With regard to the bathroom in
which they said that it is prohibited to pray, the prohibition
exists even though there are no feces in it. Certainly, since the
place serves a repugnant” purpose, it is inappropriate to pray
there at any time.

The Gemara answers: Rather, when Rav Adda made his state-
ment, he was referring to a new bathhouse" that had not yet
been used for bathing. The Gemara asks: Didn’t Ravina raise a
dilemma before Rav Adda with regard to this matter: A place
that one designated as a bathroom, what is its legal status as far
as praying there is concerned? Is there designation as a signifi-
cant and determining factor in this case? Or, is designation not
a halakhically significant matter? And the dilemma was not
resolved for him. Is the same not true with regard to the bath-
house? Doesn’t the same dilemma exist there? The Gemara
answers: No, perhaps

the bathroom is different, as it is disgusting. Once a place is
called a bathroom it is disgusting and no longer fit for prayer.
However, until he actually bathes in a bathhouse it remains fit
for prayer.

It was taught in the Tosefta: There is no greeting [shalom] oth-
ers permitted in the bathhouse. The Gemara comments that this

statement supports the opinion of Rav Hamnuna in the name

of Ulla, who said: It is forbidden for a person to greet [sha-
lom] his friend in the bathhouse because Shalom is one of the

names of God, as it is stated: “And Gideon built there an altar

for God and he called Him Lord Shalom” (Judges 6:24).
Therefore, it is prohibited to utter the word shalom in a dishonor-
able place.
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The Gemara asks: But if so, words connoting faithfulness are also
forbidden to say in the bathroom, as it is written “The faithful
God who keeps the covenant and the kindness” (Deuteronomy 7:9).
And if you say that it is indeed so, that it is forbidden to use the
language of faithfulness in the bathroom, didn’t Rava bar Mehasseya
say that Rav Hama bar Gurya said that Rav said: It is permitted
to say faithfulness in the bathroom?" The Gemara answers: There
is a difference between the terms: There, the name of God itself is
not called in that way, as we translate it as “the faithful God.” How-
ever, here, the name of God Himself is called Shalom," as it is
written: “And he called Him Lord Shalom.” It is not an adjective,
but a holy name in and of itself.

Incidental to the halakhic statement in his name, the Gemara also
cites another statement that Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav
Hama bar Gurya said that Rav said: One who gives a gift to an-
other must inform him" that he is giving it to him. As it is stated:
“Only keep My Shabbatot for it is a sign between Me and you for your
generations to know that I am God Who sanctifies you” (Exodus
31:13). When the Holy One, Blessed be He, gave Shabbat to Israel,
He told Moses to inform them about it. That was also taught in a

baraita: The verse states: “For I am God Who sanctifies you,”

meaning that the Holy One, Blessed be He, said to Moses: I have
a good gift in My treasure house and Shabbat is its name, and I
seek to give it to Israel. Go inform them about it. From here Rab-
ban Shimon ben Gamliel said: One who gives a gift of bread to a
child needs to inform his mother that he gave it to him. The Ge-
mara asks: What does he do to the child, so that his mother will
know that he gave him a gift? Abaye said: He should smear him
with oil or place blue shadow around his eye in an obvious manner.
When the mother of the child notices and asks him about it, he will
tell her that so-and-so gave him a piece of bread. The Gemara asks:
And now that we are concerned about witchcraft involving oil or
eye shadow, what should one who gives a gift do? Rav Pappa said:
He should smear him with food of the same type that he gave
him to eat.

With regard to the halakha itself, the Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t
Rav Hama bar Hanina say: One who gives a gift to his friend need
not inform him, as God made Moses’ face glow, and nevertheless
it is stated with regard to Moses: “And Moses did not know that
the skin of his face shone when He spoke with him” (Exodus
34:29)2 The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. When Rav Hama
bar Hanina said that he need not inform him, he was referring to a
matter that is likely to be revealed. When Rabban Shimon ben
Gamliel said that he needs to inform him, he was referring to a mat-
ter that is not likely to be revealed. The Gemara asked: If so, isn’t
Shabbat likely to be revealed, as it will be necessary to inform them
of Shabbat together with the other mitzvot? Why was Moses asked
to inform them about Shabbat separately? The Gemara answers: The
giving of its reward is not likely to be revealed, and it was neces-
sary to inform them about so extraordinary a gift.

The Gemara relates that Rav Hisda would take in his hand two gifts
of the priesthood separated from an ox." He said: Anyone who
comes and tells me a new halakha in the name of Rav, I will give
these gifts to him. Rava bar Mehasseya said to him, Rav said as
follows: One who gives a gift to his friend needs to inform him,
asitstated: “To know that I am God Who sanctifies you.” He gave
the gift to Rava bar Mehasseya. Rava bar Mehasseya said to Rav
Hisda: Are the halakhot of Rav so beloved to you? Rav Hisda said
to him: Yes. Rava bar Mehasseya said to him, this is what Rav said:
Fine wool is precious to those who wear it" (Rav Ya'akov Emden),
meaning only a person who is used to delicate items can appreciate
their quality. Rav Hisda said to him excitedly: Did Rav say that?
The latter statement is preferable to me more than the first. And
if I were holding another gift I would give it to you.

HALAKHA

It is permitted to say faithfulness in the bath-
room — KB Y33 KIIPT YRY M It is per-
mitted to utter descriptions of God, e.g., compas-
sionate, faithful, etc. in the bathroom, because
appellations that refer to God but are not names of
God may be recited in filthy places. Others say that
itis prohibited to utter the word compassionate in
reference to God because that is a name of God
of sorts (Ra'avad; Bah). All appellations for God
in languages other than Hebrew are permitted
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:5;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 85:2).

NOTES

The name of God Himself is called Shalom - ow
ui’?tg' 1P o1 In terms of the meaning of the
verses themselves, it is not that obvious that God's
name is Shalom. The Gemara explains that the
other good traits, e.g., faithful, compassionate,
and merciful, which are used as appellations for
God, are appellations of greatness, and can also
be used with regard to people. That is not the
case with regard to Shalom, as Shalom transcends
the capabilities of man and describes God alone
(Maharsha).

One who gives a gift to another must inform
him — i1 38 19207 fame i The reason
that one giving a gift must inform the recipient is
explained in various ways. First, the commentaries
emphasize that this applies only to a case where
the recipient is wealthy and he gave it to him as a
gift. However, one who gives a charitable gift must
be certain to give it anonymously (Rosh). Others
explain that the reason that he must inform him
is because otherwise the recipient will wonder
who gave it to him (Rashi). With regard to the
matter of informing the child’s mother, some say
that the reason is so that people will be aware of
each other’s affection, and thereby their love will
grow (Rashi). Others explain that since, in general,
there is a requirement to inform the recipient of a
giftand a child would not take notice, his mother
becomes aware of the gift by means of the con-
spicuous sign (Adderet Eliyahu).

He would take in his hand two gifts of an
OX — KINT XA A M3 vp2: By Torah law
(Deuteronomy 183), portlons from every animal
slaughtered, are given to the priest, i.e,, the fore-
leg, the jaw, and the maw, as gifts. These gifts do
not have consecrated status and are the property
of the priest. Consequently, he can give them to
whomever he pleases. Rav Hisda, as a priest, held
in his hand gifts of priesthood that he received
and sought to give them to anyone who would
provide him with a new insight. However, several
generations later, the practice of giving gifts of
the priesthood from the meat of animals outside
Eretz Yisrael, for all intents and purposes, ceased.

Fine wool [meilta] is precious to those who
wear it — XYp? ﬂﬂ?gxp’;’?tg sz'??r_;: Some explain
meilta as a variation of the word mellta, a coat.
The adage means that the coat is precious to one
who wears it. Others explain that the coat is the
garment worn closest to the skin and is therefore
significant to the one who wears it (Divrei Sha'ul).

291’K P - PEREK - 10B
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HALAKHA

A person should never distinguish one of his sons from among
the other sons - o271 pa 123 Ty MY Sx O9WY: In order to
avoid inciting strife among one’s sons, he should not treat one son
differently, even slightly, from his other children (Rambam Sefer
Kinyan, Hilkhot Nahalot 6:13; Tur, Hoshen Mishpat 282).

LANGUAGE
Fine wool [meilat] - '7’7: Apparently the origin of this word is
from the Greek city of MO\‘qTog, Miletos, in Asia Minor, where
the finest wool was produced in antiquity.
Based on the Gemara, meilat is the highest quality wool, made
from the wool of lambs and sheep raised particularly for that
purpose.

NOTES

And our forefathers descended to Egypt — mm’v PO ITYY

The emphasis is specifically on the fact that they descended to
Egypt. It had already been decreed to Abraham that his descen-
dants would be enslaved in a foreign land. However, the fact
that the enslavement took place in that particularly distant and
difficult land came about due to Joseph and his brothers (Panim
Masbirot, lyyun Ya'akov).

In a city whose settling is recent — f12i7p AW Wwa: Since
the people of the city have not grown accustomed tosinning and
set in their evil ways, repentance is still possible (Me'iri).

Perek |
Daf11 Amuda

NOTES

Any city whose roofs are higher than the synagogue — v
NBI>T AN a3 Nsw: Itis not appropriate for people to live
or perform any activity in a house higher than the permanent
synagogue (Tur in the name of the Rosh). One of the commen-
taries explained that the Sages prohibited raising other houses
specifically when they were built as an expression of grandeur. In
that case, the primacy of the synagogue must be underscored.
However, with regard to floors added for the purpose of housing
more people, the halakha is not strictly applied (Mefri).

LANGUAGE
Poles [kashkushei] - wenpwp: There are some whose version of
the text s kushki (Arukh and others). Apparently, the word is from
the Persian kosk, meaning palace or villa. Perhaps this word was
also assimilated into the Arabic (gebnim).

Towers [abrurei] — 113K Apparently, the word is Persian
(geonim). Modern scholars believe it is from the Middle Persian,
perhaps from the word parwar, meaning towers.
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And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said

that Rav said: A person should never distinguish one of his

sons from among the other sons" by giving him preferential

treatment. As, due to the weight of two sela of fine wool [mei-
lat]* that Jacob gave to Joseph, beyond what he gave the rest
of his sons, in making him the striped coat, his brothers be-
came jealous of him and the matter unfolded and our forefa-
thers descended to Egypt."

And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said
Rav said: A person should always seek and dwell in a city
whose settling took place in the recent" past, meaning that it
was recently established, as due to the fact that its settling is
recent its sins are few, as its residents have not yet had the op-
portunity to commit many sins there. As it is stated that Lot
said to the angel: “Behold, here is this city thatis close to run
away to and it is small” (Genesis 19:20). What is the meaning
of the word close? If you say: That it is close in distance and
truly small, why did he need to say that to the angel? Didn’t
they see it? Rather, the meaning of the word close must be
because its settling was close, that it had been recently settled,
and therefore its sins were few. Rabbi Avin said: What is the
verse that teaches us that Zoar was newer than the other cities?
As it is written: “I will escape there please [na]” (Genesis
19:20); the numerological value of nun alef, the letters of the
word na, is fifty-one, while Sodom was fifty-two years old. And
Sodom’s tranquil period

during which they committed their sins was altogether twenty-
six years, as it is written: “Twelve years they served Chedor-
laomer and thirteen years they rebelled, and in the four-
teenth year Chedorlaomer came” (Genesis 14:4—5). The twelve
years plus the fourteen years during which they were enslaved
were not years of tranquility, leaving only twenty-six tranquil
years when they were sinful.

And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said

that Rav said: Any city whose roofs are higher than the syna-
gogue™ will ultimately be destroyed because of the contempt

shown the synagogue. Allusion to this is from that which is

stated: “To uplift the house of our God and restore its ruins”
(Ezra 9:9). The house that is devoted to God needs to be elevat-
ed above the other houses of the city. The Gemara adds: And

this applies only to the height of the houses themselves. How-
ever, if the poles [kashkushei]* and the towers [abrurei]" that

extend from the house are higher than the synagogue, we have

no problem with it. Rav Ashi said: I caused the city of Mata

Mehasseya to not be destroyed by building the synagogue

higher than the other houses. The Gemara asks: Wasn’t Mata

Mehasseya ultimately destroyed? The Gemara answers: It was

not destroyed because of that sin; other sins caused its

destruction.

Any city whose roofs are higher than the synagogue -
N> rvan piias eniw vw: When a synagogue is con-
structed it should be constructed higher than the other
dwellings in the city. Constructing the houses of the city
higher than the synagogue is prohibited. One who did so
must diminish the height of his building. However, towers
and other building adornments, which are not dwellings,
may be constructed higher than the synagogue. In places

HALAKHA
where the Jews fear the gentile authorities, who prohibit
constructing synagogues higher than their houses, Jews
need not construct their dwellings lower than the syna-
gogue. Since the houses of the gentiles are higher than the
synagogue, the primacy of the synagogue would not, in any
case, be noticeable even if it were higher than Jewish homes
(Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 1:2;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 150: 1-2).
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And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said
that Rav said: It is preferable to be under the yoke of Ishmael
and not under the yoke of a stranger, the Romans; under a
stranger and not under a Habar,® a Persian Zoroastrian fire
priest; under a Habar and not under a Torah scholar, as if one
offends a Torah scholar who is greater than he, the scholar will
be exacting with him and he will be punished at the hand of
Heaven; under a Torah scholar and not under an orphan or a
widow, as they are easily insulted and God promised to hear
their cries and punish those who offend them.

And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said
that Rav said: It is preferable to suffer from any extended illness
and not from an intestinal illness. Similarly, it is preferable to
suffer any pain, even if it is sharp and excruciating, and not
heart pain; any slight ache and not a headache; any evil and
not an evil wife.

And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said
that Rav said: Even if all the seas would be ink, and the reeds
that grow near swamps would be quills, and the heavens would
be parchment upon which the words would be written, and all
the people would be scribes; all of these are insufficient to
write the unquantifiable space of governmental authority,"i.e.,
all the considerations with which a government must concern
itself and deal. Rav Mesharshiya said: What is the verse that
alludes to this? “The Heavens on High and the land to the
depth and the heart of kings are unsearchable” (Proverbs 25:3).

And Rava bar Mehasseya said that Rav Hama bar Gurya said
that Rav said: A fast is effective to neutralize a bad dream like
fire burns chaff. Rav Hisda said: And a fast is effective specifi-
cally on that day" that he dreamed. And Rav Yosef said: One
suffering from a bad dream that he dreamed is permitted to fast
even on Shabbat.""

The Gemara relates: Rav Yehoshua, son of Rav Idi, happened
to come to the house of Rav Ashi. They prepared a third-born
calf," whose meat is high quality, for him. They said to him: Let
the Master taste something. He said to them: I am sitting in
the midst of a fast. They said to him: And does the Master not
hold in accordance with this halakha of Rav Yehuda, as Rav
Yehuda said: A person can borrow his fast and not fast on the
day that he originally designated, and repay it by fasting on
another day? You can postpone your fast to another day. He said
to them: Itis a fast for a dream. And Rava bar Mehasseya said
that Rav Hama bar Gurya said that Rav said: A fast is effective
to neutralize a bad dream like fire burns chaff. And Rav Hisda
said that the fast is effective specifically on that day that he
dreamed. And Rav Yosef said that a person suffering due to a
bad dream is permitted to fast even on Shabbat.

HALAKHA

A fast is effective to neutralize a bad dream...on that day —
oa 1':11...1:1"713’7 R a9y One who experiences a bad dream
and is disturbed by it, should fast to allay his concern. Some
say that there is no obligation to do so (Magen Aviaham in the
name of the Rashba). Although fasting is as effective in neutral-
izing a bad dream as fire is in burning chaff, one who experi-
ences abad dream is not obligated to fast, as the Sages quoted
the verse: "And the dreams speak falsely” (Zechariah 10:2). One
fasts specifically on the day following the night of the dream. If
he interrupted the fast for some reason, he cannot compensate

for it another day (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ta‘aniyot 1:12;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 220:2 and 568:2).

Afast is effective to neutralize a dream...even on Shabbat —
nawa ..ok MR 9 Itis permitted to fast on Shabbat
to counteract a bad dream. In modern times, it is undertaken
only for rare dreams, which are a source of concern. Even then,
a fast is only undertaken if the emotional discomfort caused
by the dream is more painful than the fast (Magen Avraham;
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ta‘aniyot 1:12; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 220:2 and in the comment of the Rema, 288:4-5).

BACKGROUND

Habar - van: Habar is the accepted name for the Persian
Zoroastrian fire priests. The origin of the word is not clear.
However, the assumption is that its root is from the Semitic
habar, meaning sorcerer, and from there it passed to Ara-
maic. With the rise of the Sassanid dynasty, the power of the
Persian fire religion was also ascendant and its priests were
among the factors that negatively influenced the situation
of the Jews of Babylonia, in contrast to the period of the
Parthian rule which was more favorable for the Jews.

NOTES

The unquantifiable space of governmental authority —
mm’vxg n'z‘gr_']: One of the commentaries explained that this
statement was intended to prevent people from complain-
ing about the government by explaining that the authorities
face considerable responsibilities that are difficult for the
ordinary person to appreciate (Meiri). Perhaps it comes to
emphasize that the success of the authorities comes exclu-
sively by the grace of God, as even governments are inca-
pable of overcoming all of the problems confronting them
without divine intervention.

Even on Shabbat - nawa a’?’grg: Rav Yehoshua, son of Rav
Idi, said this to emphasize that even a Shabbat meal, which
isa mitzva, is superseded by a fast to neutralize a bad dream
(Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz).

Third-born calf - rcn’vvn x’vzw Some explain that tilta refers
to a calf that reached only a third of its size, which has the
choicest meat (Rashi). Others say that meshulash in the Bible
and tilta here means the best, similar to the term in the verse:

“And captains [shalishim] over them all” (Exodus 14:7), which

refers to the highest ranking soldiers (Tosafot).
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NOTES
They stop to recite Shema - yw ntg’jp'? o
Some explain that the difficulty is not with regard
to the repetition of the halakha but with the fol-
lowing language: They stop, etc., which appears
to be introducing a new case and not continuing
to discuss the previous matters (Rashash). Others
understand that, according to the Gemara’s con-
clusion, when the mishna said: They stop for prayer,
in our mishna, it is referring to when there is insuf-
ficient time remaining in the day to pray. When
the mishna said: They do not stop, it is referring to
when there is sufficient time left in the day. In fact,
the mishna is not dealing with the case of Rabbi
Shimon bar Yohai and his friends (Korban Netanel).

The attendant sees — {7 ji7: In the Jerusalem
Talmud, itis explained that there is no concern that
the children will adjust the wick. As far as they are
concerned, they would prefer that the light extin-
guish faster so as not to read. Others explain that
the attendant sees only the beginning of the sec-
tion, opens to it for his students, and shows them
where they need to read, but he himself does not
read at all (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna).

LANGUAGE

Scribe [lavlar] - 1’7:’7 This word was borrowed
from the Greek )u[%)wtpmg, liblarios, and it came
to the Greek in a slightly different form from the
Latin librarius. In all of its forms, it means scribe
or secretary.

Quill [kulmos] - Dm'?ap: From the Greek kéAaytog,
kalamos, meaning a quill or pen.

BACKGROUND

In truth they said - 1% nxa: Tradition has it
that each time this phrase appears in a mishna, it
denotes an established halakha. Certain versions
of the text underscore that it denotes a law trans-
mitted to Moses from Sinai (Jerusalem Talmud,
Shabbat 1:2). Others emphasize that every use of
this phrase denotes a practical halakha (geonim).
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HALAKHA

We learned in the mishna that if they already began any one of the activities
mentioned in the mishna they need not stop to recite the Amida prayer;
however, they stop to recite Shema." The Gemara asks: Didn’t the first
clause of the mishna already teach that they need not stop? Why does the
mishna repeat it? The Gemara answers: In the latter clause of the mishna, we
came to discuss matters of Torah. With regard to those engaged in Torah
study, they need not stop for prayer, but they are required to stop to recite
Shema. As it was taught in a baraita: Torah scholars, who were engaged in
the study of Torah, stop their Torah study for Shema, and they do not stop
for prayer.” Rabbi Yohanan said a caveat to this statement: They only taught
that they need not stop for prayer with regard to the likes of Rabbi Shimon
ben Yohai and his colleagues, whose Torah is their vocation and they
never interrupt their Torah study. However, for the likes of us, who also
engage in other activities, we stop both for Shema and for prayer.

With regard to the essence of the statement the Gemara asks: Didn’t we learn

in a different baraita: Just as they do not stop for prayer, they do not stop

for Shema? The Gemara answers: When that baraita was taught, it was

taught with regard to those engaged in the intercalation of the year." Since

their activity is crucial and all the Festivals of the year are determined through

that activity, the Sages allowed them to continue and not stop to recite Shema.
As Rav Adda bar Ahava said, and the Elders of the city of Hagronya also

taught that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, said: When we were en-
gaged in the intercalation of the year in Yavne, we would stop neither for

Shema nor for prayer.

M I S H N A This mishna deals with various decrees, especially with

regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, which were issued
in order to distance a person from transgressions that he is liable to commit
through habit and routine. The mishna said: The tailor may not go out with
his needle adjacent to nightfall on Shabbat eve, lest he forget that he is car-
rying the needle and go out with it to the public domain even after Shabbat
begins. And, similarly, the scribe [lavlar]* may not go out with his quill [kul-
mos " for the same reason. And one may not shake his clothes on Shabbat
to rid them of lice; and one may not read a book by candlelight, so that he
will not come to adjust the wick of the lamp. However, in truth they said® an
established halakha: The attendant sees" where in the book the children
under his supervision are reading in the Torah, even by candlelight on Shab-
bat. However, he himself may not read. Similarly, the Sages issued a similar
decree with regard to other halakhot, as they said: The zav may not eat even
with his wife the zava, despite the fact that they are both ritually impure,
because, by eating together, they will come to excessive intimacy and become
accustomed to sin.

G E M ARA Among the halakhot concernilllg decrees thfxt were

issued lest one come to commit a transgression, we
learned in a mishna there: A person may not stand in the private domain
and drink water located in the public domain," or vice versa, stand in the
public domain and drink water located in the private domain, lest he trans-
fer the vessel from which he is drinking the water to the place where he is
standing and become liable to bring a sin-offering. However, if he introduced
his head and most of his body into the place where the water that he is
drinking is located, there is no longer room for concern, and it is permitted,

They stop for Shema and they do not stop for prayer - pp*oan
b ppoon Y i nxpY: A Torah scholar, whose Torah
is hls vocation, like Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai and his colleagues,
interrupts his Torah study to recite Shema but not to recite the
Amida prayer, even if the time designated to recite the Amida
prayer will consequently pass. We, who are not on that level,
interrupt our Torah study both to recite Shema and to pray. If
one is teaching Torah to others, he does not stop, even to recite
Shema. Nevertheless, he must pause to recite the opening
verse of Shema (Rema) in order to accept the yoke of Heaven
upon himself. In addition, he should seek to include a halakha
relating to the exodus from Egypt in his lecture, so that he will
mention the Exodus during the time designated to recite She-
ma (Mishna Berura). If he is certain that time will remain after
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his lecture to recite Shema and pray, he need not pause at all
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 2:5; Hilkhot Tefilla
6:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 106:3 and in the comment
of the Rema).

In the intercalation of the year — M@ mawa: Those engaged
in seeing to the needs of the community, e.g., intercalating the
year, do not stop to recite Shema, as their legal status is like
that of those studying Torah (Jerusalem Talmud). They should
complete their task and, if time remains, recite Shema thereafter
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 2:5).

The tailor may not go out with his needle...the scribe not
with his quill - 1Dip3 Y9213 ww Ky 8: It s pro-
hibited for the tailor to go out with his needle in his hand and

for the scribe to go out with his quill on Shabbat eve just prior
to nightfall. However, if it is stuck in his clothing, it is permitted
according to Rabbi Meir, as per the conclusion of the Gemara
(Magen Avraham). Others dispute this leniency and hold that
the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda in this case as
well (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:26; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:6; Vilna Gaon).

A person may not stand in the private domain and drink in
the public domain — Mm@ a nawn o w2 O Tinw xH
o377: By Torah law, a person may only stand in one domain
and dmnkfrom a different domain if he put his head and most
of his body into the domain from which he is drinking (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 350:1).
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and the same is true in the wine press.

In light of the halakha that was taught in this mishna a dilemma was raised
before the Sages: What is the legal status of a karmelitin this matter? Is it
permissible to stand in one domain and drink from a karmelit or not?" Abaye
said: That case is equal to that case, i.e., the same way that the Sages prohib-
ited drinking from the private domain to the public domain and vice versa,
so too, they prohibited drinking from the karmelit to another domain. Rava
said: Itis not prohibited. It, the prohibition to carry between a karmelit and
another domain, itself is merely a rabbinic decree. And will we arise and
issue one decree to prevent violation of another decree?" Although the
Sages prohibited doing so in one of the domains by Torah law; i.e., the pub-
lic and the private domains, a similar decree was not issued in a karmelit,
which is a domain by rabbinic law.

Abaye said: From where do I say that halakhag, i.e., that the decree applies
to a karmelit? From that which we learned at the end of the mishna in trac-
tate Eiruvin: And the same is true in the wine press. The question arises:
What is the status of the wine press in terms of the domains of Shabbat? If
you say that it is the private domain, we already learned that in the mishna.
Ifit is the public domain, we already learned that as well. Rather, isn’t this
press a karmelit? Apparently, a karmelit was also prohibited in the mishna.

Rava said: That which we learned in the mishna: And the same is true in
the wine press, is not relevant to the halakhot of Shabbat. It refers to the
matter of the halakhot of tithes." And Rav Sheshet also said: That which
we learned in the mishna: And the same is true in the wine press, refers to
the matter of tithes," as we learned in a mishna: One may ab initio drink
grape juice directly on the press without tithing, whether the juice was di-
luted with hot water, even though he will then be unable to return the left-
over wine to the press, as it would ruin all the wine in the press, or whether
the juice was diluted with cold water, in which case he could return the
leftover wine without ruining the rest, and he is exempt. Drinking that way
is considered incidental drinking, and anything that is not a fixed meal is
exempt from tithing. That is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Elazar,
son of Rabbi Tzadok, obligates one to separate the tithe in both cases. And
the Rabbis say: There is a distinction between these two cases; when the
wine was diluted with hot water, since he cannot return what is left of the
wine to the press, he is obligated to tithe, as it is like fixed drinking for which
one is obligated to tithe. However, when the wine was diluted with cold
water, he is exempt, because he returns the leftover wine to the press, and
it is incidental drinking, which is exempt from tithing. Our mishna, which
says: And the same is true in the press, means that only if his head and most
of his body was in the press is he permitted to drink without separating the
tithe, and that halakha is not at all related to matters of Shabbat (Rabbeinu
Hananel).

As proof for Abaye’s opinion, the Gemara states that which we learned in

our mishna: The tailor may not go out with his needle adjacent to nightfall

on Shabbat eve, lest he forget that he is carrying the needle and go out with

it to the public domain even after Shabbat begins. Is it not speaking here in

a case where the needle was stuck in his clothing? In that case, even if he

was to go out into the public domain with the needle, he would not be liable

by Torah law, since that is not the typical manner of carrying out; carrying
out an object in that manner is prohibited only by rabbinic decree [shevut].
Nevertheless, not only did the Rabbis issue a decree to prohibit going out

with the needle on Shabbat, they issued a decree to prevent violation of
another decree and prohibited the tailor from going out with his needle

adjacent to nightfall. Apparently, the Sages institute a decree to prevent vio-
lation of another decree with regard to the halakhot of carrying out on

Shabbat ( Tosafot). Consequently, with regard to the halakhot of karmelit, the

Sages issued a decree as well, and this is proof for Abaye’s opinion. The

Gemara rejects this: No, the mishna is referring to a case where he is hold-
ing the needle in his hand, which constitutes performance of the full-fledged

prohibited labor of carrying out.

HALAKHA

Drinking in a karmelit - n”?pj;:;x mow: One
who is standing in a public domain or in a pri-
vate domain is permitted to move his head into
a karmelit and drink there. Since the halakha of
the karmelit itself is a rabbinic decree, they did
not issue a decree upon a decree. This ruling is
according to Rava, as the halakha is ruled in his
favor in disputes with Abaye (Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 350:1).

And the same is true in the wine press, refers
to the matter of tithes — Y&y pawb ns3 11 One
may drink the wine in a wine press if the drinking
is near the wine press and incidental. If he put the
wine into a hot dish of food, even if he did so near
the wine press, it is considered a fixed meal and
he may not eat it until he tithes (Rambam Sefer
Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma'aser 5:16).

NOTES

Decree to prevent violation of another decree —
n'l;_g'? 7 The principle thata decree is not issued

upon adecree is accepted in the Gemara and has

support from the Torah. Although there is a direc-
tive to establish protection for mitzvot, protection

for that protection is not established. Of course, if
that were to be done, it could continue ad infini-
tum. Although Abaye agrees with the principle,
he holds that since carrying out on Shabbat is an

insubstantial labor that hardly seems like a bona

fide prohibited labor, it was necessary to establish

extra protection for it (Ritva).

Establishing the obligation for tithes — myap
ﬂxpgr;'?: There is a principle with regard to the
halakhot of tithes that, as a rule, there is only an
obligation to tithe produce on which work has
been completed and not produce that is still be-
ing processed. Therefore, one who eats and drinks
in an incidental manner from fruit that has not
been completely processed is not required to
tithe it. Some explain that here, in a winery, the
reason for the distinction between hot and cold
water is not between wine mixed with hot water
that cannot be returned to the wine press and
wine that can be returned. Rather, the reason
is that wine mixed with hot water is already a
drink whose processing has been completed and
nothing more need be done. Therefore, one is
obligated to tithe it (Rambam’s Commentary on
the Mishna).
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HALAKHA

The tailor may not go out with his needle stuck
in his clothing — 1 727 fora e Ky Kb
1333: Its prohibited for a tailor to go out with a
needle stuck in his clothes. If he did so, he is ex-
empt from bringing a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:21; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 301:12).

The zav may not go out with his pouch — xy? xb
§©122 217: Itis prohibited for a zav to go out with a
small leather pouch that he places in order to pro-
tect himself from the filth of his emission, as per
the statements of Abaye and Rava. If he went out,
he is liable because in this matter they ruled that
he is liable for a prohibited labor not necessary
for its own sake (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 19:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:13).

LANGUAGE
Weaver [gardi] - »11: From the Greek y£€pSiog,
gerdios, meaning weaver.

Bit of wool [ira] — X pX: From the Greek dwTtov or
dwTog, aoton or aotos, meaning wool. The weaver
displays a small swatch of wool for work purposes.

Layman [hedyot] - ui*"!f_l: From the Greek i&(b’rqg,
idiotes, and it has various meanings such as private,
a private man, or a simple man. Several of them
are used in the language of the Sages.

Other meanings of the word are also in use,
for example, one who does not occupy a special
position, e.g., a common priest.

NOTES

A layman who carved out a vessel the size of a
kav in a piece of wood on Shabbat - ppmw vir17
nawa nypaa ap: Some explain that he carved
the shape of a kav from the piece of wood, which
is a type of prosthetic for leg amputees (Arukh).

The halakhot of emissions of a zav — 712% w7
The portion dealing with of the halakhot of the
emissions of a zav is written in the Torah (Leviticus
151-15). From those verses, the Sages derived a
distinction between one who sees an emission
once, twice, and three times. One who sees an
emission once, although he is ritually impure, he
does not have the ritual impurity of a zav at all. If
one sees an emission twice, all the laws of the im-
purity of a zav apply to him but he is not required
to bring a sacrifice with his purification. After one
who sees an emission three times completes
counting seven clean days without an emission,
he is obligated to bring a sacrifice of purification.
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Come and hear another proof from that which was taught explicitly in the ba-
raita: The tailor may not go out with his needle stuck in his clothing." Is it
not speaking of a case where he goes out on Shabbat eve, and the Sages issued
a decree to prevent violation of another decree, just as Abaye said? The Ge-
mara rejects this: No, when that was taught in the baraita, it was only with re-
gard to carrying out on Shabbat itself. The Gemara asks further: Wasn’t it
taught explicitly in a baraita: The tailor may not go out with his needle stuck
in his clothing on Shabbat eve at nightfall, and the Sages issued a decree to
prevent violation of another decree, just as Abaye said? The Gemara rejects this:
Whose opinion is cited in this baraita? It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who
said: A craftsman who carries out an object in the manner common to his craft,
even if others do not generally carry it out in that manner, the craftsman is liable,
because he carried the object out in a manner standard for him.

As it was taught in a baraita: The tailor may not go out with his needle that is
stuckin his clothing, and a carpenter may not go out with the wood chip that
is behind his ear for use as a measuring stick, and a comber of wool may not
go out with a cord with which he ties bundles of wool and which is usually
placed that is on his ear, and a weaver [gardi]* may not go out with a bit of
wool [ira]" thatis on his ear which he uses for the purpose of his work, and the
painter may not go out with the sample of dyed wool that is on his neck, and
amoney changer may not go out with the dinar thatis in his ear. In all of these
cases the halakha is that if he went out, he is exempt by Torah law, but it is
prohibited for him to do so by rabbinic decree. This is the statement of Rabbi
Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: A craftsman who carries out an object in the manner
common to his craft on Shabbat is liable by Torah law; any other person who
carries it out in that manner is exempt, but it is prohibited for him to do so.

Since the dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda with regard to the
legal status of one who carries out an object in an atypical manner was men-
tioned, the Gemara discusses a contradiction between two related baraitot. It
was taught in one baraita: The zav may not go out on Shabbat with his pouch"
that he ties to his organ in order to absorb his emission. And if he went out, he
is exempt by Torah law but it is prohibited for him to do so by rabbinic law.
And it was taught in another baraita: The zav may not go out on Shabbat with
his pouch. And if he went out unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering.

Rav Yosef said: This is not difficult. There is no contradiction between the
baraitot, as this baraita, which deems him exempt, is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Meir; that, the other baraita, which deems him liable, is in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda.

Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Say that you heard that Rabbi Meir deems him exempt
with regard to an object that is not carried out in its typical manner. However,
with regard to a matter that is carried out in its typical manner, did you hear
that he deems him exempt? In general, one carries out a needle in his hand.
Rabbi Meir exempts one who carries it out in his clothing, even if he is a crafts-
man. However, this pouch of a zav, even though it is not held in his hand, is
always carried out in that manner, and, even according to Rabbi Meir, that
constitutes a bona fide act of carrying out. As, if you do not say so, that the
specifics of various prohibited labors can be performed in different manners, in
the case of a layman [hedyot]," who carved out a vessel the size of a kav in a
piece of wood on Shabbat," would you say that Rabbi Meir also does not deem
him liable for performing a prohibited labor on Shabbat because he is not a
craftsman and he did not craft the vessel according to the standards of a crafts-
man? Certainly, the layman performed a full-fledged labor to the best of his
ability and he is liable.

Rather, Rav Hamnuna said: This is not difficult, as the two baraitot are refer-
ring to two different cases. Here, in the baraita that deemed him liable by Torah
law, it is referring to a zav who experienced two sightings of an emission. Liabil-
ity to bring an offering as part of the purification process is only after he sees
three emissions. Therefore, the zav requires the pouch in order to ascertain
whether or not he experienced a third emission. However, there, in the baraita
that deems him exempt, it is referring to a zav who already experienced three
sightings." For him there is no significance whether or not he experiences an
additional emission. Therefore, the pouch is insignificant and he has no interest
in carrying it out.
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The Gemara asks: What is different about a zav who had two sight-
ings, who is liable, as he requires the pouch for the purpose of ex-
amination to ascertain whether or not he experienced a third sighting,
and a zav who already experienced three sightings and requires the
pouch for the purpose of counting clean days? In order to become
ritually pure, he must count seven clean days without experiencing
an emission. If so, even a zav who had three sightings requires the
pouch, in order to ascertain whether or not he experienced another
emission. The Gemara answers: That baraita was only needed for
that day when he already saw his third emission. In any case, that day
will not be a clean day.

The Gemara asks: Doesn’t even that zav need the pouch so that his
clothes will not get soiled by the emission? Although he does not
need the pouch for a halakhic determination, he needs it for practical
considerations. Rabbi Zeira said: This tanna is the one who said
that any usage intended to prevent filth is not considered a special
purpose that will render a certain object an actual vessel. As we
learned in a mishna: One who places a bowl on the wall” while it is
raining, if he did that so that the bowl would be rinsed with the
rainwater, that is under the rubric of the verse: “If water be placed.™
The water has the legal status of a liquid that he poured of his own
volition on fruit and seeds. It renders them liable to become ritually
impure, as it is written: “If water be placed upon seed and any of their
carcass fell on it, it is impure to you” (Leviticus 11:38). However, if he
placed the bowl so

that the wall will not be damaged, it is not under the rubric of the
verse: “If water be placed.” The water does not have the legal status
of water poured for that purpose. This tanna does not consider pro-
tecting the wall from dirt as a significant usage. Similarly, protecting
the zav from being soiled by the emission would not be considered a
significant usage and the pouch used for that purpose would not be
considered a significant vessel. The Gemara rejects this: Are these
cases comparable? There, he does not need those liquids at all, and
therefore the vessel is not considered to have been placed to receive
them. However, here he needs this pouch to absorb the emission,
to ascertain whether or not he experienced an emission. Although on
that particular day he does not require the pouch, the zav typically
requires his pouch for the purpose of ascertaining whether or not
there is another emission.

Rather, this halakha with regard to the zav is comparable only to the
latter clause of the mishna dealing with rainwater, in which we
learned: A bowl that the drip of rain from the roof dropped into it,"
the water that splashes or overflows from the bowl does not have the
legal status of water collected for a purpose, and is not under the
rubric of the verse: “If water be placed.” And the water that is in the
bowl has the legal status of water collected for a purpose and is under
the rubric of the verse: “If water be placed.”™ Although, fundamen-
tally, one has no interest in the drip of water, once the water already
dripped, he wants it to remain in the bowl and not dirty the house.
That desire is sufficient to accord the water in the bowl the legal status
of water placed there willfully. The same is true with regard to the
pouch of the zav. In the current situation of the zav, he is interested
in keeping the emission in its place, and therefore the original diffi-
culty posed by the contradiction between the two baraitot remains
intact.

HALAKHA

One who places a bowl on the wall - Y71'11:" 5» Twpneiam:
When one places a bowl on the wall while itis raining with
the intention of rinsing the bowl, the water renders fruit
susceptible to ritual impurity. If one placed the bow! for the
purpose of protecting the wall from rain, the water does not
render fruit susceptible to ritual impurity, as per the mishna
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhlin 12:3).

NOTES

That is under the rubric of the verse: “If water be placed” -
7| 372 7103 In the Torah (Leviticus 11:37-38), it is stated
that if a dead creeping animal, a primary source of ritual
impurity, came into contact with food items, a planted seed,
it does not render them impure. However, if the foods came
into contact with water beforehand, even if they subse-
quently dried, the food is susceptible to ritual impurity. The
Sages derived that water’s contact with the foods needs to
have been willful, i.e,, the person had an interest in the liquid
touching the food. If he did not want the water to come into
contact with the food, it does not render it susceptible to
ritual impurity. The extensive halakhot associated with this
matter revolve around determining when it is considered
that the liquids have made contact with the foods willfully,
and when it is considered that they did so against one’s will.

HALAKHA

A bowl that the drip dropped into it — "15'! TP AW
'r:m'? Water that splashed into a bowl that one p\aced to
receive a drip renders foods susceptible to impurity. If it then
splashed out of that bowl, the water outside the bow! does
not render foods susceptible to impurity, as per the mishna
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhlin 12:8).

NOTES

Water is not under the rubric of the verse: “If water be
placed”...is under the rubric of the verse: “If water be
placed” — 71 9372 111 117,70 1273 1K As previously
mentioned, the halakhot of render\ng food susceptible to
ritual impurity are dependent on the question of whether
or not the water that is on the food was placed there will-
fully. However, there is no simple definition of will for this
matter, as there is no requirement that a person specifically
intend to moisten the fruit with water. Nevertheless, if a
person wanted this water to be in a specific place, that is
tantamount to placing it there for that purpose.
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HALAKHA

A person may go out donnlng phylactenes on
awn oy naw: tis permltted for aman to go out
wearing phylacteries on Shabbat eve at nightfall.
Since he is required to touch them at all times, he
will not forget them and carry them out to another
domain on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 19:26; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:6).

A person is obligated to touch his phylacteries at
all times — mywy vy b3 pona wownh o 2
One is obligated to touch his phylacteries at all times,
i.e., whenever he thinks of them (Magen Avraham),
so he will not be distracted from them (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat19:26 and Sefer Ahava,
Hilkhot Tefillin 4:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 28:1).

A person is required to feel his clothing Shabbat
eve at nightfall - oy naw 2 im33 wnwn’v omeann
W A person is obllgated to examine his dothes
Shabbat eve at nightfall to determine whether there
is an object there set aside from use on Shabbat (Ma-
gen Avraham) or an object that, due to the fact that he
is unaware thatitis in his pocket, he will come to carry
it out on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat19:26; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:7).

One may not shake by the light of the lamp — &
u1 11'&'? ]"71'9: One does not use the light of the lamp
on Shabbat for anything that requires scrutiny and
examination (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab-
bat 516; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2752).

NOTES
Just as the frontplate [tzitz]...that he should not
be distracted from it — 391 iy PE? zé’»y...y?x mn:
This is derived as follows: That which was stated in

theTorah:“And it should be always upon his forehead”

(Exodus 28:38), is certainly not to be taken literally
since the High Priest removes the frontplate from
time to time. Rather, the meaning is that whenever
the frontplate is on his head, he should be constantly
aware that it is there,

Phylacteries of the head — p’?’;ug wx‘w‘ﬂg: There are
four compartments in the phylacteries of the head,
which appear like thin slots. One of the four Torah
portions, in which the mitzva of phylacteries is men-
tioned, is inserted into each of these slots. On the side
of the phylacteries, the letter shin is carved into the
leather, the first letter of one of God's names, Shaddai.

Phylacteries of the head
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Rather, it is Abaye and Rava, who both said that this is not difficult.
There is no contradiction between the baraitot. This baraita, which deems
a zav liable by Torah law for going out with his pouch, is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. His opinion is that one who performs
a prohibited labor that is not needed for its own sake, but rather for a
different consequence of that prohibited labor, is liable. And that baraita,
which deems him exempt, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Shimon. He holds that one who performs a prohibited labor that is not
needed for its own sake is exempt. Since the zav is not at all interested in
the flow and the pouch, he is exempt by Torah law for carrying the pouch.

The Sage of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught in a baraita: A person
may go out ab initio donning phylacteries on Shabbat eve at nightfall."
Although one does not don phylacteries on Shabbat and going out don-
ning them involves an element of carrying, there is no concern lest he
forget and remove them on Shabbat. What is the reason for this? Be-
cause Rabba bar Rav Huna said: A person is obligated to touch his
phylacteries at all times" that he is donning them. This is derived from
an a fortiori inference [kal vahomer] from the frontplate [tzitz] of the
High Priest. Just as with regard to the frontplate, which has only one
mention of God’s name, the Torah said: “And it should be always upon
his forehead” (Exodus 28:38), which means that the High Priest must
always be aware that the tzitz is placed on his head and that he should
notbe distracted from it;" phylacteries that have numerous mentions
of God’s name, all the more so one should always be aware of them.
Therefore, he remembers that the phylacteries are on his head and is not
likely to come to carry them on Shabbat.N On arelated note, the Gemara
mentions that it was taught in a baraita that Hananya says: A person is
required to feel his clothing on Shabbat eve at nightfall" to ascertain
whether he forgot an object in his pockets that he might come to carry
on Shabbat. And Rav Yosef commented and said: That is a significant
halakha for Shabbat, and it is fitting to do so in order to refrain from
violating a prohibition.

We learned in the mishna: One may not shake his clothes on Shabbat
to rid them of lice; and one may not read a book by candlelight, so that
he will not come to adjust the wick of the lamp. A dilemma was raised
before the Sages: Does this mean that one may not shake his clothes
even during the day due to the concern lest he kill the louse that he finds
in his clothing, and our mishna is in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Eliezer? As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer said: One
who kills a louse on Shabbat, even though it is a very small creature, it
is as if he killed a camel, and there is no difference in the severity of the
prohibition. And what was said in the mishna: And he may not read by
candlelight, is due to concern lest he adjust the wick, a totally indepen-
dent matter. Or, perhaps both of these halakhot are due to the concern
lest he adjust the wick, and both halakhot apply exclusively at night.
During the day he is permitted to shake his clothes, and there is no
concern lest he kill a louse.

Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that which was taught
in a baraita: One may not shake clothing and one may not read a book
by candlelight on Shabbat. The style of the baraita indicates that both
actions are prohibited for the same reason. The Gemara rejects this: Is
this proof from the baraita a stronger proof than our mishna? In our
mishna, both halakhot are also cited together, and that was insufficient
proof that they share a common rationale.

Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that which was taught
in another baraita: One may not shake clothing by the light of the
lamp" and one may not read by the light of the lamp. These two decrees
are among the halakhot that the Sages said in the upper story of
Hananya ben Hizkiya ben Garon. Learn from this that both of the
decrees are due to the concern lest he adjust the wick. In both decrees,
the prohibition of doing so by the light of the lamp, lest he come to adjust
the wick, was mentioned. Indeed, learn from this.
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Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: It is prohibited to use candle-
light even to distinguish between his garments and the garments

of his wife." Because that requires a certain degree of scrutiny, there

is concern lest he adjust the wick in order to see better. To qualify
this statement, Rava said: We only said this with regard to the gar-
ments of the people of the city of Mehoza, as there the men’s gar-
ments are wide and ornamented similar to the women’s garments;

however, with regard to farmers and village residents, they know
the difference between men’s and women’s garments. There is no

concern lest they adjust the wick to distinguish between the gar-
ments, as the differences between men’s garments and women’s

garments are obvious. Even with regard to the clothing of the peo-
ple of Mehoza, we only said that it is prohibited to distinguish

between men’s and women'’s garments with regard to the garments

of old women; however, with regard to the garments of young
women, they know the difference and there is no concern lest one

adjust the wick to distinguish between them.

The Sages taught: One may not shake clothing to rid them of lice
in the public domain in deference to human dignity, as passersby
would be offended by this. Similarly, Rabbi Yehuda said, and some
say that Rabbi Nehemya said it: One may not make an appiktoizin,"
a drug to induce vomiting, in the public domain in deference to
human dignity. With regard to the matter of shaking clothing to rid
them of lice on Shabbat, the Gemara cites that which the Sages
taught in the Tosefta: One who shakes his clothing may squeeze
the louse and throw it, as long as he does not kill it. Abba Shaul
says: He may take the louse and throw it, as long as he does not
squeeze it. In his opinion, killing a louse is prohibited by Torah law.
Therefore, even squeezing it is prohibited, lest he come to kill it. Rav
Huna said: The halakha is that he may squeeze and throw the
louse, and that is the dignified way to get rid of a louse, and even
during the days of the week, when it is not Shabbat and there is no
concern lest he violate the prohibition of killing a louse. Even then,
it is preferable not to kill it because it is disgusting and it is sufficient
to simply throw it (Me'iri). The Gemara relates that Rabba would
kill the lice. And Rav Sheshet would also kill them. Rava would
throw them into a cup [lekna]' of water and he would not kill them
directly with his hands. The Gemara relates that Rav Nahman
would say to his daughters: Kill them, and let me hear the sound
of the combs,® meaning, you may kill the lice in the usual manner
on the comb.

As far as the basic halakha is concerned, it was taught in a baraita
that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says that Beit Shammai and Beit
Hillel disagreed with regard to killing a louse on Shabbat: One may
not kill a louse on Shabbat," this is the statement of Beit Sham-
mai; and Beit Hillel permit doing so. In their opinion, a louse is
unlike the other creatures for which one isliable for killing them on

Shabbat.

And Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar would also say in the name of
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel: One may not make matches [me-
shaddekhin]* for the children, to betroth them on Shabbat, and
one may not enter into an agreement to take the child and teach
him to read a sacred book or to teach him a trade, and one may
not comfort mourners on Shabbat, and one may not visit the sick
on Shabbat, this is the statement of Beit Shammai, as in their
opinion, those are weekday activities and not appropriate on Shab-
bat. And Beit Hillel permit performing all of these activities on
Shabbat, as they each include an aspect of mitzva."

The Sages taught in a baraita: One who enters to visit a sick person
on Shabbat" does not address him in the manner customary during
the week; rather, he says: It is on Shabbat that it is prohibited to
cry out and ask for compassion, and healing is soon to come. And
Rabbi Meir says that it is appropriate to add: The merit of Shabbat
is capable of engendering compassion.

HALAKHA

Even to distinguish between his garments and the gar-
ments of his wife — imgx +13a 1132 pa pramy dox: It
is prohibited to examine vessels or clothes that require
scrutiny in order to distinguish between them by the light
of the lamp on Shabbat, for example, a man’s clothes and
the clothes of his wife (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat19:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 275:).

Killing lice on Shabbat — nawa om> ny7: The halakha
is that it is permitted to kill lice on Shabbat in accordance
with the opinion of Beit Hillel. However, one who shakes
his clothes and finds a louse should not kill it, as he may
inadvertently come to kill another creature. Rather, he
should take it between his fingers and toss it aside (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:3; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 316:9).

Mitzva activities on Shabbat — nawa myn »xor: Al-
though it is prohibited to close a dea\ on Shabbat itis
permitted to speak about anything involving an element
of mitzva, even if it involves an aspect of business, e.g,,
making mitzva calculations, allotting charity, supervising
communal projects, matchmaking (see Mishna Berura),
and teaching children Torah or a profession (Tur). This is
in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 306:6).

Visiting the sick on Shabbat — nawa DYir wpra: Vis-
iting the sick and comforting mourners are permitted
on Shabbat as per the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 287).

LANGUAGE

Appiktoizin - privpax: A noun produced from the Greek
verb dﬁoxor‘ta[ﬁ%i@sw, apokottabizein, meaning to throw
out the last drops of wine in a cup. The noun, undocu-
mented in Greek, may mean spitting or making a loud
noise. When playing a Sicilian game called cottabus, much
in vogue in Athens, each person threw the wine leftin his
cup so that it would fall into a metal basin. If it fell with a
clear sound, it was a good sign.

Cup [lekna] - ng’g: From the Greek Aexdvy, lekane,
meaning a bowl or a trough.

Make matches [meshaddekhin] - p27wm: Apparently, the
source of the word is in the Aramaic root shadakh, which
means serenity or calm. Finding a match for a woman
means finding a place where she can exist in tranquility
and security (Ran).

BACKGROUND

Combs —mmap:

Ii’“;

Ancient comb from the era of the Judges, found in Megiddo
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NOTES

Among the sick people of Israel - BNWI’ "71!'1 Tina:

As a rule, the objective is to have each individual

include himself in the collective, as God's compas-
sion is greater on the collective and He also shows
compassion to the individual members of the col-
lective. Therefore, halakhot and stringencies relevant
to individuals do not apply to the nation as a whole.

Anyone who requests that his needs be met in
the Aramaic language, the ministering angels do
not attend to him — ¢ s Jiwa vy Sxiwa by
# Wit al ':m'm The statements of the Sagesin
this matter are difficult in every sense. With regard to
the essence of the matter that the ministering angels
are not familiar [makkirin] with the Aramaic language,
some explained that makkirin here means to hold
close or to endear, as in the verse: “May those who
hold you close [makkirekh] be blessed” (Ruth 2:19;
see Kaftor VaFerah). Others explained that this state-
ment was said specifically with regard to the Aramaic
language, which is despicable, but requests in other
languages are permitted (Rosh). The matter itself
is astonishing because it is forbidden to pray to an
emissary or interlocutor. What, then, do angels have
to do with our prayers? Some explained that this
teaches us that one should not pray in the Aramaic
language because it is the language of common
speech. A person would come to treat his prayer like
he does common speech and fail to have appropriate
intent. However, when praying in Hebrew, where the
formula of the prayers is of the highest quality, he will
have the proper intent. The matter of the ministering
angels was only said as a platitude. If he does not
have intention in his prayer, even ministering angels
cannot invest his prayer with meaning (HaKotev).
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HALAKHA

Rabbi Yehuda says that it is appropriate to say: May the Omnipres-
ent have compassion upon you and upon all the sick people of Is-
rael. Rabbi Yosei says that it is appropriate to say: May the Omni-
present have compassion upon you among the sick people of
Israel," thereby including this sick person within the community of
Israel. When Shevna of Jerusalem would visit a sick person on Shab-
bat, upon entering, he would say shalom. And when he exited he
would say: It is Shabbat when one is prohibited to cry out, and
healing is soon to come, and His compassion is abundant, and rest
on Shabbat in peace. The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose
opinion is the halakha that Rabbi Hanina said: One who has a sick
person in his house must include him among the sick people of
Israel” in his prayer? In accordance with whose opinion? In accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei.

And Rabbi Hanina said: It was only with great difficulty that the
Sages permitted to comfort the mourners and visit the sick on
Shabbat, as both the visitor and the comforter experience suffering
on Shabbat. They permitted it only due to the mitzva involved in these
activities. Rabba bar bar Hana said: When we would follow Rabbi
Elazar to inquire about the health of a sick person; sometimes he
would say in Hebrew: May the Omnipresent remember you for
peace, and sometimes he would say to him in Aramaic: May the
all-Merciful remember you for peace. He would say it in Aramaic
when the sick person did not understand Hebrew (Rav Elazar Moshe
Horovitz). The Gemara asks: How did he do this, pray in Aramaic?
Didn’t Rav Yehuda say: A person should never request that his
needs be met in the Aramaic language?" And, similarly, Rabbi
Yohanan said: Anyone who requests that his needs be met in the
Aramaic language, the ministering angels do not attend to him" to
bring his prayer before God, as the ministering angels are not famil-
iar with the Aramaic language, but only with the sacred tongue,
Hebrew, exclusively. The Gemara responds: A sick person is different.
He does not need the angels to bring his prayer before God because
the Divine Presence is with him."

As Rav Anan said that Rav said: From where is it derived that the
Divine Presence cares for and aids the sick person? As it is stated:
“God will support him on the bed of illness” (Psalms 41:4). The
Gemara comments: That was also taught in a baraita: One who en-
ters to visit the sick person should sit neither on the bed nor on a
chair; rather, he should wrap himself in his prayer shawl with trepi-
dation and awe, and sit before the sick person below him, as the
Divine Presence is above the head of the sick person, as it is stated:
“God will support him on the bed of illness,” and he must treat the
Divine Presence with deference. On a similar note, Rava said that
Ravin said: From where is it derived that the Holy One, Blessed be
He, feeds the sick person during his illness? As it is stated: “God
will support him on the bed of illness.”

Visiting the sick on Shabbat - nawa U’Lﬂn Wp*a: One who
visits a sick person on Shabbat says: It is Shabbat when it is
prohibited to cry out, and healing is soon to come, and His
compassion is abundant, and rest on Shabbat in peace. That
is in accordance with the statement of Shevna of Jerusalem,
whose statement includes and explains the opinion of the first
tanna (Tur; Shulhan Arukh). The custom is in accordance with
others who say that it is not necessary to say: His compassion
is abundant (Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat
24:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 287:1 and Yoreh De'a 335:6).

One who has a sick person...must include him among the
sick people of Israel - 7 qina naww Prg.. o0 o e n
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men One who visits the sick must include him in his prayers
among all the sick people of Israel, as per the statement of Rabbi
Yosei (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 335:6).

A person should never request that his needs be met in the
Aramaic language - "I 1153 127 o b b o
Because of the various explanations of this matter, the opinions
of the authorities were also divided. Some say that communal
prayer may be recited in any language that the community
understands, unless it is in Hebrew, in which case they fulfill
their obligation even without understanding (Magen Avra-
ham), while the prayer of the individual may be recited only
in Hebrew (Rif). Others say that even an individual may pray

in any language; however, personal requests must be exclu-
sively in Hebrew (the Sages of France). Yet others ruled that
one is permitted to make even personal requests in any lan-
guage other than Aramaic (Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim
101:4).

