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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.

Today, 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 חיי עולם (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 

Maggid Books, 2011
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 viii  This haskama refers to the original Hebrew edition of the steinsaltz Talmud, upon which this volume is based

…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.

I would 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 שליט״א 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

Haskama  
Rabbi Moshe Feinstein



This haskama refers to the original Hebrew edition of the steinsaltz Talmud, upon which this volume is based   ix

…I 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, 5 Marĥeshvan, 5729

Haskama  
Rabbi Menachem 
Mendel Schneerson



 x  This haskama refers to the original Hebrew edition of the steinsaltz Talmud, upon which this volume is based

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

Haskama 
Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria



This haskama refers to the original Hebrew edition of the steinsaltz Talmud, upon which this volume is based   xi

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 difficult 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 שליט״א 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

Haskama  
Rabbi Mordechai 
Eliyahu



xii  A Message from Rabbi Adin Even-israel (Steinsaltz)

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 of its 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



Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief, Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb﻿﻿  xiii

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 I. 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 Raphaël Freeman and his gifted staff.



 xiv  Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief, Rabbi dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb

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



preface by the managing editor   xv

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 Raphaël 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. 

I would 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



 xvi  preface by the managing editor

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



Introduction by the publisher   xvii

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) שליט״א 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. 

Introduction by the Publisher
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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 שליט״א, 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.

Raphaël 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 



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 daughter, 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)

If you 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 I will feed you with the heritage of Jacob your father; 
for the mouth of the Lord has spoken it. 

(Isaiah 58:13–14)

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 if the 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)

introduction to Shabbat ﻿﻿  1

Introduction to Shabbat

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,1 Shabbat.

Numerous halakhot, veritable mountains of halakhot,2 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 of legend; 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.
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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,3 and: For all destructive acts, one is ex-
empt.4 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 
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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.”5 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.
2.	  See tractate Ĥagiga 10a.
3.	  Tractate Beitza 13b.
4.	  Tractate Shabbat 105b.
5.	  Exodus 20:8.
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Introduction to 
Perek 

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 off 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 
of its 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.
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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)
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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 
it in another. 

MISHNA The acts of carrying out from a public domain into 
a private domain or vice versa, which are prohib-

ited on Shabbat,n1h1 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,n2 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 
a homeowner.

The poor person stands outside,n3 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.

Perek I
Daf 2  Amud a

ב.
ע  אַרְבַּ הֵן  שֶׁ יִם  תַּ שְׁ ת  בָּ ַ הַשּׁ יְצִיאוֹת 

חוּץ, ע בַּ הֵן אַרְבַּ יִם שֶׁ תַּ פְנִים וּשְׁ בִּ

יצַד: כֵּ

פְנִים,  יִת בִּ חוּץ וּבַעַל הַבַּ הֶעָנִי עוֹמֵד בַּ
ט הֶעָנִי אֶת יָדוֹ לִפְנִים וְנָתַן לְתוֹךְ  שַׁ פָּ
טַל מִתּוֹכָהּ  נָּ יִת, אוֹ שֶׁ עַל הַבַּ ל בַּ יָדוֹ שֶׁ
יִת  הַבַּ וּבַעַל  חַיָּיב  הֶעָנִי   – וְהוֹצִיא 

טוּ.ר פָּ

יִת אֶת יָדוֹ לַחוּץ וְנָתַן  עַל הַבַּ ט בַּ שַׁ פָּ
טַל מִתּוֹכָהּ  נָּ ל עָנִי, אוֹ שֶׁ לְתוֹךְ יָדוֹ שֶׁ
וְהֶעָנִי  חַיָּיב  יִת  הַבַּ עַל  בַּ  – וְהִכְנִיס 

טוּ.ר פָּ

עַל  ט הֶעָנִי אֶת יָדוֹ לִפְנִים וְנָטַל בַּ שַׁ פָּ
לְתוֹכָהּ  תַן  נָּ שֶׁ אוֹ  מִתּוֹכָהּ  יִת  הַבַּ

טוּרִין. נֵיהֶם פְּ וְהוֹצִיא – שְׁ

יִת אֶת יָדוֹ לַחוּץ וְנָטַל  עַל הַבַּ ט בַּ שַׁ פָּ
לְתוֹכָהּ  תַן  נָּ שֶׁ אוֹ  מִתּוֹכָהּ,  הֶעָנִי 