A sick person is different because the Divine Presence is
with him — iy nyow7 ,n"nn nXw: When a person is praying
for a sick person in the presence of the sick person, he may
pray in any language because the Divine Presence rests upon
the sick person. If one is praying for the sick person when the
sick person is not present, he should pray only in Hebrew in
order to satisfy all opinions (Taz; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 335:5).
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We learned in the mishna that one may not read a book by candle-
light on Shabbat. Rabba said: Since a decree was issued, there is no
distinction whether or not the lamp was near enough to him to enable
him to adjust the wick. The prohibition applies even if the lamp was
two statures of a person high," and even as high as two plow handles,
and even if it was as high as ten houses one atop the other. We
learned in the mishna that one may not read, and the Gemara infers:
One may not read, but for two, apparently he may well do so. They
will not violate any prohibition, as two people together will certainly
not forget the Shabbat prohibition. The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught
in a baraita that neither one nor two are permitted to read by the light
of the lamp? Rabbi Elazar said: This is not difficult, as there is room
to distinguish between them and say that here, where two were per-
mitted to read by candlelight, it is referring to a case where they are
both engaged in one matter" and will remind each other to refrain
from adjusting the wick. There, where two were prohibited to read
by candlelight it is referring to a case where they are engaged in two
different matters. Since each is preoccupied with a different text, they
will not pay attention and remind each other. Rav Huna said: And
with regard to a bonfire," where everyone is sitting around it and not
adjacent to it, even if they were ten people, it is prohibited to read
by its light. When sitting around a bonfire, everyone sits at a distance
from the others, and therefore they do not notice each other, and each
is liable to adjust the firebrands to provide himself with more light.

Rava said: Even though they prohibited reading by candlelight due
to a decree lest they adjust the wick, if he is an important person, it
is permitted," as even on weekdays he is not accustomed to adjust a
lamp that is dirty with oil. The Gemara raises an objection from that
which was taught in a Tosefta: One may not read a book on Shabbat
by the light of the lamp, lest he adjust it. The Tosefta relates that
Rabbi Yishmael ben Elisha said: I will read and will not adjust, as
I'will certainly not forget that it is Shabbat. However, once he read a
book by candlelight and he sought to adjust the wick. He said: How
great are the words of the Sages, who would say that one may not
read by candlelight, as even a person like me sought to adjust the
wick. Rabbi Natan says: That was not the way it happened. Rather,
he read and actually adjusted the wick, and he wrote afterward in
his notebook [pinkas]:® I, Yishmael ben Elisha, read and adjusted
alamp on Shabbat. When the Temple will be rebuilt I will bring a
fat sin-offering as atonement for this sin. This proves that even an
important person like Rabbi Yishmael ben Elisha is liable to adjust
the wick. Rabbi Abba said: Rabbi Yishmael ben Elisha is different,
since with regard to the study of Torah, he comports himself like
a simple man with no air of importance, but generally, an important
person would not dirty his hands and adjust the wick.

HALAKHA

One may not read a book by candlelight..
MW 1133 199K...925 TIKG Kk K9

was two statures high —

book, but two books, even if it is one matter, are prohibited. One
of the commentaries holds that one matter is permitted even

.even if the lamp

ninip: When the Sages prohlblted readmg on Shabbat by can-
dlelight, they prohibited doing so even if the lamp is placed so
high that there is no room for concern that one might adjust it.
The ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabba. For types
of lights with regard to which there is no significant concern
that one might adjust them, e.g., wax candles, some permitted
reading by their light to fulfill a mitzva (Maharshal). Others per-
mit reading by the light of a lantern locked with a key (Magen
Avraham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:14; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2752).

Here, in one matter — 7 1233 1x3: Two are permitted to read
by candlelight on Shabbat if they are reading one matter. The
Rema wrote that this applies only if they are reading from one

with two books (Magen Aviaham). Others say that the leniency
with regard to one matter and two people applies only with
regard to fulfilling a mitzva (Magen Aviaham; Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 275:2).

And with regard to a bonfire — 731 One may not read by
the light of a bonfire on Shabbat, even if ten people are seated
around it, as per the opinion of Rav Huna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 275:5).

If he is an important person, itis permitted - X177 2011 DT OX
3mm: An important person, who generally would not adjust a
lamp even on weekdays, is permitted to read by candlelight on
Shabbat, as per the Tosefta (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 275:4).

BACKGROUND

Notebook [pinkas] — ©ps: From the Greek nivag, pinax.
Its primary meaning is a tablet on which one writes. Over
time, the notebook became several tablets connected to
each other in the form of a small book. The notebooks in
the time of the Talmud varied in shape and were made
from various materials. It seems that the most common of
them was a notebook made of tablets of wood on which
they smeared a layer of wax, in which they would carve
words and erase them to write again.

Illustration of a talmudic-era notebook

2D ATKPIW-PEREKI-12B  §7



NOTES

Servant may examine cups - Niois p7ia waw: There are
many variant readings and explanations of this matter. Some
explain that it is prohibited for a servant who is not regularly
employed to examine the cups because he is unfamiliar with
them and will examine them more carefully. A regularly
employed servant who is familiar with them will examine
them only minimally (Ran). According to this opinion and
reading, the story of Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba’s servant is
cited because he was not regularly employed in the house
of Rav Asi. Another opinion explains that a servant who is not
regularly employed may not examine the cups because he is
concerned that the master might not hire him if he does not
check them carefully; however, a regularly employed servant
with job security does not share that concern, and may,
therefore, examine the cups. According to this approach, the
question was asked with regard to a regular servantand an
oil lamp, and Rabbi Yirmeya's servant was a regular servant
(Tosafot). Some explain the final question as also referring
to a regular servant according to the opinion that he exam-
ines them only minimally. However, the Gemara repeats the
question in order to clarify which of these variant readings is
the basis for the accepted halakha (Rambam).

LANGUAGE

Naphtha [nafta] - xw92: This word reached the Hebrew lan-
guage from the Greek va@8ag or vagBa, naftha or nafthas,
and the Greeks borrowed it from the Persian naft, meaning
mineral oil. Some believe that the word has a Semitic root,
from the Akkadian naptu, meaning to inflame.

Lamp [sheraga] - ®31w: This word was borrowed from
the Iranian in several Aramaic dialects. In Modern Persian, the
form of the word is chiragh, which means lamp or cande-
labrum.

BACKGROUND
Halakha and a public ruling is not issued to that effect —
121K n;b;l:This principle is applied to several matters
in the Torah. There are actions that are permitted, and a Torah
scholar, who is aware that they are permitted, may act ac-
cordingly. Nevertheless, a public ruling on the matter is not
issued, as that s liable to lead the less educated masses to sin.
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HALAKHA

On this subject, the Gemara cites two apparently contradictory
baraitot. It was taught in one baraita that a servant may examine
cups"" and bowls by candlelight to check if they are clean. And it
was taught in another baraita that he may not examine them. The
Gemara explains: This is not difficult. Rather, here, the baraita that
prohibited examining the cups, is referring to a regularly employed
servant who fears his master and examines the dishes meticulously.
Therefore, there is concern lest he come to adjust the wick. While
there, the baraita that permitted examining the cups, is referring to
a servant who is not regularly employed, does not fear his master,
and therefore will not check meticulously. There is no concern lest
he come to adjust the wick. And if you wish, say instead that this
baraita and that baraita are both referring to a regularly employed
servant. And this is not difficult, as they are not referring to the
same kind of lamp. This baraita, which prohibited examining the
dishes, is referring to an oil lamp, where there is room for concern
lest he adjust it. And that baraita, which permitted examining the
dishes, is referring to a naphtha [nafta]* lamp. Since the naphtha
lamp is dirty, the servant certainly will not touch it while checking
the cups and dishes.

A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the ruling with

regard to a servant who is not regularly employed in terms of ex-
amining cups and dishes by the light of an oil lamp? Is he permitted

to examine the cups by candlelight, or not? From the perspective

of his being a servant not regularly employed, it should be permitted.
On the other hand, because it is an oil lamp it should be prohibited.
Rav said: The halakha is that it is permitted, and, however, ab initio

a public ruling is not issued to that effect® so that they will not

come to sin. However, one who knows the halakha that it is permit-
ted may practice accordingly. Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba said: That

halakha is that it is permitted and a public ruling is issued to that

effect. The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba happened

to come to the house of Rav Asi on Shabbat. Rabbi Yirmeya’s

servant stood and examined the cups by the light of a lamp

[sheraga],' as he was not a regularly employed servant in the house

of Rav Asi. Rav Asi’s wife said to Rav Asi: But the Master, you, does

not do so. You prohibit doing so. Why is the servant of Rabbi

Yirmeya examining the cups? He said to her: Leave him, he holds

in accordance with the opinion of his master.

We learned in the mishna that in truth they said that the attendant
sees where in the book the children under his supervision are read-
ing, but he himself should not read. The Gemara asked: Didn’t you
say in the first clause of the mishna that the attendant sees? Doesn’t
that mean that he sees in order to read? How can that part of the
mishna conclude by saying that he may not read? The Gemara an-
swers: No, it does not mean that the attendant is permitted to actu-
ally read; rather, he is only permitted to look and arrange the begin-
ning of his sections" of the Torah that he must read the next day.
And so too, Rabba bar Shmuel said: However, he may arrange
the beginning of his sections that he must read the next day. The
Gemara asks: And may he not read the entire section?

A servant may examine cups — Nidis p7ia waw: Due to the
alternative readings of this passage, there are various expla-
nations resulting in varying halakhic rulings. The authorities
ruled that it is prohibited for a servant who is not a regular
employee is to examine cups by candlelight on Shabbat alto-
gether (Rambam). It is permitted for a regular servant to do so
with a naphtha lamp whose light is substantial. However, with
regard to an oil lamp, examination is permitted de jure, but a
public ruling is not issued to that effect, in accordance with
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the opinion of Rav. Others say that even a servant who is not
a regular employee is permitted to examine the cups by the
light of a naphtha lamp, since it is disgusting (Rema, based on
Tur and Beit Yosef, Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:16;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 275:12).

To arrange the beginning of his sections — "wxY 1‘3!_:’?
»RIIS: A teacher teaching his students may find the place
where the students are to begin reading by candlelight. He

may also arrange the beginning of the sections by reading
them from the book, but may only read the entire section
orally. The same is true with regard to anyone who does not
want to actually read by candlelight but only to look at some-
thing that he already knows. It is permitted to look at it even
by candlelight, as his legal status is equivalent to that of the
teacher arranging the beginning of the sections (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim
275:10).
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The Gemara raises an objection from that which was taught in a
Tosefta: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: The schoolchildren
would organize the sections and read the book by candlelight.""
Apparently, it is permitted to read by candlelight on Shabbat. The
Gemara answers: If you wish, say that the Tosefta is only referring
to the beginning of the sections. And if you wish, say instead that
children are different in this regard. Since the fear of their teacher
is upon them, they will not come to adjust the wick. Even on a
weekday, fear of their teacher will prevent them from tending to the
lamp during their study.

We learned in the mishna: Similar to this decree of Shabbat, the
Sagesissued a decree that the zav may not eat with his wife, the zava,
even though they are both ritually impure, because by eating to-
gether they will come to excessive intimacy and become accustomed
to sin. It was taught in a Tosefta that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says:
Come and see to what extent ritual purity was widespread in Is-
rael, as we did not learn: The ritually pure may not eat with the
ritually impure woman; but rather, the zav may not eat with the
zava," although they are both ritually impure, lest he become ac-
customed to sin. Needless to say, a pure and an impure person
certainly would not eat together, as everyone was careful with regard
to ritual purity. On a similar note, the Sages said: A zav who gener-
ally distances himself from ritual impurity, eats ritually pure food,
and is careful about separating tithes, may not eat with a zav who
is an am ha'aretz, who does not distance himself from ritual impu-
rity and is not careful about separating tithes, due to the concern lest
the am hauretz accustom him to frequently spend time with him,
by means of a shared meal.

The Gemara wonders: And if he accustoms him to be with him,
what of it, what is the problem? Rather, say: Lest he feed him im-
pure items." The Gemara asks: Is that to say that the zav who
generally distances himself from ritual impurity does not eat im-
pure things? In his impure state, everything he touches automati-
cally becomes impure, so why would he be concerned with regard
to impure items? Abaye said: This prohibition is due to a decree
issued by the Sages lest the am hauretz feed him food items that are
not tithed. Rava said: He needn’t worry about items that are not
tithed. Even if his friend was an am hauaretz, there is a general prin-
ciple in effect that most amei haaretz tithe their fruits. Rather, the
Sages were concerned lest he become accustomed to spending time
with the am haaretz even after the period of his impurity and he
feed him impure items even during the days of his purity.

An additional dilemma was raised before the Sages with regard to
the requirement to distance oneself from prohibition and impurity:
What is the halakha with regard to a menstruating woman? May
she sleep with her husband in one bed while she is in her clothes
and he is in his clothes? Rav Yosef said: Come and hear a resolu-
tion to this dilemma from what we learned in a mishna: The fowl is
permitted to be placed together with the cheese on the table, al-
though it may not be eaten with cheese. This is the statement of
Beit Shammai. Beit Hillel say: The fowl is neither permitted to be
placed together with the cheese on the table, nor may it be eaten
with it. According to the opinion of Beit Hillel, which is the halakha,
not only must one distance himself from the sin itself, but one must
also make certain that items that are prohibited together are not
placed together. The Gemara rejects this: There it is different as
there are not several consciousnesses. When the fowl and the
cheese are on one person’s table, he is liable to err and eat them both,
as there is only one consciousness there, his. That is not the case
when there are two people in one bed. In that case, there are two
consciousnesses and there is no concern that they will both forget
the prohibition.

NOTES

The schoolchildren would organize the sections and
read by candlelight - ixY 1ip) NS pyTER. NipPRT
:The Sages differ in explaining this matter. Some say that
children are permitted to read only in their teacher’s pres-
ence because they fear him (Rambam). Others explain that
children are permitted to read even without their teacher
present. Because they fear their teacher, even when he is
not there they dare not reach out their hand to adjust the
wick (Rashba).

Lest he feed him impure items - "&b 0127 u’v’:w XY

Itis important to remember that eating impure food items
that came into contact with a source of impurity is not
prohibited by Torah law. The prohibitions related to ritual

impurity apply only to distancing impurity from teruma,
consecrated items, and the Temple. Nevertheless, over the
generations there was a custom to eat even non-sacred

food in purity. That custom originated among those who

were especially vigilant in the fulfillment of mitzvot, e.g,,
perushim and haverim, who accepted this additional sanc-
tity upon themselves.

HALAKHA

The schoolchildren would organize the sections and
read by candlelight - 11&’7 M) N8 pyTER.. NipiNaa
371 Children are perm\tted to read by the light of a lamp
on Shabbat. We are not concerned lest they adjust the wick
since the fear of their teacher is upon them (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim
275:6).

The zav may not eat with the zava - 1217 oy 217 Lonr i
Even when a man is impure, he is only permitted to eat
with his impure, menstruating wife if they make notice-
able changes to ensure awareness of their condition and
separation (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 1:18
and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhlin 16:11; Shulhan Arukh,
Yoreh De'a 195:3).
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HALAKHA

So too, his wife when menstruating, even when
heisin his clothes and she is in her clothes, is pro-
hibited — 11D AT333 &M 11333 KT A7 IR AX:
It is prohibited for a husband to sleep in one bed
with his wife when her status is that of a menstruat-
ing woman, even when they are both dressed and
even if each has his own linens. It is prohibited even
to sleep in two beds that are touching (Rambam
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 11:18; Shulhan Arukh,
Yoreh De'a 195:6).

NOTES

The Torah only prohibited intimacy that involves
engaging in prohibited sexual relations - 11o% X
72572 vy 193 S manp Ko yin: Some explain
that Rabbi Pedat also wanted to proh\b|t intimacy
with a married woman because, clearly, that inti-
macy will lead to prohibited sexual relations. That is
is not the case with one’s relatives (Tosafot). From Jo-
seph’s statement to Potiphar’s wife, apparently even
intimacy that does not involve sexual relations is
prohibited with a married woman (see the commen-
taries on the Torah there). Rabbi Pedat merely said
that one should not derive a halakha with regard to
all prohibited sexual relations from the juxtaposition
in the verse in the book of Ezekiel (Ramban).
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The Gemara adds: So too, it is reasonable to say that where there are two
or more consciousnesses it is different, as it was taught in the latter
clause of that mishna, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Two guests
in one house may eat on one table this one eating meat and this one
eating cheese, and they need not be concerned. The Gemara rejects this:
That is not a proof. Was it not said with regard to this halakha that Rab-
bi Hanin bar Ami said that Shmuel said: They only taught that the two
of them may eat on one table when they are not familiar with each
other; however, if they are familiar with each other it is prohibited for
them to eat on one table, as there is room for concern that due to their
familiarity they will share their food and come to sin. And, if so, these too,
the husband and his wife, are familiar with each other. There is room for
concern that they will not keep appropriate distance, and therefore they
may not sleep together in one bed even if he is wearing his clothes and she
is wearing her clothes. The Gemara rejects this: How can you compare
these two cases? There, in the case of meat and milk, there are two con-
sciousnesses; however, there is no noticeable change from the norm, as
the meat and the cheese are on the table without any obvious indication
to remind them not to mix the food items. While, here, in the case of the
menstruating woman, there are two consciousnesses and there is also a
noticeable change from the norm, as it is unusual for people to sleep in
their clothes. The fact that they are both dressed constitutes a change.

Others cite the previous passage as proof for Rav Yosef’s opinion and then

reject it and say: Come and hear, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says:
Two guests may eat on one table, this one eating meat and this one eat-
ing cheese. And it was stated with regard to this halakha that Rabbi

Hanin bar Ami said that Shmuel said: They only taught that the two of
them may eat on one table when they are not familiar with each other;
however, if they are familiar with each other it is prohibited for them

to eat on one table, as there is room for concern that due to their familiar-
ity they will share their food and come to sin. And, if so, these too, the

husband and his wife are familiar with each other. There is room for
concern that they will not act with the appropriate separation, and there-
fore they cannot sleep together in one bed, even if he is wearing his clothes

and she is wearing her clothes. The Gemara distinguishes between the

cases: There, in the case of meat and cheese, although there are two

consciousnesses, there is no noticeable change. The meat and the cheese

are on the table with no obvious indication to remind them not to mix
the food items. While here, in the case of the menstruating woman, there

are two consciousnesses and there is also a noticeable change.

Come and hear a resolution to the dilemma from what we learned in our

mishna: The zav may not eat with the zava due to concern that excessive

intimacy will lead them to become accustomed to sin. Even eating to-
gether is prohibited. The Gemara answers: Here, too, although there are

two consciousnesses, there is no noticeable change.

Come and hear a different resolution from that which was taught in a
baraita: It is stated: “And he has not eaten upon the mountains, neither
has he lifted up his eyes to the idols of the house of Israel, neither has he
defiled his neighbor’s wife, neither has he come near to a woman in her
impurity” (Ezekiel 18:6). This verse juxtaposes a menstruating woman
to his neighbor’s wife. Just as lying together with his neighbor’s wife,
even when he is in his clothes and she is in her clothes, is prohibited,
so too, lying with his wife when she is menstruating, even when he is in
his clothes and she is in her clothes, is prohibited."

The Gemara comments: And this conclusion disagrees with the opinion
of Rabbi Pedat, as Rabbi Pedat said: The Torah only prohibited inti-
macy that involves engaging in prohibited sexual relations," as it is
stated: “None of you shall approach to any that is near of kin to him,
to uncover their nakedness” (Leviticus 18:6). The prohibition of inti-
macy in the Torah applies exclusively to relations, and all other kinds of
intimacy that do not include actual relations are not included in the pro-
hibition. When there is separation, they did not issue a decree.
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The Gemara relates that Ulla, when he would come from the
house of his teacher, would kiss his sisters on their chests.
And some say: On their hands. Ulla was not concerned about
violating the prohibition of displaying affection toward a rela-
tive forbidden to him, as his intention was not to have rela-
tions with them. The Gemara adds that his action was in
contradiction to a saying of his, as Ulla said: Even any inti-
macy is prohibited" with a woman with whom he is forbid-
den to engage in sexual relations due to the reason formulated
as an adage: Go around, go around, and do not approach the
vineyard, they say to the nazirite. They advise the nazirite,
who is forbidden to consume any product of a vine, that he
should not even approach the vineyard. The same is true with
regard to the prohibition of forbidden relations. According to
Ulla, one must distance himself from them to whatever degree
possible.

The Sage in the school of Eliyahu” taught a baraita that deals
with this halakha: There was an incident involving one stu-
dent" who studied much Mishna and read much Bible, and
served Torah scholars extensively, studying Torah from them,
and, nevertheless, died at half his days, half his life expec-
tancy. His wife in her bitterness would take his phylacteries
and go around with them to synagogues and study halls,
and she said to the Sages: It is written in the Torah: “For it
is your life and the length of your days” (Deuteronomy
30:20). If so, my husband who studied much Mishna, and
read much Bible,

and served Torah scholars extensively, why did he die at
half his days? Where is the length of days promised him in
the verse? No one would respond to her astonishment at all.
Eliyahu said: One time I was a guest in her house, and she
was relating that entire event with regard to the death of her
husband. And I said to her: My daughter, during the period
of your menstruation, how did he act toward you?" She said
to me: Heaven forbid, he did not touch me even with his
little finger. And I asked her: In the days of your white gar-
ments, after the menstrual flow ended, and you were just
counting clean days, how did he act toward you then?" She
said to me: He ate with me, and drank with me, and slept
with me with bodily contact and, however, it did not enter
his mind about something else, i.e., conjugal relations. And
I'said to her: Blessed is the Omnipresent who killed him for
this sin, as your husband did not show respect to the Torah."
The Torah said: “And to a woman in the separation of her
impurity you should not approach” (Leviticus 18:19), even
mere affectionate contact is prohibited. The Gemara relates
that when Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia,
he said: That student did not actually sleep with her with
bodily contact; rather, it was in one bed that they slept with-
out contact. In the West, in Eretz Yisrael, they say that Rav
Yitzhak bar Yosef said: When they would sleep together in
one bed, she wore a belt [sinar]' from the waist down that
would separate between him and her. Nevertheless, since
the matter is prohibited, that student was punished.

HALAKHA
Even any intimacy is prohibited - wox mamp ow ﬂ'?*;tg: One may
not have any physical intimacy, i.e., hugging or kissing, with women
with whom sexual relations is forbidden, with the exception of his
mother or daughter. This prohibition applies even if he derives no
pleasure and his evil inclination is not stimulated, as per the statement
of Ulla (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:6; Shulhan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 2137).

PERSONALITIES

Eliyahu —mf?tg: In many places in the Talmud and the midrash, Elijah
the Prophet appears to people, especially to the Sages, and resolves
their dilemmas. As it is stated in the Prophets (1 Kings 2:11), Elijah did
not die and he continues to serve as an emissary of God. On the one
hand, he is the angel of the covenant. On the other hand, he is a person
who alleviates problems in the world.

The midrash named Tanna Devei Eliyahu or Seder Eliyahu Rabba and
Seder Eliyahu Zuta is an independent entity. It is said in the Talmud
(Ketubot 110a) that Elijah revealed halakha and aggada in these books
to Rav Anan.

However, there are those who believe that Tanna Devei Eliyahu and
the school of Eliyahu are not references to Elijah the Prophet; rather,
they are named for one of the tanna’im who lived during the Second
Temple period (Sefer Beer Sheva). One could possibly draw the same
conclusion from one of the variant readings in the Rambam. According
to that opinion, Tanna Devei Eliyahu, especially those sections where
Eliyahu tells of his work and conversations with others, are merely
statements of that tanna.

NOTES
Anincidentinvolving one student, etc. - 121108 -r»r;’?zj; nwyn:The
early commentaries wondered how that student, who was a Torah
scholar, could treat Torah matters with such disdain. By Torah law, a
menstruating woman is impure until she immerses herself in a ritual
bath. They explain that his custom or the prevailing custom (Tosafot)
was that a woman would immerse herself at the end of the days of
her menstrual flow, when her period of impurity ended by Torah law.
As a result, during those extra days added due to the stringency that
Jewish women imposed upon themselves, he did not conduct himself
with the same stringency (Ramban; Rashba).

HALAKHA

During the period of your menstruation, how did he act toward
you — '[’7}'& N1 1 JT i3 A man must distance himself from
his wife as long as she has menstruating woman status. He may not
touch her at all, even with his little finger. In addition, he may not
hand her anything directly nor receive anything directly from her
hand (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 11:18; Shulhan Arukh,
Yoreh De'a 195:2).

In the days of your white garments, how did he act toward you
then— j’?gg_c nis] j’gﬂ.‘-b »n2: Even in the days following the menstrual
flow, known as the days of white garments, all of the prohibitions
and separations of the menstruation period apply until she immerses
herself (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 11:18; Shulhan Arukh,
Yoreh De'a 195:14).

NOTES

As he did not show respect to the Torah - "1111'15 019 KL téw
Some explain that this means that the Holy One, Blessed be He did
not accord the Torah student preferential treatment. Although he was
a Torah scholar, God would not overlook his sin. Because he violated
a rabbinic decree, he was punished (Megillat Esther).

LANGUAGE

Belt [sinar] - 9': The origin of this word is not clear. Apparently it was
borrowed from the Greek Zwvo’nplov, zonarion, which means a kind of
long belt that women wear on their flesh.
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PERSONALITIES

Hananya ben Hizkiya — mptr 13 mam: He was one of the
tanna’im in the Second Temple period. We are familiar with only
a few of the names of Sages from the earlier generations. Appar-
ently, Hananya ben Hizkiya lived in the days of the students of
Shammai and Hillel, although he himself was not among them.
His greatest accomplishment, for which he is praised in several
places in the Talmud, was his defense of the book of Ezekiel. There
are apparent contradictions between the Torah and the book of
Ezekiel. In addition, the book of Ezekiel contains the description
of God's chariot and other mysteries. As a result, the Sages sought
to suppress it. Only thanks to Hananya ben Hizkiya was the book
preserved as part of the canon.

Apparently, his son, Rabbi Eliezer, who is mentioned several
times in the sources, assisted him in authoring Megillat Ta‘anit and
perhaps did most of the work.

NOTES

Were counted, and Beit Shammai outnumbered - 1am12): The
decisions of the Sages were usually reached in a meeting place
where the most prominent Sages would gather. They would
determine the halakha according to a majority vote. This incident
was an unofficial gathering of Sages in an attic. In a departure
from routine, the majority ruled in favor of Beit Shammai. Many
reactions to this incident were noted, among them the expres-
sion: And that day was as difficult for Israel as the day the Golden
Calf was made. Apparently, the dispute between the parties was
very intense, and Beit Shammai's majority was an unexpected
development. The arguments with regard to assessment of these
decrees continued during the subsequent generations. Neverthe-
less, due to the intensity of the arguments, the Sages decided not
to abrogate the decrees.
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BACKGROUND

Table of the levels of impurity

MI S HNAAnd these are among the halakhot

that the Sages, who went up to visit
him, said in the upper story of Hananya ben Hizkiya® ben
Garon. The precise nature of these halakhot will be explained
in the Gemara. These halakhot are considered one unit be-
cause they share a distinctive element. Since many Sages were
there, among them most of the generation’s Torah scholars in
Eretz Yisrael, they engaged in discussion of various halakhot
of the Torah. It turned out that when the people expressing
opinions were counted, the students of Beit Shammai out-
numbered" the students of Beit Hillel, and they issued de-
crees with regard to eighteen matters on that day in accor-
dance with the opinion of Beit Shammai.?

G E M ARA With regard to the language that in-

troduces our mishna, Abaye said to
Rav Yosef: Did we learn in our mishna: These are among the
halakhot, or did we learn in our mishna: And these are among
the halakhot? The difference is significant. Did we learn: And
these, and if so the reference would be to those that we said
earlier, i.e., that those halakhot are included in the decrees? Or
did we learn: These, and if so the reference would be to those
that we seek to mention below? Come and hear a solution
to this dilemma from the fact that these matters were taught
together in a baraita: One may not shake garments to rid
them of lice by the light of the lamp and one may not read
by the light of the lamp; and these are among the halakhot
that the Sages said in the attic of Hananya ben Hizkiya ben
Garon. Conclude from this that we learned: And these in
the mishna, and the reference is to the decrees mentioned
earlier.

In the context of this chapter, in the midst of the discussion of the eighteen decrees, many halakhot of ritual purity and impurity are discussed. In this chart, the primary framework of these ha-
lakhot is delineated. It is important to remember that numerous details are not included in these general principles.

Source

Example

Manner in which it transmits impurity

Ultimate source of ritual impurity

Primary source of ritual impurity

First degree ritual impurity
(Secondary source of ritual impurity)

Second degree ritual impurity

Third degree ritual impurity
(only applies to teruma and consecrated items)

Fourth degree ritual impurity
(only applies to consecrated items)

Corpse

Any person or vessel that came in contact with a corpse, a
leper, a zav, a dead creeping animal, an animal carcass

A person, vessel, or food that comes in contact with a
dead creeping animal, a zav, an animal carcass, etc.

Foods and liquids that come in contact with first
degree ritual impurity, e.g., one who immersed himself
during the day, hands, the rest of the eighteen items

with regard to which the decree was issued

Foods and liquids that come in contact
with second degree ritual impurity

Foods and liquids that come in contact
with third degree ritual impurity

It renders anything capable of becoming ritually
impure a primary source of ritual impurity

Confers first degree ritual impurity status
upon any person, vessel, or food item

Confers second degree ritual impurity status upon any foods
or liquids and disqualifies non-sacred foods and liquids

Confers third degree ritual impurity status upon
consecrated foods and liquids and disqualifies teruma

Teruma with this status is disqualified and it
disqualifies consecrated foods and liquids

Consecrated foods and liquids with this status are disqualified

Certain principles relating to the details of ritual purity and
impurity must be added to this general outline. The term dis-
qualify appears in this chart. In the context of the halakhot of
impurity, it means: It causes other items to become ritually
impure; however, those items cannot render other items im-
pure. In contrast, an item that is ritually impure is impure itself
and can transmit that impurity to other items.

The standard halakha is that non-sacred foods are ritually
impure when they have first degree ritual impurity status and
disqualified when they have second degree status. Teruma,
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There were even those who were careful to eat their non-

which is of elevated sanctity, is disqualified even when it
has third degree status. Consecrated items, which have an
even higher level of sanctity, are disqualified when they have
fourth degree status. There are additional levels of impurity,
though they are not enumerated with the standard levels.
During certain periods in Jewish history, there were groups
who were especially vigilant in the fulfillment of mitzvot and
were careful to eat their non-sacred foods according to the
purity standards of teruma, i.e., they avoided having their
food come in contact with second degree ritual impurity.

sacred foods according to the purity standards of consecrated
items.

Another principle in the halakhot of impurity is that food
can only render other food ritually impure by means of liquids,
which serve as conductors of ritual impurity. An additional
rabbinic decree was added to this halakha: All impure liquids,
regardless of their degree of impurity, will always have first
degree ritual impurity status. There are very few cases where
this decree does not apply.
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The Sages taught in a baraita with regard to Megillat Ta‘anit, which is
a list of days of redemption that were established as celebrations for
generations: Who wrote Megillat Ta'anit?® This scroll was written by
Hananya ben Hizkiya ben Garon and his faction, who held dear the
memory of the troubles that befell Israel and their salvation from them.

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said: We also hold dear the memory
of the troubles from which Israel was saved, but what can we do? If
we came to write all the days of that kind, we would not manage to
do so, as the troubles that Israel experienced in every generation and
era are numerous, and on each day there is an event worthy of com-
memoration.

Alternatively: Why do we not record the days of salvation from trou-
bles? Just as a crazy person is not hurt, as he is not aware of the
troubles that befall him, so too, we cannot appreciate the magnitude
of the calamities that befall us.

Alternatively: The flesh of a dead person does not feel the scalpel
[izemel]™ cutting into him, and we, too, are in such a difficult situation
that we no longer feel the pains and troubles. With regard to the last
analogy, the Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rav Yitzhak say: The
gnawing of maggots is as excruciating to the dead as the stab of a
needle is to the flesh of the living, as it is stated with regard to the
dead: “But his flesh shall hurt him," and his soul mourns over him”
(Job14:22)? Rather, say and explain the matter: The dead flesh in parts

of the body of the living person that are insensitive to pain does not

feel the scalpel that cuts him.

Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Truly, that man is remembered for
the good, and his name is Hananya ben Hizkiya, as if not for him,
the book of Ezekiel" would have been suppressed because its con-
tents, in many details, contradict matters of Torah. The Sages sought
to suppress the book and exclude it from the canon. What did he,
Hananya ben Hizkiya, do? They brought him three hundred jugs of
oil, for light and food, up to his upper story, and he sat isolated in the
upper story and did not move from there until he homiletically in-
terpreted all of those verses in the book of Ezekiel that seemed con-
tradictory, and resolved the contradictions.

We learned in the mishna that when the Sages went up to the upper
story of the house of Hananya ben Hizkiya ben Garon, they were

counted and issued eighteen decrees in accordance with the opinion

of Beit Shammai. The Gemara asks: What are those eighteen matters?

The Gemara answers: As we learned in a mishna, a list of the decrees

that the Sages issued with regard to items whose level of impurity is

such that if they come into contact with teruma they disqualify it. By
means of that contact, the teruma itself becomes impure, but it does

not transmit impurity to other items. These disqualify teruma: One

who eats food with first degree ritual impurity status acquired as a

result of contact with a primary source of ritual impurity, e.g., a creep-
ing animal; and one who eats food with second degree ritual impu-
rity status acquired as a result of contact with an item with first degree

ritual impurity status; and one who drinks impure liquids of any
degree of impurity; and one whose head and most of his body come

into drawn water after he immersed himself in a ritual bath to purify
himself; and a ritually pure person that three log of drawn water fell

on his head and most of his body; and a Torah scroll; and the hands

of any person who did not purify himself for the purpose of handling
teruma; and one who immersed himself during the day, i.e., one who

was impure and immersed himself, and until evening he is not consid-
ered completely pure; and foods and vessels that became impure by
coming into contact with impure liquids. Contact with any of these

disqualifies the teruma. The Gemara seeks to clarify these matters.

The Gemara asks first: Who is the tanna who holds that one who eats
food with first degree ritual impurity status, and one who eats food
with second degree ritual impurity status, disqualify the teruma, but

BACKGROUND

Megillat Ta'anit - myR nB»m Until the Mishna was
written, writing the Oral Torah was prohibited. How-
ever, standard practice was to make certain lists exclu-
sively for individual use, e.g., the hidden scrolls.

Megillat Ta‘anit was the first book, apart from the
Bible, that was written. This scroll, which is available
today, includes a list of days on which it is prohibited
to eulogize the deceased or fast due to the miraculous
and joyous events that transpired on those days.

The scroll is written in two languages: The primary
halakha, the day and its legal status, is written in Ara-
maic, while the descriptions of what happened each
day are in Hebrew.

The entire scroll was not written by Hananya ben
Hizkiya and his son. Events were added in later genera-
tions, approximately until the redaction of the Mishna.
A citation from Megillat Ta‘anit with regard to Hanuk-
kah appears later on in this tractate (21b, p. 103).

LANGUAGE
Scalpel [izemel] —‘7{;5’&: From the Greek opin, smile.
It means a knife for cutting and carving, a surgeon'’s
knife, or a knife for cutting leaves.

NOTES

Scalpel - '7{;[’;4: The bronze handle of this Roman
surgical knife was designed to be held between the
thumb and the first two fingers, similar to a modern
scalpel. Bronze was the metal of choice for surgical
and medical instruments until the introduction of steel
and iron.

Roman scalpel

Flesh of the dead — nai wa: Although the body of
a deceased person feels nothing, his soul is pained
over the body that was its sanctuary (Responsa of
the Rashba).

Book of Ezekiel — 77&7?11? 398: There are various
contradictions between the book of Ezekiel and the
Torah, primarily with regard to halakhot pertaining
to priests and the Temple. In parallel texts, several mi-
drashic statements appear which address this issue.
The mention of three hundred jugs of oil is hyperbole.
That is the case everywhere that this number appears
in rabbinic literature (Maharsha).
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NOTES

The opinions of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua - nw
yYim an w»’m »2%: The dispute between Rabbi Eliezer
and Rabbi Yehoshua here with regard the laws of impurity
is explained in greater detail elsewhere. Apparently, Rabbi
Eliezer sought consistency (Rashi, Tosafot) and therefore
decreed that one who eats food with any degree of ritual
impurity will assume ritual impurity status to that same
degree. On the other hand, Rabbi Yehoshua contended
that if food of first degree ritual impurity status and food of
second degree ritual impurity status happen to come into
contact with a liquid, they confer upon it first degree ritual
impurity status. This is based on the principle that a liquid
which becomes impure generally assumes first degree ritual
impurity status. That liquid in turn confers upon anyone who
touches it second degree ritual impurity status. However, in
the case of food of third degree ritual impurity status, which
no longer has the potential to make teruma impure, it is suf-
ficient to decree upon liquids that come into contact with
it second degree ritual impurity status, which would affect
only consecrated items.

In the case of non-sacred food items that were prepared
as if their level of purity were on the level of the purity
of teruma - 110 YT by v pora: Those who were
especially vwgl\ant in the fu\ﬁl\ment of mitzvot, e.g., perushim
and haverim, would eat even non-sacred food in purity. They
would be careful to avoid not only sources of ritual impurity
capable of rendering non-sacred items impure, i.e,, those
with first degree ritual impurity status; they were stringent
and treated the non-sacred items as if they were teruma
and were therefore careful to avoid contact even with items
of second degree ritual impurity status. There is a need to
establish the halakha in this rare case because, although the
halakhot of items with third degree ritual impurity status
apply to teruma and consecrated items, this particular case
is not discussed, as eating impure teruma and consecrated
items is punishable by death at the hand of Heaven and karet
respectively. Cases involving people who commit so severe
a transgression are, as a rule, not discussed.

HALAKHA

One who eats food with first...and one who eats food
with second degree ritual impurity status — Y7:nt< 77:1&‘1
1 bain Uiy [ The Sages decreed that one who ate
food of first or second degree ritual impurity status assumes
second degree ritual impurity status, as per the opinion of
Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot
Haluma 8:10).

And one whose head and most of his body come into
drawn water — P2IKY D23 121 fK7 837 The Sages de-
creed thatif one’s head and most of his body are submerged
in drawn water, he assumes second degree ritual impurity
status until he immerses himself in a ritual bath (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTuma 9:1).
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do not render it impure; in other words, they do not render the

teruma capable of transmitting impurity to other items? Rabba bar
bar Hana said: It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua. As we learned

in a mishna: Rabbi Eliezer" says: One who eats food with first
degree ritual impurity status assumes first degree ritual impurity
status, and anything with first degree ritual impurity status renders

teruma impure. And one who eats food with second degree ritual

impurity status” assumes second degree ritual impurity status. One

who eats food with third degree ritual impurity status assumes

third degree ritual impurity status. Rabbi Yehoshua says: One who

eats food with first degree ritual impurity status and one who eats

food with second degree ritual impurity status assume second de-
gree ritual impurity status. One with second degree ritual impurity
status who comes into contact with teruma disqualifies it and does

not render it impure. One who eats food with third degree ritual

impurity status assumes second degree ritual impurity status vis-a-
vis consecrated items, and he does not assume second degree rit-
ual impurity status vis-a-vis teruma. Eating an item with third de-
gree ritual impurity status is only feasible in the case of non-sacred

items, as eating impure teruma is prohibited. It is only possible in

the case of non-sacred food items that were prepared as if their
level of purity were on the level of the purity of teruma."

With regard to the decree itself, the Gemara asks: One who eats
food with first degree ritual impurity status and one who eats food
with second degree ritual impurity status; what is the reason the
Sages decreed impurity upon him, rendering him impure? The
Gemara answers: Because at times one eats impure food, and takes
liquids of teruma, and casts them into his mouth and disqualifies
the liquids, as the impure food comes into contact with the liquid
in his mouth and disqualifies it. To prevent this, the Sages decreed
that one who eats impure food becomes impure and must refrain
from touching teruma at all.

Similarly, the Gemara asks: One who drinks impure liquids; what
is the reason the Sages decreed impurity upon him? The Gemara
answers: Because at times one drinks impure liquids, and takes
teruma foods, and casts them in his mouth, and disqualifies them.
The Gemara asks: This decree is the same as that decree as they were
issued for one reason. Why did the mishna list them separately and
consider them two different decrees? The Gemara answers: Lest
you say that this, people who eat impure food, is common; as it is
common for one eating to drink. Consequently, one who eats im-
pure food is likely to drink teruma liquid. And, however, that, one
drinking impure liquids who would put food in his mouth while
drinking is uncommon. As a result, it is conceivable to say that the
Sages did not issue a decree in an uncommon case. Therefore, the
mishna teaches us that even in that instance the Sages decreed

impurity.

Among the eighteen decrees that the Sages issued on that day, we
alsolearned: And one whose head and most of his body come into
drawn water" is impure by rabbinic decree. The Gemara asks: What
is the reason the Sages decreed impurity upon him? Rav Beivai
said that Rav Asi said: The reason for this is that originally they
would immerse to become purified in cave water that was col-
lected, still, and foul. Although this water purified them, due to its
stench, the people immersing themselves would pour on them-
selves drawn water in order to clean themselves. Once they began
this custom and transformed it into an established part of the
ritual, the Sages issued a decree on the drawn water, rendering it
impure, to prevent them from washing with it after immersion.
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The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of this, that they transformed it
into an established part of the ritual? Abaye said that they would say:
The cave water is not what purifies; rather this, the cave water, and that,
the drawn water, together purify. Rava said to him: What difference
does it make if they say that? Ultimately, aren’t they immersing in the
cave water? As long as they immersed themselves properly, it matters
not if they misunderstand the reason. Rather, Rava said: The problem
is that eventually they would say: This, the cave water, is not what
purifies; rather, that, the drawn water, purifies. Therefore, the Sages
issued a decree prohibiting the use of drawn water after purification.

And the Sages decreed impurity upon a ritually pure person that three
log of drawn water fell on his head and most of his body.N The Ge-
mara explains: What is the reason that the Sages decreed impurity
upon him? The reason for the decree is that if it were not for this decree
that a ritually pure person, who does not require immersion, becomes
impure when drawn water falls on him, then that, the first decree, would
not stand. People would not distinguish between a person who was
pure from the start and one who was just purified upon emerging from
immersion.

The Gemara explains the next case in the mishna: And a Torah scroll;"
what is the reason the Sages decreed impurity upon it? Rav Me-
sharshiya said: Since at first, ignorant priests would conceal teruma
foods alongside the Torah scroll, and they said in explaining that
method of storage: This is sacred and that is sacred, and it is appropri-
ate that they be stored together. Since the Sages saw that they were
coming to ruin, as the mice who were attracted to the teruma foods
would also gnaw at the Torah scrolls, the Sages decreed impurity upon
it. Once they issued the decree of impurity on the Torah scroll, the
priests no longer placed teruma near it.

The Gemara explains the next case in the mishna: And the hands;" the

reason that the Sages decreed impurity upon them is because hands

are busy. A person’s hands tend to touch dirty or impure objects. Since

one does not always pay attention to what his hands touch, and it is

inappropriate for holy food to be touched by dirty hands, the Sages

decreed impurity. It was taught in a baraita: Even hands that come to

be impure due to contact with a Torah scroll disqualify the teruma.
The reason for this decree is because of the statement of Rabbi Parnakh,
as Rabbi Parnakh said that Rabbi Yohanan said: One who holds a

Torah scroll in a manner that the scroll is exposed"” without a covering;
his punishment is that he is buried naked. The Gemara wonders: Does

it enter your mind to say that he will actually be buried naked? Why
should he suffer such ignominy for this sin? Rather, Rabbi Zeira said:
He is buried naked, i.e., without mitzvot. And the Gemara wonders

further: Does it enter your mind to say that he should be buried naked

in the sense of without mitzvot? Will he be stripped of all his merit due

to that sin? Rather, say he is buried naked, i.e., without that mitzva. If
he touches an uncovered Torah scroll, even for the purpose of perform-
ing a mitzva, he is not credited with that mitzva because he performed

it inappropriately.

The Gemara asks: Which of these decrees did the Sages issue first? If
you say that they issued this decree, impurity of hands in general, first,

once they decreed that first, why do I need that decree of impurity
on hands that touch a sacred scroll as well? Once the Sages decreed
impurity on hands in general, there is no longer a necessity to decree
impurity on hands that touched a Torah scroll, as hands are impure in
any case. Rather, certainly the Sages decreed impurity on this, hands
that touched a Torah scroll, first. And then they decreed impurity on
all hands.

NOTES

And a ritually pure person that three log of drawn
water fell on his head and most of his body - 71
paw o pab bW 12m s by e The Gemara
distinguishes between one who \mmersed himself dur-
ing the day [tevulyom] and then proceeded to bathe in
drawn water, who is decreed impure, and a ritually pure
person, who becomes impure only when drawn water
falls on him. The reason for this distinction is that, fun-
damentally, the decree was initially issued with regard
to one who immersed himself during the day, due to
the concern that he would view pouring drawn water
upon himself for cleanliness as the primary element in
the purification process. Since the primary concern was
with regard to poured water, the Sages were stringent
in every case, including a full-fledged ritually pure per-
son. However, the Sages did not issue a decree with
regard to a ritually pure person bathing in drawn water
(Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna).

HALAKHA

And a scroll - 9901: A Torah scroll has second degree
ritual impurity status by rabbinic decree. Therefore,
teruma that comes into contact with it assumes third
degree ritual impurity status (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTuma 9:5).

And the hands — o Since it is not usually clear
whether or not hands are ritually pure, they are ac-
corded second degree ritual impurity status. Therefore,
it is necessary to ritually wash one’s hands before eat-
ing teruma. The Sages instituted an ordinance to wash
one’s hands before eating non-sacred food as well. If
one touched teruma without washing his hands, it is
disqualified and burned (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
Shear Avot Haluma 8:8).

One who holds a Torah scroll exposed ~ 190 t1ixk7
of iR In deference to the Torah scroll, it is pro-
hlblted to touch a scroll directly, in accordance with
the statement of Rabbi Parnakh (Rambam Sefer Ahava,
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 10:6; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 147:1 and Yoreh De‘a 282:4).
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NOTES

Shimon ben Shatah instituted a woman’s mar-
riage contract - mgn,cb N2 PR LY 13 e
Shimon ben Shatah was not the one who originally
instituted the marriage contract. Rather, he insti-
tuted important amendments to enhance its au-
thority. Before his amendment, a certain amount
of money was set aside for the marriage contract,
which could easily be misplaced or appropriated
by heirs. After the amendments of Shimon ben
Shatah, all of the husband’s assets were mort-
gaged to pay the monetary obligations included
in the marriage contract.

BACKGROUND
Glass vessels — ro3t ”7;:

Ancient glass vessels
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Among the decrees listed in the mishna, there is the decree that contact with
one who immersed himself during the day disqualifies teruma. The Ge-
mara asks: One who immersed himself during the day transmits impu-
rity by Torah law," as it is written: “One who touches it remains impure
until evening. He should not eat of the consecrated items and he must wash
his flesh with water. And the sun sets and it is purified. Afterward, he may
eat from the teruma, for it is his bread” (Leviticus 22:6-7). Consequently,
until sunset he is prohibited by Torah law from touching consecrated items,
and the same is true for teruma. The Gemara answers: Delete from here,
from the list of decrees in the mishna, one who immersed himself during
the day.

And among the decrees that were listed, there is also the decree concerning
the impurity of the foods that became impure through contact with lig-
uids. The Gemara asks: With liquids that became impure due to contact
with what source of impurity? If you say that the mishna is referring to
liquids that come to be impure due to contact with a creeping animal,"
they are impure by Torah law, as it is written with regard to the impurity
of creeping animals: “And every liquid that is drunk in any vessel, will be
impure” (Leviticus 11:34). Rather, the mishna is referring to liquids that
come to be impure due to contact with impure hands." The Sages issued
this decree due to liquids that come to be impure through contact with a
creeping animal.

And among the decrees that were listed, there is also the decree concerning
the vessels that became impure through contact with liquids. The Ge-
mara asks: Vessels that became impure due to contact with liquids that
became impure due to contact with what source of impurity? If you say
that they become impure due to contact with liquids secreted by a zav, e.g.,
spittle, urine, etc., they are impure by Torah law, as it is written: “And ifa
zav spits on a pure person and he should wash his clothes and wash in
water and he is impure until the evening” (Leviticus 15:8). The Sages inter-
preted homiletically: Whatever is in the hand of the pure person I made
impure for you. Not only did the person who came into contact with the
liquids of the zav become impure, but the objects in his hand did as well.
Rather, here it is referring to liquids that come to be impure due to contact
with a creeping animal, which by Torah law do not transmit impurity to
vessels. And the Sages issued a decree with regard to those liquids due to
their similarity to the liquids of a zav.

Among the list of items in the mishna with regard to which the disciples of
Shammai and Hillel instituted decrees, were the hands of any person who
did not purify himself for the sake of purity of teruma. If he came into con-
tact with teruma, the Sages decreed it impure. The Gemara asks: And with
regard to hands, was it the disciples of Shammai and Hillel who issued
the decree of impurity? Shammai and Hillel themselves issued the decree.
As it was taught in a baraita: Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida and Yosei ben
Yohanan of Jerusalem decreed impurity on the land of the nations, that
the land outside Eretz Yisrael transmits impurity; and they decreed impu-
rity on glass vessels,® even though glass is not listed in the Torah among
the vessels that can become impure. Shimon ben Shatah instituted the
formula of a woman’s marriage contract" and also decreed special impu-
rity on metal vessels. Shammai and Hillel decreed impurity on the hands.

HALAKHA

One who immersed himself during the day transmits impurity
by Torah law — w71 xmiNT Of Y71:(: One who became impure
through contact with one of the primary sources of ritual impurity,
and then immersed himself to become ritually pure, remains impure
by Torah law until the evening (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar
Avot HaTuma10:).

Liquids that come to be impure due to a creeping animal - ppwina

Y@ nann pxa: Liquids that became impure due to contact with
a creeping animal render even vessels impure by rabbinic decree
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTuma 7:2).

Liquids that come to be impure due to hands - px2a7 ppwna
o1 nann: Liquids that became impure due to contact with hands
assume first degree ritual impurity status, as per the decree of the
Sages (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTuma 8:10).
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And if you say that the baraita is referring to Shammai and his
faction and Hillel and his faction, didn’t Rav Yehuda say that
Shmuel said: With regard to eighteen matters they issued
decrees that day, and with regard to those eighteen matters
they disagreed prior to that? The eighteen disputes were only
between the disciples of Shammai and Hillel, whereas Hillel
and Shammai themselves argued only in three places. Clear-
ly they were neither party to the disputes nor the decrees. As
Rav Huna said: Shammai and Hillel disagreed in only three
places and no more. And if you say that Hillel and Shammai
came and decreed that teruma that came into contact with
hands would be in abeyance," and their students came and
decreed to burn teruma that came into contact with hands,
then the following difficulty arises. Didn’t Ilfa,” one of the
Sages, say: With regard to hands, from the beginning their
decree was that teruma that comes into contact with them is
to be burned?" According to Ilfa, there is no uncertainty. Teru-
ma that came into contact with definite impurity is burned.
Teruma that is in abeyance may not be destroyed. One must
wait until it becomes definitely impure or decomposes on its
own. Rather, the explanation is that they came and issued a
decree and the people did not accept the decree from them,"
and their disciples came and issued a decree and they ac-
cepted it from them.

The Gemara asks further: Still, the matter is not clear, as the
decree of hands was issued by King Solomon. As Rav Yehuda
said that Shmuel said: At the time that Solomon instituted
the ordinances of eiruv and of washing hands" to purify them
from their impurity, a Divine Voice emerged and said in his
praise: “My son, if your heart is wise my heart will be glad,
even mine” (Proverbs 23:15), and so too: “My son, be wise and
make my heart glad, that I may respond to those who taunt
me” (Proverbs 27: 11). The Gemara responds: Came

Solomon and decreed impurity on hands to prohibit contact
with consecrated items, and Shammai, Hillel, and their dis-
ciples came and decreed impurity on hands even to prohibit
contact with teruma.

As to the matter itself that was mentioned above in passing,
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With regard to eighteen
matters theyissued decrees that day, and with regard to those
eighteen matters they disagreed prior to that." The Gemara
asks: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that they reached a consen-
sus in their opinions with regard to the eighteen decrees? They
answer: On that day they disagreed, and the following day,
after the matter was decided in a vote, they reached a consen-
sus in their opinions.

And with regard to eighteen matters they disagreed
prior to that - 1777m Wy mnwa: Many commentaries
hold that the elghteen matters that they decreed and the
eighteen matters that they disputed are not the same mat-
ters. Rather, there were eighteen matters with regard to
which they issued decrees, which the Gemara discusses
here, and there were eighteen additional matters, which

NOTES

they disputed and about which they subsequently came
to a consensus. Those are the halakhot encountered from
the beginning of the tractate to this point (Rambam's
Commentary on the Mishna and others). Others add that
the eighteen matters that they disputed are the disputes
between Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai enumerated later in
this chapter (Ramban; Rashba).

NOTES
Would be in abeyance - ni'mj’z Any items whose impurity is un-
clear, especially items that may not be destroyed, i.e,, teruma and
consecrated items, are, on the one hand, not burned like items that
are certainly impure; on the other hand, they may not be eaten. They
are in abeyance. The implication is that they are impure, but no ac-
tion is taken to destroy them. Once the uncertainty is resolved and a
particular item is determined to be ritually impure, even by rabbinic
decree, it is immediately burned.

And the people did not accept from them — 311 1’7:7 N’71 Since
the Sages determined that a decree not accepted by most of the
people is null and void, there were many instances where the decrees
of earlier Sages were not accepted. Only many years later did other
Sages issue the same decree or explicitly declare its nullification.

At the time that Solomon instituted eiruv and washing hands —
o n'?n_:;ﬂ Py :'fn'Bt:D 1P mvwa: Some explained in the follow-
ing manner why Solomon instituted these particular ordinances:
Until his days, there were wars in Israel, and in times of war, even
today, soldiers are not vigilant with regard to eiruv and the ritual
washing of hands. In Solomon’s reign, when the Temple was built,
he thought the time had come to be more vigilant in keeping the
halakhot of ritual purity and impurity. In addition, due to the respite
from wars and the stability of life at home, he decided to discuss
a fixed ordinance governing carrying in and out on Shabbat (Rav
Hai Gaon).

PERSONALITIES

Iifa - Ng'?’bs: In the Jerusalem Talmud, this amora appears as Hilfei.
A first generation Eretz Yisrael amora, lIfa was apparently one of
the younger students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and studied with his
prominent students as well. Years later, he became the good friend of
Rabbi Yohanan, although Rabbi Yohanan was older. Still later, due to
dire economic straits, he was forced to leave Eretz Yisrael and travel
overseas on business. During his absence, Rabbi Yohanan was chosen
to head the yeshiva in Eretz Yisrael.

Iifa was famous for his sharp intelligence and the depth of his un-
derstanding both in Mishna and in the various collections of baraitot
attributed to the students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yohanan
treated him with great respect and even cited Torah statements in
his name. The Gemara also relates stories of his righteousness and
great piety.

HALAKHA

Hands, from the beginning, their decree was to be burned - o7
www’v s n’?nn In the original decree with regard to the impurity
of hands, the Sages decreed that teruma or consecrated items that
came into contact with one’s hands are burned immediately, like
food that is definitely impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar
Avot HaTuma 8:8).
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HALAKHA

The measure of dough that is obligated in halla -
72 2w 710 Myw: Dough made from five-quar-
ters of a kav of flour, i.e, forty-three and one-fifth
egg-bulks measured in their shells, is obligated in
halla, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis
as interpreted by Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Zera'im,
Hilkhot Bikkurim 6:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 456:1
and Yoreh De'a 324:1).

That three log of drawn water disqualify the ritual
bath — mpri m ohois pae o pab M
Three log of drawn water that falls into a ritual bath
that has less than forty sea disqualifies the ritual bath,
as per the testimony of the weavers (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a
201:15).

When does a menstruating woman become
impure — 7173 MKW MXRA: A woman who does
not have a fixed perlod and saw a blood flow but did
not feel it begin to flow is impure only twenty-four
hours retroactively. If she examined herself within
that period, she is retroactively impure from the time
of that examination, as per the opinion of the Rab-
bis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav
UMoshav 3:4).

BACKGROUND

Measures — nitn: A hin equals twelve log, which are
three kav. Nine kav are thirty-six log. The measure of a
complete ritual bath, which holds forty se, is 960 log.
The measure of a log in our days is 240480 ml.

Once the measures increased — nimai ﬂ’?*"!;mg’r_::
Three systems of measures were mentioned by the
Sages: The desert measures, mentioned in the Torah,
were used by the children of Israel in the desert. Je-
rusalem measures were employed in the days of the
Second Temple, when the national center was in Je-
rusalem. Tzippori measures were established after the
destruction of the Second Temple, when the national
center moved to the Galilean city of Tzippori.

In all of these systems the names of the various
measures were preserved, as were the ratios between
them. However, from time to time, the size of the
measures were increased by one-sixth. As a result, the
measures written in the Torah are all desert measures,
the ones in the early mishnayot are Jerusalem mea-
sures, and those in the halakhot of the later tanna’im
and the amora’im are Tzippori measures. The desert
measure was 0.833 of the Jerusalem measure and
0.694 of the Tzippori measure.

From the Dung Gate — 9w Wwwi: Some say that
the Dung Gate, or, according to a variant reading
based on the language in the Bible, Dungs Gate, was
a place where they stored weapons, such as quivers
of arrows, etc. From the language of the Tosefta it ap-
pears that the Dung Gate was close to the city dump
or, perhaps, it was the exit through which the city
trash was removed.
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As to the matter itself that was mentioned above in passing, Rav Huna said:
Shammai and Hillel disagreed in three places. The Gemara cites the disputes.
One, Shammai says: From a kav of dough, one is required to separate halla,"
the portion of the dough given to a priest. From any less than that measure
there is no obligation to separate hallg, as that is not the measure alluded to in
the verse: “The first of your dough” (Numbers 15:20), written with regard to
the mitzva of separating halla. And Hillel says: One must separate halla only
from two kav. And the Rabbis say: The halakha is neither in accordance with
the statement of this one, who is stringent, nor in accordance with the state-
ment of that one, who is lenient. Rather, one and a half kav is the measure
from which one is obligated to separate halla. Once the measures® increased®
and the Sages recalculated the volume of a kav to be greater, they said that
based on the measure of the new kav, five quarters of a kav of flour is the
measure from which one is obligated to separate halla. Rabbi Yosei says: Five
quarters are exempt; only from dough the size of five quarters and a bit more
is one obligated to separate halla.

And another dispute between Hillel and Shammai is that Hillel says: A full
hin, twelve log, of drawn water poured into a ritual bath in which there was not
yet a full measure of forty se disqualifies the water of the ritual bath and ac-
cords even the water that had been there previously the status of drawn water.
Even if water fit for a ritual bath is subsequently added to complete the measure

of forty se, the ritual bath remains unfit for immersion. Hillel used the biblical
measure, hin, because, when quoting one’s teacher, a person must speak em-
ploying the language of his teacher." Shammai says: Nine kav of water is

enough to disqualify the ritual bath. And the Rabbis say: The halakha is nei-
ther in accordance with the statement of this one nor in accordance with
the statement of that one." The Sages did not determine a measure for the
water disqualifying a ritual bath until two weavers came from the Dung Gate®
in Jerusalem and testified in the name of Shemaya and Avtalyon that three
log of drawn water disqualify the ritual bath," and the Rabbis upheld their
statement against the opinions of the great Sages of Israel, Hillel and Shammai.
The Gemara emphasized their occupation and the place that they lived to un-
derscore that, despite the fact that their occupation was despised and their place
was contemptible, there is no preferential treatment when it comes to Torah.

And another dispute between Hillel and Shammai is that Shammai says: All
women, their time is sufficient, i.e., a woman who notices that she saw blood
of menstruation but did not feel the flow beforehand, need not worry that
perhaps the flow of blood began before she saw it, and it is sufficient if she as-
sumes ritual impurity status beginning at that moment. Hillel says: From
examination to examination, i.e., a woman who saw blood, if she does not
know when the menstrual flow began, she is considered impure retroactive to
the last time she examined herself and found herself to be ritually pure, and
even if the examination took place several days earlier. Anything that she
touched in the interim becomes ritually impure. And the Rabbis say: The
halakha is neither in accordance with the statement of this one nor in ac-
cordance with the statement of that one; rather, the principle is: A full day,
twenty-four hours, reduces the time from examination to examination, i.e.,
if her final self-examination took place a long time before, she need only con-
cern herself with ritual impurity for the twenty-four hour period prior to notic-
ing the blood. And from examination to examination reduces the time from
a full day, i.e, if she examined herself in the course of the previous day and
discovered no blood, she was certainly ritually pure prior to the examination."

The law of halla is explained in the Torah (Numbers 15.17 21),
One is required to separate a small part of the dough as a gift
for the priest. However, the Torah neither specified the measure
of the dough from which a gift must be separated nor the size
of that gift. As a rule, the measure of dough from which halla

must be separated is dependent on the measure of the omer,

the daily ration of the manna in the desert, which is a tenth of
an eipha. However, there is a dispute with regard to determining
that measure (Tosafot). Some explain that the dispute between
Shammai and Hillel stems from reliance on the determination
that there is no gift smaller than an egg-bulk. They disagreed
whether the gift is one twenty-fourth of the dough, in which
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case the dough must be at least a kav, which is equal to twenty-
four egg-bulks, or one forty-eighth of the dough, in which case
the dough must be at least two kav (Rashba in the name of
Rabbeinu Tam).

A person must speak employing the language of his teacher -
i 1w5: 7731'7 O 2w [t was necessary to explain why Hillel
used the measure of a hin, which was not used by the Sages,
instead of a log or a kav, which were the standard measures of
the Sages. Therefore, the Gemara explained that he employed
the language of his teacher. Others explain the expression em-
ploying the language of his teacher as referring to the teacher
of Israel, Moses our teacher. Hillel said: Since the measure of hin
is the largest liquid measure in the Torah, there is room to be

lenient and not invalidate a ritual bath if less than that measure
of drawn water was poured into it, as the disqualification of a
ritual bath due to drawn water is by rabbinic law (Ra'avad). Ac-
cording to an ancient tradition, Hillel was careful to pronounce
the word in instead of hin. That was the way he heard it from
his teacher, who was unable to pronounce the guttural letters
properly (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna).

Neither in accordance with the statement of this one nor
in accordance with the statement of that one - 1273 xH
ma1 tc’ﬂ Apparently, the Sages recalled that Shemaya and
Avtalyon the teachers of Hillel and Shammai, agreed on one
measure. They forgot what that measure was until the weavers
came and reminded them (see Ra'avad).
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The Gemara asks: And are there no more disputes between them? Isn’t
there what we learned that Hillel says that it is permitted to lay hands on
the heads of offerings sacrificed on a Festival, and one performs no pro-
hibited labor and does not desecrate the Festival by doing so; and Sham-
mai says not to lay hands? The Gemara answers: When Rav Huna said
his statement, he was referring to disputes where there is no dispute
between the great Sages who predated them concomitant with theirs.
The dispute with regard to laying hands on the Festival is ancient, and
their predecessors, Sages dating back to the beginning of the era of the
pairs, already disputed it.

The Gemara asks further: Isn’t there also the dispute with regard to one
who harvests grapes in order to take them to the press and stomp them
as to whether or not the liquid that seeps out of the grapes is considered
as having seeped out willfully and renders the grapes susceptible to im-
purity? Shammai says: It has become susceptible, and Hillel says: It
has not become susceptible. The Gemara rejects this: Except for that
one, as there, although they originally disagreed, ultimately Hillel was
silent and did not respond to Shammai and ultimately accepted his
opinion.

Earlier it was mentioned that Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida and Yosei
ben Yohanan of Jerusalem decreed impurity upon the land of the na-
tions and upon glass vessels. The Gemara asks: Was it these two Sages,
who were among the first Sages in the era of the pairs, who issued these
decrees? Wasn't it the Sages who lived in the final eighty years of the
Second Temple period who issued these decrees? As Rav Kahana said:
When Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, fellill, the Sages sent to him:
Rabbi, tell us two or three statements that you once told us in the name
of your father.

He sent to them: This is what my father said: One hundred and eighty
years before the Temple was destroyed, the evil kingdom of Rome

invaded Israel. Eighty years before the Temple was destroyed, they
decreed impurity on the land of the nations and on glass vessels. For-
ty years before the Temple was destroyed, the Sanhedrin was exiled®

from the Chamber of Hewn Stones and sat in the stores" on the Temple

Mount. With regard to the last statement, the Gemara asks: What are the

halakhic ramifications of this statement? Rabbi Yitzhak bar Avdimi said:
To say that they no longer judged cases of fines. The Gemara wonders:
Does it enter your mind that they no longer judged cases of fines? Even
several generations after the Temple was destroyed they continued to

judge cases of fines in Eretz Yisrael. Rather, emend and say: That they
no longer judged capital cases. The authority to impose the death pen-
alty was stripped from the Sanhedrin, and therefore they willingly left the

Chamber of Hewn Stone. Since the Sanhedrin no longer convenes in its

designated place, the halakha is that it no longer has the authority to judge

capital cases (Tosafot).t

BACKGROUND

The order of the generations — ni7i7i1 *110: The conclusion of that statement of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, about the order of
the generations and events in the days before the destruction of the Second Temple is the following:

Sages

Events Years prior to destruction of the Temple

Yosei ben Yoezer
Yosei ben Yohanan

Yehoshua ben Perahya
Nitai of Arbel

Shemaya
Avtalyon

Hillel
Shammai

Shimon
Rabban Gamliel the Elder

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel
(who was killed)

The Evil Kingdom conquered Eretz Yisrael 180

The decree on glass vessels was issued 80

Sanhedrin went into exile 40

Temple was destroyed

100

NOTES

And sat in the stores — nimna "1'7 a2wn: There
was an area on the Temple Mount caHed the stores.
This is where the members of Sanhedrin convened
after they left the Chamber of Hewn Stone (Rashi).

BACKGROUND

Capital cases - niwn) 27: These are cases poten-
tially involving capital punishment, which were
adjudicated by a court of twenty-three judges and
involved extensive and detailed interrogation of
the witnesses. The court had to consist of ordained
judges. Capital cases could only be tried during the
period in which the Great Sanhedrin convened in
the Chamber of Hewn Stone in the Temple court-
yard. Capital cases ceased to be tried even before
the end of the Second Temple period, except in
certain instances where the good of the entire
people was involved, e.g., the case of an informer
to the non-Jewish authorities.
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The impurity of the land of the nations —
oy v nmw: The impurity of the land of
the nations was already alluded to in the Proph-
ets: “On impure land you will die” (Amos 7:17).
However, in the mishna, this impurity is listed
as one of the cases of uncertain impurity based
on the assumption that a dead person may
be buried there. Since graves were not always
marked and since cemeteries for burial were not
set aside everywhere, there is concern that any
clod of dirt could be from a decaying corpse
or could have come in contact with the flesh
of a corpse.

HALAKHA

The impurity of the land of the nations —
oy Y nxmw: Their first decree was with
regard to the soil of the land of the nations. The
Sages decreed that anything, person or vessel,
that comes in contact with or carries that soil
becomes impure for seven days, like the impuri-
ty of one who comes into contact with a corpse.
Water of a purification offering must be sprin-
kled on him on the third and seventh days of his
impurity, and teruma that he touches is burned.
Afterward, the Sages issued an additional de-
cree that one who enters the airspace of the
land of the nations is impure and is required to
wait until sunset to purify himself. Teruma that
entered this airspace is in abeyance, i.e., neither
eaten nor burned (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
Tumat Met 11:1-2).

For six cases of uncertain impurity one burns
the teruma - 'mﬁﬂ'! ﬂN ps'nw J'H')DD 'IWW 537

The six cases are: (1 ) Be/rhaperas () the earth of
the land of the nations; (3) the clothes of an am
ha‘aretz; (4) vessels that were found; (5) saliva

that was found; and (6) urine, even if it is mixed

with animal urine. Although in all cases the im-
purity transmitted is based on uncertainty, if
teruma came into contact with the above items,
it is burned. When there is uncertainty whether
or not it came into contact with one of these
items, it remains in abeyance and is not burned

(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot Ha-
Tuma 13:13).
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In any case, we learned that the Sages of the last eighty years before the destruc-
tion are the ones who decreed impurity on the land of the nations. And if you
say that Yosei ben Yo'ezer and Yosei ben Yohanan were also there during those
eighty years, wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Hillel, and his son Shimon, and his
grandson Gamliel, and his great-grandson Shimon filled their position of Nasi
before the House, while the Temple was standing, for a hundred years, while
Yosei ben Yo’ezer of Tzereida and Yosei ben Yohanan were much earlier than
Hillel?

Rather, this decree was issued in stages. First, Yosei ben Yo'ezer and Yosei ben
Yohanan came and issued a decree that teruma that comes into contact with a
clump of earth of the land of the nations™ is to be burned, and they decreed
nothing with regard to teruma that enters into the air space of the land of the
nations. The Sages of the final eighty years prior to the destruction of the Tem-
ple came and issued a decree with regard to teruma that enters into the air space
of the land of the nations that its legal status is in abeyance, and it is not burned.

The Gemara asks: Is that to say that there was one decree issued immediately
to subject teruma to burning? Didn’t Ilfa say: With regard to hands, from the
beginning their decree was that teruma that comes into contact with them is to
be burned? The Gemara infers from this that, with regard to hands alone, the
beginning of their decree was to render teruma that came into contact with them
impure to the point of burning; however, with regard to other matters, they did
not immediately issue so severe a decree.

Rather, the stages of the decree were as follows: Yosei ben Yo'ezer and Yosei ben
Yohanan came and decreed that any item that came into contact with a clump
of earth is to be in abeyance, and they decreed nothing with regard to teruma
that enters into the air space of the land of the nations. The Sages of the last
eighty years came and were stringent by one more level; they decreed that
teruma that came into contact with a clump of earth of the land of the nations is
to be burned, and, with regard to teruma that enters into the air space of the land
of the nations, its legal status is in abeyance.

The Gemara asked further: And still is the matter clear? Didn’t the Sages issue
this decree in Usha, many years after the destruction of the Temple? As we
learned in a mishna: For six cases of uncertain impurity one burns the
teruma" which came into contact with them:

For the uncertain case of beit haperas, meaning teruma that entered a field where
a grave was plowed and the location of the bones of the corpse is unknown,
and it is uncertain whether or not the teruma became impure;

And for the uncertain case of earth that comes from the land of the nations,
whose impurity itself has the status of uncertain impurity. Therefore, teruma
that came into contact with it also has the status of uncertain impurity;

And for the uncertain case of the clothes of an am ha'aretz. Since an am haaretz
is not careful with regard to purity, we are concerned lest a menstruating
woman touch his clothes. Due to that uncertainty, his clothes are considered
impure with a severe degree of impurity. If teruma came into contact with
them there is uncertainty with regard to whether or not they became impure;

And for the uncertain case of vessels that are not his that are found. Since he
does not know whether or not those vessels are impure, if teruma came into
contact with them, there is uncertainty whether or not they are impure;

And for the uncertain case of spittle, as perhaps it is the spittle of a zav and
transmits impurity by Torah law. If teruma came into contact with it there is
uncertainty whether or not it is impure;

And for the uncertain case of a person’s urine, even though it was adjacent to
the urine of an animal, there is room for concern that perhaps it is the urine
of a zav, and impure by Torah law. If teruma came into contact with it, there is
uncertainty whether or not it is impure.

In all of these cases, the Sages established that for their definite contact, when
it is clear that these came into contact with teruma, and although there is un-
certainty with regard to their essential impurity, i.e., it is uncertain whether
or not these items are impure, one burns the teruma that came into contact
with them.
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Rabbi Yosei says: Even in a case of uncertain contact; if it
was in the private domain one burns teruma that came into
contact with it, as with regard to impurity by Torah law an
uncertainty that developed in a private domain is also ruled
impure. According to Rabbi Yosei, these decrees, even though
they are fundamentally cases of uncertainty, are sufficiently
stringent that the Sages applied Torah law to them. And the
Rabbis say: Since these cases are only impure by rabbinic
decree, in a case of uncertain contact in the private domain,
one does not burn the teruma but rather places it in abeyance.
While in the public domain, they are ritually pure.

And Ulla said with regard to these six uncertain cases: In
Usha® they instituted how one must act in terms of practical
halakha. If so, a clump of earth from the land of the nations
transmits impurity from the time of the Usha ordinances and
not from eighty years prior to the destruction of the Temple.
Rather, Yosei ben Yo'ezer and Yosei ben Yohanan came and
decreed that if teruma came into contact with a clump of earth
from the land of the nations, its legal status is in abeyance and
one does not burn it, and upon teruma that entered the air
space of the land of the nations they decreed nothing. And
the Sages of the last eighty years of the Temple came along
and issued a decree upon this, earth, and upon that, air, that
in both cases the teruma is in abeyance. And the Sages of the
city of Usha came along and decreed that teruma that came
into contact with a clump of earth from the land of the nations
is burned. And teruma that entered the air space of the land
of the nations, as it stood, it continues to stand in abeyance.
They did not impose any greater stringency in this matter.

One of the matters mentioned above was the decree of impu-
rity on glass vessels. With regard to glass vessels,\" what is
the reason that the Sages decreed impurity upon them?
Rabbi Yohanan said that Reish Lakish said: Since the begin-
ning of the manufacture of glass vessels is from sand, the
Sages equated them to earthenware vessels. The Gemara
asks: But if what you say is so, if the Sages truly equated the
impurity of glass vessels to the impurity of earthenware vessels,
there should not be purification in the ritual bath for glass
vessels, just as there is no purification for earthenware vessels.
Why, then, did we learn in a mishna with regard to the hala-
khot of immersing vessels: And these materials interpose in
vessels, i.e., if they were stuck to the vessel when it was im-
mersed the vessel is not purified: The pitch and the myrrh
that were stuck on glass vessels obstruct their immersion.
Apparently, glass vessels are purified in a ritual bath.

The Gemara answers that glass cannot usually be purified in a
ritual bath. However, with what are we dealing here? With a
special case where the glass vessels were perforated and he
dripped molten lead into them to seal the hole. This halakha
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who said:
Everything follows the nature of the facilitator, i.e,, if an
object that is not fit for use on its own is reinforced with a
different material that facilitates its use, the entire object as-
sumes the legal status of the that material. Therefore, since the
substance that sealed the holes in these glass vessels is lead,
which can be purified through immersion like other metals,
these glass vessels can also be purified in a ritual bath. As it
was taught in a baraita: Glass vessels that were perforated
and one dripped lead into them; Rabban Shimon ben Gam-
liel said that Rabbi Meir deems them ritually impure and
the Rabbis deem them ritually pure.

The Gemara asks further: But if that is so, and glass vessels are
equated with earthenware vessels,

BACKGROUND

The ordinances of Usha — xwix niapn: The town of Usha in the
Galilee was, for a time, the seat of the Sanhedrin. Many ordinances
were instituted there relating to various areas of halakha, including
halakhot of ritual purity and impurity and monetary laws. The Sages
disagreed with regard to the exact date of the Usha regulations,
since the Sanhedrin’s stay there was interrupted. Nevertheless, ap-
parently these ordinances were instituted after the failure of the bar
Kokheva rebellion, approximately seventy years after the destruc-
tion of the Temple.

According to Rosh HaShana (31a), during the period of the de-
struction of the second Temple God began to withdraw His Divine
Presence from the Temple. In parallel, the Sanhedrin removed it-
self as well, first within the city of Jerusalem, and ultimately to
the Galilee. It was first transplanted to Yavne, from there to Usha,
Shefaram, Beit She'arim, Tzippori, and Tiberias.

Shefaram
”lsz'}a 0-9(3)
/ _~®" Tiberia
® . Tzippori (6]
Beit  (s)

)udEB

]
“Nemsnlem
®

(m

Exile of the Sanhedrin

NOTES
Glass vessels — w213t "2;: Various types of vessels are listed in
the Torah along with the methods by which they become impure
and pure. These include metal vessels, earthenware vessels, leather
vessels, and even woven items and strings. However, among those
items not listed are those that are completely ritually pure even by
rabbinic law and those that the Sages deemed impure due to their
similarity to vessels impure by Torah law.

HALAKHA

Glass vessels — ot '5;: Although glass vessels do not become
impure by Torah law, the Sages decreed that they become impure.
The rationale for the decree is as follows: Since glass is produced
from sand, like earthenware vessels, the Sages decreed that it should
become impure like them. However, unlike earthenware vessels,
glass vessels become impure from both their airspace and their
outer side. Although the Sages decreed ritual impurity on glass
vessels, it was not to the extent that teruma and consecrated items
that came into contact with them are burned; rather, they are placed
in abeyance (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:5).
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BACKGROUND

Vessels made from natron - 31 *b:;a: The natron men-
tioned here, which is apparently bisodium carbonate, is
also found in crystal form. When mixed with mortar, ves-
sels were formed from these crystals. These vessels could
not be used to hold liquids; however, in a dry climate, it
is conceivable that they could do so for a limited period
of time.

The back of the vessels and their outer side — u"?_:-) a3
=niaiat3

Outer side

lllustration based on a vessel found at Megiddo. The hollow under the base
is referred to as the outer side.

HALAKHA

Previous impurity in glass vessels — "7::\ Y KW
vt Although the Sages decreed impurity on g\ass
vessels and they have status equal to that of metal ves-
sels, the decree of previous impurity does not apply to
them. Consequently, if they became impure and were
later liquefied and recast into new vessels, they do not
reassume their previous impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot Kelim 12:10).
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they should not become impure from their outer side. Why, then,
did we learn this in a mishna? With regard to earthenware vessels
and vessels made from natron [neter],® the halakhot of their impu-
rity are equal in that they become impure if a primary source of
impurity enters their airspace, and, once impure, they render food
that enters their airspace impure from their air space. And they be-
come impure from behind, i.e., if a primary source of impurity enters
into the bottom of the vessel, where there is an empty space and a
receptacle, the vessel becomes impure. However, earthenware vessels
do not become impure from their outer side,™ i.e., if a primary
source of impurity came into contact with the outer side of the vessel,
the inside of the vessel does not become impure. And the breaking
of earthenware vessels renders them pure. By inference, specifically
natron vessels and earthenware vessels are those whose halakhot
of impurity are equal, as is their status. However, with regard to
other matters that is not the case." Why, then, were glass vessels not
listed together with those vessels? The Gemara answers: Since if the
glass vessels broke they have the capacity to be repaired, as the glass
can be liquefied and recast into a new vessel, the Sages equated them
to metal vessels that can also be liquefied and recast.

The Gemara asks: But if so, if glass vessels were truly equated with

metal vessels, then broken glass vessels that were liquefied and recast
should reassume their previous impurity," like metal vessels. As

we learned in a mishna: Metal vessels, both their flat vessels," which

have no airspace, and their receptacles, which have airspace, are all

impure if they came into contact with a primary source of ritual im-
purity. If they broke, they thereby became purified. However, if one

remade the broken vessels into new vessels, they reassume their
previous impurity. While, with regard to glass vessels, we learned

in a mishna: Wooden vessels and leather vessels and bone vessels

and glass vessels, their flat vessels are pure when they come into

contact with impurity, and only their receptacles are impure. If they
broke, they thereby became purified. However, if he remade the

broken vessels into new vessels, they can become impure from that
point, when they were recast, forward. By inference: From that point
forward, yes, they become impure; retroactively, no, they do not
reassume their previous impurity. Apparently, there is no halakha of
previous impurity as far as glass vessels are concerned.

The Gemara answers: The entire impurity of glass vessels is by rab-
binic decree, and previous impurity, which takes effect on recast
metal vessels, is by rabbinic decree. With regard to impurity by
Torah law, the Sages imposed a decree of previous impurity. With
regard to impurity by rabbinic law, the Sages did not impose a de-
cree of previous impurity. The Sages did not impose the decree of
previous impurity, which is by rabbinic decree, on glass vessels whose
fundamental impurity is itself only by rabbinic decree.

NOTES
earthenware vessels. However, the Gemara did not seek to detail

They become impure, and they render food impure from their
airspace, and they become impure from behind; however,
they do not become impure from their outer side — pxaEM
1723 PRI P TP TIANGD PRI IIND PREeD: There is
a variant reading: They become impure and make foods impure
from their airspace, and they make others impure from behind.
According to this version and this explanation, the term from
behind means from their outer side (Ramban).

However, with regard to other matters that is not the case -
N’? XN *1*?:77:& By means of a precise reading of the mishna,
it is a\so p055|ble to explain that glass vessels do not become
impure from their airspace. That ruling is in fact the halakha. In
that case, there is another distinction between glass vessels and

all the differences. It sufficed with showing this difference, both
in terms of impurity from their outer side and in terms of impurity
from behind (Tziyyun LeNefesh Hayya).

Metal vessels, both their flat vessels, etc. - jmwws nisnn *’7;
131 Some explain that the impurity of flat metal vessels is de-
rived from the language of the verse: “Anything that comes in
the fire” (Numbers 31:23), with no distinction between vessels
(Rambam). Others explain that the principle that only a recep-
tacle can become ritually impure is derived from the juxtaposi-
tion of wood and leather to a sack, which is a receptacle. With
regard to metal vessels, there is no such juxtaposition (Rabbeinu
Shimshon; Rosh).
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The Gemara asks further: Their flat vessels should in any case
become impure. Since the impurity of flat metal vessels is by
Torah law, isn’tit appropriate, therefore, to decree this impurity
on flat glass vessels by rabbinic decree? The Gemara answers:
The Sages made a distinction with regard to glass vessels," in
order to prevent burning teruma and consecrated items for
coming into contact with them. Through this distinction be-
tween glass vessels and metal vessels, everyone will understand
that the impurity of glass vessels is not by Torah law. They will
not come to burn teruma and consecrated items that came into
contact with impure glass vessels; rather, their legal status will
remain in abeyance.

Rav Ashi said: There was never a need to equate glass vessels
and metal vessels. Actually, glass vessels are likened to earth-
enware vessels in every sense. And that which was difficult for
you, that if so, glass vessels, like other earthenware vessels,
should not become impure from contact of their outer side
with a source of ritual impurity; since in glass vessels its inner
side looks like its outer side," the legal status of the outer side
was equated with that of the inner side, as there is no visible
separation between them.

We learned that Shimon ben Shatah instituted the formula of
the marriage contract for a woman and decreed impurity
upon metal vessels. The Gemara asks: Aren’t metal vessels
impure by Torah law, as it is written: “But the gold, and silver,
and the bronze, and the iron, and the tin, and the lead. Anything
that came in fire, make it pass through fire and it will be pure,
but with the water of sprinkling it will be purified and anything
that did not come in fire make it pass through water” (Numbers
31:22-23)2 The Gemara answers: This ordinance of Shimon ben
Shatah with regard to the impurity of metal vessels in general
was only needed with regard to previous impurity reassumed
by metal vessels after they are recast. As Rav Yehuda said that
Rav said: There was an incident involving Shimon ben Shatah’s
sister, Shel Tziyyon the queen,” who made a wedding feast for
her son. All of her vessels became impure, and she broke
them and gave them to the smith, and he welded the broken
vessels together and made new vessels. And the Sages said:
What she did was ineffective, as all the vessels will reassume
their previous impurity.

Shel Tziyyon the queen — 'l:'m'l 1’3"710 She was a queen
of the Hasmonean dynasty, the vv|fe of ng Alexander Yan-
nai, and the sister of Shimon ben Shatah. Shel Tziyyon, or
Shlomtziyyon, and in some sources Shalminon or Shlomit,
was originally the wife of the Hasmonean king Aristobo-
los. After his death, his brother Yannai performed an act of
levirate marriage with her. Although the Hasmonean kings,
and specifically Alexander Yannai, had Sadducee tendencies,

PERSONALITIES
Queen Shlomtziyyon followed the Pharisees, and even dur-
ing her husband’s reign she labored to achieve unity. After
the death of Alexander Yannai, she continued to rule over
Israel for nine years. Those years, in which she served as the
political leader, and her brother Shimon ben Shatah guided
daily life and religious life, were considered the happiest
years for the people of Israel during the Second Temple
period.

HALAKHA
Their flat vessels should in any case become impure - o3
an’? Ni: Glass vessels become impure only when they are
receptacles flat glass objects do not become impure (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:5).

NOTES

The Sages made a distinction with regard to glass vessels —
XY2711231912 723 We find that these distinctions are especially
common with regard to halakhot of ritual impurity. With regard to
other decrees, the Sages strictly observed the principle: The Sages
modeled their ordinances after comparable Torah laws. Here,
because imposing stringencies with regard to glass vessels could
create a situation where one might come to burn consecrated
items, the obvious distinction was necessary. This is the rationale
in other places where the Sages introduced distinctions as well.

HALAKHA
Since its inner side looks like its outer side - i21n ¢ B’xin
§722: The decree of impurity on glass vessels is based on the
manufacture of glass from sand, which led their legal status to
be equated to that of earthenware vessels. Nevertheless, unlike
earthenware vessels, they become impure from both inside and
outside, like metal vessels (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:5).
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BACKGROUND

Water of a purification offering — nxwr »n: This is water
mixed with the ashes of the Red Heifer, which was used to
purify people and objects that had contracted ritual impurity
imparted by a corpse. Specifically, potable, running spring
water was placed in a container, and a small amount of ashes
from the Red Heifer was added. The resulting mixture, called
water of a purification offering, or water of separation, was
sprinkled on the people or objects to be purified. The process
of mixing the ashes with water is called sanctification of the
waters of a purification offering. This may be performed by
anyone except a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor. Even
though these waters purify those who are ritually impure, a
ritually pure person who touches or carries them becomes
ritually impure for one day. The ceremony of purification
involves taking a bundle of three hyssop branches and using
it to sprinkle the purification waters on the ritually impure
person on the third and the seventh day after he became
ritually impure.
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With regard to the essence of the matter, the Gemara asks: What is

the reason that they imposed a decree of previous impurity on

metal vessels? The Gemara answers: Due to a fence constructed to

maintain the integrity of the water of a purification offering,® the

Sages touched upon it. In order to purify a vessel that came into

contact with a corpse, one is required to have the water of a purifica-
tion offering sprinkled on the vessel on the third day and the seventh

day after it became impure, as it is written: “He should be purified

with it on the third day and on the seventh day he will become pure,
and if he is not purified with it on the third day and on the seventh

day he will not become pure” (Numbers 19:20). This involves a

significant inconvenience. If people will prefer to break or damage

impure metal vessels in order to purify them more easily, the use of
water of a purification offering will become obsolete. As a result, the

Sages decreed that metal vessels will remain impure until they un-
dergo the purification process.

The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who said that they
did not say the decree of previous impurity on metal vessels with
regard to all forms of impurity; rather, they only said the decree
with regard to the impurity caused by contact with a corpse, it
works out well. In the case of impurity caused by contact with a
corpse, the Sages issued this decree because its purification process
is demanding. It requires immersion and sprinkling of the water of
a purification offering on the third and the seventh days. However,
with regard to other forms of impurity, whose purification is ac-
complished by means of immersion alone, a person will not break
avesselin order to avoid immersion. Consequently, there is no need
to institute a decree in those cases.

However, according to the one who said that they said the decree
of previous impurity in metal vessels with regard to all forms of
impurity, which includes those forms of impurity that do not re-
quire sprinkling of the water of a purification offering for their pu-
rification, what is there to say as a rationale for the decree? Abaye
said: Shimon ben Shatah instituted a decree due to the concern
that perhaps he would not perforate that vessel with a hole large
enough to render it ritually pure. To purify a vessel by breaking it,
one must make a hole large enough to ensure that the vessel will no
longer be able to hold the contents that it was designed to hold.
Abaye explained that Shimon ben Shatal’s concern was that one
who values the vessel will not break it sufficiently to render it ritu-
ally pure.

Rava said: It is a decree lest they say that immersion on the same

day is sufficient" for this vessel to be purified. People will be un-
aware of the manner in which the metal vessel became pure, and

they will assume that its purity was achieved by means of immersion

and not by means of breaking. That willlead them to the conclusion

that any vessel becomes pure immediately upon immersion, and

there is no need to wait for sunset, contrary to Torah law. Therefore,
the Sages decreed that repaired vessels retain previous impurity. The

Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between the reasons

of Abaye and Rava? The Gemara answers: The difference between

them is found in a case where he broke the vessel completely. If
there was concern that perhaps he will not perforate it sufficiently,
there is no longer room for concern. However, if there was concern

lest people say that immersion is effective on that day, there remains

room for concern.

HALAKHA

Decree lest they say that immersion on the same day is
sufficient - m by xii 02 720 1INy Ko T Any metal
vesselthatmmpure even |f|twaslwqueﬁed and recast, retains ts

lows: If others see one using such a vessel on the same day that
it became impure, they will conclude that immersion is effective
immediately, even before sunset (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot

previous impurity by rabbinic decree. The reason for hisisas fol- - Kelim 12:2).
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To this point, several, but not all, of the eighteen decrees were enumer-
ated. The Gemara asks: And what is the other decree? The Gemara

answers: As we learned in a mishna in tractate Mikvaot: One who

places vessels under the drain pipe"" in order to collect rainwater, the

water collected in the vessels is considered drawn water. This is true

bothin the case of large vessels which, due to their size, do not become

impure, and in the case of small vessels. And even if they were stone

vessels and earth vessels and dung vessels, made from dry cattle dung,
which are not considered vessels in terms of ritual impurity and do not
become impure at all, this ruling applies. The water in the vessels is

considered drawn water in all respects. If it leaked from those vessels

and flowed into a ritual bath that had not yet reached its full measure,
forty sea, and filled it, the water invalidates the ritual bath. The Ge-
mara adds that this halakha applies both in a case where one places the

vessels beneath the drainpipe with premeditated intent to collect the

water flowing through it as well as in a case where one forgets the ves-
sels there and they are filled unintentionally; this is the statement of
Beit Shammai. And Beit Hillel deem the ritual bath pure, i.e., fit to

complete the full measure of the ritual bath, in a case where one forgets

the vessels. Rabbi Meir said: They were counted in the attic of Hananya

ben Hizkiya and Beit Shammai outnumbered Beit Hillel. And Rabbi

Meir said that Beit Shammai agree with Beit Hillel that in a case where

one forgets vessels in the courtyard and they fill with rainwater, the

water is pure. Rabbi Yosei said: The dispute still remains in place, and

Beit Shammai did not agree with Beit Hillel at all.

Rav Mesharshiya said: The Sages of the school of Rav say: Everyone

agrees that if he placed the vessels in the courtyard at the time of the

massing of the clouds," a sign that it is about to rain, just before it began

to rain, then the water in the vessels is impure, unfit, as he certainly
intended that the water fill the vessels. If one placed the vessels at the

time of the dispersal of the clouds," and then the clouds massed to-
gether, and then rain fell and the vessels filled with the rainwater, every-
one agrees that the water is pure. It is fit to fill the ritual bath to its ca-
pacity because at the time that he placed the vessels under the drainpipe

his intention was not that they fill with rainwater. They only disagreed

in a case where he placed them at the time of the massing of the

clouds, and the clouds dispersed, and rain did not fall then, and only
later the clouds massed again, and rain fell and filled the vessels. In that
case, this Sage, Beit Hillel, holds that because the clouds dispersed after
he placed the vessels, his thought to fill the vessels with water was ne-
gated. The vessels remained in the courtyard due to his forgetfulness,
and when they filled afterward it was not his intention that they fill. And

this Sage, Beit Shammai, holds that his thought was not negated, as

his original intention was ultimately fulfilled despite the delay in its

fulfillment.

The Gemara wonders: Indeed, according to Rabbi Meir, another decree

was added to the total. However, according to Rabbi Yosei, who said

that in this case the dispute still remains in place, the tally of eighteen

decrees is lacking. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The decree that the

daughters of the Samaritans [kutim] are considered to already have

the status of menstruating women from their cradle," their birth, they
issued on that day. The halakha is that any female who sees blood of
menstruation is impure, regardless of her age, even if she is a day old.
The Samaritans did not accept that halakha. Consequently, it is possible

that there were girls among them who saw blood of menstruation before

their coming-of-age, and the Samaritans ignored their impurity. There-
fore, due to this uncertainty, the Sages decreed impurity on all daughters

of the Samaritans from birth.

The Gemara asks: And what is the other decree? The Gemara answers
that another decree is as we learned a halakhic tradition in a mishna
that all movable objects with the width of an ox goad, a long stick for
prodding and directing a plowing animal, transmit impurity. If one side
of the object was over a corpse and the other side of the object was over
vessels, the vessels become impure due to the impurity of a tent over a
corpse. Rabbi Tarfon said:

NOTES

One who places vessels under the pipe, etc. - R
IR Ealaiy) u*");: Since the Sages prohibited adding
drawn water to a ritual bath, and they set the measure
of water that disqualifies the ritual bath at three log, it
was necessary to define what is considered a vessel
as far as the halakhot of drawn water are concerned.
Clearly, when one takes a bona fide receptacle filled
with water and pours its contents into a ritual bath,
the water has the legal status of drawn water and dis-
qualifies the ritual bath. However, there is uncertainty
in cases where the water spills from the vessel on its
own, e.g,, by overflowing, or if the vessel overturns. In
addition, in order to determine that this water is indeed
drawn water, the manner in which it was drawn into
the vessel is significant. It is here that one's intention
or lack thereof to fill the vessels with water comes into
play. In that sense, it is parallel, to a degree, to the ha-
lakhot of water that renders produce susceptible to
ritual impurity.

The daughters of Samaritans [kutim] are considered
to have the status of menstruating women from their
cradle — jnorwn nim oum2 nia: Others explain that
this decree was enacted not due to concern for actual
impurity of a menstruating woman, which would affect
daughters of the Samaritans in their infancy only in a
rare situation. Rather, the Sages issued this decree only
to separate the Jewish people from the Samaritans
(Tosafot).

HALAKHA
One who places vessels under the pipe - n?'?; i
Sip¥n nnm: If vessels of any kind are placed under a
pipe draining rainwater, the water in the vessels is
deemed drawn water and disqualified for use in a ritual
bath (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:4).

If he placed them at the time of the massing of the
clouds - oay mep nywa omamwa: If one forgot ves-
sels under the. pipe when the clouds were massing, and,
before they dispersed, rain fell and the vessels were
filled, the water in them has the legal status of drawn
water because the vessels were filled in accordance
with his will. This ruling is according to the opinion
of Beit Shammai, as that was the decree issued. It is
also in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, as
the discussion in the Gemara apparently follows his
approach (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:4;
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 201:41).

At the time of dispersal of the clouds — "3 nywa
oay: If one forgot the vessels while the clouds were dis-
persing, and then the clouds massed anew and rain fell

and filled them, everyone agrees that the water does

not have the status of drawn water, since they were not
filled in accordance with his will. If one placed them at
the time of the massing of clouds and then the clouds

dispersed, massed again, rain fell, and the vessels were

filled, the water is likewise not considered drawn water.
Even in that case it is not considered that the vessels

were filled in accordance with his will. According to this

opinion, Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not dispute

this matter; rather, Rabbi Yosei said this opinion and the

halakha is in accordance with his opinion (Rambam

Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:4; Kesef Mishne; Shulhan

Arukh, Yoreh De'a 201:41).
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NOTES

I will bury my sons — %3 nx napK: Some explain that it was so
clear to Rabbi Tarfon that the halakha was wrong that he swore
on the life of his children (see Tosafot; Rav Tzvi Hirsch Hayyot).

The tent of the dead - nnn ’7;1'&: The laws of the impurity im-
parted by a corpse, including the laws of a tent covering a corpse,
are cited in great detail in tractate Ohalot. The essential halakhot
of the tent over a corpse are detailed in the Torah (Numbers 19).
The Sages derived that the place in which a corpse is located
becomes completely impure and renders everything in that place
impure. The Torah refers to a complete tent in which the corpse
is located. However, the Sages concluded that even the smallest
area that can be deemed a tent, an object with the width of a cubic
handbreadth, also falls under the same rubric of law: The covering
itselfand what is under it become impure with impurity imparted
by the corpse. The decree with regard to the ox goad was issued
to expand this halakha somewhat, so that in certain cases even
a covering less than a handbreadth wide has the legal status of
a tent and renders an object impure. Some commentaries said
that this decree was not originally based on the halakhot of a tent
over a corpse but was issued for a different reason. Only later was
it associated with the halakhot of tents (Tosafot).

BACKGROUND
Farmer and his ox goad - iy1121 72%:

;;E--i"-t-_: ’ ‘“_.v ..l:ie.;w,h._,,_’i.. <oy

Farmer uses his ox goad as he walks with his cattle

HALAKHA

And his ox goad was on his shoulder, and it covered, etc. -
)| ‘7'!’&1 /803 ’w iy The Sages decreed that one carrying a
round po\e one end of which is over a corpse, becomes impure
with impurity like that caused by a tent over a corpse. This ap-
plies only if the pole’s circumference is a handbreadth, as per the
opinion of Rabbi Yannai. However, it only transmits impurity to
another person or vessel beneath it if its width is a handbreadth,
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 12:5).

One who harvests grapes to take them to the press — ng‘y ayian:
If one gathers grapes in order to squeeze the liquid out of them
in a wine press and juice seeps out of them, the juice renders the
grapes susceptible to ritual impurity. The reason for the stringency
is that people squeeze these grapes for various needs and have
an interest that the emerging liquids will not spill. Since he wants
these liquids, they render the grapes susceptible to impurity (Ram-
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhlin 11:1).
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I will bury my sons" if this is not a truncated halakha, i.e., that
the one who heard it, heard a halakhic ruling concerning a dif-
ferent situation and erred. He thought this halakha was estab-
lished with regard to the following: Movable objects with the
thickness of an ox goad transmit impurity to another vessel when
the movable object is over both the source of impurity and the
vessel at the same time. However, the original halakha is as fol-
lows: If the farmer was passing and his ox goad® was on his
shoulder and one side of the ox goad covered" the grave, the
Sages deemed the ox goad itself impure due to the impurity of
vessels that cover a corpse." Any object located over a grave
becomes impure. However, just because the ox goad itself became
impure, this does not necessarily mean that it transmits impurity
to other objects.

Rabbi Akiva said: I will correct and explain the halakha so that
the statements of the Sages will be upheld as they were origi-
nally said, and this halakha will be explained as follows: All mov-
able objects transmit impurity to the person carrying them if
the objects are at least as thick as an ox goad. As will be explained
below, there is room to decree that a round object with the cir-
cumference of an ox goad should have the legal status of a tent
over a corpse. Something that serves as a covering over a corpse
not only becomes impure itself, but also transmits impurity, as it
is written: “Anything that is in the tent will become impure for
seven days” (Numbers 19:14). Therefore, even the person carry-
ing the ox goad becomes impure due to the ox goad. And, how-
ever, movable objects that covered the corpse bring impurity
upon themselves by means of this makeshift tent at any size, and
there is no minimum measure. And, however, those objects that
cover the corpse do not transmit impurity to other people who
are not carrying them. And the same is true with regard to vessels,
unless the width of these vessels is at least one handbreadth.

And Rabbi Yannai said: And the ox goad that they mentioned
is specifically one in which its width is not a handbreadth and,
however, its circumference is a handbreadth, and they, the
Sages, issued a decree on its circumference due to its width. If
its width was a handbreadth it would transmit impurity as a tent
by Torah law. Therefore, they issued a rabbinic decree with regard
to an object whose circumference is a handbreadth. This is an-
other of the eighteen decrees.

The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Tarfon, who said: I
will bury my son if this is not a truncated halakha, the tally of
the decrees is lacking, and there are not eighteen. Rav Nahman
bar Yitzhak said: The decree that the daughters of the Samari-
tans are considered to already have the status of menstruating
women from their cradle, they issued on that day. And in the
other matter of drawn water, he holds in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Meir, and thereby the tally of the decrees is
complete.

And another of those decrees is the matter of one who harvests
grapes in order to take them to the press.” Shammai says: It has
become susceptible, and Hillel says: It has not become suscep-
tible. Hillel said to Shammai: If so, for what purpose do they
harvest grapes in purity, i.e., utilizing pure vessels, as in your
opinion, since the grapes are susceptible to impurity by means of
the juice that seeps from them, care must be taken to avoid im-
purity while gathering; and, however, they do not harvest olives
in purity? According to your opinion that liquid that seeps out
renders the fruit susceptible to impurity, why is there not a simi-
lar concern with regard to the liquid that seeps out of olives?
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Shammai said to him: If you provoke me" and insist that there is no dif-
ference between gathering olives and grapes, then, in order not to contra-
dict this, I will decree impurity on the gathering of olives as well. They
related that since the dispute was so intense, they stuck a sword in the

study hall," and they said: One who seeks to enter the study hall, let
him enter, and one who seeks to leave may not leave, so that all of the

Sages will be assembled to determine the halakha. That day Hillel was

bowed and was sitting before Shammai like one of the students.® The

Gemara said: And that day was as difficult for Israel as the day the

Golden Calf was made, as Hillel, who was the Nasi, was forced to sit in

submission before Shammai, and the opinion of Beit Shammai prevailed

in the vote conducted that day. And Shammai and Hillel issued the

decree, and the people did not accept it from them. And their students

came and issued the decree, and the people accepted it from them.

Asto the essence of the matter, the Gemara asks: What is the reason they
decreed that liquids that seeped from the grapes unintentionally render
the grapes susceptible to impurity? Rabbi Ze'iri said that Rabbi Hanina
said: The Sages issued a decree due to concern lest he gather the grapes
in impure baskets. The impurity of the vessel would accord the liquid in
it the status of a liquid that renders food items susceptible to impurity.

The Gemara asks: This works out well, according to the one who said
that an impure vessel accords liquids in it the halakhic status as if they
were placed there willfully, and they render foods susceptible to impurity
even if he did not want the liquids in the vessel. However, according to
the one who said that an impure vessel does not accord liquids that
status, what can be said in explanation of the decree? Rather, Rabbi
Z¢'iri said that Rabbi Hanina said the following: The reason is not as we
suggested; rather, this is a decree instituted by the Sages lest he gather
them in pitched baskets, which are sealed. Since liquids that seep out of
the grapes do not spill out of the baskets, it is opportune for him to have
the liquids seep out of the grapes as he thereby accelerates the production
of wine in the press. Because the seeping of the liquid is opportune, it
renders the grapes susceptible to impurity.

Rava said: The reason for the decree is due to the case of liquid that
squirted out when one separated clusters of grapes that were stuck to-
gether." Since he did so by his own hand, consciously and willfully, the
liquid that seeps out renders the grapes susceptible to impurity. Just as
Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: Sometimes a person goes
to his vineyard in order to ascertain whether or not the grapes have
reached the time for gathering, and he takes a cluster of grapes to
squeeze it, and he sprays the juice onto the grapes. Based on the qual-
ity of the juice, he determines whether or not the grapes are sufficiently
ripe. If so, this grape juice was squeezed by his own hand willfully and it
renders the grapes susceptible to impurity, as even at the time of gather-
ing it is conceivable that the liquid is still moist upon the grapes.

Since all eighteen decrees decreed that day have not yet been enumerated,
the Gemara asks: And what is the other? Said

Tavi the bird hunter [rishba]" that Shmuel said: The decree that growths
of teruma, i.e., produce that grows from teruma that was planted in the
ground, are considered teruma, the Sages also issued on that day. The
Gemara asks: What is the reason for this decree? Rabbi Hanina said: A
decree due to pure teruma in the hand of a non-priest Israelite. One who
seeks to avoid giving teruma to a priest would plant it in the ground and
thereby negate its feruma status. To prevent him from doing so, the Sages
decreed that that which grows from the teruma is also considered teruma.
Consequently, one would gain nothing by replanting the teruma.

NOTES

If you provoke me —nunpn ox: This expression, said
by Shammai to Hillel, must be understood. Although
Shammai finds room to distinguish between gather-
ing grapes and gathering olives, if Hillel proves that
there is no distinction between the two, Shammai
will issue a decree conferring impurity on gather-
ing olives as well, and the decrees will be uniform
(gebnim).

They stuck a sword in the study hall — 2771 %)
WA m123: Itis not clear exactly what took place
in the study hall then. According to the tradition cited
in a similar matter in the Jerusalem Talmud, there
was a harsh dispute in the study hall to the point of
bloodshed. Some explain that Hillel sat bowed be-
fore Shammai trying to convince Shammai through
a discussion of the issues like a student deliberating
before his teacher. However, at that point the stu-
dents of Beit Shammai outnumbered the students
of Beit Hillel and the halakha was established in ac-
cordance with Shammai's opinion (geonim).

Due to the grapes that were stuck together —
niowian own: Some explain that when grapes are

attached, the liquid that seeps out does not drip to

the ground but remains in the cluster (geonim). Oth-
ers explain that people tend to bite the cluster, and

therefore the juice that drips out renders the grapes

susceptible to impurity (Rabbeinu Hananel).

BACKGROUND

Like one of the students — n?'m:'m"t 12 mea: Inthe
times of the Mishna and the Talmud the students
would sit in rows on the floor of the study hall, ac-
cording to their level of learning. The Sage teaching
the halakha would sit elevated on a chair or on sev-
eral cushions, facing them.

Hillel, who was the Nasi of the Sanhedrin, should
have been facing the people, with Shammai and
the rest of the members of the Sanhedrin along-
side him. Motivated by humility and by a desire to
avoid dispute, Hillel descended from his place and
sat before Shammai in one of the students’ places.
The submission of the Nasi of the Sanhedrin and his
humiliation was a shocking event in the eyes of the
people. The situation that developed involved a cer-
tain amount of violence on the part of the students
of Beit Shammai, and the leader of Israel was forced
to demean himself due to external pressure. This was
considered a tragic event, tantamount to the sin of
the Golden Calf.

LANGUAGE

Bird hunter [rishba] - x3w: According to Rashi,
rishba is identical to the Aramaic nishba, which
means a net. Rishba or nishba refers to the man who
spreads the nets, i.e,, a bird or animal hunter. How-
ever, some explain that rishba is an acronym for reish
beit abba, the head of a paternal household. It is an
honorific for a person who is the most prominent
member of his family (geonim; see the Arukh).
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NOTES

Since it is possible to perform the mitzva of teruma by
separating merely one grain of wheat — 1:177:5 TWHRT (1D
nm i The Torah does not explicitly state how much must
be separated for teruma, which is given by the Jew to the
priest. However, there is a fixed measure for the teruma of the
tithe, which the Levite gives to the priest from the first tithe
that he receives: One tenth of the tithe. As mentioned above,
the teruma of the Israelite neither has a fixed measure by Torah
law nor by rabbinic law. It remained dependent on the gen-
erosity of the giver and ranged from one-fortieth of the crop,
which was considered generous, to as little as one-sixtieth of
the crop, which was considered miserly. Shmuel, on the other
hand, held that even separating one grain from the entire pile
of grain was sufficient to rid that produce of the prohibition of
untithed produce [tevel].
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Ravassaid: If they are suspected of that, let them refrain from
separating teruma altogether. Rather, Rava said: We know
that with regard to an Israelite, as opposed to a Levite, funda-
mentally it is possible to perform the mitzva of teruma by
separating merely one grain of wheat," in accordance with the
opinion of Shmuel, who said that by Torah law there is no
fixed measure for teruma. By separating one grain of wheat as
teruma for all the wheat on the threshing floor, one fulfills his
obligation. Since he nevertheless did not take advantage of
that possibility to exempt himself from the obligation of sepa-
rating teruma, he is trustworthy, and there is no reason to
suspect that he will seek to avoid giving teruma to the priest by
planting it. Rather, the reason for the decree is due to impure
teruma in the hand of a priest." A priest is forbidden to eat
impure teruma and he is required to burn it. However, the
priest is permitted to derive benefit from its burning. The
Sages were concerned lest he keep the impure teruma with
him until the season of sowing and sow his field with it, and,
as aresult, he encounter a stumbling-block because over time
he is liable to forget that the teruma is impure and eat it.

With regard to the total of eighteen decrees, the Gemara asks:
And what is the other decree? Rabbi Hiyya bar Ami said in
the name of Ulla: In a case of one who was carrying a purse
with money in it on Shabbat eve, and it got dark for him on
the way, the Torah law permitted him to carry the purse in
increments, each of which is less than four cubits. However,
the Sages issued the following decree: It is prohibited to carry
in increments; he should give his purse to a gentile accompa-
nying him. This decree was also issued on that day.

And the other decree: The Sage Bali said that Avimi of San-
vata said: The decrees with regard to gentiles that prohibit
their bread, and their oil, and their wine, and their daugh-
ters are all one decree of the eighteen matters. The Gemara
asks: This works out well according to Rabbi Meir, as accord-
ing to his opinion the Gemara already enumerated eighteen
decrees. However, according to Rabbi Yosei, who holds that
the dispute remains with regard to the matter of vessels in the
courtyard, they are only seventeen. The Gemara answers:
There is also that statement of Rav Ahabar Adda, as Rav Aha
bar Adda said that Rabbi Yitzhak said: The Sages issued a
decree prohibiting eating their bread" due to their oil. And
they issued a decree prohibiting their oil due to their wine."
Consequently, there are two separate decrees.

HALAKHA

Growths of teruma...due to impure teruma in the hand of
a priest — ]'D 'l’: 'IN?JU 'mﬁn own.. 'mﬁﬂ ’1717’1 Produce
that grows from seeds of teruma is fundamenta\ly not sacred
at all. However, the Sages decreed that it should be prohib-
ited to non-priests, like teruma. The reason for the decree is
concern for the problems that could ensue if the priest keeps
impure teruma in his possession in order to sow it and render
it non-sacred, as per the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zera’im,
Hilkhot Terumot 11:21).

The Sages issued a decree on their bread - 113 by i The
Sages decreed a prohibition on eating bread baked by gentl\es
due to concern that the goodwill engendered might lead to
marriage between the families. The Rema wrote that even in
a case where that concern is not relevant the bread is prohib-
ited. This prohibition is restricted to bread baked from the five
species of grain. However, bread baked from legumes, rice, or

milletis permitted. Some places where there is no Jewish baker
the authorities are lenient and they buy bread from a gentile

baker. Some authorities are lenient even where Jewish-baked

bread is available (Mordekhai, Sefer Mitzvot Katan, Terumat Ha-
Deshen). However, everyone agrees that it is prohibited to buy
bread that a gentile homeowner baked for his own personal

use (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma'akhalot Asurot17:9 and

12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 112:1-2).

And their oil due to their wine — 13 own pow Y73_.7]: Oil of
gentiles is permitted. Although at first it was prohibited, Sages
of a later generation rescinded the decree and permitted it
(Rabbi Yehuda Nesia). One who deems it prohibited is guilty
of flouting the authority of the court that permitted it, a seri-
ous transgression (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma'akhalot
Asurot 17:22; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 114:7).
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The Gemara wonders: They issued a decree on their bread because of
their oil. In what way is the prohibition on oil stronger than the pro-
hibition on bread? Rather, say that they issued a decree prohibiting
their bread and their oil due to their wine. And they issued a decree
prohibiting their wine" due to the fact that it leads to familiarity, and
people will come to marry their daughters. And they issued a decree
prohibiting their daughters" due to something else," idolatry. And
they further issued a decree on something else, idolatry, due to some-
thing else. The Gemara asks: What is the something else alluded to
here? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: They issued a decree on a gentile
baby, according him the legal status that he transmits impurity as one
with the legal status of a great zav,"" who experienced three emissions,
even though he did not experience an emission. This was in order to
distance Jewish children from gentile children so that a Jewish boy
should not be accustomed to be with a gentile in homosexual rela-
tions. The Gemara asks: If so, according to Rabbi Meir it is difficult as
well, as they are now nineteen decrees. The Gemara answers: Rabbi
Meir counts the decrees of food items and vessels that became impure
through contact with liquids as one. Consequently, according to Rab-
bi Meir, too, there are only eighteen decrees.
MI S HN A In this mishna there is a fundamental dispute
between Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai: Must
one begin refraining from actions prohibited on Shabbat on Shabbat
eve? Or, may one initiate an action prior to Shabbat, even if he knows
that it will continue on its own on Shabbat itself? These are the details
of that dispute: Beit Shammai say: One may only soak dry ink in
water and dry plants, which produce dyes, in water and vetch® for ani-
mal food to soften them in water on Shabbat eve, adjacent to Shabbat, if
there is clearly sufficient time for them to soak for their designated
purpose while it is still day, before Shabbat begins, and their continued
soaking on Shabbat will have no effect.” And Beit Hillel permit doing
so. Beit Shammai say: One may only place bundles of combed flax
inside the oven on Shabbat eve if there is sufficient time so that they
will be heated while it is still day. And one may only place wool into
the dyer’s kettle if there is sufficient time for the wool to absorb the
dye while it is still day. And Beit Hillel permit doing so.

Beit Shammai say: One may spread traps for an animal and birds and
fish only if there is sufficient time remaining in the day for them to be
trapped in them while it is still day," and Beit Hillel permit doing so
even if there is not sufficient time remaining in the day. Beit Shammai
say: One may only sell an item to a gentile on Shabbat eve, and one
may onlyload a burden on his donkey with him, and one may only lift
a burden on him if there remains sufficient time for the gentile to ar-
rive to a near place prior to Shabbat, and the Jew will play no role in
the performance of a prohibited labor by the gentile on Shabbat. And
Beit Hillel permit doing so. Beit Shammai say: One may not give
skins to a gentile tanner, nor clothes to a gentile launderer, unless
there is sufficient time for work on them to be completed while it is
still day, before Shabbat begins. And in all of them Beit Hillel permit"
doing so with

HALAKHA

NOTES

Due to something else — 3 737 wm: Usually the
Talmud uses this expression to avoid explicit mention of
matters that, due to politeness or disgust, are better left
unmentioned, e.q., pigs, leprosy, idolatry, sexual relations,
and others. In this passage, “something else”has several
meanings. The common denominator among them
is the desire to avoid mentioning unpleasant matters.