טוּרִין. נֵיהֶם פְּ וְהִכְנִיס – שְׁ

n1The acts of carrying out on Shabbat – ת בָּ ַ  :יְצִיאוֹת הַשּׁ
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).

n2Inside…outside – חוּץ פְנִים…בַּ  Some explain that :בִּ
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).

n3The poor person stands outside, etc. – הֶעָנִי עוֹמֵד 
חוּץ וכו׳  It is surprising that the mishna did not cite :בַּ
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 Ĥayya).

notes

h1The acts of carrying out on Shabbat, etc. – יְצִיאוֹת 
ת וכו׳ בָּ ַ  By Torah law, one who lifts an object in the :הַשּׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 347:1).

halakha
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GEMARA 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: 
Oaths 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 se’et.

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 subcategoriesn2 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?

הֵן  יִם שֶׁ תַּ בוּעוֹת שְׁ נַן הָתָם: שְׁ גמ׳ תְּ
ע, NOTESאַרְבַּ

n1The acts of carrying out on Shabbat – יְצִיאוֹת 
ת בָּ ַ  Several reasons were given for the fact that :הַשּׁ
the tractate opens specifically with carrying out from 
domain to domain (see Tosafot). Some explained that 
the reason is because the tractate, in general, is or-
dered chronologically, and begins with a discussion 
of matters prohibited immediately when Shabbat 
begins. One of those matters that requires immedi-
ate 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 on Shabbat, the Sages 
introduced it earlier in the mishna (Penei Yehoshua).

n2Outside…inside – פְנִים חוּץ… בִּ  Some explain that :בַּ
“inside” is from the perspective of the object, which 

goes inside. Accordingly, the continuation is clear as, 
indeed, the mishna cites an example of carrying an 
object into the private domain (Ramban).

n3How? The poor person stands etc. – יצַד: הֶעָנִי עוֹמֵד  כֵּ
 It is surprising that the mishna did not cite :בַּחוּץ וכו׳
the simplest case of transferring an object from one 
domain to another, i.e., a person walking from the 
private domain to the public domain with an ob-
ject in his hand. Since the mishna’s intent was to 
underscore the innovative aspects of this halakha, it 
cited a more complex case, i.e., a person who stands 
in one domain, who performs a prohibited labor 
in another domain, is, nevertheless, liable (Tziyyon 
leNefesh Ĥayya).

HALAKHA
h1The acts of carrying out on Shabbat etc. –יְצִיאוֹת 
ת וכו׳ בָּ ַ  According to Torah law, one who lifts an :הַשּׁ
object in the public domain, carries it into the private 

domain and places it there or lifts it in the private 
domain and places it into the public domain, is liable. 
If he only lifted the object and someone else placed it 
in the other domain, they are both exempt by Torah 
law but they are prohibited to do so by rabbinic law. 
Even in a case where the one who received the object 
or gave the object 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, the passive participant 
violates a prohibition. Although only one of them 
performed the entire labor himself, nevertheless 
since it could not have been accomplished without 
the collaboration of the other who facilitated it, the 
prohibition: “Before a blind person do not place a 
stumbling-block” (Leviticus 19:14) is violated (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:9 and 13:2, 7; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 347:1).

ב:

Perek I
Daf 2  Amud b

ע, הֵן אַרְבַּ יִם שֶׁ תַּ יְדִיעוֹת הַטּוּמְאָה שְׁ

ע, הֵן אַרְבַּ נַיִם שֶׁ מַרְאוֹת נְגָעִים שְׁ

ע. הֵן אַרְבַּ יִם שֶׁ תַּ ת שְׁ בָּ ַ יְצִיאוֹת הַשּׁ

הֵן  שֶׁ יִם  תַּ “שְׁ תָנֵי:  דְּ הָכָא  נָא  שְׁ מַאי 
ע  אַרְבַּ הֵן  שֶׁ יִם  תַּ וּשְׁ פְנִים  בִּ ע  אַרְבַּ
תָנֵי:  דְּ הָתָם  נָא  שְׁ וּמַאי  חוּץ״,  בַּ