They issued a decree on a gentile baby that he trans-
mits impurity with the legal status of a great zav -
212 NpERY *i pivn by 1 By Torah law, there is no
impurity for gentiles, and all halakhot of impurity apply
specifically to Jews. However, for various reasons the
Sages added several decrees of impurity on gentiles for
the purpose of separation. The decree on a gentile baby
is twofold: First, the very perception of the gentile asim-
pure; second, that a baby has the status of the impurity
of the emission of a zav, even if he saw no emission.

For them to be trapped while itis still day - 17ix*w 113
o 7iyan: In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is explained that
the Gemara is referring to a case where he lays the traps
in a place where many animals are found, and it is clear
to him that they will be trapped quickly. Otherwise,
there is no way to determine the measure for them to
be trapped while it is still day.

BACKGROUND
Vetch [karshinin] - pae2: The karshina or bikit karshi-
na, Vicia ervilig, is an annual plant of the legume family.
[t reaches a height of 10-50 cm. The karshina is a winter
and spring crop in Mediterranean countries, and it is still
grown in Arab villages today.

The plant and its seeds serve as food for animals. To
soften the seeds, they are sometimes soaked in water
overnight. The seeds are brown, round or polygonal,
and their diameter is 3.5-5.5 mm.

Vetch plant

And they issued a decree prohibiting their wine — 1a» '7.y'g:
A Jew is forbidden to drink the wine of gentiles, even if there
is no concern that it might have been poured as libation for
idolatry. This ruling is in order to discourage familiarity with
gentiles. This applies specifically to wine fit for use as a libation
for idolatry. Since there is no element of idolatry connected to
other alcoholic beverages, they were notincluded in the decree
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma'akhalot Asurot 11:3; Shulhan
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 123:1).

And they issued a decree prohibiting their daughters — '7;:1
1pniaa: The prohibition against marrying a gentile is explicitly
stated in the Torah, along with its rationale: To distance Jews
from idolatry. Nevertheless, in this case the Sages instituted
an additional stringency: By Torah law, sexual relations with
gentiles is prohibited exclusively within the framework of mar-

riage. The Sages, however, prohibited all such contact. A man
is forbidden to be alone with gentile women. They have the
status of a menstruating woman at all times as far as separation
is concerned (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 12:1-2;
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 16:).

They issued a decree on a gentile baby that he transmits
impurity with the legal status of a great zav -1 pi»n 'w s
nan3axnuRY: The Sages decreed that all gentile children, male
from the age of nine, and female, from the age of three, have
the legal status of a zav and a zava respectively and transmit
ritual impurity. The rationale for the decree is to distance Jew-
ish children from them (Rambam Sefer Kedushha, Hilkhot Issurei
Bia 4:4; Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 1:14 and Hilkhot Metamei
Mishkav UMoshav 2:10).

Performing prohibited labor on Shabbat eve at nightfall -

"I:’Wﬂ oy ﬂ:’(ﬂ aw "IJNL)D ey Itis permitted to initiate a
proh\blted Iabor prior to Shabbat even if it continues on its
own and is completed on Shabbat, as per the opinion of Beit
Hillel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:1; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:1).

One may not give skins to a tanner...and in all of them Beit
Hillel permit — pymn Y9 ma (53,1125 niviy pania px:
On Shabbat eve, while it is still day, it is permissible for a Jew to
give an item to a gentile so that the gentile will perform one of
the labors prohibited on Shabbat on his behalf, in accordance
with the opinion of Beit Hillel. However, the Jew may not insist
that he perform the labor specifically on Shabbat. In addition,
if the gentile is a regular employee of the Jew it is prohibited
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:19; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 244:1).
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NOTES

The ancestral house of my father, the dynasty of Nesiim
from the house of Hillel, was accustomed — m®a 171 paia
Xaw: Several times, the special customs of the ancestra\ house
are related by members of the house of the Nasi or by those
closely affiliated with them, e.g., Rabbi Eliezer, son of Tzadok.
Most of the time, the customs called for stringency. Although
the members of the house of the Nasi were descendants of
Hillel the Elder, they would at times accept the stringencies of
Beit Shammai upon themselves alone.

HALAKHA

Soil which can be kneaded — 31 '7%:1’4 927 9y: Everyone
agrees that soil can be kneaded and that one who kneads
it on Shabbat is liable. As for ashes, the opinions are divided.
Some say that ashes cannot be kneaded, and even if they are
kneaded, there is no liability, as per the Gemara on this matter
(Shabbat 155b, and in Beitza; Rambam). Others say that because
it does not require kneading, its kneading is accomplished
simply by adding water without mixing (Ra‘avad in accordance
with the opinion of Abaye; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 8:16).

BACKGROUND

Were they taught next to each other — &% *777 233y 1: This
common phrase comes to reject a proof based on differences
in language and style between two baraitot. In the Mishna, a
proof based on an almost negligible difference between two
similar phrases is considered absolute proof, and one can draw
conclusions both with regard to what is written and what is not
written there. However, that is not the case with baraitot. The
question will always be: Were they taught next to each other?
There were different study halls where baraitot were edited, e.q.,
the baraitot of Rabbi Hiyya, the baraitot of Rabbi Oshaya, and
many others. Therefore, a difference in formulation between
two baraitot could be attributed to nothing more than the
different styles of the two editors. For our purposes, since the
halakha that ashes have the legal status of soil was established
in tractate Hullin, it is conceivable that one of the tanna’im was
not sensitive to the distinction, and when he said ashes, he
meant soil specifically.
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the sun, i.e., as long as the sun is shining on Friday. Rabban
Shimon ben Gamliel said: The ancestral house of my father, the
dynasty of Nesi'im from the house of Hillel, was accustomed" to
give its white clothes to a gentile launderer no fewer than three
days before Shabbat. And, however, these, Beit Shammai, and
those, Beit Hillel, agree that, ab initio, one may load the beam
of the olive press on the olives on Shabbat eve while it is still day,
so that the oil will continue to be squeezed out of the olives on
Shabbat. So too, one may load the circular wine press to acceler-
ate the process of producing wine from the grapes.

G E M ARA Before clarifying the matters themselves,

the Gemara seeks to determine: Who is
the tanna who holds that merely adding water to ink without any
additional action constitutes its soaking, and one is liable for
doing so on Shabbat, as he performed an act of kneading, one of
the primary categories of labor? Rav Yosef said: It is the opinion
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. As it was taught in a baraita: In a case
where one person adds the flour and another one adds the water
into one vessel, the latter one is liable for kneading the dough,
which is a prohibited labor on Shabbat, even though he did not
actually knead the dough; that is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi. Rabbi Yosei says: He is not liable for the prohibited la-
bor of kneading until he actually kneads the dough. According
to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, merely soaking the dough in water is
considered a prohibited labor.

Abaye said to Rav Yosef: And perhaps Rabbi Yosei only stated
that actual kneading is required to be liable for performing the
prohibited labor of kneading in the case of flour, which can be
kneaded; however, ink, which cannot be kneaded, say that its
soaking is considered a full-fledged prohibited labor, and he will
therefore be liable, even according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei.
The Gemara rejects this: It should not enter your mind to say so,
asitwas taughtin a baraita: In a case where one places the ashes
and one adds the water, the latter one is liable, although he did
not knead them. That is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: He is not liable until he
actually kneads them. Apparently, according to the opinion of
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, he is only liable for committing
the prohibited labor of kneading on Shabbat if he actually kneads
the mixture, as he stated his halakha even with regard to ashes,
which cannot be kneaded.

The Gemara asks: And perhaps, what is the meaning of ashes
[efer] mentioned here? Perhaps it is soil [afar], which can be
kneaded." In that case he is not liable until he actually kneads the
mixture. However, with regard to ashes, which cannot be kneaded,
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, also holds that even if he did
not actually knead the mixture he is liable. The Gemara rejects
this: Wasn’t the dispute taught in one baraita with regard to
ashes, and wasn’t it taught in another baraita with regard to soil?
In both cases, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, disagreed. The
Gemara rejects this proof: Were they taught next to each other??
Had both of these baraitot been taught together, it would have
been truly possible to arrive at the conclusion that Rabbi Yosei,
son of Rabbi Yehuda, disagrees both in the case of ashes and in
the case of soil. However, since the baraita that speaks about
ashes was taught elsewhere by a different amora who cited it in
the name of Rabbi Yosei, the difference in language does not prove
that Rabbi Yosei disagrees in both cases.
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The Sages taught in a Tosefta: One may open a canal that
passes adjacent to a garden on Shabbat eve at nightfall,
so that water will flow into a garden" and the garden
continuously fills with water all day long on Shabbat.
Similarly, one may place incense, perfumed herbs placed
on coals to produce a fragrance, on coals beneath the
clothes on Shabbat eve and the clothes may be continu-
ously perfumed all day long. And, similarly, one may
place sulfur beneath the silver vessels on Shabbat eve at
nightfall for the purpose of coloring the vessels, and they
may be continuously exposed to sulfur all day long.?
And one may place an eye salve [kilor]" on the eye and
a bandage [ispelanit]* smeared with cream on a wound
on Shabbat eve at nightfall, and the wound may con-
tinuously heal all day long on Shabbat. However, one
may not place wheat kernels into the water mill unless
he does so in a way so that they will be ground while it
is still day on Friday and not on Shabbat."

The Gemara asks: What is the reason that the baraita
prohibited a mill and permitted other prohibited labor?
Rabba said: Because it makes noise and the public will
hear the mill grinding on Shabbat. Although no prohib-
ited labor is being performed, doing so displays contempt
for Shabbat. Therefore, the Sages prohibited it. Rav Yosef
said to Rabba: And let the Master say a better reason, due
to the obligation to ensure the resting of utensils." Even
the utensils of a Jewish person may not be used for pro-
hibited labor on Shabbat. As it was taught in halakhic
midrash, the Mekhilta: That which is stated: “And in all
that I said to you, take heed” (Exodus 23:13), is an allu-
sion to matters mentioned in the Oral Torah. It comes to
include the resting of utensils on Shabbat. Rather, Rav
Yosef said: The reason for the prohibition of the mill on
Shabbat is due to the resting of utensils.

Since the obligation of resting utensils on Shabbat was
mentioned, the Gemara says: Now that you said that Beit
Hillel also hold that resting utensils on Shabbat is re-
quired by Torah law, with regard to sulfur and incense
on coals that are placed under silver vessels and clothes,
respectively, what is the reason that the Sages permitted
this on Shabbat? Isn’t that performed on Shabbat in uten-
sils? The Gemara answers: Because the utensil itself does
not perform an action when the incense or sulfur is burn-
ing. With regard to the bundles of flax, what is the reason
that they permitted placing them in the oven on Shabbat
eve at nightfall to dry, even though the oven is performing
a prohibited labor on Shabbat? Because it does not per-
form an action; rather, on the contrary, it sits idle in its
place and the prohibited labor occurs on its own. How-
ever, with regard to traps of an animal, and a bird, and a
fish, which perform a bona fide action of trapping, what
is the reason that they permitted spreading them on
Shabbat eve at nightfall? The Gemara explains: There too,
it is referring to a fish hook® and nets [kokrei]," which
perform no action. They stand in place, and the fish
comes to them and is trapped. Indeed, a trap that performs
an action is prohibited.

HALAKHA

BACKGROUND

Exposing silver vessels to sulfur - D?'?;s 9%: Throughout the generations,
sulfur was used to beautify silver vessels. Since silver is a light hue and engrav-
ings are not easily visible, one manner to accentuate the inscriptions was by
means of sulfur. The silver vessels were exposed to sulfur fumes and oxidized
sulfur, creating a thin layer of black silver sulfate on the vessel. After the vessel
was treated with sulfur, it was thoroughly cleaned, restoring all of the surfaces
to their original silver sheen while the recesses and sunken areas remained
black. In modern times, similar methods are employed.

Fish hook — ’n’z:

Reproduction of a fish hook from the First Temple period, found in Etzyon Gaver

LANGUAGE

Eye salve [kilor] - 11"7*,7: From the Greek koMbpuov, kollyrion, meaning a
salve for the eyes.

Bandage [ispelanit] - m’wum From the Greek omAnviov, splenion, meaning
a piece of cloth placed on a ‘wound.

Nets [kokrei] - 11pip: The fisherman's utensil like the nets in the Gemara. The
utensil is made like a basket with one wide end and one narrow end. The fish
enter the wide end but are unable to exit the narrow end. The origin of the
word kokrei is unclear. It may be from the Greek kpokvg or kpokig, krokys or
krokis, meaning a a fly trap. Alternatively, according to the geonim, kokrei is a
stone tablet resting on pieces of wood or on bait. When the animals pull the
bait, they are crushed or trapped under the stone. According to this interpre-
tation, the word is derived from the Greek kpokn, kroke, meaning a pebble.

N\
)"""Hm TI]]

Ancient Egyptian picture of fishing in Egypt. The fishermen are holdlng nets similar to the kokrei.

NOTES
The resting of utensils — n*’?; naw: The reason that the Gemara spoke
specifically of a water mill is because a mill powered by an animal is certainly
prohibited on Shabbat, due to the mitzva explicitly stated in the Torah to rest
one’s animal. Since the Gemara’s conclusion is that the obligation to rest one’s
utensils is according to Beit Shammai’s opinion, the baraita, which derives
the law of resting utensils from the verse, comes only to prohibit Jews from
performing labor with their utensils (geonim).

One may open a canal so that water will flow into a garden —
ng»;'? o Ppnis: One may open a water canal into a garden
on Shabbat eve so that the water will continue to irrigate the
garden on Shabbat. Similarly, one may place an eye salve [kilor]
on his eye on Shabbat eve so that it will continuously cure the
eye during Shabbat, even though it is prohibited to adminis-
ter the remedy on Shabbat itself. It is also permitted to place
incense on coals beneath clothing on Shabbat eve so that the
clothes become perfumed on their own throughout Shabbat,

in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 3:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:5).

Placing wheat kernels in the water mill - ‘113'\'7 Prt pania
omn 'Wl om: One may place wheat kernels in a water mill
while it is stil day so that they will be ground on their own
on Shabbat. Some prohibited doing so because it is noisy and
dishonors Shabbat (7az). The custom was to permit this in a
situation of monetary loss, or even in a case where there is no

monetary loss (Rema; Magen Aviaham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 252:5). Therefore, a Jew is permitted to lend or rent his
utensils to a gentile, even if it is clear that they will be utilized to
perform labor on Shabbat. By renting the mill, a Jew's utensils
will not be involved in labor on Shabbat. Some say that utensils
utilized in the performance of labor prohibited by Torah law,
e.g., a plow or a mill (Rosh), may not be rented to a gentile on
Shabbat eve (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:16;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 246:).
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NOTES

And now that you said that according to Beit
Shammai, etc. - 131 KEw 277 MUANT KAWL
Earlier, the Gemara cited this baraita to pose a dif-
ficulty to the opinion of Beit Hillel. Subsequently,
it cited the same baraita to pose a difficulty to the
opinion of Beit Shammai. However, one could say
that since in the first clause of this baraita, there
is a dispute between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel,
and in the latter clause there is no dispute, there
is room to pose difficulties to both parties (Rabbi
Elazar Moshe Horovitz).

Perek |
Daf18 Amudb

LANGUAGE
Spit [shapud] - msw: The origin of the word is ap-
parently the Greek elomutilewy, eispytizein, mean-
ing to spit into frequently. In the language of the
Mishna, as well asin Syrian, the word means a pole
stuck through meat to facilitate its roasting.

HALAKHA

A woman may not fill up a pot with pounded
wheat...a baker may not fill a barrel of water —
3 oinm X5 Kb, nvepy TP MK Ko Kb
Dm'?tﬂ A person may not fil a pot with pounded
wheat or lupines and place it in an oven whose
coals were not swept or covered with ashes (Ma-
gen Avraham) on Shabbat eve at nightfall, due to
the concern that he might stoke the coals. Similarly,
he may not fill a barrel with water and place it
in the oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall. In all of
these cases, if he did so, the items are prohibited
at the conclusion of Shabbat for a time sufficient
for them to be prepared (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 3:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim
254:8-9).
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And now that Rav Oshaya said that Rav Asi said: Who is the tanna
who states that the obligation of resting utensils on Shabbat is by Torah
law? The tanna is Beit Shammai and not Beit Hillel. Consequently,
according to Beit Shammai, whether the utensil performs an action or
whether it does not perform an action, it is prohibited. And according
to Beit Hillel, even though it performs an action, it is nevertheless
permitted. The Gemara asks: And now that you said that according to
Beit Shammai" even though the utensil does not perform an action it

is prohibited, if so,

with regard to placing incense and sulfur beneath clothes and silver ves-
sels, respectively, what is the reason Beit Shammai permitted this? The
Gemara answers: The case under discussion was not one where the in-
cense was placed in a vessel; rather, there, the incense was placed on the
ground, and therefore there was no utensil that was obligated to rest. The
Gemara asks further: A tub in which fruit or grains are placed to ferment
into beer, and where they stay for an extended period; and a Shabbat
lamp; and a pot in which food is being cooked, which they place on the
fire while it is still day; and a spit [shapud]' on which they placed food
to roast while it is still day; what is the reason Beit Shammai permitted
placing them on Shabbat eve while it is still day even though the prohib-
ited labor continues over time, including on Shabbat? The Gemara an-
swers: These are cases where he declares the utensils ownerless." Ac-
cording to Beit Shammai, the utensils must be declared ownerless while
it is still day. Once the utensils are declared ownerless, they no longer
belong to a Jew and, consequently, there is no obligation to let them rest.

The Gemara asks: Based on these conclusions, who is the tanna who
taught this Tosefta that the Sages taught: A woman may not fill up a pot
with pounded wheat and lupines," a type of legume, and place them in
the oven to cook on Shabbat eve at nightfall. And if she placed them in
the oven, not only may they not be eaten on Shabbat itself, but even at
the conclusion of Shabbat they are forbidden for a period of time that
would be sufficient for them to be prepared, i.e., the time it takes to cook
the dish from the beginning, so that he will derive no benefit from a
prohibited labor performed on Shabbat. Similarly, the Tosefta said: A
baker may not fill a barrel of water" and place it in the oven on Shabbat
eve at nightfall to boil the water that is in the barrel, and if he did so, even
at the conclusion of Shabbat it is forbidden for the period of time that
would be sufficient for it to be prepared from the beginning. Let us say
that this Tosefta is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai and
not in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. The Gemara answers:
Even if you say that it is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, in
those cases the Sages issued a decree due to concern lest the one cooking
stoke the coals" on Shabbat in order to accelerate the cooking.

NOTES

Where he declares the utensils ownerless — »ipax 11’7 PN

Tosafot wondered: How could he declare the utensils ownerless
when the Sages clearly stated a halakha that in order to declare
possessions ownerless, one must relinquish ownership in front of
three people? From the Gemara it is apparent that since everyone
relinquishes ownership of his pots on Shabbat, everyone is aware
that this obviates the need for a specific declaration rendering them

ownerless. Others say that this is a relinquishing of ownership de-
clared by the court, since the court stipulates that all pots and bowls
are ownerless on Shabbat.

Pounded wheat and lupines — poym nopy: The common ex-
planation is that the Gemara cited this example because pounded

wheat and lupines take a long time to cook, leading to concern that
one may seek to accelerate their cooking by stoking the coals. Others
say, to the contrary, that these items were prohibited because they
cook very quickly, and as a result he will constantly have them in
mind and will come to tend to them on Shabbat (Rambam).

Decree lest the one cooking stoke the coals — am xR P4
n”')ru: Although this decree is accepted halakha, nevertheless
the questioner asked: Why did they apply it to pounded wheat and
water? It did not seem reasonable to him that, due to concern lest
one stoke the coals, he would be forced to wait at the conclusion of
Shabbat for a period of time that would be sufficient for them to be
prepared before consuming them (Derush VeHiddush).
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The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to incense and sulfur, the Sages should
also issue a decree that prohibits placing them beneath clothes and silver
vessels, respectively, on Shabbat eve at nightfall. The Gemara answers:
There, in that case, he will not stoke them, as if he stokes them smoke will
rise into the garments and the silver, and that is damaging for them. The
smoke from the wood will ruin the fragrance and the coating of sulfur. The
Gemara asks further: With regard to bundles of flax," the Sages should also
issue a decree. The Gemara answers: There, since wind is damaging for
them, he does not expose them, and he will not come to stoke the coals.
The Gemara asks further: With regard to wool placed in the dyer’s kettle,"
the Sages should also issue a decree. Shmuel said: The mishna is referring
to a pot that is removed from the fire, where there is no concern lest he
stoke the coals. The Gemara still asks: Let us be concerned lest he stir that
same pot, thereby accelerating the cooking, which is prohibited by Torah
law. Rather, the mishna is referring to a pot that is removed from the fire
and sealed with clay spread around its cover to prevent it from opening.

The Gemara comments: And now that the Master said that in these cases
the prohibition of placing the pot on the fire is due to a decree issued by
the Sages lest he stoke the coals; with regard to this pot of raw meat," it
is permitted to place it in an oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall. What is
the reason for this? Since it is not fit for consumption during the night, as
it will not be cooked by then, he diverts his thoughts from it and will not
come to stoke the coals. And the same is true of cooked meat; it is permit-
ted to place it on the fire on Shabbat eve at nightfall. Since it is reasonably
cooked, one will not come to stoke the coals to cook it more. Meat that is
cooked and not sufficiently cooked is prohibited, as there is concern lest
he come to stoke the coals. And if he threw a raw bone into this pot, he
may well do so, as due to the bone he will not remove the meat to eat it in
the evening.

And now that the Master said that anything for which wind is damaging

one does not expose, one could say that with regard to meat of a kid and

an oven whose opening is sealed with clay, he may well place it there on

Shabbat eve at nightfall. Since the meat of the kid cooks quickly and the

opening of the oven is sealed, there is no concern lest he come to stoke the

coals. If it is the meat of a ram [ barha]'" and the opening of the oven is not

sealed with clay, it is prohibited to place it there on Shabbat eve at nightfall.
The above are cases where the ruling is clear. However, with regard to the

case of the meat of a kid and the opening of the oven is not sealed with

clay, or the case of a ram and the opening of the oven is sealed, there is a

dispute. Rav Ashi permitted placing it in the oven on Shabbat eve at night-
fall, and Rav Yirmeya from Difti prohibited doing so. The Gemara asks:
And according to the opinion of Rav Ashi, who permitted placing it there

on Shabbat eve at nightfall, wasn’t it taught in a baraita that one may not
roast meat, an onion, and an egg on Shabbat eve unless there is sufficient
time for them to be roasted while it is still day? Apparently, one may not
place meat that is not sufficiently roasted in an oven on Shabbat eve. The

Gemara answers: There, the baraita is referring to the meat of a ram and

the opening of the oven is not sealed with clay. However, in other cases it
is permitted.

HALAKHA

LANGUAGE
Ram [barha] - N3 The origin of the word is un-
clear. Some th\nkthat it is from the Middle Persian
warrag, which means a lamb or a ram. The word
appears in New Persian as barra.

Bundles of flax - jws ’w PIX: [t is permitted to place bun-
dles of flax in the oven on Shabbat eve. Since the wind harms
them, there is no room for concern lest he open the oven and
stoke the coals (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:14;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 254:1).

Wool in the kettle — 'm”? J1x: Even if the wool already ab-
sorbed the dye, one may only place wool in a boiling kettle on
Shabbat eve if the kettle were removed from the fire and its
cover sealed so he will not be able to stoke the coals or stir the
pot, as per the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:1).

This pot of raw meat — XM A71P X It is permitted to
place raw meat in a pot on a stove or an oven on Shabbat eve

adjacent to nightfall. The same is true with regard to meat that
is completely cooked, if additional cooking does not enhance
its taste. It is forbidden to do so with meat that is not yet cooked
completely, or even with meat that is completely cooked if
additional cooking enhances its taste. However, if he placed a
raw bone into the pot, it is permitted (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 3:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 253:1).

Meat of a kid...of a ram — X1727...%737 XW2: According to
the second version of the d\spute and accordmg to the opinion
of Rav Yirmeya from Difti, it is prohibited to place the meat of a
goatoran oxin the oven to roast. Because they cook quickly, he
is liable to stoke the coals to accelerate the process. That prohi-
bition applies only if the meat is uncovered; if it is in a covered
pot, it is permitted. However, the meat of a young goat or fow!

that is cut into pieces, both covered and uncovered, is permit-
ted; there is no concern that one might stoke the coals, because
this would cause such meat to be overcooked and ruined. That
is the ruling because the discussion here is conducted based
on the opinion of Rav Yirmeya (Rif), as is the later discussion
with regard to the Paschal lamb (Ran). Others disagreed. In their
opinion, the meat of a young goat and fow! is permitted only
when it is roasted in an oven whose opening is covered, even
thoughitis not sealed with clay; in that case there is no concern
that he will open the oven because the wind is liable to ruin
the meat. However, that concern does exist when the meat is
roasted exposed (Rema based on the Tur, Beit Yosef, Sefer Mitzvot
Gadol and others; see Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 3:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 254:1).
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NOTES

Gourd - x7p: Also called the bottle gourd or Lagenaria
vulgaris, the kera is a leafy summer vegetable. Usually it
grows extended on the ground, but at times it is trellised
on trees. The greenish-white gourd produced by the plant
is 40-50 cm long and 25-30 cm wide and shaped like a jug
or a bottle. The young fruit is generally eaten cooked and its
seeds are commonly eaten as dessert.

Gourd

For him to reach a house adjacent to the wall - 13w 113
'rmn'? Tnen 35 If the gentile reaches the house adja-
cent to the wall of the city, he could place the object there.
Consequently, he will have performed no prohibited labor
on Shabbat. Although there is no way to predict whether
or not the gentile will, in fact, place the object there, it is
necessary to provide him with sufficient time to do so. There
is certainly no prohibition for a gentile to perform prohibited
labor on Shabbat. However, if the Jew fails to provide him
with sufficient time to place the object prior to Shabbat, the
impression is that he sent the gentile to perform a prohibited
labor for him on Shabbat.

That is the statement of Rabbi Akiva; that is the state-
ment of Beit Hillel - m3a »27 1717 X2'py 311271717
'7'71 At times, the most promment tanna’im, Rabbi Akiva
among them, disputed the opinion of Beit Hillel. However,
it is difficult to say that Rabbi Akiva would disagree with
the Sages of early generations. Therefore, Rabbi Yosei son of
Rabbi Yehuda, the student of Rabbi Akiva's student, came
to explain that Rabbi Akiva did not state his own opinion.
Rather, he stated a tradition that he received with regard to
the opinion of Beit Hillel.
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HALAKHA

Meat roasted directly on the coals — 1 1m3% X723: Meat,
even that of a young goat, onions, and eggs, as well as all other
foods that are not eaten raw (Mishna Berura), may not be left on
coals on Shabbat eve at nightfall as there is concern lest one
stoke the coals. This is true unless he placed them on the coals
long enough before Shabbat to enable them to be roasted like
the food of ben Drosai, which is half-cooked, while it is still day,
in accordance with the answer of Rav Ashi. Others say that the
food of ben Drosai was one-third cooked. If he roasted them

84

PEREK I-18B - 1K P75

Others say that with regard to the meat of a kid, whether it is in an

oven that is sealed or whether it is in one that is not sealed, every-
one agrees that he may well do so. With regard to the meat of a ram,
when the opening of the oven is sealed, one may well do so too.
Where they disagreed was in the case of the meat of a ram and the

opening of the oven was not sealed. Rav Ashi permitted placing it

in the oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall, and Rav Yirmeya from

Difti prohibited doing so. The Gemara asks: And according to the

opinion of Rav Ashi, who permitted this, wasn’t it taught in a ba-
raita that one may only roast meat, an onion, and an egg on Shab-
bat eve if there is sufficient time for them to be roasted while it is

still day? Apparently, one may not place meat that is not suffi-
ciently roasted in an oven on Shabbat eve. The Gemara answers:

There, the baraita is referring to the case of meat roasted directly
on the coals." In that case, there is greater concern that he will come

to stoke the coals. Ravina said: With regard to that raw gourd," one

may well place it in a pot on the fire on Shabbat eve at nightfall. The

reason for this is that since the wind is damaging for it, it is con-
sidered like the meat of a kid.

The full text of the baraita is: Beit Shammai say: One may only sell
anitem to a gentile on Shabbat eve, and one may onlyload a burden
onto his donkey with him, and one may only lift a burden onto him
if the destination of the gentile is near enough that there remains
sufficient time for the gentile to arrive at a place near there prior to
Shabbat. The Sages taught in a baraita that elaborated upon this
dispute between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel with regard to selling
to a gentile on Shabbat eve: Beit Shammai say: A person may not
sell his object to a gentile," and lend it to him, and loan him
money, and give him an object as a gift on Shabbat eve, unless there
is sufficient time for him, the gentile, to reach his house while it
still day. And Beit Hillel say: He is permitted to do this if there is
sufficient time for him to reach a house adjacent to the wall" of
the place where he is going. Rabbi Akiva says: It is permitted to
give an object to a gentile on Shabbat eve if there is sufficient time
for him to exit the entrance of the Jewish person’s house. What
the gentile does afterward is irrelevant. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi
Yehuda, said: That is the statement of Rabbi Akiva; that is the
statement of Beit Hillel." Rabbi Akiva came only to explain the
statement of Beit Hillel. The tanna whose version of Beit Hillel’s
statement was: Until he reaches the house adjacent to the wall, held
that Beit Hillel's opinion was similar to Beit Shammai’s opinion.
Rabbi Akiva came to elucidate the actual opinion of Beit Hillel.

The Sages taught a similar principle in a baraita with regard to an-
other tannaitic dispute. Beit Shammai say: A person may not sell
his leaven to a gentile" on Passover eve unless he knows that the
leaven will be finished before Passover. And Beit Hillel say: As
long as it is permitted for the Jew to eatleaven, itis also permitted
for him to sell it to a gentile. The Jew ceases to be responsible for
the leaven sold to a gentile from the moment it is sold. And Rabbi
Yehuda says:

in a prohibited manner, they are prohibited at the conclusion
of Shabbat for a time sufficient for them to be roasted (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:9,16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 254:2-3).

A person may not sell his object to a gentile, etc. — 7iam? xb
=)} '1:5 i¥ar1 o%: One may only lend, sell, or make a gift ofan
obJect toa gentwle on Shabbat eve at nightfall if there remains
sufficient time for the gentile to carry it out of the Jew’s house
while it is still day, as per the opinion of Beit Hillel according to

Rabbi Akiva. In a walled city, it is permitted in times of need
even if sufficient time does not remain (Taz; Magen Avraham;
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:19; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 246:2).

A person may not sell his leaven to a gentile, etc. - 7is1 xH
=) *1;’7 i¥nn o7x: As long as one is permitted to eat leaven, he
may certamly sellittoa gentile, as per the opinion of Beit Hillel
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 3:1; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 443:1).
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With regard to Babylonian kutah,® a spice that contains leavened bread
crumbs, and all kinds of kutah, it is prohibited to sell it to a gentile
thirty days before Passover. Because kutah is used exclusively as a spice,
it lasts longer than other foods.

The Sages taught in a different baraita: One may, ab initio, put food
before the dog" in the courtyard on Shabbat, and we are not concerned
that the dog may lift it and carry it out to the public domain. If the dog
lifted it and exited the courtyard, one need not attend to him, as he is
not required to ensure that the dog will eat it specifically in that court-

yard.

On a similar note, the baraita continued: One may place food before
the gentile" in the courtyard on Shabbat. If the gentile lifted it and
exited, one need not attend to him. The Gemara asks: Why do I need
this as well? This case is the same as that case. The halakhot with regard
to the dog and the gentile are identical, as Shabbat prohibitions do not
apply to either of them. The Gemara answers: There is a distinction.
Lest you say that in this case, the case of the dog, responsibility for its
food is incumbent upon the owner of the courtyard who owns the dog.
And in this case, the case of the gentile, responsibility for his food is not
incumbent upon the owner of the courtyard. Therefore, in a situation
where there is concern that Shabbat will be desecrated, there is room
to say that one may not give the gentile his food. Therefore, the baraita
teaches us that in that case, it is also permitted.

The Sages taught in a Tosefta: A person may not rent his utensils to a
gentile on Shabbat eve, as it appears that the Jew is receiving payment
for work performed on Shabbat. However, on the fourth and on the
fifth days of the week it is permitted. On a similar note, one may not
send letters in the hand of a gentile on Shabbat eve. However, on the
fourth and on the fifth days of the week it is permitted. Nevertheless,
they said about Rabbi Yosei the priest, and some say that they said
this about Rabbi Yosei the Hasid, thata document in his handwriting
was never found in the hand of a gentile, so that a gentile would not
carry his letter on Shabbat.

The Sages taught in a baraita: One may not send a letter in the hand
of a gentile" on Shabbat eve unless he stipulates a set sum of money
for him. In that case, anything the gentile does with this letter is not in
service of the Jew, but rather on his own, since his payment is stipulated
in advance. Beit Shammai say: One may only give a letter to a gentile
on Shabbat eve if there is sufficient time for the gentile to reach his
house before dark. And Beit Hillel say: If there is sufficient time for
him to reach the house adjacent to the wall of the city to which he was
sent.

The Gemara asks: Didn’t he stipulate a set price? What difference does

it make whether he reaches the city on Shabbat eve or on Shabbat? Rav
Sheshet said, the baraita is saying as follows: And if he did not stipu-
late a set price for the task, Beit Shammai say: One may only give a

letter to a gentile on Shabbat eve if there is sufficient time for the gentile

to reach his house before dark. And Beit Hillel say: If there is sufficient

time for him to reach the house adjacent to the wall of the city to

which he was sent.

The Gemara asks: Didn’t you say in the first clause of the baraita, that
one may not send a letter unless he stipulated a set price? Without
stipulating a set price, one may not send a letter at all. The Gemara an-
swers: This is not difficult, as it is possible to explain that this, where
we learned that one is permitted to give a letter to a gentile on Shabbat
eve even if he did not stipulate a set price, is in a case where the house
of the mail carrier [bei doar]" is permanently located in the city. And
this, where it is permitted to give a letter to a gentile only if he stipu-
lated a set price, is in a case where the house of the mail carrier is not
permanently located in the city.

BACKGROUND

Babylonian kutah - "7:1:1'! nma: Kutah was made from
milk, water, salt, and bread crumbs and was very sour.
Because of its sharp taste, kutah was used mainly as a
condiment. As a result, it kept for a long time. Kutah
was a typical Babylonian food, and many of the people
of Eretz Yisrael could not accustom themselves to its
taste. Even those who did continued to call it Baby-
lonian kutah.

NOTES

One may put food before the dog — us’7 niait pani
:15:'! Some say that one may give food even toa dog
that does not belong to the homeowner, as it was al-
ready stated: “To the dog you should throw it" (Exodus
22:30). The Sages said that this is a reward for:“No dog
shall whet its tongue” (Exodus 11:7; Me'ri) during the
Plague of the Firstborn. The Gemara explains why the
statement with regard to the gentile was necessary, but
does not explain why it would not have been sufficient
to state the halakha with regard to the gentile and
derive from it the ruling with regard to the dog. The
explanation is that since the dog belongs to him, there
was room to conjecture that he must prevent it from
performing prohibited labor on Shabbat based on the
obligation to rest one’s animals, which does not apply
to a gentile (Rav Elazar Moshe Horovitz).

HALAKHA

One may put food before the dog in the courtyard...
before the gentile — n5b...3¢m3 2997 %5 misitn pania
*i31: One may place food in the courtyard on Shabbat
for a gentile or for a dog to eat. If the gentile picks up
the food and leaves the courtyard, the Jew need not
react. However, one may not give the gentile objects,
as that would appear to be a business transaction. This
is only permitted in exigent circumstances or for the
purpose of fulfilling a mitzva (Beer Heitev, Shulhan Arukh
HaRav: Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:21;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 325:2).

One may not send a letter in the hand of a gentile -
s T3 NN 1’n77wn px: If a Jew set a price in advance
fora germle to deliver a letter, the Jew may give the
letter to the gentile on Shabbat eve at nightfall. In a
case where he did not set a price in advance, if the
house of the mail carrier is permanently located in the
city, the Jew may give him a letter even just before
dark. However, when the house of the mail carrier is
not permanently located in the city, he may not send a
letter with the gentile even on Sunday. There are those
who permit doing so when the letter's destination is
nearby (Magen Avraham).This halakha is in accordance
with the version of the text that completely prohibits
sending a letter. Others permit sending a letter with a
gentile on Wednesday and Thursday, based on our ver-
sion of the Gemara (Rema; Magen Avraham). In exigent
circumstances, one may rely on that opinion and send
a letter with a gentile (Rema; Shulhan Arukh HaRav;
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:20; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 247:).

LANGUAGE

House of the mail carrier [bei doar] — Wi 13: The
origin of the word doar, mail, is from the Semitic root
dvr, which incidentally appears in Arabic as dawr, 9.
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NOTES

One may not set sail on a ship - 0953 p;”??rg "X: Many
reasons were given for the prohibition to sail on a ship. Some
explained that it refers specifically to a ship that passes
through water less than ten handbreadths deep, as then it
is considered that one went beyond the Shabbat boundary.
However, in the Mediterranean Sea and similar bodies of wa-
ter, itis permitted (Rabbeinu Hananel). From the Jerusalem
Talmud and other sources, this does not seem to be the case.
Others said that there is a prohibition to sail on Shabbat (To-
safot). Based on the context, there were those who explained
that the three days before Shabbat are already considered
asifitis just before Shabbat. One knows ahead of time that
on a ship and in laying siege to a city a dangerous situation
might arise, which will force him to suspend Shabbat to
save a life. Therefore, the Sages prohibited sailing three days
before Shabbat for any purpose other than performing a
mitzva (Ra'avad; Ran). Others explained that this is because
traveling at sea is difficult, and one who boarded a ship
fewer than three days before Shabbat suffers from motion
sickness and will not experience the enjoyment of Shabbat
at all. Therefore, he must leave earlier (Rif; Rosh).

He must stipulate with the gentile ship captain on the
condition that he rests, and he does not rest — iny ppic
naww i), Ny nn by: The Sages already established
that a Jew need not even attempt to have a ship captained
by a gentile rest on Shabbat. The reason for the stipulation
is due to deference toward Heaven, so that the gentile will
not think that Jews are indifferent to the sanctity of Shab-
bat (geonim).

The Sages already preceded you - 337 717 932: With this
story, the Talmud sought to underscore that Torah scholars,
who do not normally deal with mundane matters and are
steeped in their studies, are able to derive from the Torah
how to conduct themselves in worldly matters like all men
of action (HaBoneh).

BACKGROUND

Beams of the olive press — 12 2 ninip: Inthis picture, the
olives, in baskets, are placed on a slightly elevated surface.
Along beam, one end of which is set in a hole in the wall, is
placed on the baskets. Weights or large rocks are attached
to the end of the beam placed on the baskets, weighing it
down and pressing the olives. In this way, oil was squeezed
into containers prepared for this purpose.

Ancient olive press in Tel Hatzor
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HALAKHA

One may not set sail on a ship fewer than three days before
Shabbat — nawy oip o mwben ning nysoa pryon px:
One who sal\s for a non-mitzva matter is not permltted to set
out on his voyage fewer than three days before Shabbat. The
Sages disagreed with regard to Wednesday. Some ruled that it is
permitted (Jerusalem Talmud; Rabbeinu Hananel; Rosh; Tosafot;
Vilna Gaon) and some ruled that it is prohibited (Ran; Rabbeinu
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The Sages taught: One may not set sail on a ship" fewer than three
days before Shabbat," to avoid appearances that the Jew is perform-
ing a prohibited labor on Shabbat. In what case is this statement
said? In a case where he set sail for a voluntary matter; however,
ifhe sailed for a matter involving a mitzva, he may well do so. And,
even then, he must stipulate with the gentile ship captain that this
is on the condition that he rests, i.e., stops the ship, and even if the
gentile does not rest." Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: He need
not stipulate. And sailing on a ship that is traveling from Tyre to
Sidon, a short journey by sea, is permitted even on Shabbat eve.

The Sages taught in a Toseffa: One may not lay siege to cities of
gentiles" fewer than three days before Shabbat, to avoid the need

to desecrate Shabbat in establishing the siege. And if they already

began establishing the siege fewer than three days before Shabbat,
they need not stop all war-related actions even on Shabbat. And so

Shammai would say: From that which is written: “And you should

build a siege against the city that is waging war with you until it falls”
(Deuteronomy 20:20), it is derived that the siege should be sus-
tained “until it falls” Consequently, the siege must continue even

on Shabbat.

We learned in the mishna that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said:
The ancestral house of my father, the dynasty of Nesi'im from the
house of Hillel, was accustomed to give its white clothes to a gentile
launderer no fewer than three days before Shabbat. It was taught in
the Tosefta that Rabbi Tzadok said: This was the custom of the
house of Rabban Gamliel: They would give white clothes to the
gentile launderer three days before Shabbat, and they would give
him colored clothes even on Shabbat eve. The Gemara comments:
And from their statement we learned that white garments are
more difficult to launder than colored ones, as in white garments
every stain is more conspicuous.

On a related note, the Gemara relates that Abaye gave this dyed
garment to the launderer. Abaye said to the launderer: How much
do you want as payment to wash it? The launderer said to Abaye:
Same as for a white garment. Abaye said to him: You cannot de-
ceive me in this matter, as the Sages already preceded you," as it
was taught in the baraita which garment is more difficult to wash.
On this topic, Abaye said: One who gives clothing to the laun-
derer, he should give it to him by measure and he should take it
back from him by measure. In that way, if it is longer, it is an indi-
cation that the launderer caused him a loss because he stretched
the garment. And if it is shorter, he certainly caused him a loss
because he shrunk it.

We learned in the mishna that these, Beit Shammai, and those, Beit
Hillel, agree that one may load the beam of the olive press and the
circular wine press. The Gemara asks: What is different about all
of the cases in the mishna, where Beit Shammai issued a decree
prohibiting them, and what is different about the beams of the
olive press® and the circular wine press that Beit Shammai did not
issue a decree prohibiting them? The Gemara answers: Those
cases, where if he performed them on Shabbat he is rendered li-
able to bring a sin-offering, Beit Shammai issued a decree prohib-
iting them on Shabbat eve at nightfall. However, in the cases of the
beams of the olive press and the circular wine press, where even
if he performed them on Shabbat he is not rendered liable to
bring a sin-offering, Beit Shammai did not issue a decree.

Zerahya Halevi; Magen Avraham; Taz). For the purpose of a
mitzva, he may even depart right before Shabbat. For a brief
journey of up to one day, one is permitted to sail even on Friday
morning, but no later, as per the baraita (Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 248:).

One may not lay siege to cities of gentiles, etc. - by PP

=) nm’w nimy: When initiating an optional war with a siege
of cities of gentlles it must be initiated three days before Shab-
bat. Once the siege has begun, it is not suspended on Shabbat
even in an optional war and, needless to say, in a mandatory
war. In a mandatory war, one may even initiate the siege on
Shabbat (Tur based on the Jerusalem Talmud; Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:25,30:13; Tur, Orah Hayyim 249).
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The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who holds that anything that
comes on its own, and not as the result of an action, it may well be
done on Shabbat? Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina said: It is the opinion
of Rabbi Yishmael, as we learned in a mishna: With regard to the
garlic and the unripe grapes, and the stalks of wheat that he
crushed while it was still day," Rabbi Yishmael says: He may
continue tending to them and finish after it gets dark, as after the
crushing is completed these items are placed beneath a weight, so
that the liquids will continue to seep out. And Rabbi Akiva says:

He may not finish. And the amora Rabbi Elazar said: Our mishna
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar® the tanna. As
we learned in a mishna: With regard to honeycombs that he
crushed on Shabbat eve" and the honey came out on its own on
Shabbat day, itis prohibited to eat the honey, like anything that was
prepared on Shabbat. And Rabbi Elazar permits eating it on
Shabbat.

The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina, what is the reason

he did not say in accordance with the explanation of Rabbi Elazar?

Apparently, Rabbi Elazar’s explanation in the mishna is more ac-
curate. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yosei could have said to you

that there, in the case of the honeycombs, it is food from the begin-
ning and it is food at the end, as honey is considered food. There-
fore, there was no squeezing of liquid from food at all. However,
here, in all of the cases in the mishna, from the beginning they were

food and now they became liquid, and that is the definition of
squeezing. And Rabbi Elazar could have said to you in response to

this assertion: We heard that Rabbi Elazar permitted olives and

grapes as well. As when Rav Hoshaya from Neharde’a came, he

came and brought a baraita with him, in which it was taught:
Olives and grapes that he crushed from Shabbat eve and the lig-
uids seeped out on their own, the liquids are prohibited. Rabbi

Elazar and Rabbi Shimon permit those liquids. The Gemara an-
swers that Rabbi Yosei bar Rabbi Hanina did not know this barai-
ta

On the other hand, the Gemara asks: And Rabbi Elazar, what is
the reason he did not say in accordance with the explanation of
Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina, that our mishna is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yishmael? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Elazar
could have said to you: Wasn’t it stated that Rava bar Hanina said
that Rabbi Yohanan said: Here it is referring to items that lack
grinding," i.e., when the garlic and the unripe grapes were not
ground in a pestle at all, everyone agrees that it is prohibited to place
them in a manner that causes their liquids to come out on their own
on Shabbat. The case where they disagreed was where they were
already completely ground, but they were still lacking additional
pounding; and these cases in our mishna are also considered as
if they were lacking grinding. The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yosei
bar Hanina issued a practical ruling in accordance with the opin-
ion of Rabbi Yishmael, and permitted a person to finish tending to
them even after dark.

HALAKHA

The garlic and the unripe grapes and the stalks that he
crushed while it was still day — ni»bmm wpiam own
o¥ 1ipan [pew: If the weighted beam of the olive press
was placed on the olives on Shabbat eve while it is still day, it
is permitted to leave the olives in the press on Shabbat, and
after Shabbat he may use the oil that was squeezed from
them on Shabbat. Similarly, in the case of garlic and unripe
grapes that were crushed while it is still day, the liquids that
continue to seep out of them on Shabbat are permitted, as
per the Gemara, which ruled in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yishmael (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat

21216, Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 252:5).

NOTES

Honeycombs that he crushed on Shabbat eve - 31 nion
N3aY 3Ww3aperw: A honeycomb is a mass ofhexagona\ wax
cells built by honey bees in their nests to contain their larvae
and stores of honey and pollen. Beekeepers often remove
the entire honeycomb to harvest honey.

Honeycomb

Did not know this baraita — n*'? ymw N’? XIM2: Since there
were numerous anthologies of baraitot, as well as the oral
traditions that were preserved in isolated places and by specific
Sages, it was not uncommon that even the greatest Sages were
not familiar with all of the baraitot relating to a particular topic.
On the other hand, it was extremely rare for one of the Sages
of the Talmud to forget a matter written explicitly in a mishna.

HALAKHA

Items that lack grinding - 2*7 @INRA: Garlic, unripe
grapes, and the like that were “crushed on Shabbat eve, if
they were not ground sufficiently to cause the liquids to seep
out, it is prohibited to grind them on Shabbat. If they are
sufficiently ground but still lack pounding, it is permitted to
grind them, in accordance with the ruling of Rabbi Yosei son
of Rabbi Hanina and according to Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah

Hayyim 321:19).

PERSONALITIES

Rabbi Elazar - 1113’?5 %2%: This is Rabbi Elazar ben Shamua, a
tanna in the generation prior to the redaction of the Mishna.
Rabbi Elazar ben Shamua, a priest, was among the greatest of
Rabbi Akiva’s students. In the years following the persecution in
the wake of the failure of bar Kokheva's rebellion, Rabbi Elazar was
among the leaders of the generation. Despite the dire situation,

many students studied with him. Among his main students was
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the redactor of the Mishna.

Not many of Rabbi Elazar’s halakhot are cited in the Mishna;
however, he was very significant in the eyes of the Sages of the
following generations. The amora Rav referred to him as the
happiest of the Sages, and Rabbi Yohanan said of him: The hearts

of the early Sages were like the entrance hall to the Sanctuary.
In the Mishna and in baraitot, he is called simply Rabbi Elazar.

Rabbi Elazar ben Shamua lived a long life, and according
to one tradition he was a hundred and five years old when
he was killed. He is listed among the ten martyrs murdered
by the Romans.

87
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NOTES

Oil of olive pressers — 1112 '710 1w According to
many commentaries, this refers to the additional oil
that drips from the olives under the beam of the olive
press on Shabbat. This oil was prohibited as it is an ob-
jectthat came into being, i.e, assumed its present form,
on Shabbat [nolad], which by definition was set aside
from use on Shabbat and the Festivals. According to this
explanation, the connection between this problem and
the previous matter is clear. Previously, the additional
oil from the olive press was discussed in connection to
the actual prohibited labor, and here the discussion is
whether one is permitted to eat it and move it (Rab-
beinu Hananel, Tosafot; Rashba; and others).

In the place of Rav - 277 K2 In general, all of
Jewish Babylonia was divided into the place of Rav, un-
der Rav’s jurisdiction, and the place of Shmuel, under
Shmuel's jurisdiction. This division remained intact, de-
spite many changes affecting different aspects of the
situation, until the period of the gebnim. As long as the
yeshiva of Sura and the yeshiva of Pumbedita were in
existence, each had a defined sphere of authority and
influence. With regard to halakhic rulings, in an area
where a certain custom prevailed by the authority of
the Sage who instituted that custom, it was inappro-
priate to publicize an opinion that was contrary to that
Sage’s opinion. That was the case even if his halakhic
opinion in the matter was not the accepted one. Resi-
dents in that Sage’s sphere of influence were obligated
to follow him in all matters, even if his halakhic opinion
was not universally accepted by the other Sages.

And one may kindle the fire in the bonfire of the
Chamber of the Hearth — N3 MK NK PHAXD
TP mva: The Chamber of the Hearth was one of the
chambers of the Temple in which there was a bonfire
to warm the priests. Since the priests worked barefoot,
wore light clothing, no additional layers of clothing
could be added, and the Temple was mostly without a
roof, leaving them exposed to rain and wind, the priests
would avail themselves of this chamber to warm them-
selves. Although this was not part of the Temple service,
it was part of the arrangements for the benefit of the
priests. At the same time, there is the principle that
rabbinic decrees were not implemented in the Temple,
and the Temple area was governed exclusively by Torah
law, without additional rabbinic restrictions and fences.

BACKGROUND

The Chamber of the Hearth — 1pini1 ra: The Chamber
of the Hearth was a large room along the northern wall
of the Temple courtyard. Half of it was in the courtyard
and half was considered to be outside the Temple. The
Chamber of the Hearth was built with a dome and had
a great bonfire for the purpose of warming the priests
returning from service or emerging from immersion.
The priests slept in the Chamber of the Hearth at night.
In the corners of the room were four small chambers
that served various purposes. The Chamber of the
Hearth was also the place in which they kept the keys
of the Temple, and a priestly watch was assigned to the
chamber each night.
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Since the Gemara raised issues related to the olive press, it cites other
connected matters: Oil of olive pressers"" and mats of olive pressers,
which they use in their work, Rav prohibited moving them on Shabbat
since they are set aside for a specific purpose," and it is prohibited to
move an item set aside and designated for a defined purpose on Shabbat.
And Shmuel permitted doing so, as according to Shmuel, the legal
status of set-aside [muktze] does not apply in most cases. Along the
same lines, they disagreed with regard to those mats used to cover
merchandise transported on a ship. Rav prohibited using them be-
cause they are set aside and Shmuel permitted using them. Similarly,
Rav Nahman said: A goat raised for its milk, and a ewe that is raised
for shearing its wool, and a chicken raised for its egg," and oxen used
for plowing, all of which are designated for purposes other than eating,
as well as dates used for commerce; in all of these Rav prohibited
using them for food, or slaughtering them even on a Festival due to the
prohibition of set-aside. The reason for this is that during the day, before
Shabbat, he had no intention of eating them, as he set them aside for a
different purpose. And Shmuel said: They are permitted, as in his
opinion there is no prohibition of set-aside. The Gemara comments that
they disagree in the dispute of the tanna’im Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi
Shimon with regard to the issue of muktze.

The Gemara relates: There was this student who issued a ruling in the
city of Harta De’argiz that items that are set aside are permitted, in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, and Rav Hamnuna
excommunicated him. The Gemara asks: Don’t we hold that the ha-
lakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon? Why, then,
did Rav Hamnuna excommunicate him? The Gemara answers: This
incident was in the place of Rav" and the student should not have done
this; even if the accepted ruling is lenient, the city was under Rav’s ju-
risdiction, and the student’s public ruling, contrary to Rav’s opinion,
was a blatant display of disrespect. Incidentally, the Gemara relates a
story involving these two students: One would rescue from a fire with
one vessel and one would rescue with four and five vessels, as it is
permitted to rescue one’s belongings from a fire on Shabbat. They dis-
agreed with regard to whether it is preferable to carry just one vessel
and go back and forth several times, or to carry several vessels and go
back and forth fewer times. And they disagree with regard to the same
issue that was the subject of the dispute of Rabba bar Zavda and Rav
Huna elsewhere.
MI S HN A This mishna enumerates actions that may only
be performed on Shabbat eve if the prohibited
labor will be totally or mostly completed while it is still day. One may
only roast meat, an onion, or an egg if there remains sufficient time
so that they could be roasted while it is still day. One may only place
dough to bake into bread in the oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall," and
may only place a cake on the coals, if there is time enough that the
surface of this cake or bread will form a crust while it is still day.
Rabbi Eliezer says: Enough time so that its bottom crust should
harden, which takes less time. However in a case that is an exception,
one may, ab initio, lower the Paschal lamb into the oven on Shabbat
eve at nightfall, so that its roasting is completed on Shabbat if Passover
eve coincides with Shabbat eve. And one mayj, ab initio, kindle the fire
in the bonfire of the Chamber of the Hearth"® in the Temple on Shab-
bat eve, adjacent to the start of Shabbat, and allow the fire to spread
afterward throughout all the wood in the bonfire.

HALAKHA

Oil of olive pressers - 1172 ’7w paw: Ol that emerges from
under the beam of the olive press on Shabbat is permitted, as
per the explanation of the Rif. The halakha is in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:14).

Carrying vessels that he is careful about — 1apnw D?5:51u'7u
n-v’w Itis prohibited to move a vessel or tool that one values
to the extent that he is careful not to damage it through use.
This is similar to the legal status of items that are set-aside due
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to financial loss, as per the ruling of Rav (Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 308:1).
A goat for its milk, and a ewe for shearing its wool, and
a chicken for its egg, etc. - nbiaym mmmb by Aoy w
=) 'my’:x'v Any detached food that is it for consumpt\on does
not have set-aside status on Shabbat, even if it were set aside
for sale, as per the opinions of Rabbi Shimon and Shmuel and
the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 26:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 310:2).

One may only place dough to bake into bread in the oven

on Shabbat eve at nightfall - mawn oy "mzj'? napaniapx: One
may only place bread in the oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall
if the side of the loaf stuck to the oven forms a crust. Once the
crust was formed, he may leave it there, even after Shabbat
begins. The later commentaries agreed that it does not matter
on which side the crust is formed, and it is permitted even if it
formed on the side facing the fire. The bread is considered to
have formed a crust when strings of dough no longer protrude
from the loaf (see tractate Menahot 78b; Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 254:5).
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And, however, in the outlying areas, meaning in all of Eretz
Yisrael outside the Temple, it is prohibited to light a bonfire
on Shabbat eve, unless there is sufficient time for the fire to
take hold in most of the bonfire, while it is still day. Rabbi
Yehuda says: With a bonfire of coals, even in the outlying
areas one is permitted to light the fire on Shabbat eve at night-
fall, even if the fire only spread to any amount" of the bonfire.
The coals, once they are kindled, will not be extinguished
again, and there is no concern lest he come to tend to them

on Shabbat.
GE M A We learned in the mishna that one
may only roast meat and other food
items if there remains sufficient time so that they could be
roasted while it is still day. The Gemara asks: And how much
do they need to be roasted in order to be considered sufficient,
so that it will be permitted to complete their cooking after-
ward? Rabbi Elazar said that Rav said: So that they will be
roasted while it is still day like the food of ben Drosai,™
which was partially roasted. Ben Drosai was a robber and
pursued by all. He could not wait for his food to roast com-
pletely, so he sufficed with a partial roasting. It was also stated
by another of the Sages, as Rav Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan
said: Anything that is already cooked like the food of ben
Drosai by a Jew, no longer has a problem of the cooking of
gentiles."" If a gentile completed cooking this food, it is, nev-
ertheless, permitted to eat, even though, as a rule, it is prohib-
ited to eat food cooked by gentiles. It was taught in a baraita,
Hananya says: With regard to anything that is already cooked
like the food of ben Drosai, it is permitted to keep it on the
stove on Shabbat and even though this stove is not swept of
coals and the burning coals are not covered with ashes. Since
the food was already cooked to that extent, there is no concern
that he will come to stoke the coals.

We learned in the mishna that one may only place bread in
the oven® on Shabbat eve at nightfall if there remains sufficient
time for its surface to form a crust while it is still day. Accord-
ing to Rabbi Eliezer, it is permitted to place bread in the oven
on Shabbat eve while it is still day if there remains enough time
for a crust to form on its bottom side. A dilemma was raised
before them: With regard to the bottom mentioned in the
mishna, is it that side close to the oven, or perhaps is it the
bottom that is close to the fire? Come and hear a resolution
to this dilemma from what was taught in a baraita that Rabbi
Eliezer says explicitly: So that its surface that is stuck to the
oven will form a crust.”

PERSONALITIES

Ben Drosai - '&pi17}2: Ben Drosai, mentioned here, is the name, or
nickname of aman who lived in Eretz Yisrael he was a contemporary
of the amora Rabbi Yohanan. Ben Drosai was involved in various
shady dealings. Nevertheless, apparently ben Drosai was known to
the Sages and used to obey them in ritual matters. Since they were
familiar with him, they cite him as an example of a person who eats
partially cooked food.

NOTES

Of the cooking of gentiles — o1 ”ww’; own: The main discussion
of this halakha is in tractate Avoda Zara. The essence of the halakha
is the prohibition of eating food that was cooked by a gentile. The
reason for this prohibition is the concern that one may eat prohib-
ited foods, as well as the desire to separate Jews from gentiles. This
does not apply to all foods; cooked foods that could be eaten un-
cooked and insignificant foods were not included in this prohibition.

BACKGROUND

Bread in the oven — 913 n3: The ovens in those days were made
of earthenware. The oven was ignited from below and through a
special opening they would stick the dough to the sides of the oven
for baking. In this method of baking, it is difficult to define which
side is considered the bottom of the bread.

QOven with bread stuck to its sides

HALAKHA

With coals of any amount - &y 5: prnsa: Some authori-
ties ruled in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that
there is no need to ignite most of the coals before Shabbat
while it is still day, as they held that he did not disagree with
the opinion of the first tanna (Tur; Rabbeinu Yeruham). Others
differ (Beit Yosef, Taz; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat
319; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 255:1-2).

Like the food of ben Drosai - '&pi17 ]:'7:&7:: On Shabbat, it
is permitted to leave on the fire food that was cooked while it
was still day to the extent of the food of ben Drosai. Opinions
differed with regard to the degree that the food of ben Drosai
was cooked. Some ruled that it is half-cooked (Rambam). Oth-
ers ruled that it is one-third cooked (Rashi). On Shabbat, the rul-

ing is stringent in accordance with the opinion of the Rambam

(Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 316,

9:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 254:2).

Like the food of ben Drosai no longer has a problem of the
cooking of gentiles — D Y13 Dem 12 P X1V 2 YoKn:
The situation discussed is one where a Jew placed a pot on the
fire to cook its contents and then it was removed from the fire
by a Jew or a gentile, only to be subsequently replaced on the
fire by a gentile. It is permitted to eat the food and it does not
have the legal status of food cooked by a gentile as long as it
had already been cooked like the food of ben Drosai before
he removed it from the fire, even though it was a gentile who

completed the cooking. If it had not been cooked to that extent,
the food is prohibited (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 113:8).

So thatits surface....will form a crust — 19 17p*w: One may
only place bread in the oven on Shabbat eve at mghtfaH if the
side of the loaf stuck to the oven forms a crust. Once the crust
was formed, he may leave it there even after Shabbat begins, in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer as the discussion
in the Gemara was according to his opinion (7az; Vilna Gaon;
Shulhan Arukh HaRav). Others were stringent with regard to a
pie and required that a crust be formed on both sides (Rema).
Others were equally stringent with bread (Shulhan Arukh HaRav;
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:18; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 254:5).
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HALAKHA

One may lower the Paschal lamb - nx p’vw’vwn
nooi: One is permitted to leave a whole lamb that
was placed in the oven on Shabbat eve before night-
fall, in the oven on Shabbat if the oven was sealed
with clay. If it was not sealed with clay, it is prohibited,
as per the conclusion of the Gemara. However, in the
case of the Paschal sacrifice, it is permitted under all
circumstances, since the people of the group are vigi-
lant (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:15).

And one may light the fire - 71 nx¢ poxm: In the
Temple, it was permitted to light the wood of the fire
in the bonfire of the Chamber of the Hearth before
Shabbat, and there was no room for concern that
they might stoke the coals, since the priests are vigi-
lant (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:20).

Bonfire in the outlying areas — p’?ug:_! A s
permitted to leave a bonfire to burn on its own on
Shabbat when most of its fuel was already ignited
on Shabbat eve at nightfall, in accordance with the
opinion of Shmuel, as there is a baraita that supports
his opinion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat
319; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 255:1; Vilna Gaon).
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NOTES

We learned in the mishna that one may lower the Paschal lamb" into
the oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall. The Gemara explains: What is the
reason that this was permitted? Because the people of the group who
registered to be counted together for the offering and eating of the Pas-
chal lamb are vigilant in the performance of mitzvot and they will not
transgress the halakhot of Shabbat. The Gemara asks: And if that was not
so, there would not be permission to do so? Didn’t the Master say: The
meat of a kid, whether it is in an oven that is sealed or whether it is in
one that is not sealed, everyone agrees that he may well place it in the
oven at nightfall because taking it out of the oven harms it, and there is
no room for concern that he will do so? If so, there is no room for concern
with regard to the meat of the Paschal lamb, which must be either a goat
oralamb (Exodus 12:5). The Gemara answers: In any case, it is necessary
to emphasize the vigilance of the members of the group, as there, where
it was permitted, it was specifically in a case that the goat was cut into
pieces. However, here, with regard to the Paschal lamb, the goat is not
cut into pieces. It is roasted whole, in accordance with the halakhot of
the Paschal lamb. Consequently, it does not roast quickly, and there is
room for concern lest he stoke the coals in order to accelerate the roast-
ing. However, since the members of the group are vigilant, the Sages
permitted it.

We learned the following in the mishna: And one may light the fire" in

the bonfire of the Chamber of the Hearth in the Temple on Shabbat eve

adjacent to nightfall and allow the fire to spread afterward throughout the

entire bonfire. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters that

doing so is permitted, derived? Rav Huna said, as it is stated: “You shall

kindle no fire in all of your habitations on the day of Shabbat” (Exodus

35:3). The Gemara infers: “In all of your habitations,” the dwelling plac-
es of the Jewish people, you may not kindle fire, but you may kindle fire

on Shabbat in the bonfire of the Chamber of the Hearth, which is in the

Temple. Rav Hisda objects: If so, if that is the source for the fact that

kindling the fire is permitted on Shabbat eve at nightfall, it should also be

permitted to kindle it even on Shabbat itself. Why kindle the fire while

itis still day? Rather, Rav Hisda said, it should be understood as follows:

When the verse came, it came to permit burning the limbs and fats" of
the sacrifices on the altar, even on Shabbat. Lighting the bonfire of the

Chamber of the Hearth was not permitted on Shabbat itself, since it is not

part of the Temple service. It was kindled merely for the benefit of the

priests. The fact that there was no concern about lighting the bonfire on

Shabbat eve at nightfall is because the priests are vigilant with regard to

mitzvot, and they will certainly not come to stoke the coals.

We also learned in the mishna that in the outlying areas” one may not
light a bonfire on Shabbat eve at nightfall unless there is sufficient time
for the fire to take hold in most of the bonfire. The Gemara asks about
this: What is meant by the measure of most of it? Rav said: Most of each
and every one of the branches. And Shmuel said: It is sufficient if the
branches are sufficiently lit so that they will not say to each other: Bring
thinner branches," which are easier to kindle, and we will place them
beneath the existing branches to accelerate their burning. Rav Hiyya
taught a baraita to support Shmuel, from a halakha that was stated with
regard to the Temple candelabrum. The baraita said that it must be lit to
the point that the flame will ascend on its own and not that the flame
will ascend due to something else. In a place where kindling is required,
itis sufficient to ensure that the fire burns on its own ( Tosafot).

It came to permit limbs and fats — @779 o"ax mwm’v
NOXT KT [T is clear from the Torah that there are offermgs
sacmﬁced on Shabbat itself to which the prohibitions of
Shabbat, i.e, slaughtering the offering, preparing it for sacrifice,
and kindling the fire on the altar, do not apply at all. How-
ever, there were tasks in the Temple that were not part of the
daily service and could be postponed. A primary example is
the burning of the limbs and fats. Frequently, there was not
enough time to burn the limbs and fats of the Friday sacrifices
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prior to Shabbat. Since these limbs remained on the altar, a
verse was necessary to explicitly permit their burning even on
Shabbat, since the burning of the limbs on the altar was also
part of the service of the Temple. However, with regard to other

parts of the Temple service, only rabbinic decrees did not apply.

Torah prohibitions were in effect.

Most of each and every one...so that they will not say:
Bring branches, etc. — 1% 85 #13...7m) ¢ b3 211

1) o¥y KA Rav's interpretation of the mishna is clear.
He says that the phrase: For the fire to take hold in most of
the bonfire, refers to each individual branch. On the other
hand, Shmuel’s opinion requires an explanation. He ex-
plains that the term most of the bonfire does not mean a
majority here, but it means “a lot [rov]," as in the verse: "Ac-
cording to the multitude [rov] of the years” (Leviticus 25:16).
A large fire is one that burns untended (Rav Elazar Moshe
Horovitz).
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To this point, the Gemara was discussing a bonfire. However,
the Gemara asks: What is the halakha with regard to a single
branch" that one kindles on Shabbat eve? Rav said: Most of
the thickness of the wood must ignite while it is still day, before
Shabbat. Others say the same halakha in the name of Rav: Most
of the circumference of the wood must ignite while it is still day,
before Shabbat. Rav Pappa said: Since there is disagreement
with regard to Rav’s halakha, and it is not clear exactly what he
said, therefore, we require most of its thickness to ignite and
we require most of its circumference to ignite; thereby, we
avoid entering into a situation of uncertainty. The Gemara com-
ments: This dispute is parallel to the dispute of the tanna’im,
who disagreed with regard to a different matter. Rabbi Hiyya
said: A fire is considered to be kindled when the wood will be
ruined to the extent that it can no longer be used for the work
of a craftsman. And Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira says: So that
the fire will take hold from both sides of the wood. And he
added: And even though there is no proof for the matter, i.e.,
what constitutes burning as far as Shabbat is concerned, never-
theless there is an allusion to the matter that wood in this
condition is considered burnt, as it is stated: “Behold, it is cast
into the fire for fuel; the fire consumed both of its ends and
the midst of it is burned. Is it fit for any work?” (Ezekiel 15:4).

Along the same lines, the Gemara cites a different verse that
discusses burning fire, as it relates to King Jehoiakim: “And the
hearth [ah] was burning before him” (Jeremiah 36:22).
Amora’im disputed the question: What is the ahmentioned in
the verse? Rav said that it means willow branch [ahvana]. And
Shmuel said: It is referring to wood that was lit with ahvana,
meaning with fraternity [ahva], i.e., that each piece of wood is
lit from another, even small ones from large ones. The meaning
of the word ahvana was forgotten; the Gemara relates that this
man, who said to people in the marketplace: Who wants
ahvana? And he was found to be selling willow, and therefore,
the meaning of the word was understood.

Rav Huna said: Reeds with which he lights a bonfire on Shab-
bat eve do not require that most of the reeds ignite prior to
Shabbat, because they burn easily. However, if he tied them
together into a bundle, the reeds assume the legal status of a
wooden beam and most of the reeds need to catch fire before
Shabbat. The same is true with regard to date seeds that he
kindles. They do not require that most of them catch fire before
Shabbat, because they burn easily. However, if he placed them
in woven baskets [hotalot],® most of the seeds need to ignite
before Shabbat. Rav Hisda strongly objects to this: On the
contrary, the opposite makes sense, as reeds are scattered and
difficult to burn. When they are bundled, they are not scat-
tered, and therefore burn more easily. Similarly, seeds are scat-
tered. And if he placed them in woven baskets, they are not
scattered. It was also stated

on a similar note, Rav Kahana said: Reeds that one tied them
into a bundle, require that most of them ignite. If one did not
tie them into a bundle, they do not require that most of them
ignite, in accordance with the statement of Rav Huna. How-
ever, seeds" require that most of them ignite. And if he placed
them in woven baskets, they do not require that most of them
catch fire.

HALAKHA

Single branch — »pm yy: One who wants to use light a fire for
Shabbat must light most of the width and most of the circumfer-
ence of each single piece of wood before Shabbat, as per the
conclusion of Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab-
bat 3:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 255:1).

NOTES
What is the ah — mx »xm: Some say that this passage does not
belong here, but on the next page, where the manner in which
a willow can be used for burning is discussed (Rav Tzvi Hirsch
Hayyot).

BACKGROUND
Woven baskets [hotalot]- ni"):gin:The geonim taught that these
were woven baskets of dried palm leaves, and as a rule, were
used to hold dates. They also used them to press the dates into
solid blocks, and store them for the winter. These baskets were
also used as flowerpots in which plants were temporarily grown.
Those flowerpots were called parpisai.

HALAKHA

Reeds...seeds, etc. — 121 pawa...00p: If reeds and seeds were
bundled and connected and one wants to light them Shabbat
eve before nightfall, he must light them in a manner that most
of them will burn on their own before Shabbat begins. If they
are not connected, there is no requirement that most of them
burn before Shabbat. This is based on the variant reading of Rav
Kahana’s statement in the Rif and the Rambam. Others rule the
opposite, based on the version of Rav Kahana's statement in the
Gemara (Rosh; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:21;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 255:3).
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HALAKHA

Bonfires — nim: Itis sufficient to ignite even the slightest
part of bonfires made of pitch, sulfur, straw, and rakings, as
well as fat and wax adjacent to Shabbat, according to the
variant reading of the Rif of the statement of Rav Yosef and
the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:22;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 255:3).

LANGUAGE

Hyssop [zaza] - xix1: This word is perhaps related to the
Middle Persian zaz, meaning grass. According to the geonim,
zaza means the branch of a tree used for burning.

Q2  PEREKI-20B-:2J1KpW

PR NINTA P3N ASH 31 90
D LRty ah g
X0 ’PE3 33 g A3

w3z b wp by

¢ 22w ooy v v o
NI DM 317 PP 2N PN
rpne KT MPD NN AT
PLIY T PYTET KDY T
XK Iopan snpp Ky a2
12127 KIXT I DD 37 0K

XINT K XIN

nAWR MK oy

Rav Yosef taught a baraita: Four bonfires" do not require that
most of the flammable materials catch fire, as their materials burn
easily once the fire takes hold of them. And they are: A bonfire of
pitch, and of sulfur, and of dry cheese, and of fatty materials. And
it was taught in a baraita: A bonfire of straw and one of rakings of
wood gathered from the field also do not require that most of it
catch fire.

Rabbi Yohanan said: Babylonian wood does not require that
most of it catch fire. Rav Yosef the Babylonian objects: What is
that wood that they use in Babylonia that burns so well? If you say
that it refers to wood slivers used for burning and light, now that
with regard to a wick, Ulla said that one who lights it for a Shabbat
lamp must light most of what emerges from the vessel; is it neces-
sary to mention with regard to wood slivers that most of them must
be lit? Rather, Rav Yosef said: Certainly the reference is to the
branch of a cedar tree. And Rami bar Abba said: The reference
here is to a hyssop [zaza].t



The talmudic discussions in this chapter encompassed a wide variety of topics, some
of which were not related to the laws of Shabbat. The main focus of this chapter was
the explication of two major topics: The halakhot of carrying from one domain to
another on Shabbat and activities that are permitted or prohibited on Shabbat eve.

Although the discussion of a significant portion of the halakhot of carrying out will
not be completed until Chapters 7-10 of this tractate, several select issues were ana-
lyzed exhaustively in this chapter: The various Shabbat domains and many of the
rulings and details that pertain to them; halakhic rulings with regard to intermediate
domains and areas, e.g., holes in a wall adjacent to the public domain; and even expla-
nations of some of the fundamental principles upon which these halakhot are based.
Similarly, in this chapter, the parameters of lifting and placing were clearly defined;
the question of lifting from and placing upon a significant surface was addressed; and
the definition of what constitutes a significant surface in this regard was discussed.

Another series of halakhot discussed primarily in this chapter are those governing
activities from which one must refrain on Shabbat eve. Among these halakhot are
those that were decreed as safeguards by the Sages, who prohibited performance of
certain actions on Shabbat eve lest one forget and come to perform a prohibited labor
on Shabbat itself, e.g., the tailor may not go out with his needle.

This chapter also contained a significant, fundamental discussion of whether or not
one is permitted to take action on Shabbat eve that will cause a prohibited labor to
be performed on Shabbat on its own or by a gentile. In those cases, it is the opinion
of Beit Shammai that gave extremely limited license to perform those actions, as they
extended the prohibition to perform a prohibited labor to one’s utensils as well. On
the other hand, Beit Hillel, whose opinion in this case is the accepted halakha, are
of the opinion that the prohibitions of Shabbat apply to the person and not to the
utensils with which the labor is performed. Based upon that principle, automatic
processes initiated before Shabbat that continue to function on Shabbat itself are
permitted. In practice, there are many exceptions to this principle, but the basic
halakha is based upon this foundation.

Summary of
Perek |
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You shall not kindle a fire throughout your settlements
on the Shabbat day.

(Exodus 35:3)

You shall call the Shabbat a delight, the holy of the
Lord honorable.

(Isaiah 58:13)

Delighting in Shabbat is not a mitzva by Torah law, but is first mentioned in the book
of Isaiah. However, many of the halakhot and customs of Shabbat are based upon
this mitzva.

Kindling the Shabbat lights in deference to Shabbat is based on the mitzva of
delighting in Shabbat, as there can be no delight or enjoyment, even in a festive
meal, in a house that is dark and bereft of illumination. With the lighting of the Shab-
bat lights, there is thus an element of delight, as well as deference to Shabbat day.
However, since there is a strict prohibition against kindling fire or extinguishing it on
the Shabbat day, special care must be taken to ensure that the kindling of the lights
on Shabbat eve will not lead to kindling or extinguishing fire once Shabbat begins.
Therefore, the Sages instituted safeguards and precautions with regard to the various
substances that may be used in kindling the Shabbat lights as well as with regard to
the manner in which their light may be utilized on Shabbat eve and on Shabbat day.

The primary focus of this chapter is the elucidation of the parameters of the prohib-
ited labors of kindling and extinguishing, along with a discussion of precautionary
measures enacted to enable use of the light of an oil lamp on Shabbat.

Other related topics, including the mitzva of the Hanukkah lights, are discussed in
this chapter.

Introduction to
Perek I
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This mishna cites a list of fuels and wicks that one may
not use in kindling the Shabbat lights, either because
their use might induce one to perform a prohibited labor
on Shabbat or because they are not in keeping with the
deference due Shabbat. The mishna begins by listing the
materials that one may not use as wicks. That is followed
by alist of the substances that one may not use as fuel.

MISHN A With what may one light the Shab-

bat lamp, and with what may one
not light" it? With regard to types of prohibited wicks," one
may light neither with cedar bast [lekhesh], nor with un-
combed flax [hosen], nor with raw silk [kalakh],'® nor
with willow bast [petilat ha’idan], nor with desert weed
[petilat hamidbar], nor with green moss that is on the
surface of the water. With regard to types of prohibited
oils," one may light neither with pitch [zefet], nor with wax
[sha’ava], nor with castor oil [shemen kik], nor with burnt
oil [shemen sereifa], nor with fat from a sheep’s tail [alya],
nor with tallow [helev]. Nahum the Mede says: One may
light with boiled tallow. And the Rabbis say: Both tallow
that was boiled and tallow that was not boiled, one may

not light with them.
G E M A Most of the terms used in the mish-
na were not understood in Babylo-
nia. Therefore, the Gemara translated and clarified them. We
learned in the mishna that one may not light with lekhesh.
The Gemara explains that lekhesh is the branch of the cedar
tree. The Gemara asks: Isn’t the cedar mere wood? How
would one fashion a wick out of wood? The Gemara an-
swers: The mishna is referring to the woolly substance that
is beneath its bark.

The mishna taught further that one may not light with hosen.
Rav Yosef said: Hosen is tow, thin chaff that falls off the stalk
of combed flax." Abaye said to him: Isn’t it written: “And
the hason shall be as tow” (Isaiah 1:31)? By inference, hosen
is not tow. Rather, Abaye said: Hosen is flax whose stalk
was crushed but not yet combed. The threads in the stalk
are still covered by a shell and therefore do not burn well.

And we also learned in the mishna that one may not light
with kalakh. Shmuel said: I asked all seafarers, and they
said to me that the present-day name of kalakh mentioned
in the mishna is kulka. Rav Yitzhak bar Ze¢’ira said: Kalakh
is the cocoon of the silkworm [gushkera].t

The Gemara relates that Ravin and Abaye were sitting be-
fore Rabbana Nehemya, brother of the Exilarch. Ravin
saw that Rabbana Nehemya was wearing metaksa," a type
of silk. Ravin said to Abaye: This is the kalakh that we
learned in our mishna. Abaye said to him: We call it shira*
peranda.t

The Gemara raises an objection from that which we learned:
The shira’im, the kalakh, and the sirikin," different types of
silk, all require ritual fringes. Apparently, shira’im and kal-
akh are different types of silk. This is a conclusive refutation
of the statement of Ravin who identified kalakh with shira
peranda. The Gemara responds: Indeed, it is a conclusive
refutation. If you wish, say instead that shira is a distinct
entity, and shira peranda is a distinct entity. Shira peranda

is kalakh.

NOTES
With what may one light and with what may one not light,
etc. — ]’.7"71@ X 1 ppb-y; mmaa: Lighting the Shabbat
lamp with inferior wicks and oils, where the wick does not draw
the oil properly, is prohibited because the purpose of this mitzva
is to utilize the light. If the light emitted by inferior wicks and oils
is weak and dim, the concern is that the person will abandon the
Shabbat lights, defeating their purpose, which is to enjoy their
light (see Rambam).

Tow of combed flax - 1131?55157 N1ip: According to the Gemara,
the verse from Isaiah: “And the strong [hason] shall be as tow
[neoret]," refers to processing the flax. In the course of that pro-
cess, the raw flax is combed to break down the fibrous core and
remove impurities. This is a metaphor for the wicked, who will
undergo the same process and will ultimately be broken and
crushed (Jerusalem Talmud).

HALAKHA —F—F——
Disqualifications of wicks — m”??ng ”wug: One may not make
wicks for Shabbat lamps from material that will cause the flames
to jump and flicker, as explained in the mishna and Gemara, re-
gardless of where in the house they are lit. Even if the alterna-
tive is not fulfilling the mitzva at all, one may not light with the
wicks listed in the mishna (Peri Megadim; Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:).

Disqualification of oils — nunw’wbs Itis only permitted to light
Shabbat lamps using oil that is drawn easily by the wick, as per the
listin the mishna. Even if the alternative is not fulfilling the mitzva
at all, one may not light with the oils listed in the mishna (Peri
Megadim; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:8; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 26433).

LANGUAGE

Raw silk [kalakh] - j['?;: Perhaps this word is related to the Persian
kurg, which means a delicate, soft wool.

The cocoon of the silkworm [gushkera] - RPYR: The source of
this word appears to be from the Persian khuskar, which means
coarse flour that is full of bran. This term was also used to connote
a low-quality, coarse silk fabric.

Metaksa —wo3vm: This is a Greek word pétaa, metaxa, meaning
silk, espeaa\ly Taw silk.

Shira —xyw:The words shirafin and shira are Aramaic. Apparently,
their source is Chinese by way of the Greek aipkdv, sirikon.

Peranda - %1318: From the Middle Persian parand, which means
silk.

Sirikin — ppyo: From the Greek a1ptkdv, sirikon, meaning a silk
garment or silk.

BACKGROUND

Raw silk ~ ]'2;:

Persian silk fabric
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HALAKHA

The Sages added to the list wicks of wool and hair — 15'Diit
wy '7(5‘11: oy b ﬁj’%g: One may not fashion wicks from wool
or hair for use on Shabbat, as per the baraita (Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:1).

Lest you say it is also unfit for use for wicks — x0T 1711
N N’? b} m’?*nﬁ’? It is permitted to light a wax candle or
one made of pltch or fat on Shabbat, if the wick is made of
a permitted material (Mishna Berura). These materials were
disqualified for use only in their liquid state (Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:7).

BACKGROUND
Pitch and tar - 13w nat: Until approximately one hundred
years ago, most pitch and tar were extracted from trees. The
manufacture of wood coal employed a method of dry, destruc-
tive distillation of trees, the derivatives of which were pitch and
tar. These substances were used primarily for waterproofing
utensils.

Perek 11
Daf21 Amuda

HALAKHA

However, one may use them to make a bonfire — 'nmy'?:m
7R 1 Itis permitted to light a bonfire for Shabbat using
aH the materials that may not be used for making wicks for a
Shabbat lamp (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:19;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 255:1).
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And we learned in the mishna that one may not light with
petilat ha’idan. The Gemara explains that petilat ha’idan is
willow, which does not burn well. The Gemara relates that
Ravin and Abaye were walking in the valley of Tamrurita.
They saw these willow trees. Ravin said to Abaye: This is
the idan that we learned in the mishna. Abaye said to him:
But this is mere wood. How would one fashion a wick from
it? Ravin peeled the bark and showed him the wool-like
substance between the bark and the tree. We also learned
in the mishna: Nor with desert silk [petilat hamidbar].
That is the mullein plant, which does not burn well.

And we learned in the mishna that one may not use the
green moss that is on the surface of the water to fashion a
wick for lighting the Shabbat lamp. The Gemara asks: What
is this green moss? If you say that it is the moss found on
standing water, isn’t that moss brittle and therefore unfit
material from which to fashion a wick? Rather, Rav Pappa
said: It is referring to the moss that accumulates on ships,
which is more pliable and when dried can be fashioned into
awick.

It was taught in a baraita: The Sages added to the list of
prohibited wicks in the mishna those made of wool and
hair" as well. The Gemara remarks: And our tanna did not
consider it necessary to enumerate these because it is virtu-
ally impossible to fashion wicks from these materials, as,
when they burn, wool shrinks and hair is scorched. Con-
sequently, they are unsuitable for use as wicks.

And we learned in the mishna that one may not use zefet or
sha’ava as fuel in lighting the Shabbat lamp. The Gemara
explains that zefet is pitch, and sha’ava is wax. It was taught
in a baraita: Until this point, the word zefet, the mishna is
dealing with disqualification of materials unfit for use as
wicks, and from this point on it is dealing with disqualifica-
tion of substances unfit for use as oils. The Gemara asks:
Obviously, a wick cannot be made from pitch and similar
materials. The Gemara answers: It was necessary for the
mishna to mention wax, lest you say that it is also unfit for
use as a coating for wicks," in the manner that wicks are
usually made. Therefore, it teaches us that even though wax
is unfit for use as oil, it is fit for use as coating for wicks.

Rami bar Avin said: Tar [itran] is the by-product of pitch.?
When wood is burned to extract pitch, a clearer liquid ooz-
es out after the pitch, and that is tar. Similarly, wax is the
by-product of honey.

The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference that
emerges from that which Rami bar Avin taught? The Ge-
mara explains: Its significance is with regard to buying and

selling. One who buys tar can insist upon receiving the

by-product of pitch and no other material. The same is true

with regard to wax and honey.

The Sages taught in the Tosefta: With regard to all of those
materials about which they said that one may not light the
lamp with them on Shabbat; however, one may use them
ab initio to make a bonfire." One may do so both to warm
himself opposite it and to utilize its light, and he may ig-
nite it both on the ground and on a stove. They prohibited
using them only to make a wick for an oil lamp.
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And we learned in the mishna that one may not light the Shabbat
lamp with kik oil. The Gemara asks: What is kik oil? Shmuel
said: I asked all the seafarers, and they said to me that there is
a bird in the cities on the sea coast, and kik is its name. Kik oil
is produced from that bird. Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda,
said: This is referring to cotton oil. Reish Lakish said: It is the
oil made from the seed of a plant like the castor plant [kikayon]®
of Jonah. Rabba bar bar Hana said: I have seen the species of
the castor plant of Jonah, and it is similar to the ricinus tree
and it grows in swamps, and they place it at the entrance of
shops for shade, and they produce oil from its seeds, and all the
sick people of the West, Eretz Yisrael, rest beneath its branches.

Rabba said: Those wicks about which the Sages said one may
not light with them on Shabbat, the reason is: Because the fire
flickers on them. It sputters on the wick and does not burn well.
Those oils with which the Sages said that one may not light on
Shabbat, the reason is: Because they are not drawn effectively
by the wick.

Abaye raised a dilemma before Rabba: Those oils with which
the Sages said one may not light on Shabbat, what is the ruling?
May one, ab initio, add to them any amount of oil" with which
itis permissible to light and light with that mixture? The sides of
the dilemma are: Do we issue a decree lest one come to light
these oils in their natural form, without mixing them with per-
missible oils? Or no, that possibility is not a source of concern?
Rabba said to him: One may not light that mixture. What is the
reason for this? The reason is because the halakha is that one
may not light (Arukh).N

Abaye raised an objection to Rabba’s opinion from that which was
taught in the Toseffa: One who wrapped a material with which
one may light around a material with which one may not light,
may not light with the bound wick. Rabban Shimon ben Gam-
liel said: In the ancestral house of my father, they would wrap a
wick with which one is permitted to light around a nut, and that
was how they would light. In any case, it is teaching that, accord-
ing to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, one may light. Apparently,
one is permitted to light with a combination of permitted and

prohibited wicks.

Rabba said to him: Before you raise an objection to my opinion

from the statement of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, support it

from the statement of the first tanna, who said that it is prohib-
ited to light in that case. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult,
as it is preferable to challenge from the statement of Rabban

Gamliel with regard to the custom in his father’s house. There is

aprinciple that proof cited from an action is great, i.e., a practical

precedent is more substantial than a theoretical halakha. Never-
theless, the difficulty from the statement of Rabban Shimon ben

Gamliel remains: Is he not speaking of a case where he combined

the wick and the nut to light them together? If so, one is permit-
ted to combine the prohibited and the permitted. The Gemara

answers: No, it is speaking in a case where he combined them to

float" the wick on the oil with the help of the nut. The Gemara

asks: If it is speaking only with regard to a case of floating the

wick, what is the reason that the first tanna prohibits doing so?

The Gemara answers: The entire baraita is the opinion of Rabban

Shimon ben Gamliel, and it is incomplete," and it teaches the

following: One who wrapped a material with which one may
light around a material with which one may not light, may not

light with it. In what case is this statement said? When he com-
bines the materials to light them together. However, if he uti-
lizes that with which one may not light merely in order to float

the wick, it is permitted," as we learned that Rabban Shimon

ben Gamliel says: In the ancestral house of my father, they
would wrap a wick with which one is permitted to light around

a nut. That was how they would light.

BACKGROUND

Castor plant — 1#p*p: The castor plant, Ricinus communis
L., is a plant of diverse shapes. It can be an annual plant,
bush or tree. Its height ranges from 1—4 m. Its stalks are
erect and branch out at the top, with large leaves that are
divided into finger-like lobes. Castor oil, used for medicinal
purposes, is produced from the seeds of the plant, which is
cultivated for that purpose. The castor plant grew in many
countries, including Babylonia and Eretz Yisrael. In Aramaic,
it is called tzeloliva.

(astor plant

HALAKHA

May one add to them any amount of oil - i:nn’? il Al
m-rw’v: jaw: One may not light prohibited oils even if he
adds a smaH amount of permitted oil to them (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 264:4).

However, to float it is permitted — mn nispcb ’7;5: One
may wrap a wick made of permitted material around mate-
rial that is prohibited for use as a wick on Shabbat in order to
harden the wick or cause it to float on the oil. If the purpose
was to thicken the wick and thereby produce light, it is
prohibited (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat, 5:6;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:2).

NOTES

Because one may not light — ]’p*’?jf; pRY ’;'?: Many ex-
planations were given for this cryptic answer. Some com-
mentaries had a variant reading: Because they do not light.
Rabba said that these oils do not ignite even in a mixture
with other oils (Rambam; see Mefri). Others explain that the
answer is based on a decree. Since one may not use themin
their pure form, the Sages prohibited using them even when
they are mixed with other oils (Rashi; Rosh). Yet others said
that the disqualified oil is not drawn by the wick in a mixture.
The high quality oils would be drawn first, while the prohib-
ited oil would not burn at all (Rabbeinu Hananel; geonim).

To float - msptl’?: Some explain the term to mean thicken-
ing of the tip of the wick to produce more light (Rabbeinu
Hananel; Rif).

And it is incomplete — &7 y3EM: The following ex-
pression: It is incomplete, is essentially an exegetical tool,
i.e, adding words to clarify the statements of a mishna or
a baraita. It should be read as if the added words appear
in parentheses. No matter how the mishna is explained,
in its present form it remains problematic due both to the
difficulty in understanding the rationale of the first tanna's
opinion and due to the incident that contradicts the halakha
cited in the mishna. As a rule, a mishna does not cite a story
that contradicts the statement that preceded it. These dif-
ficulties are resolved by means of the tool: It is incomplete.

XD971/2P - PEREKII-21A Q0



NOTES

Molten fat — gmmmn :l’?l'l The molten fat mentioned
here is fat that is actual\y in a liquid form, not fat that
was merely previously cooked. This appears to be
the understanding in the Jerusalem Talmud as well
(Rashba).

The Celebration of Drawing Water — 3 nanw
maxiwT: According to Rashi, the Sages were not as
strict with regard to the Celebration of Drawing Water
because itis notaTorah law. Others explain that they lit
so many wicks that the fire was like a bonfire, and the
quality of the wicks is of no concern in a bonfire (Rabbi
Yehuda Bakhrakh).

HALAKHA

Molten fat or fish innards that dissolved - 7mmn +n
09373771 One may not light a Shabbat lamp with fuel
made of molten fat or fish innards. However, if they
are mixed together with permitted oil, one may light
with them, as per the opinion of Rav Beruna (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 255:5).

Wicks...one may not light in the Temple - m’vmﬂ
wIpnRa 112 ]»7’517: P All of the wicks that may not
be utilized on Shabbat were also prohibited for use in
the Temple candelabrum (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot
Temidin UMusafin 3:15).

Priestly garments that were tattered, they would
unravel them into threads from which they would
make wicks — 1 7 Jix ppon haw nps 12
rn'?vns pwi: W\cks for the lights of the Celebrat\on of
Drawmg Water were made from the tattered trousers
and sashes of the priests. Wicks for the Temple candela-
brum were not fashioned from those garments, since
they contained wool. Rather, those wicks were made
from the tattered tunics of the priests because they
were made exclusively from linen (Rambam Sefer Avoda,
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:6).

BACKGROUND

Priestly garments — 21712 *133: As described in the
Torah, the priestly garments were made from different
materials. The sashes and trousers were made from in-
terwoven threads of multicolored linen and wool (Exo-
dus 39:29), while the rest of their clothing was made ex-
clusively from linen. Since it is prohibited to use priestly
garments for mundane purposes and it is prohibited for
priests to wear dirty clothing, the garments were not
laundered. The tattered and dirty garments were used
to fashion wicks for the Celebration of Drawing Water
and for the Temple candelabrum.
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In any case, to this point the conclusion is that one may not light with
a mixture of permitted and prohibited oils. The Gemara asks: Is that
so? Didn’t Rav Beruna say that Rav said: With regard to molten fat"
or fish innards that dissolved" and became like oil, a person may place
any amount of oil fit for lighting into it and light. Apparently, one may
light with a mixture of permitted and prohibited oils. Rabba answers:
These, the fat and the fish innards, are drawn by the wick even in their
natural state, and those, the prohibited oils, are not drawn in their
natural state. Originally, the Sages issued a decree to prohibit molten
fat due to unmolten fat and to prohibit dissolved fish innards due to
undissolved fish innards; however, the Sages did not issue a decree in
a case where one added to them any amount of oil suitable for lighting,
and permitted lighting with it. The Gemara asks: Let them also issue a
decree to prohibit molten fat and dissolved fish innards to which he
added oil due to molten fat and dissolved fish innards to which he
did not add permitted oil. The Gemara rejects this: That prohibition
with regard to molten fat and dissolved fish innards itself is based on a
decree. And will we arise and issue one decree to prevent violation of
another decree? The Sages do not issue decrees under those circum-
stances. Therefore, there is no reason to prohibit their use.

Rami bar Hama taught a baraita: Those wicks and oils, which the
Sages said one may not light with them on Shabbat, one may not light
with them in the Temple" either because it is stated with regard to the
Temple candelabrum: “And you shall command the children of Israel,
that they bring unto you pure olive oil beaten for the light, to cause a
lamp to burn continually” (Exodus 27:20). Rami bar Hama taught
that baraita and he also said its explanation: What is the proof from
the verse? One may interpret the verse homiletically: The requirement
is to light the candelabrum so that the flame ascends of itself when it
is kindled, and not that it ascends by means of something else, i.e.,
adjusting the wick after it was lit.

We learned in a mishna: They would unravel the threads of the tattered
trousers of the priests and their belts in order to make wicks from
them, and from those same wicks they would light at the Celebration
of Drawing Water.N There was wool in the belts of the priests. It is said
that their belts were made from, among other things, tekhelet, which in
the Bible refers to dyed wool. Apparently, one may light with a mixture
that includes a wick unsuitable for lighting. The Gemara answers: The
Celebration of Drawing Water is different, as in that celebration, they
did not light the Temple candelabrum. They lit special lanterns made
specifically for that purpose and were not stringent with regard to the
wicks placed in them.

Come and hear a related question from that which Rabba bar Mattana
taught: Priestly garments® that were tattered, they would unravel
them into threads from which they would make wicks" for the Tem-
ple. Is this not also referring to garments made of diverse kinds, like
the sashes of the priests that were made of a mixture of wool and linen?
The Gemara answers: No, these wicks were made from linen garments
alone.

Rav Huna said: Those wicks and oils with which the Sages said that
one may not light the lamp on Shabbat, one may not light the lamp
with them on Hanukkah either; both when it falls on Shabbat and
when it falls during the week. Rava said: What is the reason for Rav
Huna’s statement? He holds that if the Hanukkah light becomes extin-
guished, even though one lit it properly, one is bound to attend to it
and relight it so that it will burn properly. Therefore, one must ensure
that the wick burns properly from the outset. And utilizing the light of
the Hanukkah lamp is permitted during the week. Consequently, in
order to prevent him from inadvertently sinning on Shabbat, he must
ensure from the outset that the wick burns well, lest he come to adjust
the flame on Shabbat. Those wicks and oils do not burn well at all. And
Rav Hisda said: Those same oils and wicks with which the Sages pro-
hibited to light on Shabbat, one may light with them on Hanukkah
during the week, but not on Shabbat. He holds that if the Hanukkah
light is extinguished
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one is not bound to attend to it. Therefore, there is no reason to make
certain from the outset to light it with materials that burn well, as even
if it is extinguished, he is not required to relight it. However, he also
holds that it is permitted to use its light. As a result, he must ensure
that the wick burns well on Shabbat; if not, he is liable to come to adjust
the flame in order to use its light. The third opinion is that which Rab-
bi Zeira said that Rav Mattana said, and others say that Rabbi Zeira
said that Rav said: The wicks and oils with which the Sages said one
may not light on Shabbat, one may, nevertheless, light with them on
Hanukkah," both during the week and on Shabbat. Rabbi Yirmeya
said: What is Rav’s reason? He holds that if it is extinguished, one is
not bound to attend to it" and relight it, and it is prohibited to use its
light." Therefore, even on Shabbat, there is no concern lest he come to
adjust the wick, as it is prohibited to utilize its light.

The Gemara relates that the Sages said this halakha before Abaye in
the name of Rabbi Yirmeya and he did not accept it, as he did not
hold Rabbi Yirmeya in high regard. However, subsequently, when
Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, the Sages said this halakha
before Abaye in the name of Rabbi Yohanan, and he accepted it. Then
Abaye said regretfully: Had I merited, I would have learned this ha-
lakha from the outset. The Gemara wonders: Didn’t he ultimately
learn it and accept it? What difference does it make from whom and at
what point he learned it? The Gemara answers: The practical difference
is with regard to knowledge acquired in one’s youth, which is better
remembered.

With regard to the opinion that one need not rekindle the Hanukkah
light if it is extinguished, the Gemara asks: And is it true that if the
Hanukkah light is extinguished one is not bound to attend to it? The
Gemara raises a contradiction from that which was taught in a baraita:
The mitzva of kindling the Hanukkah lights is from sunset"” until traf-
fic in the marketplace ceases. Does that not mean that if the light is
extinguished, he must rekindle it so that it will remain lit for the dura-
tion of that period? The Gemara answers: No, the baraita can be under-
stood otherwise: That if one did not yet light at sunset, he may still
light" the Hanukkah lights until traffic ceases. Alternatively, one could
say that this is referring to the matter of its measure." One must pre-
pare a wick and oil sufficient to burn for the period lasting from sunset
until traffic ceases. If he did so, even if the light is extinguished before-
hand, he need not relight it.

The expression until traffic in the marketplace ceases is mentioned

here, and the Gemara asks: Until when exactly is this time? Rabba bar

bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Until the traffic of the people

of Tadmor [tarmoda’ei]* ceases. They sold kindling wood and re-
mained in the marketplace later than everyone else. People who discov-
ered at sunset that they had exhausted their wood supply could purchase

wood from them.

Wicks and oils..

.one may light with them on Hanukkah -

HALAKHA

NOTES

And it is prohibited to use its light — wunw-b MoK
't'nx’? The commentaries disagree about the rationale
for this prohibition. Some say that the reason is because
one is required to treat the mitzva with deference. Using
the light for one’'s own needs is a display of contempt
for the mitzva (Rashba, and others). According to Rashi,
the prohibition ensures a differentiation between lights
kindled to fulfill a mitzva and other lights. Others ex-
plain that since the Hanukkah lights commemorate
the Temple candelabrum, deriving benefit from their
light is prohibited just as benefiting from the light of
the Temple candelabrum was prohibited for the priests
(Ran; Rashba).

Its measure — -nw’w’v The Rif rules that after the Ha-
nukkah lights have burned for half an hour, it is permit-
ted to use the oil or the light for other purposes.

LANGUAGE

People of Tadmor [tarmodaei] - 1%¢1inIM: One expla-
nation of the word tarmodati s related to tadmari, thin
trees that grow wild. Workers who lacked the money to
buy firewood would gather branches from these trees
on their way home from work. They were called after
these trees, with the letters reish and dalet reversed
(gebnim).

Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:5; Shulhan Arukh,

712003 173 P71, 0 nine: Wicks and oils that are pro-
hibited for use in Ilghtmg the Shabbat lamp are permitted for
use in kindling the Hanukkah lights, even on Shabbat during
Hanukkah, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Zeira in
the name of Rav, as Rabbi Yohanan and Abaye agreed with that
opinion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka
4:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 673:1).

If it is extinguished, he is not bound to attend to it - 71132
‘1'7 PPt s I the Hanukkah lights were extinguished, there is
no requirement to relight them. If one seeks to be stringent, he
may rekindle the lights without reciting a blessing, as per the
statement of Rabbi Zeira in the name of Rav, as Rabbi Yohanan
and Abaye agreed with that opinion (Rema; Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 673:2).

One may not use the light of the Hanukkah I\ghts for any pur—
pose, not even an inconsequential one, e.g., counting money.
In addition, the lights may not be utilized in the performance
of a mitzva or for studying Torah. Other authorities permit using
the light for sacred purposes (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Megilla VaHanukka 4:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 673:1).

The mitzva is from sunset, etc. - 121 A7 YPERYR ANE:

The proper time to perform the mitzva of lighting the Hanuk-
kah lights is at sunset, which means the end of the sunset
period, when the stars emerge (Magen Avraham). Ab initio,
one may neither light later nor earlier than that time. If one
forgot to light, or even if he intentionally chose not to light
at that time, he may light the Hanukkah lights until the last
people leave the marketplace, as per the baraita (Rambam

Orah Hayyim 672:1).

Thatif one did not yet light — p”?‘gts N'? wT: If the marketplace
has emptied and one has yet to light the Hanukkah lights, he
may light them and recite the blessings at any time during the
night until the morning star appears, provided that members
of his household are awake and witness the lighting. However,
if the members of his household are asleep, he lights without
reciting a blessing (Hagahot Maimoniyot; Magen Aviaham; Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:5; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 672:2).

Its measure - vw’w’v The Hanukkah lamp must contain suf-
ficient oil to burn from sunset until the marketplace empties
completely, i.e., half an hour (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Megilla VaHanukka 4:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 672:2).

:XDq12PYW - PEREK II-21B 101



NOTES
A light, a person, and his household — 5923 ¢ 3: Since the
primary purpose of kindling the Hanukkah lights is to publicize
the miracle, which is accomplished by passersby seeing the light,
it is sufficient for one member of the household to light (Penej
Yehoshua).

LANGUAGE

Mehadrin - py1mm: Two different roots combine to form this
word. The Aramaic root, hadar, which means courted, as in one
who courts a mitzva to ensure it is performed properly, and the
Hebrew root hadar meaning beauty. Accordingly, mehader refers
to one who takes steps to perform the mitzva in as beautiful
a manner as possible. This is in accordance with the homiletic
interpretation of the verse: “This is my God and | will exalt Him
[veanvehu)," beautify yourself [hitnae] before Him in mitzvot (see
Rabbeinu Hananel).

HALAKHA ———F———
On the first day one kindles one — nrx p"?jl; 1iwxy o¥: Today,
all Jews adopt the mehadrin min hamehadrin custom when kin-
dling the Hanukkah lights, i.e, they light one light on the first
night and add one light for each additional night of Hanukkah.
Consequently, eight lights are lit on the eighth day, as per the
opinion of Beit Hillel. In another commonly accepted custom
among Ashkenazic communities, based on a variation of the
opinion of the Rambam, each person in the house lights a Ha-
nukkah lamp and adds one light corresponding to each day of
Hanukkah because mehadrin min hamehadrin is understood to
include the mehadrin custom, which calls for lighting a light for
each family member (Rema; Taz; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Megilla VaHanukka 4:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 671:2).

It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp at the entrance to
one’s house, etc. — " ina ﬂJ'IB 1712 '!H’J'l'? 'nm 'uun a2 Ab
initio, one places the Hanukkah Iamp out5|de the entrance of
his home, facing the public domain. In dangerous times, one
may place the lamp anywhere inside the house (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:7-8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 671:5).

One must k|nd|e another Ilght in order to use its Ilght " '["13‘
each mght o fu\ﬁll the mitzva, an additional light is added to
provide light. If there are other lights burning nearby, described
by the Gemara as a bonfire, the additional light is unnecessary.
However, an important person is still required to light the addi-
tional light even then. The additional light must be distinct from
the Hanukkah lights to emphasize that its kindling is not part of
the mitzva (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka
4:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 671:5).
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The Sages taught in a baraita: The basic mitzva of Hanukkah
is each day to have a light kindled by a person, the head of the
household, for himself and his household." And the mehadrin,"
i.e,, those who are meticulous in the performance of mitzvot,
kindle a light for each and every one in the household. And
the mehadrin min hamehadrin, who are even more meticulous,
adjust the number of lights daily. Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel
disagree as to the nature of that adjustment. Beit Shammai say:
On the first day one kindles eight lights and, from there on,
gradually decreases the number of lights until, on the last day
of Hanukkah, he kindles one light. And Beit Hillel say: On the
first day one kindles one" light, and from there on, gradually
increases the number of lights until, on the last day, he kindles
eight lights.

Ulla said: There were two amora’im in the West, Eretz Yisrael,
who disagreed with regard to this dispute, Rabbi Yosei bar
Avin and Rabbi Yosei bar Zevida. One said that the reason for
Beit Shammai’s opinion is that the number of lights corre-
sponds to the incoming days, i.e., the future. On the first day,
eight days remain in Hanukkah, one kindles eight lights, and on
the second day seven days remain, one kindles seven, etc. The
reason for Beit Hillel’s opinion is that the number of lights
corresponds to the outgoing days. Each day, the number of
lights corresponds to the number of the days of Hanukkah that
were already observed. And one said that the reason for Beit
Shammai’s opinion is that the number of lights corresponds to
the bulls of the festival of Sukkot: Thirteen were sacrificed on
the first day and each succeeding day one fewer was sacrificed
(Numbers 29:12-31). The reason for Beit Hillel’s opinion is that
the number of lights is based on the principle: One elevates to
a higher level in matters of sanctity and one does not down-
grade. Therefore, if the objective is to have the number of lights
correspond to the number of days, there is no alternative to
increasing their number with the passing of each day.

Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: There were
two Elders in Sidon, and one of them acted in accordance with
the opinion of Beit Shammai, and one of them acted in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. Each provided a
reason for his actions: One gave a reason for his actions: The
number of lights corresponds to the bulls of the Festival. And
one gave areason for his actions: The number of lights is based
on the principle: One elevates to a higher level in matters of
sanctity and one does not downgrade.

The Sages taught in a baraita: It is a mitzva to place the Hanuk-
kah lamp at the entrance to one’s house" on the outside, so

that all can see it. Ifhe lived upstairs, he places it at the window

adjacent to the public domain. And in a time of danger,® when

the gentilesissued decrees to prohibit kindling lights, he places

it on the table and that is sufficient to fulfill his obligation.

Rava said: One must kindle another light in addition to the
Hanukkah lights in order to use its light," as it is prohibited to
use the light of the Hanukkah lights. And if there is a bonfire,
he need not light an additional light, as he can use the light of
the bonfire. However, if he is an important person, who is
unaccustomed to using the light of a bonfire, even though there
is a bonfire, he must kindle another light.

In a time of danger — m3®7 Nywa: Dangerous times are
defined as periods of religious persecution, when it is de-
creed that the Jewish people may not observe the mitzvot.
However, some commentaries explain that the dangerous
times in this context are the occasions when the Zoroastrian
priests of the Persian fire religion, the habarim, passed the

BACKGROUND

fire from their temples to the homes of their worshippers.
At those times, they prohibited lighting fires anywhere out-
side the temples (Tosafot). Since the habarim had significant
influence on the authorities and the violators whom they
reported were severely punished, the Jews dared not kindle
lights that could be seen from the street.
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The Gemara asks: What is Hanukkah, and why are lights kindled
on Hanukkah?" The Gemara answers: The Sages taught in Megillat
T’ anit: On the twenty-fifth of Kislev, the days of Hanukkah are
eight. One may not eulogize on them" and one may not fast on
them. What is the reason? When the Greeks entered the Sanctu-
ary they defiled all the oils that were in the Sanctuary by touching
them. And when the Hasmonean monarchy overcame them and
emerged victorious over them, they searched and found only one
cruse" of oil that was placed with the seal of the High Priest, un-
disturbed by the Greeks. And there was sufficient oil there to light
the candelabrum for only one day. A miracle occurred and they
lit the candelabrum from it eight days." The next year the Sages
instituted those days and made them holidays" with recitation of
hallel and special thanksgiving in prayer and blessings.

We learned there in a mishna with regard to damages: In the case
of a spark that emerges from under a hammer, and went out of
the artisan’s workshop, and caused damage, the one who struck the
hammer is liable. Similarly, in the case of a camel thatis laden with
flax"and it passed through the public domain, and its flax entered
into a store, and caught fire from the storekeeper’s lamp, and set
fire to the building, the camel owner is liable. Since his flax en-
tered into another’s domain, which he had no permission to enter,
all the damages were caused due to his negligence. However, if the
storekeeper placed his lamp outside the store and it set fire to the
flax, the storekeeper is liable, as he placed the lamp outside his
domain where he had no right to place it.

Rabbi Yehuda says: If the flax was set on fire by the storekeeper’s

Hanukkah lamp that he placed outside the entrance to his store, he

is not liable, as in that case, it is permitted for the storekeeper to

place his lamp outside. Ravina said in the name of Rabba: That is

to say that it is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp within ten"

handbreadths of the ground. As ifit should enter your mind to say
that he may place it above ten handbreadths, why is the store-
keeper exempt? Let the camel owner say to the storekeeper: You

should have placed the lamp above the height of a camel and its

rider, and then no damage would have been caused. By failing to

do so, the storekeeper caused the damage, and the camel owner
should not be liable. The Gemara rejects this: And perhaps one is

also permitted to place the Hanukkah lamp above ten handbreadths,
and the reason Rabbi Yehuda exempted the storekeeper was due to

concern for the observance of the mitzva of kindling Hanukkah

lights. He held that if you burden one excessively, he will come to

refrain from performing the mitzva of kindling Hanukkah lights.
Since the storekeeper placed the Hanukkah lamp outside at the

behest of the Sages, the storekeeper should not be required to take

extra precautions.

With regard to the essence of the matter Rav Kahana said that Rav
Natan bar Manyumi taught in the name of Rabbi Tanhum:

HALAKHA

The days of Hanukkah...one may not eulogize on them, etc. -
21 ji3 190" KY1... 127 10 Hanukkah is a time of joy and
celebration, as 'well as a time for offering praise and thanks to God.
Therefore, it is prohibited to eulogize the deceased and to fast

store, as the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of
RabbiYehuda, who said that the storekeeper is exempt in the case
of a Hanukkah lamp (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Nizkei Mamon
14:13; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 418:12).

on Hanukkah (Megillat Ta‘anit). However, performing labors that

are prohibited on Shabbat is permitted on Hanukkah (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 3:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah

Hayyim 670:1).

Camel laden with flax - jaws pyuw'mi If a camel walks down
a street with a load of flax that is so wide that it protrudes into
a store and catches fire from the storekeeper’s lamp and causes
damage, the owner of the camel is liable. If the lamp is in the street
in front of the store, then the storekeeper is liable for the damage,
including the damage to the flax on the camel’s back. This ruling
also applies to a Hanukkah lamp adjacent to the entrance of the

Itis a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp within ten - 12111
1wy 7ina -m»n") myn: Itis a mitzva to place the Hanukkah
Iamp within ten handbreadths of the ground, in accordance with
the opinion of Rava. Although no support was cited for his state-
ment, his opinion is reasonable. If one placed the lamp above ten
handbreadths, he fulfilled the mitzva, as long as he did not place
it above twenty cubits. One who lives on the second floor may
place the Hanukkah lamp in a window ab initio, even though it is
above ten handbreadths (Magen Aviaham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 671:6).

NOTES

Why is the miracle commemorated with lights - v
ninaa o7 11m: The holiday of Hanukkah was instituted
primarily to commemorate the rededication of the altar
in the Temple. Nevertheless, the Sages instituted kin-
dling lights as the mitzva of Hanukkah to underscore
that the Maccabees went to war to preserve the sanc-
tity of the nation and the sanctity of the Temple, not to
defend their lives (Bah).

And found only one cruse — 1 73 X 7 Ko

According to the fundamental ha/akha klndllng the
Temple candelabrum with impure oil is permitted. In-
deed, if the majority of the Jews are impure, Temple
service may be performed in a state of ritual impurity.
Furthermore, impure oil may be used in the offering of
the daily sacrifices. Therefore, the miracle, which made
it unnecessary to use impure oil, demonstrates the great
love that God has for His people, Israel (Penei Yehoshua).

Eight days — om? minw: Some commentaries ask:
Why couldn't a supp\y of pure oil have been procured
sooner? They answer that the pure oil came from Tekoa,
in the tribal territory of Asher, in the upper Galilee, and
the round trip from Jerusalem took eight days (geonim).
Others say that all the Jews were ritually impure from
contact with corpses, and therefore they were required
to wait seven days to complete the purification process
(Rabbi Eliyahu Mizrahi).

The next year the Sages instituted it and made those
days holidays — 02t D DI DWap NI TaeY:
Since there was sufficient oil to burn for one day, the
miracle lasted only seven days. Why, then, is Hanukkah
celebrated for eight days? Many answers have been
suggested. Rabbi Yosef Karo maintained that only one-
eighth of the oil burned on the first day, so it was imme-
diately clear that a miracle had been performed (Beit Yo-
sef). Others explained that, from the outset, the priests
placed only one-eighth of the oil from the cruse in the
candelabrum, and it miraculously burned all day (Meri).
Yet others suggested that Hanukkah commemorates
two miracles; first, the discovery of the cruse of pure
oil on the first day, and second, the fact that it lasted
seven additional days (Sheerit Kenesset HaGedola). There
is also an opinion that the eight days commemorate the
reinstitution of the mitzva of circumcision, banned by
the Greeks, which is performed on the eighth day after
birth (Sefer Haltim).
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A Hanukkah lamp that one placed above twenty cubits" is invalid,
just as a sukka whose roofing is more than twenty cubits high, and just
as an alleyway whose beam, its symbolic fourth partition in order to
place an eiruv, is more than twenty cubits high, are invalid. The reason
is the same in all three cases: People do not usually raise their heads and
see objects at a height above twenty cubits. As there is a requirement to
see all of these, they are deemed invalid when placed above that height.
And the Gemara cites another statement that Rav Kahana said that Rav
Natan bar Manyumi taught in the name of Rav Tanhum: What is the
meaning of the verse that is written with regard to Joseph: “And they
took him, and cast him into the pit; and the pit was empty, there was
no water in it” (Genesis 37:24)? By inference from that which is
stated: And the pit was empty, don’t I know that there was no water
in it? Rather, why does the verse say: There was no water in it? The
verse comes to emphasize and teach that there was no water in it, but
there were snakes and scorpions in it.