ע״ וְתוּ לָא? הֵן אַרְבַּ יִם שֶׁ תַּ “שְׁ

נֵי אָבוֹת  ת הוּא – תָּ בָּ ר שַׁ עִיקַּ הָכָא דְּ
ת  בָּ ר שַׁ לָאו עִיקַּ וְתָנֵי תּוֹלָדוֹת, הָתָם דְּ
לָא   – תּוֹלָדוֹת  נֵי,  תָּ  – אָבוֹת  הוּא, 

נֵי. תָּ

אָבוֹת מַאי נִיהוּ – יְצִיאוֹת, וִיצִיאוֹת 
רֵי הָוְיָין! תְּ

n2The mishna teaches the primary categories and it teaches 
the subcategories – נֵי אָבוֹת וְתָנֵי תּוֹלָדוֹת -Primary catego :תָּ
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.

notes
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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 saidn3 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 anothern4 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: Domainsn5 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.

לִפְטוּר,  וּמֵהֶן  לְחִיּוּב  מֵהֶן  ימָא  תֵּ וְכִי 
קָתָנֵי,  נְגָעִים  מַרְאוֹת  דְּ דּוּמְיָא  וְהָא 
הוּ לְחִיּוּבָא, אַף הָכָא  מָה הָתָם – כּוּלְּ

הוּ לְחִיּוּבָא! נַמִי – כּוּלְּ

ר  עִיקַּ דְּ הָכָא  א:  פָּ פַּ רַב  אָמַר  א  אֶלָּ
נֵי חִיּוּבֵי וּפְטוּרֵי, הָתָם  ת הוּא – תָּ בָּ שַׁ
נֵי,  ת הוּא, חִיּוּבֵי – תָּ בָּ ר שַׁ לָאו עִיקַּ דְּ

נֵי. וּפְטוּרֵי – לָא תָּ

יְצִיאוֹת  יְצִיאוֹת,   – נִיהוּ  מַאי  חִיּוּבֵי 
יִם  תַּ הוֹצָאָה וּשְׁ יִם דְּ תַּ י הָוְיָין! שְׁ רְתֵּ תַּ

הַכְנָסָה. דְּ

י:  אַשִׁ רַב  אָמַר  קָתָנֵי!  יְצִיאוֹת  וְהָא 
א, הַכְנָסָה נַמִי הוֹצָאָה קָרֵי לָהּ. נָּ תַּ

מֵרְשׁוּת  “הַמּוֹצִיא  תְנַן:  מִדִּ  – אי  מִמַּ
קָא  דְּ עָסְקִינַן  לָא  מִי  חַיָּיב״,  לִרְשׁוּת 
לִרְשׁוּת  ים  הָרַבִּ מֵרְשׁוּת  מְעַיֵּיל 

הַיָּחִיד – וְקָא קָרֵי לָהּ הוֹצָאָה.

חֵפֶץ  עֲקִירַת  ל  כָּ  – מַאי  וְטַעְמָא 
א ‘הוֹצָאָה׳ קָרֵי לָהּ. נָּ קוֹמוֹ, תַּ מִמְּ

יְקָא,  דַּ נַמִי  מַתְנִיתִין  רָבִינָא:  אָמַר 
קָתָנֵי ‘יְצִיאוֹת׳ וְקָא מְפָרֵשׁ הַכְנָסָה  דְּ

הּ. מַע מִינָּ .ר שְׁ לְאַלְתַּ

רְשׁוּיּוֹת  קָתָנֵי,  רְשׁוּיּוֹת  אָמַר:  רָבָא 
יִם. תַּ ת שְׁ בָּ שַׁ

מָנֵי  יֵי: הָא תְּ נָה לְאַבַּ אָמַר לֵיה רַב מַתָּ
י סְרֵי הָוְיָין! רְתֵּ הָוְיָין? תַּ

n3Rather, Rav Pappa said, etc. – א וכו׳ פָּ א אָמַר רַב פַּ -Ap :אֶלָּ
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).

n4One who carries out from one domain to another – 
 If the language of carrying out was :הַמּוֹצִיא מֵרְשׁוּת לִרְשׁוּת
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).

n5He taught: Domains – רְשׁוּיּוֹת קָתָנֵי: Some explain that 
Rava did not actually emend the text. Rather, he reinter-
preted the word yetziot in the mishna. Rather than inter-
pret it in 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).

notes
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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 punishmentn1 by Torah 
law, and even by rabbinic law he is ab initio permittedh1 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.n2 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.