Rabba said: It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp within the
handbreadth adjacent to the entrance. The Gemara asks: And where,
on which side, does he place it? There is a difference of opinion: Rav
Aha, son of Rava, said: On the right side of the entrance. Rav Shmuel
from Difti said: On the left." And the halakha is to place it on the left
so that the Hanukkah lamp will be on the left" and the mezuza on
the right. One who enters the house will be surrounded by mitzvot

(ge'onim).

Rav Yehuda said that Rav Asi said that Rav said: It is prohibited to
count money" opposite a Hanukkah light." Rav Yehuda relates: When
Isaid this halakha before Shmuel, he said to me: Does the Hanukkah
light have sanctity" that would prohibit one from using its light? Rav
Yosef strongly objected to this question: What kind of question is that;
does the blood of a slaughtered undomesticated animal or fowl have
sanctity? As it was taught in a baraita that the Sages interpreted the
verse: “He shall spill its blood and cover it with dust” (Leviticus 17:13):
With that which he spilled, he shall cover. Just as a person spills the
blood of a slaughtered animal with his hand, so too, he is obligated to
cover the blood with this hand and not cover it with his foot. The
reason is so that mitzvot will not be contemptible to him. Here too,
one should treat the Hanukkah lights as if they were sacred and refrain
from utilizing them for other purposes, so that mitzvot will not be
contemptible to him.

HALAKHA

Hanukkah lamp that one placed above twenty cubits — 71217 '7!0 R
X 0N 1’7&27:5 AmmiTw: One who places the Hanukkah Iamp more
than twenty cublts 9-12 m, off the ground does not fulfill the mitzva
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:7; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 671:6).

It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp in the handbreadth
adjacent to the entrance...on the left — nova 'm»:'r% D 1001
’mmm: rms'7'l:mm When lighting the Hanukkah Iamp outside the
house, it is a mitzva to place it within one handbreadth adjacent to the

The Hanukkah lamp will be on the left — ’m’m‘g’p 7211 92: Since
the Temple candelabrum was on the left side of the Sanctuary, the
Hanukkah lamp is placed on the left side as well (Rabbi Elazar Moshe
Horowitz).

To count money - niyn mx‘w‘b The Gemara cites this example be-
cause it is a negligible use of the Hanukkah lights that does not dimin-
ish their sanctity. Nevertheless, it is prohibited (Ran).

Does the Hanukkah light have sanctity - 3 &2 731 92931 In prin-
ciple, the sanctity of the vessels used in the Temple e, a Torah scroll,

NOTES

left side of the door. In the synagogue, the Hanukkah lamp is placed
along the southern wall or on a table adjacent to that wall (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 671:7).

Itis prohibited to count money opposite a Hanukkah light — m1ox
200 T Nyn nwﬂ'r‘? One may not use the light emanating from
the Hanukkah lights for any purpose, even for an inconsequential
one like counting money (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla
VaHanukka 4:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 673:).

phylacteries, and the like, have inherent sanctity, unlike items used to
perform a mitzva. The principle is as follows: Sanctified items no longer
in use maintain their sanctity and must be buried. However, items
used to perform a mitzva may be discarded. On that basis, Shmuel
expressed surprise when the Gemara insists that Hanukkah lights be
treated with the level of respect usually reserved for sacred items. Rav
Yosef answered that while a mitzva is still being fulfilled, one must
treat the items used for the mitzva with added deference, despite the
fact that they do not retain their sanctity after the fulfillment of the
mitzva (Ramban).
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The Gemara relates that they raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yehoshua ben

Levi: What is the halakha with regard to using decorations of a sukka all

seven days of the festival of Sukkot? He said to them: They already said in a

similar vein that it is prohibited to count money opposite the Hanukkah

light, which proves that one may not use the object of a mitzva for another
purpose. Rav Yosef replied in surprise: Master of Abraham!" He makes that

which was taught dependent upon that which was not taught. As, with re-
gard to sukka, the prohibition to enjoy use of its decorations was taught in a

baraita, and the prohibition to enjoy use of the Hanukkah lights was not

taught in a baraita at all. As it was taught in a Toseffa in tractate Sukka: With

regard to one who roofed the sukka in accordance with its halakhic require-
ments, and decorated it with colorful curtains” and sheets, and hung in it

ornamental nuts, peaches, almonds, and pomegranates, and grape branch-
es [parkilei]," and wreaths of stalks of grain, wines, oils, and vessels full of
flour, it is prohibited to use them until the conclusion of the last day of the

Festival. And, if before he hung the decorations he stipulated with regard to

them that he will be permitted to use them even during the Festival, every-
thing is according to his stipulation, and he is permitted to use them. In any
case, since the prohibition to benefit from the Hanukkah light is not explic-
itly taught, a proof should not be cited from there to resolve the dilemma with

regard to sukka decorations. Rather, Rav Yosef said: There is no need to bring
a proof for the halakhot of sukka from the Hanukkah light. Rather, the para-
digm of them all is blood. The verse with regard to the covering of the blood

of slaughter is the original source from which the prohibition to treat mitzvot
with contempt is derived.

It was stated in a dispute between amora’im that Rav said: One may not light

from one Hanukkah lamp to another lamp. And Shmuel said: One may light

in that manner. The Gemara cites additional disputes between Ravand Shmu-
el. Rav said: One may not untie ritual fringes from one garment in order to

affix them to another garment. And Shmuel said: One may untie them from

one garment and affix them to another garment. And Rav said: The halakha

is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the case of drag-
ging, as Rabbi Shimon permitted dragging objects on Shabbat, even if, as a

result, a furrow would be dug in the ground, as it was not the person’s intent

to dig that hole. Shmuel said that the halakha is in accordance with the

opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the case of dragging.

Abaye said: In all halakhic matters of the Master, Rabba, he conducted
himself in accordance with the opinion of Rav, except these three where
he conducted himselfin accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. He ruled:
One may light from one Hanukkah lamp to another lamp," and one may
untie ritual fringes from garment to garment," and the halakha is in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the case of dragging." As it
was taught in a baraita, Rabbi Shimon says: A person may drag a bed, chair,
and bench on the ground, as long as he does not intend to make a furrow
in the ground. Even if a furrow is formed inadvertently, one need not be
concerned.

One of the Sages sat before Rav Adda bar Ahava, and he sat and said: The
reason for the opinion of Rav, who prohibited lighting from one Hanukkah
lamp to another, is due to contempt for the mitzva. Using the light for a
purpose other than illumination demeans the mitzva of Hanukkah lights. Rav
Adda bar Ahava said to his students: Do not listen to him, as the reason for
Rav’s opinion is due to the fact that he thereby weakens the mitzva. By light-
ing from lamp to lamp he slightly diminishes the oil and wick designated for
the purpose of the mitzva. The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference
between them? The Gemara answers: The practical difference between them
isin a case where he lights directly from lamp to lamp, without using a wood
chip or another lamp to light the second lamp. According to the one who said
that Rav’s reason is due to contempt for the mitzva, directly from lamp to
lamp he may even light ab initio, as, by lighting another Hanukkah lamp, he
does not thereby demean the sanctity of the mitzva because the second lamp
is also a mitzva. According to the one who said that Rav’s reason is because
he weakens the mitzva, lighting directly from lamp to lamp is also prohib-
ited, as ultimately he utilizes the mitzva lamp for a task that he could have
accomplished with a non-sacred lamp.

Rav Avya raised an objection from that which was taught in a Tosefta: A sela of

NOTES

Master of Abraham - @172%7 /32: This ex-
pression of astonishment was commonly used
by Rav Yosef. Itis explained elsewhere that after
Rav Yosef fellill, he forgot his Torah knowledge.
Therefore, he was uncertain whether or not he
remembered Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi's ha-
lakha accurately because the way he remem-
bered it did not make sense (Rashi).

HALAKHA

One who roofed the sukka in accordance
with its halakhic requirements and decorat-
ed it with colorful curtains - 7n:51: 7220
o713 AW No sukka decorations may be
used for any other purpose during the festival
of Sukkot. If one explicitly stipulated prior to
the beginning of the Festival that he will use
the decorations for a different purpose dur-
ing the Festival (Rema), that use is permitted.
Later commentaries wrote that the custom
today is to refrain from making such stipula-
tions (Magen Avraham). In general, the custom
is to refrain from using the decorations hang-
ing from the roofing of the sukka; however,
ornaments hanging on the sukka walls may be
used without prior stipulation. Nevertheless, it
is preferable to stipulate with regard to those
decorations as well (Rema), as per the baraita
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Sukka 6:16;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 638:2).

One may light from lamp to lamp - pp”?‘y_:
1:'7 a3n: Lighting one Hanukkah lamp directly
from another is permitted. However, one may
not kindle one Hanukkah lamp from another
by means of a non-Hanukkah lamp, as Shmuel
agrees that when there is an action that dis-
plays contempt for the mitzva, it is prohibited.
Others hold that Shmuel would permit lighting
from one lamp to another even under those cir-
cumstances, as he rejected both explanations
of Rav’s opinion (Taz). Currently, the custom is
to be stringent with Hanukkah lights and to
refrain from lighting one lamp from another
because the basic mitzva is to light just one
light, while the rest of the lights serve merely
to enhance the mitzva. Therefore, lighting one
lamp from another involves contempt for the
mitzva (Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Megilla VaHanukka 4:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 674:1).

One may untie from garment to garment —
1335 1320 pym: It is permitted to remove rit-
ual frmges from one garment only in order to
attach them to a different garment (Magen
Avraham), as per Shmuel's statement and Rab-
ba's custom (Rambam Sefer Ahava Hilkhot Tzitzit
113; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 15:1).

The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi
Shimon in the case of dragging - 313 .'I;’?‘q
133 1ipaw: Itis permitted to drag even
large objects, e.g.,, a bed or a bench, across
the ground on Shabbat so long as he does
not intend thereby to create a furrow in the
ground. If creation of a furrow is an inevitable
consequence [pesik reishei] of his action, it is
prohibited to drag that object (Magen Avraham;
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:5;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 337:1).

LANGUAGE
Branches [parkilei] - ”2’;1}5_:: The origin
of this word appears to be from the Greek
ppayéMov, phragellion, from the Latin fla-
gellum, meaning young, soft branches
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NOTES

To redeem other second-tithe produce with it —'7'71'!'7
IR N YN 1"313: As opposed to the fruits of the first
tithe that are given to the Levites, the fruits of the sec-
ond tithe must be brought to Jerusalem and eaten

there. However, the distance to Jerusalem from certain

places in Eretz Yisrael was great and transporting a large

amount of fruit was a burden. In addition, there was the

possibility that the fruit would spoil. The Torah allowed

the redemption of the fruit of the second tithe with

money, which would then be used to purchase food in

Jerusalem (see Deuteronomy 14:22-27).

Decree lest the weights not be precisely equal — 11
1’111'7')(07: M xh x2w: The geonim and the Rambam
wrote that there is room for concern lest the weights
not be precise, and one consequently undervalue
the weight of the tithe. A variant text reads: Lest the
weights be precisely equal. That reading suggests that
one might discover that the weight of the coins used
to redeem the tithe or even the fruits themselves cor-
responds to common weights. The concern is that he
will use them to weigh non-sacred items (Mefri).

And does God require its light — 7% X7 "ﬁm'? =1

Some commentaries explain the assumption that the
phrase: Outside the veil of testimony, which seems ex-
traneous, teaches that the purpose of the candelabrum
was to provide light for the priests inside the Sanctuary,
as they never ventured beyond the veil of testimony.
Therefore, Rav Sheshet said that the candelabrum’s light
was not necessary for that purpose either, as the pillar of
cloud provided light for the priests (see Tosafot).

BACKGROUND

The lamps of the Temple candelabrum - nyin nin
w1pnT:In this depiction of the Temple candelabrum, all
of the wicks and flames face the middle branch. Accord-
ing to this opinion, the branches of the candelabrum
are aligned along a north-south axis and the central
light, which is the westernmost lamp of the candela-
brum,. provides perpetual light.

Temple candelabrum

106  PEREKII-22B-:13773p%W

AT 1T PO P e D
AN O YD 1’53.7 ’7’7n5 1’»9&1
Bmmm =) w’vs 3 m%w: NN
—’mmw 0K KDPP3 '7:r< 11’7 wm
NN N x’m KRV N‘v xit
INRIPR NN KT M D) KDPPI
M x5 KDY TTH 137 0K

Ry, 11’7 P90 KDY vm‘wwn

MY N1 YIn” g 27 20
wom 2P Nt ﬁm‘v 21 i
by w3 1:’7':(0 My ovaw b
x%tc AN x’m 1::'7': b 12102
e u‘vw »rc:‘v X MY
37 VI 20T XD .’7»51107::1 i
N2 RV 72100 W N R
A PR T M, AN
NN W7 Y2 KT KT 09D
Xwp )71‘71&1’7)7@’7: N’v'r XD x’v
P,y M3 O YT XY 3

IER AN DD TINT N0y

iz ninoa o9 27 KON
WINOK DWR KT REY 1D D
xR Ep D

the second tithe, one may not weigh gold dinars with it" in order to

determine their precise weight. And doing so is prohibited even if he

is weighing the coin in order to redeem other second-tithe produce

with it," as one may not derive benefit from tithe money. The Gemara

discusses this matter: Granted, if you say that when Ravand Shmuel

disagree it is with regard to a case when one lights from lamp to lamp,
but with a wood chip, Shmuel prohibits lighting, this will not be a

conclusive refutation of Shmuel’s opinion. But if you say that he

permits lighting from lamp to lamp with a wood chip as well, this

would be a conclusive refutation of his opinion, as the Sages did not
permit use of and benefit from a sacred object even for the purpose of
a similar sacred need. Rabba said: This is not difficult, as in the case

of weighing tithe money the Sages prohibited doing so as a decree lest

the weights not be precisely equal." One will discover that the weight

of the gold dinars is not equal to the weight of the sela that he used to

weigh them, and he will reconsider and render them unsanctified,
i.e., they will maintain their original, non-sacred status. In that case, he

will have used the tithe money for an unsanctified purpose. However,
when one lights even a wood chip for the purpose of Hanukkah lights,
itis clear that it is for the purpose of performing a mitzva, and there is

no reason to issue a decree.

Rav Sheshet raised an objection from that which was taught in a
baraita. With regard to the Temple candelabrum,? it is stated: “Outside

the veil of the testimony, in the Tent of Meeting, shall Aaron order
it from evening to morning before the Lord continually; it shall be a
statute forever throughout your generations” (Leviticus 24: 3). It must
be understood: And does God require its light" for illumination at
night? Didn’t the children of Israel, all forty years that they walked
in the wilderness, walk exclusively by His light, the pillar of fire?
Rather, the lighting of the candelabrum is testimony to mankind that
the Divine Presence rests among Israel. The Gemara asks: What is

this testimony? Rav said: That is the westernmost lamp in the can-
delabrum in which the measure of oil placed was the same measure

of oil as was placed in the other lamps, and nevertheless he would
light the others from it each day and with it he would conclude, i.e.,
the westernmost lamp would continue burning throughout the day
after all the others were extinguished. The rest of the lamps burned

only at night, and each night he would relight the rest of the lamps

from the westernmost lamp. But isn’t it true that here, in the Temple,
since the lamps were fixed in the candelabrum, it was impossible to

light directly from lamp to lamp? There was no alternative to taking
awood chip and lighting the rest of the lamps from the westernmost
lamp. Consequently, itis difficult both according to the one who said

that one may not light from lamp to lamp due to contempt for the

mitzva and according to the one who said that one may not light from

lamp to lamp due to weakening the mitzva.

Rav Pappa explained that it need not necessarily be understood that
way. Rather, there were long wicks in the candelabrum, which made

it possible to reach and light directly from one lamp to another." How-
ever, ultimately, according to the one who said that one may not light

from lamp to lamp due to weakening the mitzva, it is difficult. The

Gemara concludes: Indeed, the question remains difficult.

HALAKHA

The second tithe, one may not weigh gold dinars with it —
a7 1123 "771\0 1% 9w yn: The coins used to redeem the
second tithe may not be utilized as weights to ascertain the
weight of other coins, even if one plans to use those coins to re-
deem other second-tithe produce (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot

Ma'aser Sheni VeNeta Revai 3:19).

Lighting the Temple candelabrum - w7pna N3 17511
The priests kindle the lamps in the Temple candelabrum from
the westernmost lamp by pulling the wick of the unlit lamp to
the burning westernmost lamp, kindling it, and restoring the
wick to its place (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin
314).
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In summary, the Gemara asks: What is the halakhic conclusion reached"

about this matter in terms of lighting from lamp to lamp? Rav Huna, son

of Rabbi Yehoshua, said: We see; if the halakha is in accordance with the

opinion of the one who said that kindling the Hanukkah light accom-
plishes the mitzva and the rest is secondary, one may light from lamp® to

lamp. The lighting itself is the essence of the mitzva of Hanukkah lights.
And if the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the one who said

that placing the lit lamp in a suitable place accomplishes the mitzva, then

one may not light from lamp to lamp. According to that opinion, lighting
is simply an auxiliary action that facilitates the fulfillment of the essence of
the mitzva, which is placing the lamp in a place where its light can be seen

by the public. Since lighting is merely a preparatory action, one may not

demean the mitzva by lighting from lamp to lamp.

After the issue of whether lighting accomplishes the mitzva or placing ac-
complishes the mitzva was raised in the context of the previous discussion,
the Gemara cites the discussion in its entirety. As a dilemma was raised
before the Sages: In the case of the Hanukkah light, does lighting accom-
plish the mitzva, and placing the lit lamp is simply a continuation of that
action, or does placing the kindled lamp accomplish the mitzva, and
lighting is simply a practical necessity that facilitates placing the lamp?

The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a solution to this dilemma from that
which Rava said: One who was holding a burning Hanukkah lamp in his
hand and standing," he did nothing in terms of fulfilling the mitzva. Con-
clude from this that placing accomplishes the mitzva. Until he sets the
lamp down in its appropriate place, he did not fulfill the mitzva. The Ge-
mara rejects this: There, they said that he did not fulfill his obligation for a
different reason. One who sees it will say that he is not holding the lamp in
order to fulfill the mitzva, but he is holding it for his own needs. Since
holding the lamp can mislead onlookers, he does not fulfill the mitzva in
that manner.

Come and hear another resolution for this dilemma from that which Rava
said: One who lights the Hanukkah lamp inside the house and then takes
it out and places it at the entrance to his house did nothing in terms of
fulfilling the mitzva. Granted, if you say that lighting accomplishes the
mitzva it is understandable, as lighting in its place is required. That is why
Rava ruled that he did nothing in terms of fulfilling the mitzva. However,
if you say that placing accomplishes the mitzva, why did Rava rule that
he did nothing? Didn’t he set it down in its appropriate place? The Ge-
mara answers: There too, even though he subsequently brought it outside,
one who sees him lighting inside will say to himself that he is lighting the
lamp for his own needs and not in fulfillment of the mitzva.

Come and hear another resolution from that which Rabbi Yehoshua ben
Levi said:

Alantern that continued to burn" the entire day of Shabbat, at the conclu-
sion of Shabbat one extinguishes it and lights it again as a Hanukkah light.
Granted, if you say that lighting accomplishes the mitzva, the requirement

to extinguish the lantern and relight it in order to fulfill the mitzva of kin-
dling the Hanukkah light works out well. However, if you say that placing
accomplishes the mitzva, this statement, which stated that one extin-
guishes it and lights it, is imprecise. According to this opinion, it needed

to say: One extinguishes it and lifts it from its place and sets it down and

lights it, as only by placing the lamp in an appropriate place could one

fulfill the mitzva of the Hanukkah light. Furthermore, there is additional

proof that lighting accomplishes the mitzva. From the fact that we recite

the following blessing over the mitzva of kindling the Hanukkah light: Who

has made us holy through His commandments and has commanded us

to light the Hanukkah light, the Gemara suggests: Conclude from this

that lighting accomplishes the mitzva, as it is over lighting that one recites

the blessing. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude from this.

NOTES

What is the conclusion about this matter —
n&g N8 This question is standard at the end
of adiscussion in which proofs are cited for both
opinions, although neither is conclusive.

In this context, the question is twofold. The
first question is whether or not the assumption
that remained difficult, but was not conclusively
refuted, was ultimately rejected by halakha. The
second question is whether the halakha is in
accordance with the opinion of Rav or in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Shmuel. Although
Rabba’s custom was in accordance with the
opinion of Shmuel, the principle in ritual, as
opposed to civil, cases is that the halakha is in
accordance with the opinion of Rav (Rosh).

BACKGROUND

Lamp -

Earthenware lamp from the talmudic period

HALAKHA

One who was holding a burning Hanukkah
lamp in his hand and was standing — &1an 7
T#1 712171 72: One who holds a Hanukkah lamp
in his hand, lights it, and then remains stand-
ing with it did not fulfill the mitzva. Similarly,
one who kindled a Hanukkah lamp inside his
house and then placed it outside did not fulfill
the mitzva (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Megilla VaHanukka 4:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 675:1).

HALAKHA

Lantern that continued to burn, etc. - ey
"3 N39im AP AIY: One who wants to ful-
fill his ob\lgat\on vvlth alantem or lamp that was
burning during the day must first extinguish it
and then relight it as a Hanukkah light. The rul-
ing in the dispute in the Gemara is: The mitzva
isaccomplished by lighting the lights, as per the
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:9;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 675:1).

A577/ap1 - PEREK I1-23A 107



NOTES

A deaf-mute — & When the Sages employ the unmodi-
fied term heresh the reference is to one who can neither
hear nor speak. In the talmudic era, one with those dis-
abilities did not, as a rule, have full mental capacity and
was consequently exempt from all mitzvot in the Torah.
However, if he has full mental capacity, he is considered
like anyone else and is obligated (see Tosefot Rabbeinu
Yehuda HaHasid).

As they too were included in that miracle — 177 171 qxw
71 iniea: The Torah principle is that women are exempt
from time-bound positive mitzvot. There are exceptions,
and lighting the Hanukkah lights is among them.

The phrase: They too were included in that miracle, can
be understood in another way. The miracle was caused
due to the merit of women (Tosafot). Various commentaries
connect the episode of Judith and Holofernes, as well as
the story of Hannah and her seven sons, to the miracle of
Hanukkah. It is thanks to these righteous women that the
miracle of Hanukkah transpired.

Reading the Megilla on Purim and drinking the four cups
of wine at the Passover seder are other exceptions to the ex-
emption from time-bound positive mitzvot. Esther was the
catalyst for the miracle of Purim. Similarly, the Sages said:
Due to the merit of righteous women, Israel was redeemed
from Egypt (Yalkut Shimoni Psalms 68).

HALAKHA

If a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor kindles it..

woman - YK...Ju i wIn 17’5‘1'! Awoman's ob\lga»
tion to kindle the Hanukkah I\ghts is the same as a mans.
Indeed, a woman may recite the blessings on his behalf
(Magen Avraham). A deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor
who kindled the Hanukkah lights accomplished nothing.
Some rule that a minor who reached the age of training is
permitted to kindle Hanukkah lights. However, according
to our custom, where each family member lights Hanuk-
kah lights, a minor who has reached the age of training is
obligated to light (Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Megilla VaHanukka 4:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 675:3).

A guest is obligated in lighting the Hanukkah light —
121 122 2 IXIDIX: A guest whose family is not lighting
for him at home is obligated to kindle Hanukkah lights
where he is sleeping, assuming he has a lamp and a sepa-
rate entrance where he could light (Mishna Berura). Alter-
natively, he could contribute a peruta to defray the cost
of the light and have the host include him in his lighting
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:11;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 677:1).

And olive oil is the most select — 2w ja m jaw: Olive
oil is the preferred oil for kindling I\ghts especially Hanuk-
kah lights (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:11;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:6, 6731).

All the oils are suitable for making ink - 2 ounwn '7:
1*1’7 Ab initio, sacred texts are written with ink made from
either the soot from the smoke of burnt wood or from oils
soaked in gallnut juice (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:3).

The blessings over the Hanukkah light — 377 ni>73: On
the first evening of Hanukkah, three blessings are recited:
To light the Hanukkah light, and: Who performed miracles,
and: Who has given us life. On the second night, one recites
the first two blessings. If one did not light, does not plan to
light, and on whose behalf no one is lighting in his home
sees a burning Hanukkah light, he recites: Who performed
miracles, and: Who has given us life, on the first night. On
all succeeding nights, he recites: Who performed miracles
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 3:4;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 676:1-3).

LANGUAGE
Host [ushpiza] - xpawix: From the Middle Persian aspin),
meaning hotel or hospitality.
108

PEREK II - 23A -.339172p%

TR T TP RN KU
X511y &b - o) ot W AT
31 T AT X T O3
M 3 NI oy Y |2 B

DY NI 71 17 Nw

T30 N3 2RO Y 37N
3773 K17 03 U XY 937 0N
NI KPOYIN T M0 KIDANYD

x’v NT) KO PN KOIK 129027
NIV 33 ”w "»'m KT MDY

1913 Do 92 b j3 w3
VI YN AT 12 0L N, b 1o
JRUINGT KOWRK W2 1770 M 0
1’7 VDT 102 990 1Y TR KT N
KWK 1110 ’1‘7 13 Wi 37T m‘7

250 Y "»’73' NI TN KL

ounwa 53 0 13 v 31 o
KON IV 2 P01 N 75 Py
20T Yow KA 2 xmb ix ’7:1:5 1':5
1D DDw ’7: 20 12 by 19
a ’7::5 P2 AT 3 I e
’7: 937900 KN 12 'mmw N ;wv‘v
ATV 1 P08 1Y Py D
17, 97 P pore b3 vt 31

e p

PIYTRT3Y Y 13 X 37
N Y 3T P INn o
31728 137 P RN Y sy
DAY TI30 XN - R TP T
- 1281 %28 WO T30 pyT
DS T30 M, DR T30 YT
D2 103 LIy I} LYEY 20 KD

K i 52

And, the Gemara remarks, now that we say that lighting ac-
complishes the mitzva, there are practical ramifications. If a
deaf-mute," an imbecile, or a minor, all of whom are of limited
intellectual capacity and not obligated in mitzvot, kindled the
Hanukkah light, he did nothing in terms of fulfilling the mitzva,
even if an adult obligated in mitzvot subsequently set it down in
its appropriate place. That is because placing a lit lamp does not
constitute fulfillment of the mitzva. The lighting must be per-
formed by a person with full intellectual capacity, obligated in
mitzvot. However, a woman" certainly may light, as Rabbi
Yehoshua ben Levi said: Women are obligated in lighting the
Hanukkah light, as they too were included in that miracle of
being saved from the decree of persecution.

Rav Sheshet said: A guest is obligated in lighting the Hanuk-
kah light" in the place where he is being hosted. The Gemara
relates that Rabbi Zeira said: At first, when I was studying in
the yeshiva, I would participate with perutot, copper coins,
together with the host [ushpiza],' so that I would be a partner
in the light that he kindled. After I married my wife, I said: Now
I certainly need not do so because they light on my behalf in
my house.

Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: All the oils are suitable for the
Hanukkah lamp, and olive oil is the most select" of the oils.
Abaye said: At first, my Master, Rabba, would seek sesame oil,
ashe said: The light of sesame oil lasts longer and does not burn
as quickly as olive oil. Once he heard that statement of Rabbi
Yehoshua ben Levi, he sought olive oil because he said: Its
light is clearer.

On a similar note, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: All the oils
are suitable for making ink," and olive oil is the most select.
A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What was Rabbi Ye-
hoshua ben Levi’s intention: Did he mean that olive oil is the
most select in terms of being the best for use to mix and knead
with the soot produced from a fire in manufacturing ink; or did
he mean for use to smoke, i.e., burning olive oil to produce
smoke is the most select method of producing the soot used in
manufacturing ink? Come and hear a resolution to this from that
which Rav Shmuel bar Zutrei taught: All oils are suitable for
ink, and olive oil is the most select, both to knead and to
smoke. Rav Shmuel bar Zutra taught it this way: All types of
smoke are good for ink, and olive oil is the most select. Simi-
larly, Rav Huna said: All saps are good for strengthening the
ink compound, and balsam sap is the best of all.

Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: One who lights a Ha-
nukkah light must recite a blessing. And Rabbi Yirmeya said:
One who sees a burning Hanukkah light must recite a blessing
because the mitzva is not only to kindle the light but to see the
light as well. Therefore, there is room to recite a blessing even
when seeing them. Rav Yehuda said: On the first day of Hanuk-
kah, the one who sees burning lights recites two blessings, and
the one who lights recites three blessings.” From there on, from
the second day of Hanukkah, the one who lights recites two
blessings, and the one who sees recites one blessing. The Ge-
mara asks: What blessing does he omit on the other days? The
Gemara answers: He omits the blessing of time: Who has given
us life, sustained us, and brought us to this time. The Gemara asks:
And letus omit the blessing of the miracle: Who has performed
miracles. The Gemara answers: The miracle is relevant on all of
the days, whereas the blessing: Who has given us life, is only
pertinent to the first time he performs the mitzva each year.

Making ink — 1 fmwy: In talmudic times, various writing
utensils and colored inks were used for writing on parchment
and paper. Black was the most common color of ink. This ink
was similar to India ink, a thick ink made from the soot of

BACKGROUND
the smoke of burnt wood or oil. The soot was collected and
mixed with the appropriate quantity of oil. Sometimes sap was
also added to the ink so that it would better adhere to the
writing surface.
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And what blessing does one recite? He recites: Who has made us holy
through His commandments and has commanded us to light the
Hanukkah light. The Gemara asks: And where did He command
us?"™ The mitzva of Hanukkah is not mentioned in the Torah, so how is
it possible to say that it was commanded to us by God? The Gemara
answers that Rav Avya said: The obligation to recite this blessing is
derived from the verse: “You shall not turn aside from the sentence
which they shall declare unto you, to the right, nor to the left” (Deuter-
onomy 17:11). From this verse, the mitzva incumbent upon all of Israel
to heed the statements and decrees of the Sages is derived. Therefore,
one who fulfills their directives fulfills a divine commandment. Rav
Nehemya said that the mitzva to heed the voice of the Elders of Israel
is derived from the verse: “Ask your father, and he will declare unto
you, your Elders, and they will tell you” (Deuteronomy 32:7).

Rav Amram raised an objection from that which we learned in a mish-
na: With regard to doubtfully tithed produce [demai], i.e., grain that

was acquired from an am ha’aretz about which there is uncertainty

whether or not he tithed it; one may use it to establish an eiruv, i.e.,
joining of courtyards and joining of borders, and to establish the merg-
ing of alleys, and one recites a blessing before and after eating it, and

one invites a quorum for recitation of Grace after Meals after eating it.
Although the Sages said that one is required to separate tithes from demai,
they allowed it to be used for specific purposes and in exigent circum-
stances. And they said that one may separate the tithe from demai when

he is naked and at dusk Shabbat eve, a time when separating tithes from

actual untithed produce [tevel] is prohibited. And if you say that every

action instituted by rabbinic ordinance requires a blessing, as fulfill-
ment of rabbinic ordinances is based on the mitzva: You shall not turn

aside, here, when he stands naked, how can he recite a blessing? Don’t

we require fulfillment of the mitzva: “Therefore shall your camp be

holy; that He see no unseemly thing in you, and turn away from you”
(Deuteronomy 23:15)? And the camp is not holy when one recites a

blessing in a state of nakedness. Abaye said: There is room to distinguish

between the cases: In a case where there is a definite mitzva by rab-
binic law, a blessing is required. In a case where there is a rabbinic

ordinance instituted due to uncertainty" with regard to the circum-
stances, as in the case of demai, which may or may not have been tithed

already, a blessing is not required."

The Gemara asks: Isn’t the second day of a Festival in the Diaspora a
rabbinic ordinance instituted due to uncertainty whether the first day
or the second is the actual Festival, and nevertheless a blessing is re-
quired? On the second day of the Festival one recites the same blessings
as he does on the first. The Gemara answers: There, in the case of the
second day of the Festival, the reason that blessings are required is so
that people will not treat it with contempt. If Festival blessings were
not required on the second day of the Festival, people would take its
sanctity lightly. Rava said another reason: Demai is not considered to
be an ordinance instituted by the Sages due to uncertainty. In fact, in
most cases, an am ha’aretz tithes. The concern lest they do not tithe is
not a full-fledged case of uncertainty. It is merely a case of suspicion for
which the Sages did not institute a blessing. That is not the case with
regard to the second day of a Festival. Even though it was instituted due
to uncertainty, one must recite the Festival blessings. Since it was insti-
tuted by the Sages, one is obligated to recite a blessing just as he recites
blessings for other rabbinic ordinances.

NOTES

And where did He command us — 1% 12'7: This question is often
asked with regard to blessings recited over mitzvot of rabbinic ori-
gin. Here, the Gemara cites two sources. The first,“You shall not turn
aside,” which is both simple and accepted halakha, was sufficient.
The Gemara preferred a source from a positive rather than a nega-
tive mitzva and therefore cited the verse: “Ask your father” (Rabbi
Elazar Moshe Horowitz).

Rabbinic ordinance instituted due to uncertainty — 0277 paB:

Demai refers to crops or fruit that were acquired from an am haaretz.
Even though the separation of tithes is a mitzva by Torah law, bless-
ings are only by rabbinic law. Therefore, the question whether or not
to recite a blessing when tithing demai, produce acquired from aam

ha'aretz, is a case involving uncertainty with regard to rabbinic law
(Ritva). Others say that since by Torah law the buyer is exempt from

tithing, demaiis always a case of a rabbinic ordinance instituted due

to uncertainty (Penei Yehoshua).

HALAKHA

And where did He command us — 1% [2': Per-
formance of all rabbinic ordinances is preceded by
a blessing with the formula: Who has made us holy
through His mitzvot and has commanded us. In all
those cases, the question arises: Where did He com-
mand us? He commanded us in the Torah: “Which
they tell you, you shall do” (Deuteronomy 17:11). The
meaning of the blessing is: God, Who sanctified us
by means of His mitzvot, commanded us to obey
those who commanded us to light Shabbat lights
and Hanukkah lights and to read the Megilla (Ram-
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 11:3).

Definite mitzva by rabbinic law, a blessing is
required...rabbinic ordinance instituted due
to uncertainty, a blessing is not required — %1
713 3 XY ORI pAD 1303 w3 BET: One
does not recite a blessing before fulfilling an ordi-
nance instituted by the Sages due to uncertainty,
e.g., demai. The blessings recited on the second
day of a Festival in the Diaspora are the exception.
Blessings are recited then so that the day will not be
treated with contempt. Blessings are recited over all
other rabbinic ordinances that were not instituted
due to uncertainty. In this matter, the halakha is
in accordance with the opinion of Abaye because
Rava did not dispute the actual halakha (Maggid
Mishne). According to the Ra‘avad, the halakha is
in accordance with the opinion of Rava. Blessings
are recited over all rabbinic ordinances, even those
instituted due to uncertainty, with the exception
of demai, which is not really a case of uncertainty.
Most halakhic authorities (geonim; Ramban) ruled
in accordance with the ruling of the Rambam in this
case. Everyone agrees that blessings are not recited
in a case where there is uncertainty with regard to a
rabbinic ordinance (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Megilla VaHanukka 3:5).
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Rav Huna said: A courtyard that has two entrances" requires two
lamps, one lamp at each entrance, so that it will be obvious that the resi-
dents of this courtyard light properly. And Rava said: We only said this
in a case where the two entrances face two different directions." How-
ever, if they both face in the same direction one need not light at more
than one entrance. The Gemara clarifies Rava’s statement: What is the
reason for this? If you say that it is because those who see the entrance
without a lamp burning will harbor suspicion lest he does not kindle the
Hanukkah light, whose suspicion concerns us? If you say that the con-
cern is with regard to the suspicion of people who do not live in the city
and are unfamiliar with the courtyard’s tenants, even when both en-
trances face the same direction let them be required to light at both
entrances because visitors are unaware that there are two entrances to that
courtyard. And if the concern is with regard to the suspicion of the
residents of that city, even when the two entrances face two different
directions let them not be required to light at both entrances. The local
residents know that only one person lives in the courtyard and will as-
sume that if he did not light at one entrance he surely lit at the other. The
Gemara answers: Actually, say that it is because of the suspicion of the
residents of that city, and sometimes they pass this entrance and do not
pass that one, and they say: Just as he did not light in this entrance, in
that second entrance he also did not light. In order to avoid suspicion,
it is preferable to light at both entrances.

And from where do you say that we are concerned about suspicion?
Asitwas taughtin a Tosefta that Rabbi Shimon said: On account of four
things the Torah said that one should leave pe’a," crops for the poor in
the corner of his field, specifically at the end of his field." Only after one
has cut virtually the entire field should he leave an uncut corner for the
poor. He should not designate an area for pe'a in the middle of the field
in the course of cutting the field. The reasons for this ruling are: Due to
robbing the poor, and due to causing the poor to be idle, and due to
suspicion, and due to the verse: “You shall not wholly reap the corner
of your field” (Leviticus 23:22). The Gemara explains: Due to robbing
the poor; so that the owner of the house will not see a time when the
field is unoccupied and there are no poor people in the area. If he could
designate pe’a as he wished, there is room to suspect that he might say to
his poor relative: This is pe’a, in the place and at the time that he choos-
es. He would thereby conceal the fact that there is pe’a in his field from
other poor people. The result would be that, for all intents and purposes,
he robbed pe’a from those with whom he did not share the information.

HALAKHA

Courtyard that has two entrances, etc. - 12 DN WY n’? [ 24" 1]
One whose house or courtyard has two entrances facing in different
directions is obligated to light Hanukkah lamps at both entrances, so
that he will not be suspected of failing to fulfill the mitzva. Some say
that one who owns two houses, even if they face a single direction, is
obligated to light in both houses (Rema in the name of Ko/bo). In any
case, one who lights in two entrances recites the blessings only once
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:10; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 671:8).

The Torah said to leave pe‘a at the end of his field - 717in 7%

And Rava said: We only said this in a case where the two entrances
face two different directions, etc. - 'nwn NL)N [N N’? K27 MK
131 NirmY: Most commentaries explain that Rava disagrees with Abaye
and does not accept the distinction between cases of certainty and
uncertainty with regard to rabbinic law. However, others say that Rava
is merely offering a simpler explanation for not reciting a blessing on
demai, and he does not disagree with Abaye with regard to the second
day of a Festival and other cases (Ramban; Rashba). Apparently, the
Rambam leans toward that explanation as well.

The mitzva of pe'a — m¢a m¥n: “And when you reap the harvest of

NOTES

T iD2 NS rp;Jtl’?: The pea is separated only at the end of a field
because of the reasons cited by Rabbi Shimon. If one separates pe@in
the middle of his field, the produce that he separated goes to the poor,
and he is nevertheless required to separate the requisite amount of pea
at the end of the field. The calculation is based on what remained in
the field after he separated the first pea from the middle. The manner
of fulfilling the halakha ab initio was established in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, and, apparently, there is no dispute
with regard to that aspect of the halakha (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer
Zera'im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 2:12).

your land, you shall not wholly reap the corner of your field, neither
shall you gather the gleaning of your harvest. And you shall not glean
your vineyard, neither shall you gather the fallen fruit of your vineyard;
you shall leave them for the poor and for the stranger: | am the Lord
your God” (Leviticus 19:9-10). Based on their understanding of these
verses, the Sages established the halakhot of the mitzva of pea col-
lected in tractate Pe‘a. They even determined the percentage of the
field that must be left as pea. Legally, pea is the property of all poor
people, and the owner of the property is not allowed to give the pea
to specific poor people whom he seeks to aid.
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And due to causing the poor to be idle; so that the poor, who

have no way of knowing when he is going to cut the grain and

where in the field he is going to leave the pe’a, will not be sitting
and observing until he designates the pe'a and constantly saying
to themselves: Now the owner of the field is placing pe’a. Now
that he leaves the pe’a in a defined area at the end of his field, and

the poor people know exactly where they can receive their portion,
they need not waste their time in anticipation. And due to suspi-
cion; if one leaves the pe’a in the middle of the field, the poor will

come and take their portion immediately when he designates the

area of pe'a. When the owner then continues to cut and harvest

the rest of the grain in the field, the pe’a will not be noticeable.
Insisting that he leave pe’a at the end of the field ensures that

passersby will not say: A person who did not leave pe’a in his

field should be cursed. We learned that the fourth reason is due

to the verse: You shall not wholly reap. The Gemara wonders:
Aren’t all of these reasons due to: You shall not wholly reap? All

of the reasons explain that one may not reap his entire field and

must leave pe’a at the end of his field. Rava said: The meaning of
the last reason is that pe is separated that way due to cheaters.
There is concern that a person would not leave pe'a at all. He would

claim that he already separated it in the middle of his field and that
the poor already came and took it. In order to bolster the mitzva

of pe’a, the Sages instituted that it must be separated specifically
at the end of one’s field. In terms of the discussion in the Gemara,
apparently, the desire to avoid arousing suspicion is a factor taken

into consideration in determining halakha.

Rav Yitzhak bar Redifa said that Rav Huna said: Lighting an oil
lamp that has two spouts,"® with one wick placed in each of the
spouts, is considered to have fulfilled the obligation of kindling
the Hanukkah light for two people. Similarly, Rava said: One
who filled a bowl with oil and placed wicks all around it," if he
overturned a vessel on top of it, it is considered to have fulfilled
the obligation of lighting the Hanukkah light for several people,
corresponding to the number of wicks. By overturning a vessel
atop the bowl, each wick appears to be burning independently. If
one did not overturn a vessel on top of it, he thereby made it
appear like a type of bonfire. From afar, the light from all of the
flames appear to be a single flame. And it is not even considered
to have fulfilled the obligation of lighting the Hanukkah light for
one person because the mitzva is specifically to light a flame and
not a bonfire.

Rava said: It is obvious to me that there is a fixed list of priorities.
When a person is poor and must choose between purchasing oil

to light a Shabbat lamp for his home or purchasing oil to light a

Hanukkah lamp," the Shabbat lamp for his home takes prece-
dence. That is due to peace in his home; without the light of that

lamp, his family would be sitting and eating their meal in the dark.
Similarly, if there is a conflict between acquiring oil to light a lamp

for his home and wine for the sanctification [kiddush] of Shab-
bat day, the lamp for his home takes precedence due to peace

in his home. However, Rava raised a dilemma: When the con-
flict is between oil for a Hanukkah lamp or wine for kiddush of
Shabbat day," what is the ruling in that case? Does kiddush of
Shabbat day take priority because it is frequent, i.e., it is per-
formed every week, and there is a principle: When there is a

conflict between a frequent practice and an infrequent practice,
the frequent practice takes precedence? Or, perhaps the Hanuk-
kah lamp takes precedence due to publicity of the miracle?

After he raised the dilemma, he then resolved it on his own and

he ruled that, in that case, the Hanukkah lamp takes precedence

due to publicity of the miracle.

HALAKHA

Oillamp that has two spouts — ni*o 9w 'I’? v 2: A pottery
lamp with two spouts may be used on Hanukkah by two
people, according to the mehadrin custom that calls for each
person to light one light each night. However, according to
the mehadrin min hamehadrin custom that calls for each per-
son to add a light for each night, two people may not use the
same two-spouted pottery lamp (Magen Aviaham; Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka 4:4; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 671:3).

One who filled a bowl with oil and placed wicks all around
it — P AP jaw mwp K One who overtured a
vesselonto a bowl ofoll W|th wicks around its circumference
before kindling the Hanukkah lights, each wick is considered
an independent light. If he did not cover the bowl, it has the
legal status of a bonfire and may not be used to fulfill the
mitzva (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka
4:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 671:4).

Lamp for his home or a Hanukkah lamp - 2 1 im03 1
One who lacks the means to purchase oil to kindle both
the Shabbat and the Hanukkah lights should purchase and
kindle the Shabbat lights (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Megilla VaHanukka 4:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 263:3;
678:1).

Hanukkah lamp and kiddush of Shabbat day - 211 1
D1 wImRY: One who lacks the means to purchase both
oil for the Hanukkah lights and wine for kiddush should
purchase oil for Hanukkah, due to the obligation to publicize
the miracle, as per the opinion of Rava. The same is true
when the choice is between oil for Hanukkah and wine for
havdala (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaHanukka
4:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 296:5; 678:1).

BACKGROUND
Oil lamp that has two spouts — N9 n'z v

Two spouts for wicks
in the same pottery lamp

Pottery lamp
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HALAKHA

As long as he neither lights too early nor
too late — X! &5{57] o té'vxg: One may not
kindle the Shabbat lights too early or too late. It
is prohibited to kindle the Shabbat lights if one
does not accept all of the prohibitions of Shab-
bat at that time. However, it is permitted for one
to kindle the Shabbat lights less than one-and-
a-quarter hours before sunset [pelag haminhal
and accept all of the Shabbat prohibitions im-
mediately (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 263:4).
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Rav Huna said: One who is accustomed to kindle lights" on Shabbat and
Hanukkah will be rewarded and have children who are Torah scholars,
who will disseminate the light of Torah. One who is meticulous in perform-
ing the mitzva of mezuza merits a beautiful house on which to affix his
mezuza. One who is meticulous in performing the mitzva of ritual fringes
merits a beautiful garment. One who is meticulous in performing the
mitzva of kiddush of the day merits and fills jugs of wine. The Gemara
relates: Rav Huna was accustomed to pass by and teach at the entrance
of the house of Rabbi Avin the carpenter. He saw that Rabbi Avin was
accustomed to kindle many lights in honor of Shabbat. Rav Huna said:
Two great men will emerge from here. Indeed, Rav Idi bar Avin and Rav
Hiyya bar Avin, his two oldest sons, emerged from their family. On a
similar note, the Gemara relates: Rav Hisda was accustomed to pass by
and teach at the entrance of Rav Sheizvi’s father’s family home. He saw
that Rav Sheizvi’s father was accustomed to kindle many lights in honor
of Shabbat. Rav Hisda said: A great person will emerge from here.Indeed,
Rav Sheizvi emerged from them."

The Gemara relates that Rav Yosef’s wife would kindle the Shabbat lights
late. Rav Yosef said to her: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita with regard to the
verse: “The pillar of cloud by day, and the pillar of fire by night, departed
not from before the people” (Exodus 13:22), this teaches that the pillar of
cloud would overlap with the pillar of fire? The pillar of fire would appear
slightly before nightfall. And the pillar of fire would overlap with the pillar
of cloud, as well. The pillar of cloud would appear slightly before daybreak.
Therefore, in lighting the Shabbat lights it is also appropriate to light earlier,
beginning Shabbat slightly before dark on Shabbat eve. She thought to
kindle the lights much earlier, on Shabbat eve, long before nightfall. An
Elder said to her, we learned: As long as he neither lights too early nor
too late.”

Similar to the reward due one who kindles the Shabbat lights, Rava said:
One who loves Sages will have children who are Sages. One who honors
Sages will have sons-in-law who are Sages. One who stands in awe of the
Sages" will himself become a Torah scholar. And if he is not capable and
lacks the talent to become a Torah scholar, his statements will be received
like the statements of a Torah scholar.

We learned in the mishna that one may not light with burnt oil on Shabbat.
The Gemara asks: What is burnt o0il? Rabba said: It is oil of teruma that
became ritually impure. And why did they call it burnt oil? Because its
burning is imminent, as it is prohibited to eat this oil and one is obligated
to burn it. The Gemara asks: And what is the reason that one may not light
with it on Shabbat? The Gemara explains: Because it is a mitzva to burn
it, the Sages issued a decree lest, in doing so, he come to adjust the wick
in order to hasten its burning. Abaye said to him: But if what you say is so,
that the reason for the prohibition is a concern lest he adjust it, then, on a
Festival, when adjusting a wick is permitted, it should be permitted to light
with burnt oil. Why then did we learn in the mishna: One may not light
with burnt oil even on a Festival? The Gemara answers: It is a decree is-
sued by the Sages prohibiting burning it even on a Festival, due to the
prohibition to burn it on Shabbat.

One who is accustomed to kindle lights — 123 5’;1;:: Some
commentaries explain that this statement refers to the Hanuk-
kah lights that were discussed previously, while others hold
that it refers to the Shabbat lights. Rashi indicates that it refers
to both. Some interpret the phrase as referring to one who
regularly lights lamps at home at night and uses the light for
himself and his family to study Torah (Panim Masbirot, lyyun
Ya'akov).

Lights and their reward — 03¢ ni": Various commentar-
jes attempt to explain what Ied Rav Huna to say two great
people would emerge from that home, while Rav Hisda spoke
of only one great person. According to the variant reading
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NOTES

of the Gemara in the Rif and Tosafot, the first story uses the
plural: Were accustomed, meaning that both the husband
and wife were accustomed to kindling lights. The second
story uses the singular: Was accustomed, meaning that
only one of them would kindle the lights. Other authorities
point out that Rav Avin, the carpenter, was accustomed and
careful to light both Hanukkah and Shabbat lights. In Rav
Sheizvi's family, they were only accustomed to light one of
them (Me'ri).

One who loves the Sages..
one who stands in awe of the Sages - TpinT..j331 0177
p:nn'?*n'l'l .}437: Each reward mentioned here is measure for

.one who honors the Sages...

measure. One who loves the Sages will merit having children
who will be loved both as children and as scholars. One who
honors the Sages will have sons-in-law who will honor their
in-laws and be honored by them. One who stands in awe of
the Sages will merit the honor and awe of others, either as a
Torah scholar or in other ways.

Some commentaries wonder: Ostensibly, love is more sig-
nificant than awe. Why then is the reward here greater for awe
than for love? The Vilna Gaon emended the text accordingly.
Others explained that there is no mitzva to love the Sages be-
yond the mitzva to love all Jews. However, there is a mitzva to
stand in awe of the Sages. Therefore, one who fulfills that mitzva
merits a greater reward (Rabbi Ya'akov of Korvil).
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Rav Hisda said: The reason for the prohibition against lighting a
Shabbat lamp with burnt oil is different, as we are not concerned
lest one come to adjust the wick. Rather, here, in our mishna, we
are dealing with a Festival that fell on Shabbat eve, in which case
he must kindle Shabbat lights on the Festival. One may not light a
Shabbat lamp with burnt oil on a Festival because one may not
burn consecrated items on a Festival," a prohibition that applies
to teruma as well. The Gemara asks: But from the fact that we
learned in the latter clause, i.e., the next mishna, that one may not
light with burnt oil on a Festival, by inference, in the first clause
of the mishna we are not dealing with a Festival but rather with a
standard Shabbat. Rabbi Hanina from Sura said: This mishna must
be understood in the following manner: These are not two distinct
halakhot; rather, this mishna was stated employing the didactic style
of what is the reason. What is the reason that one may not light
with burnt oil on a Festival or on a Festival that falls on Shabbat
eve? It is because one may not burn consecrated items on a
Festival at all.

It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav
Hisda. All of these oils with which the Sages said that one may not
light on Shabbat, one may light with them on a Festival, with the
exception of burnt oil, because one may not burn consecrated
items on a Festival.

A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the ruling with
regard to the obligation to mention Hanukkah" in Grace after
Meals?" The dilemma is: Since it is merely an obligation by rab-
binic law, do we not mention it? Or, perhaps due to publicity of
the miracle, we mention it. Rava said that Rav Sehora said that
Rav Huna said: One does not mention it. And if, nevertheless, he
comes to mention it, he mentions it in the blessing of thanksgiv-
ing. The Gemara relates that Rav Huna bar Yehuda happened by
Rava’s house on Hanukkah. When, after eating, he came to recite
Grace after Meals, he thought to mention Hanukkah in the bless-
ing: Who builds Jerusalem. Rav Sheshet said to the yeshiva stu-
dents: One mentions Hanukkah in Grace after Meals just as he does
in the Amida prayer. Just as in the Amida prayer one mentions
Hanukkah in the blessing of thanksgiving, so too, in Grace after
Meals one mentions Hanukkah in the blessing of thanksgiving."

NOTES

The topic of Hanukkah — f121r 1y Tosafor wondered why the
halakhot of Hanukkah were not discussed consecutively and are
instead interrupted by unrelated matters. Some commentaries
explain that based on Rabba’s reasoning, the Sages were espe-
cially concerned that one might come to adjust the flame when
using burnt oil. Since the same prohibition applies to Hanukkah
lights kindled just before Shabbat, it is a Hanukkah related issue
as well (Ritva).

Just as in prayer one mentions Hanukkah in the blessing of
thanksgiving, so too, in Grace after Meals one mentions Ha-
nukkah in the blessing of thanksgiving - qx ;¢ 7im3a 1'75;1 mn
7INTIR3 17 N1273: Throughout the eight days of Hanukkah the
paragraph For the miracles, is added to the Amida prayer in the
blessing of thanksgiving. The same paragraph is added to Grace
after Meals in the blessing of the land. One who forgot to recite
it and concluded the Amida prayer or Grace after Meals need not

HALAKHA

What is the ruling with regard to the obligation to mention
Hanukkah in Grace after Meals — n2733 o b vaih win
jimi: Since the essence of the hollday is publlcwzmg the mira-
cle, all authorities agree that Hanukkah should be mentioned
during the prayers that are conducted in public. However, the
Sages were uncertain as to whether or not Hanukkah must
be mentioned in Grace after Meals, which is an individual
matter (Ritva).

repeat either of them because the additional paragraph was not
instituted as a full-fledged obligation. One who reached the end
of the blessing into which: For the miracles, was inserted and did
not yet recite the words: Blessed are You, Lord, repeats the bless-
ing and includes the addition for Hanukkah. Once one recited the
words: Blesssed are You, even if he did not yet recite the word Lord,
he does not repeat the blessing (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot
Tefilla 2:13, Hilkhot Berakhot 2:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 682:1).

NOTES

Because one may not burn consecrated items on
a Festival - aiv O¥a Ow1p oW PRY: According to
some commentaries, Rabba ruled that the prohibition
applies only to burning consecrated items. Teruma is
not included in this prohibition (Rashba). Others state
that Rabba did not dispute the halakha that one may
not burn teruma. Rather, he held that since one may
burn teruma for personal enjoyment, it would have
been permitted on a Festival if not for the decree. An-
other opinion suggests that it is prohibited only when
burned in a bonfire kindled for no purpose other than
burning teruma (Mefri).
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HALAKHA

What is the ruling with regard to the obligation to mention
the New Moon in Grace after Meals — &7im wxY 1’;{35} sl
1im7 N2723: One mentions the New Moon in the added para-
graph: May there rise and come, in Grace after Meals. One who
forgot to recite that paragraph need not repeat the blessing
because there is no obligation to eat bread on the New Moon.
However, if one did not begin the fourth blessing: Who is good
and does good, he recites: Blessed...Who gave the New Moon
to His people Israel for commemoration (Rambam Sefer Ahava,
Hilkhot Berakhot 2:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 424:).

The New Moon and the intermediate days of the Festival..
one recites a...passage pertaining to the event — &1in wm
VYiNDT Py iKY, 10 S $him: On the New Moon or during
the intermediate days of a Festival, the paragraph: May there
rise and come, which includes mention of the New Moon or the
Festival, is added to the Amida prayer. One who omitted that
paragraph must recite the Amida prayer again. The only excep-
tion is the evening prayer on the New Moon.

If one remembered: May there rise and come, before starting
the blessing of thanksgiving, the paragraph may be recited there.
If one started to recite the blessing of thanksgiving and only
then realized that he omitted the paragraph, he must repeat
the Amida prayer from the beginning of the blessing of Temple
service and include the paragraph that he omitted.

If one remembered after he finished the Amida prayer, while
he is reciting the entreaties that he customarily recites after the
Amida but before he moved his feet, he must repeat the Amida
prayer from the beginning of the blessing of Temple service and
include the paragraph that he omitted.

If one completed the Amida prayer and is uncertain whether
or not he recited: May there rise and come, he need not repeat
the Amida (Rema). The Mishna Berura writes that many authori-
ties disagree with the Rema on this point and conclude that he
must repeat the Amida prayer. Later commentaries add that if he
had in mind to recite: May there rise and come, but some time
after completing the Amida prayer he is uncertain whether or not
he in fact recited it, he need not repeat the Amida. If the uncer-
tainty arose immediately after he concluded the Amida prayer,
he is required to repeat it (Tosefta; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot
Tefilla 2:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 422:1; 490:2).

Mention on fast days — niyna m721: On fast days, one adds
the paragraph: Answer us, to each of the Amida prayers. The
custom, based on the opinion of the geonim, is that an individual
adds that paragraph to the afternoon prayer. There is concern that
if one were to recite the paragraph in the morning prayer and
then fail to complete the fast, he would end up contradicting
the prayer that he recited in the added paragraph. During a com-
munal fast, even an individual recites: Answer us, in the morming
prayer. The Rema disagrees (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla
2:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 565:1, 3).

If one did not mention it, we do not require him to return to
the beginning of the prayer and repeat it — % 1% xb =13
inix patrn: One who failed to recite: Answer us, on a communal
fast need not repeat the Amida prayer. If he remembered prior
to moving his feet at the end of the Amida, before he recited
the verse: May the words of my mouth, he recites: Answer us,
at that point without the concluding blessing (Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 565:2).

What is the ruling with regard to the obligation to mention
Hanukkah in the additional prayer - maun L)w 1*::'1’7 0
151M3: One mentions Hanukkah in the addmona\ prayer on
Shabbat and on the New Moon of Tevet, as per the opinions of
Rav Nahman and Rabbi Yohanan and the subsequent explicit
ruling of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 2:13;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 682:2).
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Based on the previous dilemma, an additional dilemma was
raised before the Sages: What is the ruling with regard to the
obligation to mention the New Moon in Grace after Meals2"
The dilemma is: If you say that on Hanukkah, since it is only by
rabbinic law, one need not mention it in Grace after Meals;
perhaps the New Moon, which is by Torah law, one is required
to mention it. Or, perhaps since it is not a day on which it is
prohibited to perform labor, one need not mention it. The
Sages disputed this matter: Rav said: One mentions the New
Moon in Grace after Meals. Rabbi Hanina said: One does not
mention it. Rav Zerika said: Take the halakha of Rav in your
hand as authoritative, since Rabbi Oshaya holds in accordance
with his opinion. As Rabbi Oshaya taught in a Tosefta: Days on
which there is an additional offering sacrificed in the Temple,
i.e., the New Moon and the intermediate days of a Festival; in
the evening, morning, and afternoon prayers, one recites the
eighteen blessings of the Amida prayer and says a passage per-
taining to the event" of the day during the blessing of Temple
service. And if he did not recite it, we require him to return
to the beginning of the prayer and repeat it. And on those days,
there is no kiddush recited over the cup of wine at the start of
the day, but there is mention of the day recited in Grace after
Meals, in accordance with Rav’s opinion. Days on which there
is no additional offering, i.e., Monday, and Thursday, and fast
days, and non-priestly watches [ma’amadot],® have a different
legal status as detailed below.

Before drawing a conclusion, the Gemara seeks to clarify: Mon-
day and Thursday, what is their purpose in this discussion, i.e.,
why are Monday and Thursday mentioned here if no special

prayers are recited on those days? The Gemara explains: Rather,
certainly the reference is to Monday and Thursday and Monday
that are fast days" for rain and of ma’amadot. On those days, in

the evening, morning, and afternoon prayers, one recites

eighteen blessings and recites a passage pertaining to the event

of the day, i.e,, the fast, in the blessing: Who listens to prayer.
However, if one did not mention it, we do not require him to

return to the beginning of the prayer and repeat it." And, on

those days, there is no kiddush recited over a cup of wine, and

there is no mention of the day recited in Grace after Meals.

An additional dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is
the ruling with regard to the obligation to mention Hanukkah
in the additional prayer" on Shabbat during Hanukkah or on
the New Moon of Tevet, which falls during Hanukkah? The
sides of the dilemma are: Do we say that since Hanukkah has
no additional prayer of its own, and the additional prayer has
no connection to Hanukkah, we do not mention it? Or, per-
hapsitis the essence of the day that is obligated in the mention
of Hanukkah, in which case there is no distinction between the
various prayers, and it should be mentioned in all four prayers,
including the additional prayer on Shabbat and the New Moon.
There is a dispute: Rav Huna and Rav Yehuda both said: One
does not mention it. Rav Nahman and Rabbi Yohanan both
said: One mentions it.

Non-priestly watches [ma‘amadot] - nitayn: In the Temple
era, priests and Levites were divided into twenty-four watch-
es. Fach watch served in the Temple for one week, twice or
three times a year. The entire nation was also divided into
twenty-four watches, with each watch attached to a specific
group of priests. During the week when the priestly watch
was on duty in the Temple, some members of the corre-

BACKGROUND

sponding non-priestly watch were dispatched to Jerusalem
to serve in the Temple, and others would assemble in various
cities throughout the land. The representatives of the non-
priestly watch would perform certain rituals, such as reading
special portions of the Torah and fasting several days that
week. Vestiges of the customs of the non-priestly watch are
found in various prayer books.
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Abaye said to Rav Yosef: This opinion of Rav Huna and Rav
Yehuda is Rav’s opinion, as Rav Giddel said that Rav said: In
the case of the New Moon that occurs on Shabbat, the one
who recites the portion from the Prophets [ haftara] on Shab-
bat need not mention the New Moon in the blessing, as, if it
were not Shabbat, there would be no reading from the Proph-
ets on the New Moon. The haftara is unrelated to the New
Moon, and therefore the New Moon is not mentioned in the
blessing. The same should be true with regard to mention of
Hanukkah in the additional service on the New Moon, as, if it
were not the New Moon, he would not be reciting the addi-
tional service on Hanukkah. Therefore, when he recites the
additional prayer, he need not mention Hanukkah.

The Gemara rejects this comparison. Is this comparable? There,
reading from the Prophets is not at all part of the service on
the New Moon. Here, there is mention of Hanukkah in the
evening, morning, and afternoon prayers. Rather, it is com-
parable to this: As Rav Ahadvoi said that Rav Mattana said
that Rav said: On a Festival that occurs on Shabbat, one who
recites the portion from the Prophets during the afternoon
service? on Shabbat need not mention the Festival, as, if it
were not Shabbat, there would be no reading from the Proph-
ets during the afternoon service on a Festival. If so, even
though there is a haftara during the morning service on a Festi-
val, since they do not read from the Prophets in the afternoon,
the reading is considered totally unrelated to the Festival and
one does not mention the Festival. The same is true with regard
to Hanukkah. One does not mention Hanukkah in the addi-
tional prayer.

The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is not in accordance
with any of these halakhot;" rather, it is in accordance with
that which Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: On Yom Kippur
that falls on Shabbat, one who recites the day’s closing prayer
[ne’ila]" must mention Shabbat even in that prayer, although
ne’ila is not recited every Shabbat. The reason for this is that on
Yom Kippur, the day itself is obligated in four prayers, i.e.,
morning, additional, afternoon, and closing. When it occurs on
Shabbat, one must mention Shabbat in each of the prayers. Ap-
parently, on a day that has a unique character, that character is
manifest in all sacred aspects of the day; those engendered by
the day itself as well as those engendered by other factors.

The Gemara challenges this: It is difficult, as there is a contradic-
tion between one halakha and another halakha. On the one

hand, you said that the halakha is in accordance with the

opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi. And, on the other hand,
we hold that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of
Rava, which contradicts the first halakha, as Rava said: On a

Festival that occurs on Shabbat," the prayer leader who de-
scends before the ark to recite the prayer abridged from the

seven blessings of the Shabbat evening Amida prayer need not

mention the Festival, as, if it were not also Shabbat, the prayer

leader would not descend before the ark to recite this prayer
during the evening prayer on a Festival. The Gemara reverts

to the previous assumption that an element that does not arise

from the essential halakhot of the day is considered foreign to it

and is not mentioned.

BACKGROUND

Portion from the Prophets [haftara] during the afternoon ser-
vice — 111313 1w The mishna states explicitly that the Torah
is read during the afternoon service on Shabbat, but no portion
from the Prophets [haftara] is read then. However, apparently,
that statement reflected the specific local custom, while in other
locales, throughout many generations, there was a custom to
read a portion from the Prophets after the Torah reading during
the Shabbat afternoon service. These readings were always from
the chapters of consolation in the book of Isaiah and were ten
verses long. Persecution of the Jews by the Persian kings brought
this custom to a halt in Babylonia and in other Jewish centers.
Nevertheless, in certain communities in Persia and in Media, this
custom was preserved through the period of the gebnim.

HALAKHA

And the halakha is not in accordance with any of these
halakhot — xnnwnw w155 i my: tis not clear to which
of the aforementioned ha/akhor this statement is referring. Cer-
tainly, those halakhot with regard to prayers are rejected. How-
ever, some authorities rule that mention of the New Moon in the
blessings recited after the portion read from the Prophets on
Shabbat is not required because Rav Giddel’s statement was not
categorically rejected. Other commentaries explain that although
one need not mention the New Moon at the conclusion of the
blessing, the phrase: This day of rest and this day of the New
Moon, is mentioned in the body of the blessing. The halakha is
in accordance with the first opinion (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot
Tefilla 12:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 284:2).

On Yom Kippur that falls on Shabbat, one who recites the clos-
ing prayer [neila), etc. - Yosnma nawa niih by e ob
=)l -r’w: When Yom K\ppuroccurs on Shabbat, Shabbat is men-
tioned even in the closing prayer. If either an individual or the
prayer leader neglected to mention Shabbat, the closing prayer
must be repeated. In the confession that follows the Amida prayer,
the prayer leader, not the individual, mentions Shabbat. If the
prayer leader forgot to mention Shabbat during the confession,
he need not repeat the prayer (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot
Tefilla 2:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 6233).

Festival that occurs on Shabbat — nawa m»-r’v '7nw aiv ai: In
the blessing abridged from the seven b\essmgs of the Shabbat
Amida prayer, recited by the prayer leader after the silent evening
prayer, there is neither mention of a Festival nor of Yom Kippur
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 9:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 2689, 619:3).
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BACKGROUND

Sheep’s tail [alya] - n;’?g: The alya is the long, thick, fatty
tail of the genus of sheep that was common in Eretz Yisrael
and the surrounding areas during the Temple era. The tail
covered the entire back of the sheep to the extent that it was
difficult to ascertain the gender of the sheep, particularly in
younger animals. The Torah commands that when a sheep
is brought as a peace-offering, the tail is one of the parts of
the animal burned on the altar. This applied only to sheep,
as other animals that were sacrificed, e.g., goats, did not
have this kind of tail.

Sheep

And the opinions are not defined - m»on N’n:This expres-
sion describes a situation where two opinions are discussed
and it is unclear which Sage holds which opinion, although
there is clearly a dispute. At times, the Gemara seeks to de-
termine which of the Sages stated which opinion.

Naphtha [neft] - Lo Naphtha, crude oil extracted from
the ground, was a common fuel in several countries in the
ancient world. During the Middle Ages it was not used and
it was virtually unknown in Europe (see Rashi here). It is ap-
parent from the description in the Gemara that not only did
they use crude oil that burst from the ground, like the people
of Cappadocia that have nothing but naphtha, as described
below on 263, p. 122, they even successfully refined it. The
Gemara is apparently the first historical source that describes
the production of white naphtha, which is one of the prod-
ucts of refining crude oil. Since white naphtha was refined, it
would vaporize and burn more quickly, as the Gemara said:
White naphtha is volatile. The techniques of refining crude
oil first appear in other sources approximately five hundred
years after the talmudic era.

HALAKHA

One may not light with tar [itran] - 1ov3 1’,?"?17; PX:One
may not use tar as fuel for lighting the Shabbat lamp be-
cause it has a foul odor. Consequently, there is concern that
one might light the lamp and leave without fulfilling the
obligation to eat by the light of the Shabbat lights (Tosafot),
as per the explanation of Rava (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot
Tefilla 5:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:3).

With all oils — 0w ’7:3:;1: One is permitted to light the
Shabbat lamp with any oil. However, everyone agrees that
olive oil is preferred (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 5:11;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:6).

Burning consecrated items on a Festival - owTp o
3w owa: On a Festival, one may not burn ritually impure con-
secrated items (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 3:8).

NOTES

From where are these matters derived - ?’;??r_: 7 It
would have been appropriate to ask, why is burning conse-
crated items and specifically burning teruma prohibited on
a Festival? First of all, there is a positive mitzva to burn con-
secrated items, which should override the negative mitzva
of the Festival. Second, since lighting a fire is permitted on
Festivals, burning consecrated items should have been per-
mitted as well (Rashba).
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This challenge is rejected: How can you compare? There, actually,
even on Shabbat, the prayer leader need not repeat the prayer, just
as the prayer is not repeated any other evening. It was the Sages
who instituted repetition of the prayer due to concern for potential
danger. The Sages sought to slightly delay those leaving the syna-
gogue to enable people who came late to leave together with the
rest of the worshippers. This was necessary because synagogues
were often located beyond the city limits, and it was dangerous to
walk alone at night. This repetition of the prayer does not stem from
the obligation of the day but was instituted for another purpose.
However, here, on Yom Kippur, it is the day that is obligated in
four prayers, and therefore on each day that there are added prayers,
one must mention the events that occurred on that day in those
prayers just as he does in all the standard prayers.

And we learned in the mishna that one may not light with the
sheep’s tail® or with fat. Nahum the Mede says that one may light
using cooked fat. And the Rabbis say that one may not light with it
whether or not it is cooked. The Gemara asks: Isn’t the opinion of
the Rabbis identical to the unattributed opinion of the first tanna
in the mishna? The Gemara answers: The practical difference be-
tween them is with regard to what Rav Beruna said that Rav said
that one may light with cooked fat to which oil was added. One of
the tanna’im accepts this opinion as halakha and permits lighting
with it, and the other prohibits it, and the opinions are not defined.?
Although it seems from the formulation of the mishna that they
differ on this point, it is unclear what the opinion of each tanna is.

MI S H N A In continuation of the previous mishna, this

mishna adds that one may not light with
burnt oil on a Festival, as the Gemara will explain below. With
regard to lighting Shabbat lamps, there were Sages who prohibited
the use of specific oils. Rabbi Yishmael says that one may not light
with tar [itran]" in deference to Shabbat because tar smells bad
and disturbs those in the house. And the Rabbis permit lighting
with all oils" for lamps as long as they burn properly; with sesame
oil, with nut oil, with turnip oil, with fish oil, with gourd oil, with
tar, and even with naphtha [neft].® Rabbi Tarfon says: One may
light only with olive oil in deference to Shabbat, as it is the choicest
and most pleasant of the oils.

G E M ARA With regard to the statement of the mishna

that one may not light with burnt oil on a
Festival, the Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? The Ge-
mara answers: Because, in general, one may not burn consecrated
items on a Festival." With regard to the fundamental principle that
one may not burn consecrated items on a Festival, the Gemara asks:
From where are these matters derived?" Hizkiya said, and one of
the Sages from the school of Hizkiya taught the same, that which
the verse said: “And you shall let nothing of it remain until morn-
ing; but that which remains of it until morning you shall burn
with fire” (Exodus 12:10), requires explanation. As the Torah did
not need to state until morning the second time. It would have
been sufficient to state: But that which remains of it you shall burn
with fire. Rather, why does the Torah state until morning? The
verse comes to provide him with the second morning for burning.
Leftover meat of the Paschal lamb is not burned on the following
morning, which is a Festival, but rather on the following day, the
first of the intermediate days of the Festival. From there it is derived
that burning consecrated items on a Festival is prohibited.

Abaye said: This is derived from another verse, as the verse said:

“This is the burnt-offering of each Shabbat on its Shabbat” (Num-
bers 28:10). Only the burnt-offering of Shabbat is sacrificed on
Shabbat, and not a weekday burnt-offering on Shabbat, and not
a weekday burnt-offering on a Festival. Apparently, performing
this mitzva is prohibited even on a Festival, since it was not explic-
itly enumerated among the actions permitted on a Festival.
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Rava said: This is derived from a different verse, as the verse said
with regard to the laws of a Festival: “No manner of work shall be
done in them, save that which every man must eat, that alone may
be done by you” (Exodus 12:16). From the word that, it is derived
that for sustenance, one is permitted to perform prohibited labor
on a Festival, but not for facilitators of sustenance. Although cook-
ing is permitted, actions that involve prohibited labors for the pur-
pose of facilitating cooking are prohibited. From the word alone, it
is derived: And not circumcision performed not at its appointed
time, i.e., a circumcision may be performed on a Festival only if it
is on the eighth day. A circumcision that was postponed may not be
performed on a Festival. It is possible that license to perform the
postponed circumcision on a Festival could have been derived by
means of an a fortiori inference." Therefore, the verse explicitly
prohibited doing so. The same is true with regard to burning con-
secrated items. Although the Torah commands burning conse-
crated items, it was not permitted on a Festival since there is no
obligation to do so specifically on that day.

Rav Ashi said: It is derived from a different source. In the verses
that speak of the Festivals, as opposed to the term Shabbat, the term
shabbaton (Leviticus 23:24) appears.

The latter term is a positive mitzva to rest. And, if so, observance of
a Festival is a mitzva that was commanded with both a positive

mitzva to rest and a prohibition:" “You shall do no manner of
servile work” (Leviticus 23:8). And there is a principle that a posi-
tive mitzva, e.g,, burning consecrated items whose time has expired,
does not override a mitzva that was commanded with both a pro-
hibition and a positive mitzva, e.g., observance of the Festival.

By inference, the conclusion is that, specifically on a Festival, light-
ing with burnt oil is prohibited. During the week one may well do
so. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this distinction? It
would be reasonable to say that it is prohibited to derive any benefit
from teruma that became ritually impure. Rav said: Just as there is
amitzva to burn consecrated items that became ritually impure,
so too, there is a mitzva to burn teruma that became ritually im-
pure, and the Torah said: While it is being destroyed, derive
benefit from it. The Gemara asks: Where did the Torah say this?
Where is there an allusion to this in the Bible? The Gemara answers:
It can be derived from the statement of Rav Nahman, as Rav
Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: The verse said: “And I,
behold, I have given you the charge of My terumot” (Numbers
18:8). From the amplification of the plural: My terumot, it is derived
that the verse is speaking of two terumot, one teruma that is ritu-
ally pure and one teruma that is ritually impure. And God said:

“I'have given you,” i.e., it shall be yours, and you may derive benefit

from it." Since there is a stringent prohibition against eating it, the
benefit permitted is to burn it beneath your cooked dish. Similar
forms of benefit may also be derived from burning teruma.

Benefiting from teruma that is ritually impure — 03 a7
mxnw: Although eating ritually impure teruma is prohibited, a
priest is permitted to benefit from burning it. It is prohibited for
all other Jews to derive benefit from burning teruma. However,
if a priest is benefitting from burning teruma, a non-priest may

HALAKHA

benefit along with him. Therefore, in the Jerusalem Talmud,
the Sages permitted burning ritually impure teruma for certain
communal purposes with the permission of the priests (Ram-
bam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 2:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh
De'a 331119, and in the comment of the Rema).

NOTES

Derived by means of an a fortiori inference — '7,?:-} KT
J1im: Many commentaries discussed the essence of this a
fortioriinference (see Tosafot). Contrary to the majority of the
commentaries, who explained that the Gemara means that,
if not for the verse, circumcision would have been derived by
means of an a fortiori inference, there is another explanation.
The prohibition of burning consecrated items on a Festival is
derived by means of an a fortiori inference from circumcision.
The mitzva of circumcision is so significant a mitzva that it
overrides Shabbat. Nevertheless, when its appropriate time
has passed, it no longer overrides the prohibition of Shabbat
or even that of a Festival. All the more so the obligation to
burn consecrated items, which, unlike circumcision, lacks a
definite time, and the thirteen covenants of circumcision
do not apply toit, is prohibited on a Festival (Rav Hai Gaon).

NOTES

Positive mitzva and a prohibition - fyn 2677] nwy: The
Gemara in tractate Yevamot arrives at a conclusion accepted
throughout the Talmud that a positive mitzva overrides a
negative mitzva in a case where both are in effect simul-
taneously. However, as a rule, a positive mitzva does not
override another positive mitzva, unless explicitly stated
otherwise in the Torah. All the more so, a positive mitzva
does not override both a positive mitzva and a prohibition.
Therefore, it was important in this context to emphasize that
on a Festival there is the positive mitzva to rest and refrain
from performing labor in addition to the prohibition against
performing labor.
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BACKGROUND

And what did you see — nny 73: This expression has a
standard meaning. It is used when an apparently arbitrary
distinction is suggested between different matters. In that
case, the question: What did you see that led you to that
conclusion, forces the Gemara to provide a rationale for dis-
tinguishing between those matters in that manner.

Mnemonic - j12#D: Acronyms are used throughout the Tal-
mud as mnemonic devices. In general, the acronyms assist
the Sages in remembering discussions in which numer-
ous opinions are cited consecutively, potentially leading
to confusion between the names of the speakers or their
opinions. Acronyms were also composed as summaries of
halakhot, as in the case of yod, ayin, lamed, kuf, gimmel and
mem that represent the disputes between Abaye and Rava
where, anomalously, the halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of Abaye.

Not all mnemonics are identical. Most are acronyms, al-
though they do not always consist of the first letter of each
word. The mnemonic on 25b, p. 120, mem, tet, kuf, samekh, is
amnemonic of the Sages who addressed the issue at hand:
Meir, Tarfon, Akiva, and Yosei. There are also mnemonics in
the form of a sentence composed of several key words, and
sometimes folk expressions served as mnemonics for a series
of halakhot (see below, 63a, p. 305).
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And if you wish, say instead an alternative manner to derive this
halakha, from the statement of Rabbi Abbahu, as Rabbi Abbahu
said that Rabbi Yohanan said: It is written in the confession of
the tithes: “I have not eaten thereof in my mourning, neither have
I destroyed from it while impure” (Deuteronomy 26:14). By
inference: From it" you may not destroy, but you may destroy
the oil of teruma that has become ritually impure. The Gemara
asks: And say differently: From it you may not destroy, but you
may destroy and derive benefit from burning consecrated oil
that became ritually impure.

The Gemara responds: That possibility is unacceptable. Is it not
an a fortioriinference? If with regard to the tithe which is lenient,
the Torah said: Neither have I destroyed from it, while impure,
items consecrated to the Temple, which are more stringent, all
the more so that it is prohibited to burn it while ritually impure.

The Gemara rejects this: If so, that this matter is derived through

an a fortiori inference, then, with regard to teruma as well, let us

say that it is an a fortiori inference, as teruma is more stringent

than tithes. If it is prohibited to benefit from tithes while they are

burning, all the more so would one be prohibited to benefit from

the teruma while it is burning. The Gemara answers: Doesn’t it
say: From it? From there it is derived that there is an item ex-
cluded from the prohibition of burning in ritual impurity.

The Gemara asks: And what did you see® that led you to conclude

that “from it” comes to exclude teruma? Perhaps “from it” comes

to exclude consecrated items. The Gemara replies: Itis reasonable

that I do not exclude consecrated items from the prohibition

against benefiting from its burning, as with regard to consecrated

items there are many stringent elements. Their Hebrew acronym

is peh, nun, kuf, ayin, kaf, samekh, which is a mnemonic® for the

following terms. Piggul: With regard to an offering, if, during one

of the services involved in its sacrifice, i.e., slaughter, receiving the

blood, bringing it to the altar, sprinkling it on the altar, the priest

or the one bringing the offering entertains the thought of eating

the sacrifice at a time that is unfit for eating, it is thereby invali-
dated. Notar: Meat of a sacrifice that remained beyond its allotted

time may not be eaten and must be burned. Korban me’ila: One

who unwittingly derives benefit from consecrated items is required

to bring a guilt-offering for misuse of consecrated items.
Karet: The punishment of one who eats consecrated items while

ritually impure is karet. Asur le’onen: An acute mourner, i.e., one

whose relative died that same day and has not yet been buried, is

prohibited to eat consecrated items. None of these halakhot ap-
plies to teruma. Therefore, consecrated items are more stringent
than teruma, and therefore it is consecrated items that are not ex-
cluded from the prohibition against deriving benefit while ritually
impure.

NOTES

The Talmud’s approach to the matter of “from it” — nosw
"mn” (ara ‘Tm'?ljﬂz The fundamental difficulty in this deri-
vation is to find a middle ground between two conclusions
derived from a single verse. From the verse in the confession of
the tithes, one could derive that use of ritually impure second-
tithe produce for any purpose is prohibited and that one may
not even derive benefit from burning it. At the same time, the
verse does not establish a general halakha. On the contrary, the
prohibition is apparently restricted to second-tithe as derived
from the emphasis on the word “from”in the expression: “Nei-
ther did | destroy from it’, as opposed to: And | did not destroy,
or: | did not destroy it.

On the other hand, it is well-known that Torah law can
be derived by means of an a fortiori inference. The second
tithe is the most lenient of all types of consecrated items
and teruma because it lacks intrinsic sanctity and is not pro-
hibited to non-priests. Its only restriction is that it must be
eaten in Jerusalem. More stringent consecrated items, such

as teruma and sacrifices, may be derived from it a fortiori.
Therefore, with regard to burning ritually impure consecrated
items, there is, on the one hand, a tendency to prohibit doing
so by means of an a fortiori inference from second tithe. On
the other hand, one could permit doing so because of the
exclusionary phrase, “from it which restricts the prohibition
to a case of second tithe. Since there is room both to expand
and restrict the prohibition, one must consider what elements
are included and what elements are not included within
that prohibition.

Mnemonic - jv0: There are different methods used to
create these mnemonics: Here the acronym peh, nun,
kuf, ayin, kaf, and samekh is formed from the first or
other significant letters of the words piggul, notar, kor-
ban, me’ila, karet, and asur. The other mnemonic, mem,
het, peh, and zayin, is an acronym for mita, homesh, pidyon,
and zarim.
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The Gemara rejects this: On the contrary, it is teruma that Iwould
not exclude from the prohibition, as, with regard to teruma, there
are many stringent elements represented by the acronym mem, het,
peh, zayin, which is a mnemonic for the following: Mita: One for
whom teruma is prohibited who ate it intentionally is punishable by
death at the hand of Heaven. Homesh: A non-priest, for whom
teruma is prohibited, who unwittingly ate teruma is obligated to pay
its value to the priest plus one-fifth of the sum.

And, teruma does not have the possibility of pidyon: redemption,
as, once it is sanctified, it may not be redeemed and rendered non-
sacred. And it is prohibited to zarim: non-priests may not eat it.
These stringencies do not apply to consecrated items. The Gemara
answers: Nevertheless, those stringencies that apply to consecrated
items are more numerous than those that apply to teruma. There-
fore, it is appropriate to be more stringent with consecrated items
and exclude impure teruma from the prohibition against deriving
benefit when burning it.

And if you wish, say instead a different reason, without counting
the number of stringencies: Consecrated items are more stringent
because one who eats them while ritually impure is punishable by
karet, while in the case of teruma the punishment is death at the
hand of Heaven."In this regard, the Torah is more stringent vis-a-vis
consecrated items than it is vis-a-vis teruma. Rav Nahman bar
Yitzhak said that there is a different proof that one is permitted to
benefit from teruma while it is burning. As the verse said: “The first
fruits of your grain, of your wine, and of your oil, and the first of the
fleece of your sheep shall you give him” (Deuteronomy 18:4). The
Sages derived from this verse: Give the priest teruma that is ritually
pure, that is fit for him to consume, and do not give the priest
teruma that is suitable only for his fire, to be burned. By inference,
ritually impure teruma is suitable for his fire, i.e., a priest may derive
benefit from it.

We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yishmael says that kindling a
lamp on Shabbat" with tar is prohibited. The Gemara asks: What is
the reason for this? Rava said: Because its odor is bad the Sages
issued a decree prohibiting the use of tar, lest one forsake the light
and leave. Abaye said to him: And let him leave. What obligation
is there to sit next to the light? Rava said to him: Because I say that
kindling Shabbat lights is an obligation, and one is required to eat
specifically by that light in deference to Shabbat. As Rav Nahman
bar Rav Zavda said, and others say that it was Rav Nahman bar
Rava who said that Rav said: Kindling the Shabbat lamps is an
obligation, whereas washing one’s hands and feet with hot water"
in the evening prior to Shabbat is merely optional. And I say:
Washing is not merely optional; it is a mitzva even though it is not
an obligation.

HALAKHA

NOTES
Karet and death at the hand of Heaven - »1a iy 012
omw: There are significantly diverse definitions for karet
and death at the hand of Heaven (see Tosafot on 253, s.v.
karet). Nevertheless, it is clear from the Torah that karet is the
more severe punishment, and consequently a transgression
punishable by karet is egregious.

Kindling a lamp on Shabbat — nawa 7 n,?'?"!tl: Kindling the
lights is one of the obligations of Shabbat and it takes prece-
dence even over wine for kiddush. One who only has the means
to purchase either wine for kiddush or oil for the lamp should
purchase oil. However, if the choice is between bread for the
Shabbat meal and oil for the lamp, one should purchase bread

(Mishna Berura). Other foods do not take precedence over the
Shabbat lights because light is one of the essential components
of the mitzva to enjoy Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 5:; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 263:2).

Washing one’s hands and feet with hot water — o1 nymy
pana Dy’ygﬁ_]: It is a mitzva to wash one’s entire body with hot

water before Shabbat as preparation for fulfillment of the mitzva
to enjoy Shabbat. If one does not have the opportunity to wash
his entire body, he should at least wash his face, hands, and feet
in that order (Shaarei Teshuva in the name of the Rabbi Yitzhak
Luria; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 30:2; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 26021 and in the comment of the Rema).
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NOTES

In linen cloaks with ritual fringes - p3103
Py The commentaries differed signifi-
cantly with regard to the obligation to place
ritual fringes on a linen garment and the
material from which those fringes are made.
One opinion is that the students of Rabbi Ye-
huda had ritual fringes on their garments but
they were not dyed sky blue [tekhelet]. The
fringes themselves may be made of linen;
however, everyone agrees that the strand
dyed sky blue must be fashioned from wool.
The combination of a strand of wool with
the linen garment constitutes a forbidden
mixture of wool and linen. Rabbi Yehuda's
students concealed the corners of their gar-
ments so their teacher would not see that
the blue dye was missing from their ritual
fringes (Ran).

And he was 5|m|Iarto an angel of the Lord -
tha't—s'\r;c'e Rabbl Yehuda was wrapped in a
white sheet with ritual fringes, he resembled
an angel, described as: “The man clothed in
linen” (Ezekiel 9:11; see Rashi).

Who is wealthy — 1wy 1px: Each Sage
based his statement on his own personal
experience. For Rabbi Meir, to be wealthy is
to be satisfied with one’s portion. Rabbi Tar-
fonwho was, in fact, very wealthy, quantified
that wealth. Rabbi Akiva, whose wife Rahel
was responsible for his greatness, praised
wives. Rabbi Yosei, who suffered from intes-
tinal disease, said that from his perspective
to be wealthy is to be comfortable in that
regard (Panim Masbirot).

BACKGROUND

Balsam - 1ino19%: According to many schol-
ars, the tzori that is mentioned in the Torah
and here in the Gemara is identified with
balsam, which is apparently the Commiphora
opobalsamum, a bush or short tree, 3-5 m in
height. The tree has extremely thin branches,
complex leaves, and small white flowers.

The highest quality balsamic perfume is
sap which drips in small amounts from the
ends of the stems. However, the perfume is
generally extracted by boiling the branches.
After a certain period of time, the balsam
sap evaporates, leaving a sticky residue. Even
thoughitis also quite fragrant, it was used for
medicinal purposes, in addition to its use as
incense and as fragrant oil.

During the second Temple period, the fin-
est balsam grew in the Jordan Valley. It was
so highly valued that it was literally worth its
weight in gold.

Balsam branch
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The Gemara asks: What mitzva is there? The Gemara explains that Rav Ye-
huda said that Rav said: This was the custom of Rabbi Yehuda bar Elai: On

Shabbat eve, they would bring him a bowl full of hot water and he would

use it to wash his face, hands, and feet, and he would wrap himself, and sit
inlinen cloaks with ritual fringes," and he was like an angel of the Lord" of
hosts. He did all this in deference to Shabbat. And the Gemara relates that
his students, who also sat wrapped in linen cloaks, would conceal the cor-
ners of their garments from him so that he would not see that they did not
have ritual fringes on their garments. He said to them: My sons, did I not
teach you with regard to the obligation to attach ritual fringes to a linen cloak:
Beit Shammai exempt the linen sheet because at least part of the ritual

fringes is always made from wool, and there is a Torah prohibition against a

mixture of wool and linen that applies even to ritual fringes? And Beit Hillel

obligate linen sheets in the mitzva of ritual fringes, as they hold that the

positive mitzva of ritual fringes overrides the prohibition of mixing wool and

linen. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, and

therefore the sheets require ritual fringes. And the students held: Although

it is permitted by Torah law to attach ritual fringes to a linen garment, the

Sagesissued a decree that one may not do so due to garments worn at night."

The Sages were concerned lest a person wear this cloak at night. Since one is

not obligated in the mitzva of ritual fringes at night, he would be wearing the

prohibited mixture of wool and linen at a time when he is not fulfilling the

mitzva of ritual fringes. Therefore, attaching ritual fringes made of wool to a

linen garment is prohibited, even to a garment worn during the day.

Since bathing as preparation for enjoyment of Shabbat was discussed, the
Gemara cites the homiletic interpretation of the verse describing those head-
ing into exile: “And my soul is removed far off from peace, I forgot prosper-
ity” (Lamentations 3:17). What is: And my soul is removed far off from
peace? Rabbi Abbahu said: That is the lack of opportunity to engage in
kindling the Shabbat lights, which a refugee is unable to do. I forgot pros-
perity, Rabbi Yirmeya said: That is the lack of opportunity to bathe in the
bathhouse. Rabbi Yohanan said: That is the lack of opportunity to engage
in washing one’s hands and feet in hot water. Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha said:
Prosperity is a pleasant bed and the pleasant bedclothes that are on it,
which are not available in exile. Rabbi Abba said: That is a made bed, and
awife adorned, i.e., worthy of and suitable (Rashba) for Torah scholars.

Incidental to the discussion of prosperity, the Gemara mentions that on a
similar topic, the Sages taught: Who is wealthy?" Anyone who gets plea-
sure from his wealth, that is the statement of Rabbi Meir. The letters mem
(Meir), tet (Tarfon), kuf (Akiva), samekh (Yosei) are a mnemonic for the
tannaim who expressed opinions on this matter. Rabbi Tarfon says: A
wealthy person is anyone who has one hundred vineyards, and one hun-
dred fields, and one hundred slaves working in them. Rabbi Akiva says:
Anyone who has a wife whose actions are pleasant. Rabbi Yosei says:
Anyone who has a bathroom close to his table.

It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: One may not
light on Shabbat with sap from balsam trees [tzori]."™ The Gemara asks:
What is the reason for this? Rabba said: Since its pleasant smell diffuses,
the Sages were concerned lest one forget and come to take some sap from
it on Shabbat. That is tantamount to extinguishing the lamp, as removing oil
from a burning lamp curtails the amount of time that it will burn. Abaye said
to him:

HALAKHA

The Sages issued a decree due to garments worn at night - 717131130
15’77 mo3 own: With regard to ritual fringes, the authorities d\sputed
the definition of daytime versus nighttime garments. According to
the Rambam, any garment that one wears during the day, even if its
primary designation is for nighttime use, is considered a daytime gar-
ment and requires ritual fringes. Conversely, a garment that is worn at
night is exempt from the obligation of ritual fringes even if its primary
designation is for daytime use.

However, according to the Rosh, any garment whose primary des-
ignation is for nighttime use is considered to be a nighttime garment
even if it is worn during the day, and a garment whose primary desig-
nation is for daytime use is considered to be a daytime garment even
if it is worn at night.

Because of their dispute in this matter, one recites a blessing only
over a garment that is both designated for daytime use and one wears

during the day, as one does not recite the blessing in a case of uncer-
tainty (Rema in the name of Hagahot Maimoniyot). Nevertheless, one
must attach ritual fringes to a nighttime garment worn during the day
(Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:7; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 182).

One may not light with sap from balsam trees [tzori] — P&
Mxa p,?ﬁjrgz One may not light with balsam oil on Shabbat be-
cause its pleasant fragrance may lead one to unwittingly use some
of it. Furthermore, balsam oil is also dangerous because it is vola-
tile and sticks to the walls of the house when it burns. Therefore,
there is concern that a person who is anxious to protect his prop-
erty might come to extinguish the flame on Shabbat (Mishna
Berura; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat s:10; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 264:3).
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A2ha

Let the Master say a different reason: Because tar is

volatile, i.e., it is liable to evaporate quickly and cause a

fire. The Gemara answers: He stated one reason and an-
other: One, because it is volatile and potentially danger-
ous; and, furthermore, due to a decree lest one take sap

from it.

The Gemara relates: A mother-in-law who hated her
daughter-in-law said to her: Go adorn yourself with
balsam oil. She went and adorned herself. When she
came, her mother-in-law said to her: Go light the lamp.
She went and lit the lamp. She caught fire and was
burned.

Since balsam oil was discussed, the Gemara cites the
verse: “But Nebuzaradan the captain of the guard left of
the poorest of the land to be vinedressers and husband-
men” (Jeremiah 52:16). The Gemara explains the verse:
With regard to vinedressers, Rav Yosef taught: These
poorest of the land were the balsam collectors in the
south of Eretz Yisrael, in the expanse from Ein Gedi to
Ramata. And the husbandmen; these are the trappers
of the snail [hilazon], from which the sky blue dye is
produced in the north of the country, in the area between
the Promontory of Tyre and Haifa. Only a small number
of poor people could barely eke out a living from these
tasks, which involved mere gathering.

The Sages taught: One may not light with ritually im-
pure untithed produce [tevel]"" during the week, and
needless to say one may not light with it on Shabbat. On
a similar note, one may not light with white naphtha
during the week, and needless to say one may not light
with it on Shabbat. Granted, with regard to white naph-
tha, its prohibition is understandable because it is vola-
tile and potentially dangerous. However, with regard to
ritually impure tevel, what is the reason that the Sages
prohibited lighting with it?

The Gemara answers that the verse said: “And I, behold,
I have given you the charge of My terumot” (Numbers
18:8). From the fact that terumot is plural, the Sages derived
that the verse is speaking of two terumot: Both teruma
that is ritually pure and teruma that is ritually impure.
Justas with regard to teruma thatis ritually pure, you, the
priest, have permission to benefit from it only from the
time teruma was separated and onward, so too, with re-
gard to teruma that is ritually impure, you have permis-
sion to benefit from it only from the time teruma was
separated and onward. Since a portion of the untithed
produce is teruma that has not yet been separated, it is
prohibited even for a priest to use it.

The Gemara proceeds to discuss the matter of the Tosefta

itself, the case of lighting with sap from balsam trees on

Shabbat. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: One may not

light with tzori on Shabbat. And Rabbi Shimon ben Ela-
zar would also say: Tzori, which is one of the component

spices of the incense in the Temple, is merely the sap that

emerges from balsam trees," and is not part of the balsam

tree itself. Rabbi Yishmael says: Anything that originates

from the tree, one may not light with it; only materials

that do not come from trees may be used. Rabbi Yish-
mael ben Beroka says: One may only light with a sub-
stance that emerges from the fruit. Rabbi Tarfon says:

One may only light with olive oil alone.

— NOTES
Using untithed produce - 5:11:: i It is prohibited
to eat produce from which the teruma and tithes have
not been separated. There is an opinion among early
commentaries that tevel is not a distinct halakhic status
that applies to untithed produce. It is rather a mixture of
teruma and unconsecrated produce. Separating teruma
retroactively designates which part of the tevel was teruma.
Therefore, while there is a prohibition to eat tevel, even for
priests, the legal status of the produce before tithing is
based on the teruma it contains.

Sap that emerges from balsam trees — AupT'¥¥RAW: In
the Jerusalem Talmud and according to Rashi’s first expla-
nation, Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar provides another reason
why one may not light with sap of balsam trees. Like all
other sap, sap of a balsam tree is not drawn easily by the
wick (Rashba). However, there is an alternative explanation.
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar is referring to the nature of the
sap from balsam trees as an aside and not specifically with
regard to Shabbat (Tosafot).

HALAKHA
One may not light with untithed produce - pp/y1a px
’7:xu:| This applies to lighting a lamp with ritually impure
untithed produce and all the more so if it is ritually pure
(Shakh). It is prohibited during the week, and all the more
so on Shabbat (Shakh; Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot
Maaser 6:2; Shulhan Arukh Yoreh De'a 331:116).

One may not light with white naphtha - vo)a pp' 10 PR

:1'7 One may neither light with white naphtha on Shabbat
nor may he do so during the week because it is dangerous
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:10).
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NOTES

Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri stood on his feet — 5y 12 i 12y Ty
1"7}1 All of the Sages sat in the study hall and voiced their opinions
on different topics while seated. Since certain Sages wanted to rule
stringently with regard to enhancement of the mitzva, Rabbi Yohanan
ben Nuri stood to emphasize his objection to these stringencies. He
asserted that the restrictions would eventually become too burden-
some and would ultimately prevent people from fulfilling the mitzva
of kindling the Shabbat lights.

BACKGROUND

Radish oil — nixiay yaw: This oil is produced from radish seeds, prob-
ably from the radish species Raphunus sativus, whose seeds contain a
high concentration of oil. Ancient writers indicate that radish oil was
prevalent in Egypt during the talmudic period.

Gourd oil - Niyps aw: The gourds mentioned in the Bible and the
Mishna have been identified with the plant known as the bitter apple,
the Citrullus colocynthis L. of the gourd family.

This plant is similar to a watermelon and is found along the coastal
plain and the other sandy regions of Israel. The plant has finger-like
leaves that are somewhat similar to grape leaves and round fruits
that are approximately 10 cm in diameter with a thick rind. The fruit is
spongy, filled with seeds, and has a bitter taste.

It is possible to extract oil from the seeds, generally as much as
15 percent of the weight of the seeds. The oil can be used for food
or light.

Bitter apple
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The Gemara relates: Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri
stood on his feet" and, contrary to this statement,
said: And what shall the people of Babylonia, who
have only sesame oil, do? And what shall the peo-
ple of Medea, who have only nut oil, do? And what
shall the people of Alexandria, who have only rad-
ish 0il,’ do? And what shall the people of Cappa-
docia, who have neither this nor that but only
naphtha, do? Rather, you have a prohibition only
with regard to those substances with regard to which
the Sages said:" One may not light with them. All
other oils are permitted.

And one may light with fish oil and tar. Rabbi Shi-
mon Shezuri says: One may light with gourd oil®
and naphtha. Sumakhos says: Among the sub-
stances that emerge from the flesh of living beings,
one may light only with fish oil. The Gemara asks:
The opinion of Sumakhos is identical to the opinion
of the first tanna, who also permits lighting with fish
oil. The Gemara answers: There is a practical differ-
ence between them with regard to what Rav Beru-
na said that Rav said: One is permitted to use mol-
ten fat to which oil was added for lighting. They
disagree with regard to this halakha; however, their
opinions are not defined and it is unclear which of
them permits using it and which prohibits using it.

It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben
Elazar says: Anything that emerges from the tree
does not have the legal status of an area of three by
three fingerbreadths.” Even if it is three by three
fingerbreadths, it is not considered sufficiently large
to become ritually impure. And, therefore, one may
roof his sukka" with it, as the roofing of his sukka
may not be made from any material that can become
ritually impure. This is the case for everything that
originates from a tree with the exception of linen,
which has a unique legal status. Abaye said:

HALAKHA

You have only those which the Sages said - x’m 1‘7 N
o030 YR m: The halakha s in accordance With the
Sages and with Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, who stated with
regard to the laws of wicks and oils on Shabbat that the ha-
lakha is no more stringent than the guidelines established
by the Sages. This is according to the unattributed mishna
and the discussion in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 5:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:6).

Anything that emerges from the tree with regard to
ritual impurity — oW ]gp’? Yy Ry Anything that
comes from a tree, with the exception of flax, cannot be-
come ritually impure unless it measures a minimum of

three by three handbreadths. This rule also applies to torn
garments. However, if one weaves a complete garment,
regardless of its size, the garment can become ritually
impure with all forms of ritual impurity, except for the ritual
impurity imparted by treading. The Gemara elaboratesin a
later discussion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 22:1).

Anything that emerges from the tree with regard to
roofing for the sukka - "p:’p’? YY1 12 X¥#i: Anything
that comes from a tree may be used as roofing for the
sukka unless it has been crafted into a vessel, as per the
opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar (Shulhan Arukh, Orah
Hayyim 6291).
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Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar and the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yish-
mael essentially said the same thing, even though they said it in different

ways. The Gemara elaborates: The statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar

is that which we said: The only fabrics woven from plant materials that are

considered bona fide fabrics are those made of linen. What is the statement

of the tanna from the school of Rabbi Yishmael? As it was taught in the

school of Rabbi Yishmael: Since the word garments is stated in the Torah

unmodified, without stating from what materials those garments were

made, and the verse specified in one of its references to garments, in the

halakhot of ritual impurity of leprosy, wool and linen: “And the garment in

which there will be the plague of leprosy, whether it be a woolen garment,
oralinen garment” (Leviticus 13:47), the conclusion can be drawn: Just as

below, when it mentions a garment in the case of leprosy,® the Torah is refer-
ring to one made of wool or linen, so too, all garments mentioned in the

Torah are those made from wool or linen. Other fabrics are not classified

as garments.

In contrast to Abaye, who viewed the opinions expressed by Rabbi Shimon
ben Elazar and the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael as expressing the
same idea, Rava said that the two opinions are not identical. There is a
difference between them when the cloth is three by three® handbreadths,
with regard to other garments that are neither wool nor linen. As Rabbi
Shimon ben Elazar says explicitly: If it is less than three by three finger-
breadths, indicating that he is of the opinion that a cloth that is three by
three handbreadths that is suitable for use even by wealthy people can be-
come ritually impure. In his opinion, the uniqueness of linen fabric is not
that it can become ritually impure, but rather that a linen rag, even if it is
very small, can become ritually impure. The tanna of the school of Rabbi
Yishmael is not of the opinion that other garments can become ritually
impure.

In any case, based on the above, everyone agrees that, clearly, three by
three fingerbreadths in a wool or linen garment can become ritually im-
pure with the impurity of leprosy." The Gemara asks: From where do we
derive this? The Gemara responds that it is derived as it was taught in a
baraita with regard to this matter. When the Torah states: Garment, un-
modified, I have derived that nothing other than a whole garment can
become ritually impure. However, with regard to a cloth that is three by
three fingerbreadths, from where do I derive that it is also included in this
halakha? The verse states: “And the garment" in which there will be the
plague of leprosy” (Leviticus 13:47)." From the addition of the word: And
the garment [vehabeged], it is derived that all woven swatches are subsumed
within the category of garment in this matter. The Gemara asks: And per-
haps say that it comes to include a woven garment that is three by three"
handbreadths? The Gemara answers: That is inconceivable. Is that not
derived through an a fortiori inference? As, now, even the threads of the
warp or the threads of the woof can become ritually impure, is it neces-
sary to mention that a cloth three by three" handbreadths can become
ritually impure as well? A garment that is three by three handbreadths is
comprised of several warp and woof threads that can themselves become
ritually impure.

NOTES
handbreadths is considered a garment requires no derivation. Since

The verse states: “And the garment” - 733m 1?;1’7 'rm'?rj: Al-
though, in the study hall of Rabbi Yishmael the general practice
was not to derive halakhot from unclear amplifications in the To-
rah text, e.g., an extra letter vav, the Gemara already stated that
the students of Rabbi Yishmael would derive halakhot from the
addition of vav and heh, meaning: And the (Yevamot 72b). In this
case, the text could have simply read: Garment. Therefore, the
prefix meaning: And the, is an uncommon linguistic form whose
purpose is to teach that garment should be understood in its
broadest sense.

Three by three — -rw'vw ’w "ntfﬁw It is apparent from the discus-
sion in the Gemara that the fact that a cloth that is three by three

it is fit for use by both wealthy and poor people, a garment of three
by three handbreadths is indeed an article of clothing. There is no
reason to enlarge the minimum measure of a garment beyond a
reasonable size (Ramban; Rashba).

Now that the warp and the woof can become ritually impure...
a cloth that is three by three — Ly 'IW’?W N W) MY XOYT
"tw'WI Some commentaries say that it is not self- evwdent that the
criterion for becoming ritually impure in the case of the warp and
woof is the same with regard to a garment. From the additional lan-
guage in the verse, apparently, each case is derived independently
(Tziyyun LeNefesh Hayya).

BACKGROUND

Leprosy of clothing — 0132 »w32: By Torah law,
if bright red or green spots appear on clothing,
the clothing must be brought to a priest to de-
termine whether or not the spots indicate leprosy
of clothing (Leviticus 13:47-59). The affected gar-
ment is then put aside for a week, after which it is
reexamined by the priest. If the spots spread, the
clothing is immediately declared ritually impure
by the priest and burned. If, however, the spots did
not spread, the clothing is laundered and then put
aside for another week, after which the priest reex-
amines it. If the spots have disappeared or become
darker, the garment is laundered and immersed
in a ritual bath, after which it is considered ritually
pure. Otherwise, the affected part, and sometimes
the entire garment, must be burned. A leprous gar-
ment may not be used, and it renders people and
items that come in contact with it ritually impure,
in the same way a leprous person does. The laws
of leprosy of clothing apply only to leather, wool,
and linen garments that are not dyed.

Three feminine and masculine - mg"'?tg’ﬂ w’"vxg‘:
When referring to garments, measures mentioned
by the Sages using feminine numbers are finger-
breadths. Measurements mentioned by the Sages
using masculine numbers are handbreadths. In
the discussion of other topics, feminine numbers
connote cubits.

The thumb is the basic measure of a finger-
breadth and is measured at its widest part. The
handbreadth is the size of a clenched fist, which
equals four fingerbreadths. Three by three fin-
gerbreadths is equal to 6 X 6 cm or, according
to another opinion, 7.5 X 7.5 cm. Three by three
handbreadths equal 24 X 24 cm or 30 X 30 cm,
according to the alternate opinion.

HALAKHA

The measure of a garment with regard to ritual
impurity from leprosy — nxmw pm'? BIT MY
ov32: The minimal size of a garment that can
become ritually impure from leprosy is three by
three fingerbreadths, as per the baraita (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara'at 12:10 and Hilkhot
Kelim 22:12).

Types of garments with regard to ritual impurity
from leprosy — w31 MW 133 131D: Leprosy can
only transmit ritual impurity to woolen or linen
garments and not to clothing fashioned from
other materials, as per the baraita (Rambam Sefer
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara'at 13:1).
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The Gemara rejects this: If so, then let us also derive a cloth that
is three by three fingerbreadths through the same a fortiori infer-
ence from the warp and woof threads. Rather, it must be that this
a fortiori inference is flawed. Threads woven into fabric do not
maintain their previous status as they are no longer suitable to be
used as warp and woof threads. Rather, cloths that are three by
three handbreadths, which are suitable for use by both the
wealthy and the poor as they are multipurpose cloths, can be de-
rived through an a fortiori inference, as they are certainly more
significant than the warp and woof threads and they become ritu-
ally impure. However, cloths that are three by three fingerbreadths,
which are suitable for use by the poor but are unsuitable for use
by the wealthy, are not derived through an a fortiori inference.
Therefore, the reason that they can become ritually impure is spe-
cifically because it was written in the Torah. Had it not been
written in the Torah, we would not derive it through an a fortiori
inference.

The Gemara also asks: Indeed, there is amplification in the Torah,
derived from the term: And the garment, which is a generalization

that comes to expand upon the details that follow. And say that it
comes to include the ruling that cloth that is three by three hand-
breadths in garments made of materials other than wool or linen

can become ritually impure. The Gemara answers: That is inconceiv-
able. The verse said: A garment of wool or linen, indicating that a

garment made of wool or linen, yes, it becomes ritually impure; a

garment made of other materials, no, it does not become ritually
impure. The Gemara asks: And say that when the verse excluded,
it excluded specifically a garment that is three by three finger-
breadths; however, a garment that is three by three handbreadths

can become ritually impure. The Gemara replies: Two exclusions

are written; once it is stated: “A garment of wool or linen” (Leviticus

13:59), and it is also stated: “Whether it be a woolen garment, or a

linen garment” (Leviticus 13:47). One verse comes to exclude

cloth of three by three fingerbreadths, and one verse comes to

exclude cloth of three by three handbreadths, to emphasize that a

garment made of a material that is neither wool nor linen cannot
become ritually impure at all. This corresponds to Abaye’s opinion

that garments not made of wool or linen cannot become ritually
impure.

The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rava, who said
that the practical difference between the two opinions is with regard
to cloth three by three handbreadths in other garments, that
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar is of the opinion that they can become
ritually impure, whereas the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael
is not of the opinion that they can become ritually impure, in the
case of a cloth that is three by three handbreadths in other
garments,

from where does Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar derive that it can be-
come ritually impure? The Gemara answers: In his opinion, it is
derived from the verse that speaks of the ritual impurity of creeping
animals: “Or a garment, or skin, or sack” (Leviticus 11:32). The ad-
ditional “or” comes to include items that are not generally included
in the definition of garment. As it was taught in a baraita: From the
fact that it says garment, I have derived nothing other than a whole
garment; however, a swatch that is three by three handbreadths in
other garments, from where is it derived that it can become ritu-
ally impure? The verse states: Or a garment.
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The Gemara asks: And Abaye, who says that everyone agrees that other
garments do not become ritually impure at all, this phrase: Or a gar-
ment, what does he do with it and what does it come to add? The
Gemara answers: He needs it to include a small swatch of fabric that is
three by three fingerbreadths made of wool or linen. Despite its size,
it can become ritually impure" from contact with creeping animals.

And Rava holds that there is no need for the verse to discuss that matter
explicitly, as the Torah revealed in the case of leprosy that it is consid-
ered to be a garment, and the same is true with regard to the ritual
impurity of creeping animals.

And Abaye holds that one cannot derive the halakhot of creeping ani-
mals from the halakhot of leprosy, as there is room to refute that com-
parison in the following manner: What comparison is there to leprosy,
which has more stringent halakhot of ritual impurity, as even the warp
and woof threads alone can become ritually impure from it, which is
not the case with regard to ritual impurity from creeping animals?
Therefore, even small scraps can become ritually impure from leprosy.

The other amora, Rava, says: If it should enter your mind to say that
leprosy is more stringent, then the Torah should have written the
halakha with regard to creeping animals, and let leprosy be derived
from them. Ultimately, the two halakhot are paralleled to one another
in the Torah. It would have been simpler to explicitly write the laws of
creeping animals and to derive leprosy from them. Since that is not the
case, it is proof that the halakhot of creeping animals can be derived
from leprosy.

The other amora, Abaye, said that this contention is fundamentally
unsound, as leprosy could not be derived from creeping animals
because there is room to refute this idea and challenge: What is the
comparison to the ritual impurity of creeping animals, which is more
stringent than the ritual impurity of leprosy, as the creeping animal
makes one ritually impure even in a case where it is a lentil-bulk,"
which is not true of other types of ritual impurity? Therefore, verses
were necessary to teach about the ritual impurity of both creeping ani-
mals and leprosy.

Abaye said: This statement of the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yish-
mael diverges from another statement of the tanna of the school of
Rabbi Yishmael, as the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught:
From the fact that the verse says garment, I have derived nothing
other than the halakha that a garment of wool or linen can become
ritually impure. However, from where is it derived to include garments
made of camels” hair" and rabbits’ wool, goats’ hair® or the types of
silk, the shirayin, the kalakh, and the serikin among the fabrics that can
become ritually impure? The verse states: Or a garment. The word “or”
serves as an amplification to include all types of fabric.

>

Whereas Rava said: There is no need to say that there is a dispute in
this case between two tanna’im from a single school. Rather, when this
tanna from the school of Rabbi Yishmael, quoted above, is not of the
opinion that there is ritual impurity in other garments, it is only with
regard to a swatch that is three by three fingerbreadths; however, with
regard to a cloth that is three by three handbreadths he is of the opinion
that it becomes ritually impure. His previous statement came to exclude
a small garment from becoming ritually impure. This statement is refer-
ring to a larger garment that is three by three handbreadths.

The Gemara asks: Isn’t Rava the one who said above that, in the case
of three by three handbreadths in other garments, Rabbi Shimon ben
Elazar is of the opinion that they can become ritually impure, whereas
the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael is not of the opinion that
they become ritually impure? The Gemara answers: Rava retracted that
opinion in order to reconcile the opinions of the tanna’im of the school
of Rabbi Yishmael. And if you wish, say instead a different answer: Rav
Pappa said this" statement and not Rava. Since Rav Pappa was the
primary disciple of Rava, the Gemara attributed his statement to Rava.

HALAKHA

The size for a garment to become ritually im-
pure — D133 NKW Wrw: All garments, other than
those made of wool and linen, can become ritually
impure only if they are at least three by three hand-
breadths, as per the baraita cited in the Gemara. Appar-
ently, Abaye’s rejection of the proof was only according
to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 22:1 and 23:2).

From where is it derived to include garments made
of camels’ hair, etc. - 151 @93 w0y izt pn: Gar-
ments woven from anything that grows on land, i.e,,
from both plants and animals, are considered garments
in terms of ritual impurity, as per the tanna of the school
of Rabbi Yishmael (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim
).

NOTES

Makes one ritually impure even in a case where it is
alentil-bulk — myr7w33 xmwR: With regard to creeping
animals, the size of a lentil is the smallest measure of
any item that can make another item ritually impure.
In all other types of ritual impurity, e.g., a corpse, or an
animal carcass, the minimum size capable of making
another item ritually impure is larger. The rationale for
this rule is that the smallest creeping animal capable
of making another item ritually impure is a lentil-bulk
at birth.

Rav Pappa said this — 712% &89 2%: This phrase ap-
pears several times in the Gemara. Rav Pappa was the
preeminent student of Rava and, after his death, he
even succeeded him as the head of the yeshiva. When
Rav Pappa cited a statement without attribution, the
students attributed it to Rava (see Rashi).

BACKGROUND
Goats’ hair - u*-gp'vzg‘ 1¥12: The Torah and the Sages do
not refer to the material sheared from goats as wool.
Rather, it is called either hair or feathers. Goats’ hair
is also called feathers because it is not soft like other
types of wool. Rather, it is stiff like bird feathers (Rashi).

1591’21 - PEREK II-27A 12§



——————— HALAKHA ——— ——
To include diverse kinds — uytg%; m‘m_('?:The prohibition of a
mixture of diverse kinds applies only to sheep’s wool and linen
and not to any other materials (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot
Kil'ayim 10:; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 298:).

NOTES

Is @ mistake — &7 ®MT2: There is a variant reading in several
sources: It is external [berota hi]. According to this reading,
when the Sages wanted to suggest that a certain opinion was
without basis, they would do so in a respectful manner, saying:
[tis external, indicating that it is an outside opinion and should
not be introduced into the study hall (Arukh).

Perek I
Daf27 Amudb

HALAKHA
To include ritual fringes — r¥y *31‘m_<’?: Dating back to the
geonim, there is a halakhic dispute whether or not one is ob-
ligated by Torah law to place ritual fringes on garments made
from materials other than wool or linen. Some authorities ruled
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak
that the mitzva by Torah law applies only to garments made
of wool or linen. This is the ruling of the Shulhan Arukh. The
Rema rules in accordance with the opinion of Rava, who says
that one is obligated by Torah law to place ritual fringes on all
garments. However, they require ritual fringes made either of
wool or linen or of the same material as the garment (Rambam
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 9:1).

Wool and linen exempt whether it is of their own type,
whether it is not of their own type - pa pwis onws My
3 N’?W 13 13m2: Ritual fringes made from wool or linen may
be placed on all garments. The exceptions are wool fringes on
alinen garment or linen fringes on a wool garment. Since there
is no universally accepted sky blue dye today, these combina-
tions violate the prohibition of diverse kinds. Others say that
one may never attach linen fringes to any garment, even one
made of linen, because of the appearance of wrongdoing
(Rema; Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit
333, 5-6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 9:2).

Other types, a garment of their own type, they exempt —
M8 103 ,pam ww: All authorities agree that ritual fringes
made from materials other than wool or linen may be attached
only to garments made from the same material as the ritual
fringes and not to garments made from other materials, as
per the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit
3:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 9:3).
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Rav Pappa himself understood the first statement of the tanna of the

school of Rabbi Yishmael and stated it in a completely different man-
ner. In his opinion, the derivation from the halakhot of leprosy, which

concluded that even all nonspecific mentions of garments in the

Torah refer to wool or linen, came to include the halakhot of diverse

kinds," the Torah prohibition to wear clothing made from a mixture

of wool and linen threads. He sought to prove that the halakhot of
prohibited mixtures of threads apply only to wool and linen. The

Gemara asks: Why does he require this derivation with regard to the

prohibition of diverse kinds? The fact that the prohibition is limited

to wool and linen is explicitly written, as it is stated: “You shall not

wear diverse kinds, wool and linen together” (Deuteronomy 22:11).
The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, an additional derivation was

necessary, as it would have entered your mind to say that this, the

restriction of the prohibition of diverse kinds to wool and linen, ap-
plies specifically to a case when one uses them together in the man-
ner of wearing them; however, in merely placing the garments upon

oneself, any two kinds are prohibited. Therefore, it was necessary to

derive that the garment mentioned is restricted to wool and linen.

This claim is rejected: And is it not an a fortiori inference? Just as in
the case of wearing the garment, where one’s entire body derives
benefit from the diverse kinds, you said that wool and linen, yes,
are included in the prohibition, other materials, no, are not included;
in the case of merely placing the garment upon himself, all the more
so that the halakha should not be more stringent. Rather, certainly
the halakha that was attributed to Rav Pappa is a mistake," and he
did not say it.

Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak also said that those statements of the tanna
of the school of Rabbi Yishmael do not refer to the halakhot of ritual
impurity. They refer to another topic. In his opinion, the tanna of the
school of Rabbi Yishmael came to say that just as the halakhot of
leprosy are limited to garments made from wool or linen, so too, all

garments mentioned in the Torah are made from wool and linen. This

comes to include the law of ritual fringes;" the obligation of ritual

fringes applies only to those materials. The Gemara asks: Why is that

derivation necessary? With regard to ritual fringes it is written ex-
plicitly: “You shall not wear diverse kinds, wool and linen together”
(Deuteronomy 22:11); and juxtaposed to it, it is written: “You shall

make for you twisted fringes upon the four corners of your covering,
with which you cover yourself” (Deuteronomy 22:12). From the

juxtaposition of these two verses it is derived that the mitzva of ritual

fringes applies only to garments to which the laws of diverse kinds

apply. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak responded that the matter is not so

clear, as it could have entered your mind to say in accordance with

the statement of Rava. As Rava raised a contradiction: On the one

hand, it is written: “And that they put with the fringe of each corner

a thread of sky blue” (Numbers 15:39); apparently, the threads of the

ritual fringes must be of the same type of fabric as the corner of the

garment. However, in Deuteronomy, in the laws of ritual fringes, it is

written in juxtaposition to the laws of diverse kinds: Wool and linen

together. The ritual fringes may only be made of those materials. How

can that contradiction be resolved? Rather, Rava says: Ritual fringes

made of wool and linen exempt the garment and fulfill the obligation

of ritual fringes whether the garment is of their own type, wool or

linen, whether it is not" of their own type. Whereas with regard to

other types, a garment of their own type, they exempt;" a garment

not of their own type, they do not exempt. It would have entered

your mind to explain this in accordance with the approach of Rava.
Therefore, the tanna taught us that the obligation of ritual fringes

applies only to wool and linen and not to other materials.
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Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: According to the
tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael, what is different about
ritual impurity that he includes other garments not made of
wool and linen because it is written: Or a garment, which is a
term of amplification? Here too, in the matter of ritual fringes,
say that it comes to include other garments from the phrase:
Of your covering, with which you cover yourself. Rav Ashi
answered: That amplification is necessary to include the gar-
ment of a blind person" in the obligation of ritual fringes. As it
was taught in a baraita, with regard to ritual fringes it is stated:
“And it shall be unto you for a fringe, that you may look upon it
and remember all the mitzvot of the Lord” (Numbers 15:39).
The phrase: That you may look, comes to exclude a night gar-
ment, which cannot be seen and is therefore exempt from the
mitzva of ritual fringes. The tanna continues: Do you say?® that
the verse comes to exclude a night garment? Or is it only to
exclude the garment of a blind person who is also unable to
fulfill the verse: That you may look upon it? The tanna explains:
When it says in Deuteronomy: Of your covering, with which
you cover yourself, the garment of a blind person is men-
tioned, as he too covers himself with a covering. If so, then how
do I fulfill the exclusion: That you may look upon it? It comes
to exclude a night garment.

The Gemara asks: Since there is one verse that includes and
another verse that excludes, what did you see that led you to
include a blind person and to exclude a night garment in the
obligation of ritual fringes? The Gemara answers: Iinclude the
garment of a blind person because it is, at least, visible to
others, and I exclude a night garment because it is not even
visible to others.

The Gemara asks: And say that this amplification does not come
to include a blind person’s garments, but rather, as Rava said, to
include other garments not made from wool or linen in the
obligation of ritual fringes. The Gemara answers: It is logical to
say that since the Torah is standing and discussing a garment
made of wool or linen, it is certainly including another garment
made of wool or linen. Therefore, an amplification with regard
to the garment of a blind person made of wool or linen is derived.
However, when the Torah is standing and discussing a garment
made from wool or linen, is it reasonable to say that it is includ-
ing other garments with them? Rather, other garments are
certainly not derived from there.

The Gemara returns to discuss the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben
Elazar, who disqualified even small cloths from being used as
roofing in the sukka because they can become ritually impure.
Abaye said: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar and Sumakhos said the
same thing.? The Gemara specifies: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar;
that which we stated above. Sumakhos; as it was taught in a
baraita: Sumakhos says: A sukka that he roofed with roofing
made from spun thread" is disqualified because spun thread
can become ritually impure from leprosy.

In accordance with whose opinion is Sumakhos’ statement? It
is in accordance with the opinion of this tanna, as we learned
in a mishna: Warp and woof can become ritually impure from
leprosy" immediately after they are spun; this is the statement
of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: The warp can become ritu-
ally impure only after it is removed from the cauldron in which
it is boiled, and it is only the woof that can become ritually
impure immediately. However, the bundles of unprocessed
flax can become ritually impure after they are bleached in the
oven and their processing is at least half-completed. Sumakhos,
the student of Rabbi Meir, adheres to his position.

HALAKHA

The garment of a blind person — &2 Mmo3: A blind man is
obligated by Torah law in the mitzva of ritual fringes. This rul-
ing is based on the baraita, which was apparently accepted
throughout the Talmud (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit
3:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 17:1).

Sukka that he roofed with spun thread — mva 7132%D: Spun
flax may not be used for the roofing of a sukka because it
can become ritually impure. The same is true with regard to
half-processed flax because it no longer looks like something
that grows in the ground (Rambam) and is suitable for stuff-
ing for a pillow. Therefore, it can become ritually impure
(Ra'avad) and is disqualified for use in the roofing of a sukka
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Sukka 5:4; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 629:4).

Warp and woof can become ritually impure from leprosy —
Dwaa KRwD 2w mw: Immediately after being spun, the
warp and woof threads from either wool or linen can be-
come ritually impure from leprosy, as per the unattributed
mishna. How large must a skein of spun thread be for it to
become impure with the ritual impurity of leprosy? There
must be enough thread in the skein to weave a swatch of
cloth that is at least three by three fingerbreadths in size, as
per the opinions of several tanna’im (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 13:8).

BACKGROUND

Do you say, etc. — 131 1ix 1ax: This didactic method of
clarifying issues is commonly found in the halakhic midrash.
It involves one of the Sages challenging his own statements
and answering his own questions. In this way, the issues
under discussion as well as the connection between the
verses and the halakha are effectively clarified.

They said the same thing — 7 727 1v%: This phrase refers
to the consolidation of several opinions into a single view,
which the Talmud calls a shita, a halakhic position. There
is an ancient, controversial, and not universally accepted
tradition that asserts: The halakha is not established in ac-
cordance with a shita. According to that tradition, when
several opinions are consolidated into a shita, the purpose
is to highlight those Sages whose statements were not ac-
cepted. As mentioned above, the validity of that principle is
not universally accepted and many commentaries partially
or completely dispute it.
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BACKGROUND

Flax - aws: Cultivated flax, Linum usitatissimum, is an annual
plant that grows erect to a height of 40-120 cm. Its flowers
are blue or white. Its stiff stalks contain flax fibers, and oil is
extracted from its seeds.

After the plant s cut, the stalks are soaked in water, called
mei mishra in the language of the Sages, for several days.
Various bacteria cause the materials that attach the fibers to
the stalks to decompose. Afterward the shell is beaten and
opened and the fibers are extracted to be used in weaving
linen, bad or shesh in the language of the Torah.

The flax plant has been cultivated since ancient times,
especially in ancient Egypt.

}

Flower of the flax plant

HALAKHA

And of all substances that emerge from the tree, the only
substance that becomes ritually impure with impurity
transmitted by tents over a corpse, etc. - YY1 XY #7 '7:
)| nv'v-m ML KR K The only material made from
plant ﬁbers that is suspended over a dead body that be-
comes ritually impure is linen. Some commentaries say that
this law applies specifically to a permanent tent (Tosafot;
Ra'avad; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 5:12).

Perek 11
Daf28 Amuda

HALAKHA ———F ——
What is considered a tent — ‘7;:'& P n: With regard to
the halakhot of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, a tent
is limited to a roof fashioned out of a garment, a sack, a
wooden vessel, or leather, either from a kosher or non-kosher
animal. Roofing made of bone or metal does not constitute
atentand does not become ritually impure when it extends
over a corpse (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 5:12).

NOTES

Twisted and the threads were folded — '7%5; oI pae:
The key discussion of this issue appears elsewhere in the
Talmud. There, the Sages derive that everywhere the term
shesh is employed in the Torah, it is referring to a linen cloth
fashioned from a special thread composed of six threads
spuninto one. This is based on various derivations, including
a verbal analogy and the juxtaposition of verses.
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MI S H N A Of all substances that emerge from the tree, one

may light only with flax® on Shabbat (Tosafot)
because the other substances do not burn well. And of all substances
that emerge from the tree, the only substance that becomes ritually
impure with impurity transmitted by tents over a corpse is flax." If
there is a dead body inside a house or a tent that is made from any
materials that originate from a tree, everything in the house becomes
ritually impure. However, only in the case of flax does the tent itself
become impure.

G E M A The mishna mentioned flax as a material that

comes from a tree. The Gemara asks: From
where do we derive that flax is called a tree? Based on appearance, it
does not resemble a tree at all. Mar Zutra said: It is derived from that
which the verse said: “And she had taken them up to the roof and
hidden them under the trees of flax” (Joshua 2:6).

And we also learned in the mishna that with regard to any substance
that emerges from the tree, the only substance that becomes ritually
impure with impurity transmitted by tents over a corpse is flax. The
Gemara asks: From where do we derive this? Rabbi Elazar said: The
tanna learned a verbal analogy [gezera shava] between the word tent,
written in the context of ritual impurity, and the word tent,

written in the context of the Tabernacle. It is written here, in the dis-
cussion of the laws of ritual impurity: “This is the law: When a man
dies in a tent, every one that comes into the tent, and everything that
is in the tent, shall be impure seven days” (Numbers 19:14), and it is
written there: “And he spread the tent over the Tabernacle, and put
the covering of the tent above upon it; as the Lord commanded Moses”
(Exodus 40:19). Just as below, with regard to the Tabernacle, the tent
was made of linen and is considered a tent, so too, here, with regard
to the halakhot of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, only a tent made
of linen is considered a tent." The Gemara asks: If so, derive the fol-
lowing from that same verbal analogy: Just as below the linen threads
in the Tabernacle were specifically threads that were twisted and the
threads were folded" six times, so too, here, in all of the halakhot
pertaining to a tent over a corpse, the threads must be twisted and their
threads folded six times. The verse states the word tent, tent several
times to amplify and include even a tent made of linen not identical to
the Tabernacle. The Gemara asks: If the repetition of the word tent, tent
several times amplifies, even all things should be included among
those items that can receive ritual impurity as a tent. The Gemara an-
swers: This amplification cannot be that far-reaching, as, if so, the verbal
analogy of tent, tent, that teaches us to derive the tent over a corpse
from the Tabernacle, what purpose does it serve if everything is in-
cluded? Rather, certainly the amplification is not absolute. Through the
combination of the verbal analogy and the amplification, it is derived

that this halakha applies specifically to linen.



XD % DV 129 0 XK
DY DEYY K WY 1DUIp
PR 12U P - 1own ";:wr:b
Anyn x9% Jawn pap DU
O30 /0137 ” L)'m’v o0 ey
2737 K77 N’m "7-m PN x‘v
KDWY A MRAD 173 WY "‘1‘!‘?5
T A iy s 2n brika
PRI TN T3 Y KB KD
NTRP VIR VITT DT Y
bifx XY [WR P N ey
WK WRnT oI eI win
1A 0 pnnn% 11»'7:: wpn "v‘w

i 1w - ’73& "

3 A YK 037 w3 Kon
»'-)-m NN KOPY D TNY
KT 37 TN - 2 XOWIIID XD
MY w3 MY won s 92
21 D I T M Y Nop IR
NI 2705 WIN NI DY 27 0K
iy m’m ooy n:x’m’v Yot x5
'1:'7: i mona

MY I T 937, K3K 137 20
n”mc niviy ’7w N M NINDID
Y21.00W0 NIy by T DTN
I, TN DD MNP
xDY ]’mc rc’vn XM 1"»& t<’7n a3
v o b I3 KD 17T I
‘7»4 x'vn x"n YT PO 13 W

A¥L - KO XBY - Ong 1’7»&1
WRADRTINT T AR 3110
BV PRI TPV - "RINDD”

NIT TN TS Y N K3

iy T KO nan bixa
INAD TR WY 727 - i N
D1z 51:0 Yep gD ma -175w1
’7:: it s -rm’vn 2190 70 NN
m TRy XYY Y NN

73 KRR 3W) N (2 - D3

And perhaps say: Just as below, in the Tabernacle, there were beams support-
ing the tent, so too, here, in the laws of ritual impurity, a tent made of beams
should also be considered a tent. The Gemara responds that the verse said:
“And you shall make the beams for the Tabernacle of acacia wood, standing
up” (Exodus 26:15). From the language of the verse, it is derived that the
Tabernacle, i.e., the curtains alone, is called Tabernacle, and the beams are
not called Tabernacle, because they merely facilitate the Tabernacle. The
Gemara rejects this: But if that is so, based on an analysis of the language of
the verse, it says there: “And you shall make a covering for the tent of rams’
skins dyed red and a covering of tehashim" above” (Exodus 26:14), then in
that case, too, say that the covering is not considered a tent. If so, however,
what of the dilemma raised by Rabbi Elazar: With regard to the hide of a
non-kosher animal over a corpse, what is the ruling? Can it become ritu-
ally impure as a tent over a corpse? If the covering of the Tabernacle is not
considered a tent, now, the hide of a kosher animal that covered the
Tabernacle cannot become ritually impure. If that is so, is it necessary to
mention that the hide of a non-kosher animal cannot become ritually
impure? The Gemara answers: The cases are not comparable because it is
different there, in the case of the covering of animal hides, because the verse
subsequently restored its status as a tent by uniting the tent and its covering,
as it is written: “They shall bear the curtains of the Tabernacle, and the

Tent of Meeting, its covering, and the covering of tahash that is upon it”

(Numbers 4:25). The verse juxtaposes the upper to the lower covering; just
as the lower covering is considered a tent, so too, the upper covering is
considered a tent.

Rabbi Elazar’s dilemma was mentioned above, and now the Gemara dis-
cusses the matter itself. Rabbi Elazar raised a dilemma: With regard to the
hide of a non-kosher animal over a corpse, what is the ruling? Can it be-
come ritually impure as a tent over a corpse? The Gemara clarifies: What is
the essence of his dilemma? Rav Adda bar Ahava said: The tahash that
existed in the time of Moses is at the crux of Rabbi Elazar’s dilemma. Was
it non-kosher or was it kosher? Rav Yosef said: What is his dilemma?
Didn’t we learn explicitly: Only the hide of a kosher animal was deemed
suitable for heavenly service? Certainly, the tahash was a kosher species.

Rabbi Abba raised an objection. Rabbi Yehuda says: There were two cover-
ings for the Tabernacle, one made of the reddened hides of rams and one of
the hides of tehashim. Rabbi Nehemya says: There was only one covering
for the Tabernacle, half of which was made of rams’ hides and half from the
hides of tehashim. And tehashim were similar to the species of undomesti-
cated animals called tela ilan.® The Gemara asks: But isn’t a tela ilan a non-
kosher creature? The Gemara emends this statement: This is what Rabbi
Nehemya intended to say: It was like a tela ilan in that it was multicolored;
however, it was not an actual tela ilan. There, the tela ilan is non-kosher, and
here, the covering of the tent was made from kosher animals. Rav Yosef said:
If so, that is the reason that we translate the word tahash as sasgona," which
means that it rejoices [sas] in many colors [gevanim].

Rava said that the proof that the hide of a non-kosher animal becomes

ritually impure in a tent over a corpse is derived from here, as it was taught

in a baraita that it is stated in the halakhot of ritual impurity of leprosy that
the leprosy could be: “Either in the warp, or in the woof, whether they be of
linen, or of wool; or in a hide, or in any thing made of hide” (Leviticus 13:48).
The verse could have simply stated: Or hide, and it said instead: Or in a hide.
The Sages said: These words, or in a hide, amplify to include the hide of a

non-kosher animal as well as hide that was afflicted in the hands of a priest,"

i.e., before the owner showed it to the priest there was no leprosy but it be-
came leprous while in the hands of the priest, that they too become ritually
impure. If one cut pieces from each of these types and made of them a single

cloth,” from where is it derived that it can become ritually impure? The verse

states from the broader amplification: Or in anything made of hide. The

Gemara remarks: There is room to refute this parallel, rendering it impos-
sible to derive the laws of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse from the laws

ofleprosy. What is the comparison to leprosy with regard to which the Torah

is stringent, as even the warp and woof that have not been woven into a gar-
ment can become ritually impure from it, which is not the case in impurity
imparted by a corpse?

NOTES

The hides of tehashim — ownn niviy: In
the Jerusalem Talmud, the Sages disputed
whether or not the tahash was a kosher or a
non-kosher animal. The resolution to Rabbi
Elazar's dilemma here depends on the reso-
lution of that tannaitic dispute.

BACKGROUND

Tela ilan — ]'7’& x’vn There are divergent
opinions as to the |dent|ty of this creature.
According to the gebnim, the tela ilan be-
longs to the Genetta species, and it is pos-
sibly the Genetta terrasanctae, unique to Eretz
Yisrael. The tela is approximately the size of
a cat, with yellow or light-orange skin and
black stripes. This creature is a quick predator
that also climbs trees. The ancient Egyptians
domesticated them and used them to hunt
mice.

Spotted genet

LANGUAGE

Sasgona — X3ispL: [tis assumed that the ori-
gin of this word ‘which is the Aramaic transla-
tion of the biblical tahash, is from the Persian
word gon, meaning color. The word sasgona
is conceivably a form of the word shast-gon,
meaning possessing sixty colors, or in other
words, multicolored.

HALAKHA

That was afflicted in the hands of a priest —
23 HE’?{?]: The Torah teaches that a gar-
ment with a leprous-like growth is brought
before a priest. Upon inspection, the priest
could quarantine it. However, if clear signs of
ritual impurity appear on the garment before
he quarantines it, he confirms the leprosy
immediately. The garment need not have
been leprous before it was brought to the
priest (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat
Tzaraat 6:7).

One cut and made of them a single
cloth — 1 Ny AEn ]’3%37; v¥p: If one
takes swatches of various materials, none of
which is three by three fingerbreadths, and
sews them together, the resulting fabric can
become ritually impure because a sewn gar-
ment has the same legal status as a woven
garment (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tu-
mat Tzaraat 12:12).
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Rather, one could say that he derived it from the laws of the ritual
impurity of creeping animals, as it is stated with regard to them: “And
upon whatsoever any of them, when they are dead, does fall, it shall
be impure; whether it be any vessel of wood, or garment, or hide, or
sack, whatsoever vessel it be, with which any work is done” (Leviticus
11:32). As it was taught in a baraita: From the use of the word hide, I
have derived nothing other than the fact that the hide of a kosher
animal becomes ritually impure from contact with a creeping animal;
however, from where is it derived that the hide of a non-kosher
animal can become ritually impure? This is derived from the ampli-
fication, as the verse states: Or hide. Since, with regard to the ritual
impurity of creeping animals the laws of the hides of kosher and non-
kosher animals are identical, it is derived that this is also true with
regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. Once
again, the Gemara says: There is room to refute this derivation and
say: What is the comparison to creeping animals, as their legal status
is stringent because they become ritually impure even if they are as
small as a lentil-bulk, which is not true in the case of a corpse? In
order for a corpse to transmit ritual impurity, it must be larger, an
olive-bulk. Therefore, the Gemara says: If so, the case of leprosy can
prove that the fact that creeping animals that are a lentil-bulk transmit
impurity is not a factor in whether or not a non-kosher animal hide
can become ritually impure. Leprosy that is a lentil-bulk does not
transmit impurity and, nevertheless, the hide of a non-kosher animal
becomes ritually impure from it. And the derivation has reverted to
its starting point. The aspect of this case is not like the aspect of that
case and the aspect of that case is not like the aspect of this case, as
each case has its own unique stringencies. However, their common
denominator is that hide, in general, is ritually impure in both
cases, and the Torah rendered the hide of a non-kosher animal
equal to the hide of a kosher animal in that it becomes ritually im-
pure. I'will also bring the additional halakha of a tent over a corpse
made of the hide of a non-kosher animal, and in that case as well,
the hide of a non-kosher animal will be rendered equal to the hide
of a kosher animal.

Rava from Barnish said to Rav Ashi: There is still room to refute
this statement and say: What is the comparison to leprosy and creep-
ing animals? Their common denominator is that they both transmit
ritual impurity when smaller than an olive-bulk. Can you say the
same in the case of a corpse, which only transmits ritual impurity
when it is at least an olive-bulk? Therefore, despite the differences
between them, these two halakhot are both more stringent than the
laws of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, and the status of a non-
kosher animal hide cannot be derived from them.

Rather, Rava from Barnish said it can be derived in the following
manner:

It is derived through an a fortiori inference from goats’ hair. Al-
though goats” hair does not become ritually impure from leprosyj it

does become ritually impure as a tent over a corpse; with regard to

the hide of a non-kosher animal that becomes ritually impure from

leprosy, is it not the case that it becomes ritually impure as a tent

over a corpse?
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Since the conclusion was that the hide of even a non-kosher animal

can become ritually impure as a tent over a corpse, it is not necessary

to assume that the covering of the Tabernacle was made specifi-
cally from the hide of a kosher animal. And, if so, that which Rav
Yosef taught: Only the hide of a kosher animal was suitable for

heavenly service, for what halakhais that relevant," as it is clearly

not relevant to the Tabernacle? The Gemara replies: This halakha

was stated with regard to phylacteries,®™ which may be prepared

only from the hide of a kosher animal. The Gemara asks: Phylacter-
ies? Why did Rav Yosef need to state that halakha? It is written

explicitly" with regard to them: “And it shall be for a sign unto you

upon your hand, and for a memorial between your eyes, that the

law of the Lord may be in your mouth” (Exodus 13:9). The Sages

derived from there that the phylacteries must be prepared from that

which is permitted to be eaten in your mouth.

Rather, the Gemara explains that this halakha of Rav Yosef was said
only with regard to the leather" of the boxes that house the phylac-
teries, which must be crafted from the hide of a kosher animal. It
was not referring to the parchment on which the portions of the
Torah inserted into the phylacteries are written. The Gemara asks:
Didn’t Abaye say: The obligation to make a letter shin protruding
on the phylacteries" of one’s head is a halakha transmitted to Mo-
ses from Sinai? Since Torah law addresses the boxes of the phylac-
teries, presumably their legal status is parallel to that of the parch-
ment and the prohibition against preparing them from the hide of
a non-kosher animal is by Torah law as well.

Rather, the Gemara explains that Rav Yosef’s halakha comes to
teach that one must tie the parchments upon which the portions of
the Torah are written in the phylacteries with a kosher animal’s hair,
as well as sew the phylacteries with a kosher animal’s sinews. The
Gemara asks: The source of these halakhot is also a halakha trans-
mitted to Moses from Sinai, as it was taught in a baraita: The re-
quirement that phylacteries must be square" is a halakha transmit-
ted to Moses from Sinai, as is the requirement that they must be
tied with their hair" and sewn with their sinews."

Rather, the Gemara says that Rav Yosef came to teach with regard
to the halakha of the straps of the phylacteries. The Gemara asks:
Didn’t Rabbi Yitzhak say: The straps of the phylacteries must be
black" is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai? The Gemara
responds: Although we learned this halakha, which states that the
straps must be black, did we also learn that they must be from
kosher animals? Rav Yosef was certainly referring to straps when
he said that all heavenly service must be performed with the hides
of kosher animals.

HALAKHA

NOTES

For what halakha is that relevant — xn:’v-r mn'v

Some commentaries explain this question as follows:

Since Rava of Barnish states that the hide of a non-
kosher animal becomes ritually impure as a tent over a

corpse, it is then possible to draw an analogy between

the case of a tent over a corpse and the laws of the
Tabernacle, which was covered with the hide of a non-
kosher animal, i.e,, the tahash. Consequently, it is pos-
sible to ask: For what halakha is Rav Yosef's statement
relevant? (Rav Hai Gaon).

Phylacteries is written explicitly — 203 %1712 ]”?’5}3:
The Tosafot asked: What is so surprising about this? Rav
Yosef is certainly permitted to repeat a principle that
was derived in the baraita with regard to phylacteries.
Some explain that Rav Yosef meant to say that the laws
of the tahash are the source from which the fact that
only kosher animals were permitted was derived. On
that basis, the Gemara asked with regard to phylacter-
ies: Wasn't this halakha derived directly from an explicit
verse in the Torah and not from the Tabernacle?

BACKGROUND
Phylacteries — ]?'??Qljohe boxes housing the phylacter-
ies are sewn using the sinews of animals. The parch-
ments with the Torah portions that are rolled up and
inserted into the phylacteries of both the head and the
arm are tied using the hair of a kosher animal.

Phylacteries for the head and parchment on which a Torah portion is
written, from inside the phylacteries

With regard to phylacteries — 1"?’91]'?: The Torah portions of
the phylacteries, a Torah scroll, and other sacred writings that
contain the names of God may be written only on parchment
made from the hides of kosher animals. However, one is permit-
ted to use the hides of kosher animals that were not slaugh-
tered properly or the hides of animals with a life expectancy
of less than a year, as per the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Ahava,
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:10, 10:1; Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 32:12 and Yoreh De‘a 271:1).

With regard to their leather — nwbz The leather of the boxes
of the phylacteries may be made only from the hides of kosher
animals. However, here too, one is permitted to use the hides of
kosher animals that were not slaughtered properly or the hides
of animals with a life expectancy of less than a year (Rambam
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:15; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:37).

The shin on the phylacteries — ]"7*91‘\ Bw rww: Itis a halakha
transmitted to Moses from Sinai that the box of the phylacter-
ies of the head must have an embossed letter shin on either

side. The shin on the right side of the box has three heads, like
the standard letter shin, while the one on the left side has four
heads (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer
Torah 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:42).

Phylacteries must be square - niyamn ]757511 The boxes of
the phylacteries must be a perfect square, whose sides are of
equal length and width and form a right angle. The base of the
phylacteries must also be square. Some say that the height
of the box need not be equal to the length and width of the
box (Beit Yosef, Rema). However, others insist that the height
of the box must also equal its length and its width (Rambam
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:1—4; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:39).

Tied with their hair - w3 ni>122: Each Torah portion placed
in the phylacteries is rolled in a small piece of parchment and
tied with the hair of a kosher animal. It is customary to tie the
Torah portion itself and then roll it in a piece of parchment and
tie it again. It is also customary to use the hair of a calf. If one
does not have calf’s hair, one may tie it with the hair of a cow or

an ox. The hair must first be washed. The ends of the hair must
be visible outside the box, customarily, in a specific place (Beer
Hetev; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer
Torah 3:; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:44).

Sewn with their sinews — 1733 ni19n21: The boxes of the phy-
lacteries are sewn shut using the sinews of akosher domesticat-
ed or non-domesticated animal, even those of kosher animals
that were not slaughtered properly or with a life expectancy of
less than a year. Ab initio it is preferable to use the sinews of an
ox (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah
3:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:49).

Straps of the phylacteries must be black - nininw nipxy: The
leather straps of the phylacteries are made from the hides of
kosher animals, as per the statement of Rav Yosef. It is a halakha
transmitted to Moses from Sinai that the straps must be colored
black on the outside (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UM-
ezuza VeSefer Torah 3:14-15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 33:3).
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BACKGROUND

Tahash — wnn: The identity of the tahash is a matter of
great controversy and was never resolved. Some authori-
ties explain that the tahash is a monodon or narwhal, a
species of whale. Narwhals travel in small groups, espe-
cially in northern ocean waters. It can grow to 6 m in
length. Its primary color is light yellow and it is spotted
with numerous dark spots, the only cetacean with spots.
A twisted tooth, up to 3 m long, grows out of one side
of its mouth, to the extent that for many years it was
thought to be the horn of the unicorn. It is possible that
a group of these creatures approached the Red Sea and
were thrown onto the shore or trapped there.

The narwhal’s appearance closely parallels the de-
scriptions here: It is spotted like the tela ilan; compare
it to the depiction in the Gemara (28a, p. 129). It has a
single horn on its forehead and the Sages were unable
to determine its precise nature: domesticated or non-
domesticated; kosher or non-kosher.

Narwhal

Prof. Yehuda Feliks, one of the foremost scholars in the
field of nature in the Bible, suggests that the tahash may
have been a giraffe, which has many of the character-
istics mentioned by Rabbi Meir: A multicolored hide, a
horn-like protrusion on its forehead, and some of the
signs that determine that an animal is kosher.

Giraffe

Keresh — & p: Apparently, from the Greek word képag,
keras, which means horn. Similarly, the Greek word
Hovokepws, monokeros, refers to a one-horned animal.
[t may also be a reference to a wild ox, especially in the
Septuagint. The identity of the keresh is unclear. Some
say that the keresh is an imaginary animal, a unicorn, and
some think that it refers to a single-horned rhinoceros.
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The Gemara asks: What is the halakhic conclusion reached about
this matter of the tahash® that existed in the days of Moses? Rab-
bi Ela said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said that Rabbi Meir
used to say: The tahash that existed in the days of Moses was a
creature unto itself, and the Sages did not determine whether it
was a type of undomesticated animal or a type of domesticated
animal. And it had a single horn on its forehead, and this tahash
happened to come to Moses for the moment while the Tabernacle
was being built, and he made the covering for the Tabernacle from
it. And from then on the tahash was suppressed and is no longer
found.

The Gemara comments: From the fact that it is said that the tahash
had a single horn on its forehead, conclude from this that it was
kosher, as Rav Yehuda said in a similar vein: The ox that Adam,
the first man," sacrificed as a thanks-offering for his life being
spared, had a single horn on its forehead, as it is stated: “And it
shall please the Lord better than a horned [makrin] and hooved
ox” (Psalms 69:32). The word makrin means one with a horn. The
Gemara asks: On the contrary, makrin indicates that it has two
horns. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Despite the fact that it is
vocalized in the plural, it is written mikeren without the letter yod
to indicate that it had only a single horn. The Gemara asks: If so, let
us resolve from the same baraita that just as it was derived from
the ox of Adam, the first man, that an animal with one horn is
kosher, derive that an animal with one horn is a type of
domesticated animal. The Gemara answers: Since there is the
keresh® which is a type of undomesticated animal, and it has
onlyasingle horn, itis also possible to say that the tahash is a type
of undomesticated animal. This dilemma was not resolved.

MI S H NA The wick ofa garment, i.e., cloth made into

a wick for a lamp, that one folded it into a
size and shape suitable for a wick, but did not yet singe it" slightly
in order to facilitate its lighting, Rabbi Eliezer says: This wick is
ritually impure. With regard to the laws of ritual impurity, it can,
like other garments, still become ritually impure and one may not
light with it on Shabbat. Rabbi Akiva says: It is ritually pure and
one may even light with it on Shabbat.

The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard
GEMARA :

to ritual impurity, the reasons for their
disagreement are clear and this is their dispute: Rabbi Eliezer
holds that folding alone is ineffective in altering the identity of
the garment and it retains its original status. It can become ritu-
ally impure like any other garment. Rabbi Akiva holds that folding
is effective, and it negates its garment status, and therefore, it can
no longer become ritually impure.

Since there is the keresh — & X2T: Although the keresh only
has a single horn, it is considered a non-domesticated animal
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma'akhalot Asurot 1:12; Shulhan

Arukh, Yoreh De'a 80:4).

The wick of a garment, that one folded it, but did not yet
singe it — 127737 X9 AY2pw T3 AN One is not required
to singe the wick before Ilghtlng it. However, it is customary

HALAKHA
to light the wick and extinguish it immediately to splay it so
that it will hold the flame well. The mishna is interpreted
in accordance with the opinion of Rava, who explained
that the dispute is whether or not one is required to singe
the wick. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Akiva, who says that one need not singe the wick
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264:9 and in the comment of
Rema).

NOTES

The ox of Adam, the first man - jiwxI7 078 '7(57 i9iw:The ox that  ter his banishment from the Garden of Eden, Adam reestablished

Adam sacrificed is explained metaphorically. The horn is a general
symbol of strength and basic faith. This statement teaches that af-

his world on the basis of one fundamental principle, symbolized
by the single horn, namely, the belief in God (Rashba).
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However, with regard to lighting on Shabbat what is at the
crux of their dispute? Rabbi Elazar said that Rav Oshaya said,
and Rav Adda bar Ahava said likewise: Here we are dealing
with a cloth that is precisely three by three fingerbreadths
and we are dealing with a Festival that occurred on Shabbat
eve. And everyone is of the opinion that the halakha is in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that on
a Festival one may only kindle a fire with whole vessels, as it
is permitted to carry them and they do not have set-aside [ muk-
tze] status; however, one may not kindle a fire using broken
vessels, i.e., vessels that broke on the Festival. Since they broke
on the Festival itself, they are classified as an entity that came
into being [nolad]® on the Festival, and the halakha prohibits
moving them. And, similarly, everyone is of the opinion that
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Ulla, as Ulla
said: One who lights a lamp must light most of the wick that
protrudes” from the lamp. Based on these assumptions, the
dispute in the mishna can be understood as follows: Rabbi
Eliezer holds that folding alone is ineffective in negating the
wick’s vessel status, and once one lights only a small part of it,
it thereby becomes a broken vessel, as part of it burns and the
remainder is less than three by three fingerbreadths. A smaller
cloth is no longer considered significant. Since he is required
to light most of the protruding wick and, as mentioned above,
it is prohibited to light broken vessels, he may not light the
folded garment. And Rabbi Akiva held that folding is effec-
tive and, immediately when he folded it, the garment no lon-
ger has the status of a vessel. It was not considered a vessel
even before he lit it, and when he lights it, it is as if he were
lighting plain wood, not a vessel that broke on the Festival.

Rav Yosef'said, thatis what I learned: Three by three exactly.
And I did not know to what halakha this was relevant. Rav
Yosef received from his teachers that the baraita is referring to
a case of three by three exactly, and he did not know why it was
significant to establish the baraita in a case of exactly three by
three and no more.

The Gemara adds incidentally: And from the fact that Rav
Addabar Ahava interpreted" this mishna in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, conclude from this that he
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Did
Rav Adda bar Ahava actually say this? Didn’t Rav Adda bar
Ahava himself say:

When a gentile carved out a vessel the size of a kav from a
piece of wood on a Festival and thereby rendered it a new ves-
sel, a Jew may burn the vessel on a Festival ab initio. And why
may he do so? This new vessel that was made from the wood is
an object that came into being [nolad] on a Festival, and is
set-aside [mukize]. Since Rav Adda bar Ahava permitted doing
so, apparently he holds that the laws of set-aside do not apply
on a Festival, contrary to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. The
Gemara answers: Rav Adda bar Ahava said this statement in
explanation of the statements of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi
Akiva in the mishna; however, he himself does not hold that
way. Although he explained the opinions in the mishna in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, he himself does
not hold that that is the halakha.

HALAKHA
One who lights must light most of the wick that protrudes -
X1 213 Py P o7 One must light most of the wick that
protrudes from the oil lamp before Shabbat, while it is still day, as
per the opinion of Ulla (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:5;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 264: 8).

NOTES

From the fact that Rav Adda bar Ahava interpreted, etc. - XpTm
12V XTI® 27 ¥R The fact that a given mishna is interpreted in ac-
cordance with the opinion of one of the Sages does not always prove
that the one who interpreted the mishna personally agrees with that
opinion. A Sage often explains the statements of a mishna in a certain
way, although he does not accept that opinion as halakha. However,
in this case, since it was not a single opinion that was explained in this
way, but the fundamental basis of the entire mishna, i.e., everyone is
of the opinion that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yehuda, apparently that is Rav Adda’s opinion as well.

BACKGROUND
Came into being [nolad] - 1’21'.!: In the context of the halakhot of
Shabbat and Festivals, this describes an object that came into being
orassumed its present form on Shabbat or a Festival, e.g.,, an egg that
was laid or a utensil that was broken on Shabbat or a Festival. These
objects are set aside from use and may not be moved or handled on
Shabbat and Festivals.
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HALAKHA
Three by three exactly - niman w’"vg} by w’vw Ac-
cording to the laws of ritual impurity, a garment can
become ritually impure if it is a minimum of three by
three fingerbreadths. This applies to both linen and
wool and includes the hem, as per the opinion of the
Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 22:1).

One may only kindle a fire with whole vessels
and one may not kindle a fire using broken ves-
sels — b3 Mawa ppon PR o923 PRED: A vessel
that broke on a Festival may not be used to feed a fire
because it is considered to be something that came
into being on a Festival; it is set-aside, and one may
not move it. However, one may feed a fire with whole
vessels or vessels that broke before the Festival, as per
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 501:6).

One may kindle a fire with dates — p1an3 ppen:
One may burn the shells of almonds and walnuts and
the pits of dates that he ate before a Festival (Mishna
Berura). If he ate them on the Festival itself, he may
not use their shells and pits to feed a fire. Similarly,
because nuts are primarily for eating, not burning,
one may only burn the nuts themselves on a Festival
when still in their shells, if there is no other material
to burn. Otherwise, doing so would be in violation
of the prohibition against wanton destruction. This
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:12; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 5017).

BACKGROUND

The hem —'7'2@{!: When the edge of the fabric, where
the threads stick out, is hemmed, as shown here,
the size of the garment decreases. The folded and
hemmed portion of the fabric is not calculated in the
area of a sewn garment. However, the Rabbis argue
that the hem is calculated in the area of the fabric
before it is sewn.

Piece of fabric and its hem
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Excludes the hem — 5’37;:{1 13 yan: According to Rabbi Shimon,
one must assess each object in terms of its practical use. Since
this piece of cloth has a hem that will be folded when the
garment is worn, the hem cannot be considered part of the
garment. The Rabbis disagree. Since at present, the garment
is the requisite, minimum size, that is sufficient to render it

capable of becoming ritually impure.
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NOTES
Did he accept it from him — fm ‘15:’7 Since the fundamen-
tal assertion was that Rav did not expllcwtly prohibit the use of
date pits on a Festival due to set-aside, the Gemara cites as
proof, the action of Rav and that which his uncle and teacher,
Rabbi Hiyya, said to him. Had that been the extent of it, together
with the added information that Rav generally rules in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (see Tosafot), it would

Rava said, this is the reasoning behind Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion with
regard to lighting the wick: Because he holds that one may neither
light on Shabbat using a wick that is not slightly singed and prepared
for lighting nor light with rags that were not singed before Shabbat. If
a person singes the wick slightly before lighting it, it will burn well. A
wick that has not been singed does not burn well and will not show the
appropriate deference to Shabbat. The Gemara asks: If so, that which
Rav Yosef taught: Three by three exactly," to what halakha is it rele-
vant? According to Rava’s explanation, the precise size of the garment
used in making the wick is irrelevant. The Gemara responds: Rav Yosef’s
statement was with regard to another matter, the halakhot of ritual
impurity. As we learned in a mishna in tractate Kelim: Three by three
fingerbreadths that they stated as the smallest sized garment that can
become ritually impure, excludes the portion used for the hem,*" i.e,,
those threads that emerge at the edge of the garment and are sewn into
a hem; this is the statement of Rabbi Shimon. And the Rabbis say:
Three by three exactly, even including the hem. That is the context of
Rav Yosef’s statement: Three by three exactly.

With regard to the statement cited above, Rav Yehuda said that Rav
said that there is a dispute between the tanna’im on this issue: One may
only kindle a fire with whole vessels and one may not kindle a fire
with broken vessels;" this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And
Rabbi Shimon permits kindling a fire even with broken vessels. An
additional halakha: One may kindle a fire with whole dates" on a Fes-
tival, and if he ate them, he may notkindle a fire with their pits as they
are set-aside; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And Rabbi Shi-
mon permits kindling a fire with the pits. Furthermore, one maykindle
a fire with whole nuts on a Festival, and if he ate them, he may not
kindle a fire with their shells; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda.
And Rabbi Shimon permits doing so.

The Gemara comments: And it was necessary to cite all three of these

cases because each teaches a novelidea. As, had Rav taught us only the

first halakha, we would have thought that it is specifically in that case,
with regard to burning broken vessels, that Rabbi Yehuda said that it is

prohibited, as initially it was a vessel and now it is a broken vessel, and

therefore it is considered an object that came into being [nolad] and

prohibited; however, dates, initially there were pits in the dates and

now they remain pits, say that one may well do so. And had Rav taught

us only with regard to date pits I would have said that they are prohib-
ited because initially they were concealed within the fruit and now
they are exposed, it is a case of an object that came into being and

prohibited. However, nutshells, which initially were exposed and now
are exposed, as they were before, say that one may well do so. Therefore,
it was necessary to teach all of these cases.

And the Gemara adds: This halakha of Rav was not stated explicitly;
rather, it was stated by inference based on conclusions drawn from
Rav’s actions and not from his explicit statements. There was an instance
where Rav ate dates on a weekday and threw the pits into the oven.
Rabbi Hiyya said to him: Son of noblemen, the corresponding action,
throwing pits into an oven, is prohibited on a Festival. The Gemara
asks: Did Rav accept this halakha from him" or did he not accept it
from him?

have been sufficient to determine Rav’s position. However, Rav's
opinion was only stated by inference, resulting in the dilemma:
Did Rav accept Rabbi Hiyya's opinion or did he not? This ques-
tion is compounded by a different incident involving Rav on a
Festival, which seems contradictory. Although based on the
explanation of the Gemara there is no contradiction, the con-
clusion is that neither is there any proof (see Penej Yehoshua).
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Come and hear: When Rav came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he
ate dates on a Festival and threw their pits to the animals so that they
may eat them. Wasn’t it a case involving Persian dates, which are quality
dates whose fruit comes completely off the pits, leaving the pits with no
trace of fruit? Ostensibly, they are completely set-aside as they are of no
use at all to people. And the fact that Rav threw the pits to the animals
indicates that he did not accept this halakha from Rabbi Hiyya, and he
holds that there is no prohibition in that case. The Gemara replies: No,
this is a case involving Aramean dates whose fruit does not come off
completely, and remnants of the date remain attached to the pit. These
pits, since they are still fit for use due to their mother, i.e, the fruit itself,
one is permitted to carry them."

Rav Shmuel bar bar Hana said to Rav Yosef: According to the opinion
of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that one may kindle a fire with whole vessels,
and one may not kindle a fire with broken vessels, how it is possible to
use whole vessels? Once they are ignited a bit, they become broken
vessels, and when one turns the wood over to accelerate their ignition,
he turns them over in a prohibited manner," as it is prohibited to light
with broken vessels. The Gemara answers: This is a case where he acted
in accordance with the statement of Rav Mattana. As Rav Mattana said
that Rav said: Branches that fell from a palm tree into an oven on a
Festival," since these branches were attached to the tree at the onset of
the Festival, they are set-aside and it is prohibited to move them. Never-
theless, he can remedy the situation if he adds wood that was prepared
for burning prior to the Festival, until the majority of the wood in the
oven is not set-aside, and then kindles them. Since the majority of the
wood is permitted, he need not concern himself with the minority. One
may do the same when burning vessels by adding wood that is not set-
aside.

Rav Hamnuna said a different explanation of the dispute in the mishna.
In his opinion, here we are dealing with a garment that is smaller than
three by three handbreadths, and they taught here halakhot established
by the Sages with regard to insignificant small cloths.

And Rabbi Eliezer followed his line of reasoning expressed elsewhere,
and Rabbi Akiva followed his line of reasoning expressed elsewhere. As

we learned in a mishna in tractate Kelim: A cloth smaller than three by
three handbreadths that was utilized to plug the bath, and to pour from

a boiling pot, and to wipe the millstone," whether this cloth was ex-
pressly prepared for that purpose or whether it was not prepared, it can

become ritually impure; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. And

Rabbi Yehoshua says: Whether it was prepared or whether it was not

prepared, it is ritually pure, i.e., it cannot become ritually impure. Rabbi

Akiva distinguishes between the cases and says: If it was prepared it is

ritually impure, and if it was not prepared it is ritually pure. And Ulla

said, and some say that Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan

said: Everyone agrees that a cloth this size, if one threw it into the gar-
bage dump, it is ritually pure. His discarding of the cloth indicates that

he no longer considers this cloth a garment and no longer considers it

significant.

Once they are ignited a bit...

Branches that fell from a palm tree into an oven on a Festival -

he turns them over in a prohibited
manner — 7871 Kp XTDIXD.. KOS p»'_?jb_c'»g 112: One who placed
whole vessels into a fire on a Festival may not stoke the fire after
they catch fire, unless he adds wood already designated to be burnt
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 501:6 and the comment of the Rema).

HALAKHA
Jjwoia 143:3’2'727;:} pa1waw: When palm branches fall from a tree into
an oven on a Festival, one may add branches that were designated for
burning prior to the Festival so that they obscure the palm branches
(Rema). The palm branches are thereby nullified and he may burn the
wood. That is permitted as long as he does not move the prohibited
palm branches while adding the other branches (Rambam Sefer Ze-

¥y manim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 507:2).

NOTES

Date - n: The date palm Phoenix dacty-
lifera is cultivated for its edible sweet fruit. It
is a medium-sized tree, 15—25 m tall, grow-
ing singly or forming a clump with several
stems from a single root system. The leaves
are3-5m long, and the full span of the crown
ranges from 6-10 m. Dates were eaten fresh
or dried, and were boiled into a thick, durable
syrup called date honey and used as a sweet-
ener. The honey in the biblical reference of
“a land flowing with milk and honey” (Exodus
3:8, for example), is date honey.

om 1 g 3 4 B

Remnants of dates and pits found in Qumran

Millstone — @»r13: Millstones are stones used
for grinding wheat and other grains.

Millstone
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HALAKHA

One hung it on a dryer — 71303 m'vnw The Rambam
ruled that a cloth smaller than three. by three hand-
breadths that was hung on a dryer or placed in a basket
can still become ritually impure. Only if one throws it
in the garbage can it no longer become ritually impure,
as per the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. The early commen-
taries on the Rambam were surprised that he did not
rule in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua,
since Rabbi Akiva agrees with his opinion (Kesef Mishne;
Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 22:22).

A person may not pierce an eggshell, etc. - 2ip? xh
g -rx*:’?w maisw o7x: One may not place a pierced
eggshel\ orany other vessel filled with oil above a lamp
that is burning on Shabbat so that the oil will drip into
the lamp. The reason is that one might take oil from it
and thereby extinguish the light. If one attaches the
additional vessel to the lamp with plaster or clay before
Shabbat, it is permitted, as per the unattributed mishna
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:12; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 265:).

A person may not fill a bowl - mwp oK Nﬁrgj It
is prohibited to fill a bowl with oil and place it next to
a lamp so that the wick of the lamp will draw oil from
the bowl (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:12;
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 265:2).

BACKGROUND
Lamp and a tube - mgiswr

Oil lamp with a receptacle attached to supply it with additional oil
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If one placed it in a box, everyone agrees that it can become ritu-
ally impure because his placing the cloth in a box indicates that he
considers the cloth significant and is keeping it in order to use it.
They only disagreed in a case where one hung the garment on a
dryer,"i.e., a stake in the wall, or where he placed it behind a door.
Rabbi Eliezer held: From the fact that he did not throw it in the
garbage dump, it is certainly on his mind and he is planning to use
it. And what is the reason that he called it not prepared? It is be-
cause, relative to a cloth placed in a box, it is not considered pre-
pared for use. And Rabbi Yehoshua held that since he did not
place it in a box, certainly he has negated its garment status. And
what is the reason that he called it prepared? Because relative to
one thrown in the garbage, this garment is prepared for use, al-
though, in fact, the cloth has already been negated. And Rabbi
Akiva, in the case where he hung it on a dryer, held in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer that one has not yet negated it
from use and it can therefore become ritually impure. In the case
where he placed it behind a door, Rabbi Akiva held in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua that, in doing so, he negated
its garment status, and it can no longer become ritually impure.

The Gemara comments: And Rabbi Akiva retracted his opinion in
favor of the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua and held in accordance
with his opinion. And from where do we know this? Rava said:
From the term that we learned in our mishna: The wick of a gar-
ment [petilat habeged]. Why did it specifically teach: The wick of
agarment? Teach that halakha using the phrase: A wick made from
a garment. What is the reason that the mishna taught: A wick of a
garment? It is because it remains a garment. Nevertheless, Rabbi
Akiva deemed it ritually pure, in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yehoshua.

MI S HN A The fundamental dispute in this mishna is

with regard to the determination whether or
not indirect acts of kindling and extinguishing fall within the param-
eters of the prohibition on Shabbat. The Rabbis said: A person may
not pierce a hole in an eggshell"™" and fill it with oil, and place it
over the mouth of a lamp® so that the egg will drip additional oil
into the lamp and thereby extend the time that it burns. And this is
the ruling even if it is not an actual egg but an earthenware vessel.
And Rabbi Yehuda permits doing so. However, if the craftsman,
who crafts ceramic vessels, attached the egg to the lamp from the
outset, one is permitted to fill it with oil because it constitutes a
single, large vessel. The Rabbis decreed that a person may not fill
abowl" with oil, and place it beside the lamp, and place the unlit
head of the wick into the bowl so that it draws additional oil from
the bowl and thereby extend the time that the lamp burns. And
Rabbi Yehuda permits doing so.

A person may not pierce an eggshell, etc. - n19iow 07 i xb
121 71¥3 ’7w In the Babylonian Talmud, the rationale for this ha-
/akha is the concern lest one come to use the additional oil. How-
ever, in the Jerusalem Talmud, the Sages questioned this reason
and offer a different onein its place. Only in the case of an oil lamp

NOTES
with a wick can one claim that the burning of each and every drop
of oil began before Shabbat and is merely continuing on Shab-
bat. However, oil added from an eggshell or from an additional
vessel will only reach the wick on Shabbat itself. It will only begin
burning then, which is tantamount to having been lit on Shabbat.
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G E M A The Gemara comments on the fact that the mishna cited

three cases that all share the same rationale: And it was
necessary to cite all of the aforementioned cases because it is impossible to derive
one from the other. As, had the Gemara only taught us the prohibition of an
eggshell, I would have said that, specifically in that case, the Rabbis said that it
is prohibited to do so. Since the egg is not dirty and disgusting, there is room for
concern that one might come to take oil from it, which would be tantamount to
taking oil from a burning lamp on Shabbat, because it causes the flame to be ex-
tinguished faster. However, an earthenware tube that is disgusting, say that the
Rabbis agree with Rabbi Yehuda that there is no room for concern, and even
according to their opinion it would be permitted. And, conversely, had the Ge-
mara only taught us the prohibition of an earthenware tube, I would have said
that, specifically in that case, Rabbi Yehuda says that one is permitted to do so
because it is disgusting, as explained above; however, in that case of the eggshell
that is not disgusting, say that he agrees with the Rabbis that it is prohibited.
And had the Gemara taught us only those two cases of the eggshell and the
earthenware tube, I would have said that, specifically in those cases, Rabbi Ye-
huda said that it is permitted because there is no separation between the lamp
and the second receptacle. However, in the case of a bowl, which is separate, say
that he agrees with the Rabbis that it is prohibited. And, conversely, had the
Gemara only taught us in that case of the added bowl, I would have said that only
in that case did the Rabbis say it is prohibited because it is separate. However, in
these two cases of the eggshell and the ceramic tube, I would say that the Rabbis
agree with Rabbi Yehuda and permit doing so. Therefore, it was necessary for
the mishna to specifically state the halakha in each of the cases cited.

And we also learned in our mishna that if the craftsman attached the tube to the
lamp from the outset, it is permitted to fill it with oil and use it. It was taught in
a baraita that even if a homeowner attached it to the vessel before Shabbat by
means of plaster or with dry potter’s clay, it is permitted. The Gemara asks:
Didn’t we specifically learn in the mishna: If the craftsman attached it from the
outset, not a layman? The Gemara answers: What is the meaning of craftsman in
the mishna? It refers to any attachment similar to the attachment of the craftsman.

With regard to the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis, it was taught
in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said to the Rabbis: One time we spent our Shab-
bat in th