יתְסְרֵי הָוְיָין! וְלִיטַעְמִיךְ שִׁ

לָמָא שְׁ יָא; בִּ אָמַר לֵיה: הָא לָא קַשְׁ

NOTES
n1The mishna teaches the primary categories and 
teaches the derivative categories – וְתָנֵי נֵי אָבוֹת   תָּ
 The concepts of primary and derivative :תּוֹלָדוֹת
are found in various areas. In each area, problems 
arise about the precise nature of the relationship 
between the primary and the derivative. The general 
understanding is that primary refers to that which is 
written explicitly in the Torah and derivative refers to 
conclusions drawn from and fences built around the 
primary. However, in some cases, there is no halakhic 
distinction between primary and derivative. In those 
cases specifically, problems arise with regard to the 
definition of primary and its implications. See the 

seventh chapter in this tractate and the beginning 
of the tractate Bava Kamma.

n2Rather Rav Pappa said etc. – א וכו׳ פָּ א אָמַר רַב פַּ  :אֶלָּ
Apparently, according to his opinion there is no dis-
tinction between the prohibited labor of carrying out 
and the prohibited labor of carrying in, as both are 
considered to be the same prohibited labor, and not 
a primary category and a derivative category respec-
tively (Ramban). According to his opinion, there is no 
distinction at all, not even linguistic, between carry-
ing in and carrying out (Rabbi Betzalel Ronsburg).

n3One who carries out from one domain to another – 
 If the language of carrying out :הַמּוֹצִיא מֵרְשׁוּת לִרְשׁוּת
was reserved exclusively for carrying in one direction 

it would have been necessary for the mishna 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 con-
sidered carrying out (Ritva).

n4He taught domains – רְשׁוּיּוֹת קָתָנֵי: Some explain 
that Rava did not actually emend the text. Rather, 
he changed the meaning of the word yetzi’ot in the 
mishna from its standard sense, i.e., to go out, to 
mean domain, as in the word from the same root, 
totze’otav, that appears in the Torah (Numbers 34:4), 
which means domain (Rashba).

ג.

Perek I
Daf 3  Amud a

לָא  ר  וּמוּתָּ טוּר  פָּ  – א  רֵישָׁ דְּ בָא  בָּ
פָטוּר אֲבָל  סֵיפָא דְּ בָא דְּ א בָּ קָתָנֵי, אֶלָּ

יָא! אָסוּר, קַשְׁ

ר?  טוּר וּמוּתָּ ת פָּ בָּ י שַׁ כוּלֵּ א בְּ מִי אִיכָּ
ת  בָּ שַׁ דְּ טוּרֵי  פְּ ל  כָּ מוּאֵל:  שְׁ וְהָאָמַר 
לָת  תְּ מֵהָנֵי  ר  בַּ אָסוּר,  אֲבָל  טוּר  פָּ
וְצִידַת  צְבִי,  צִידַת  ר:  וּמוּתָּ פָטוּר  דְּ

נָחָשׁ, וּמֵפִיס מוּרְסָא!

טוּרֵי  פְּ מוּאֵל –  לִשְׁ לֵיהּ  אִיצְטְרִיךְ  י  כִּ
קָא  לָא  דְּ טוּרֵי  פְּ ה,  מַעֲשֶׂ עָבֵיד  קָא  דְּ

א טוּבָא. ה – אִיכָּ עָבֵיד מַעֲשֶׂ

טוּרֵי  פְּ הָוְיָין!  סְרֵי  י  רְתֵּ תַּ מָקוֹם,  ל  מִכָּ
קָא   – את  חַטָּ חִיּוּב  לִידֵי  הוּ  בְּ אָתֵי  דְּ
חִיּוּב  לִידֵי  הוּ  בְּ אָתֵי  לָא  דְּ יב,  חָשֵׁ

יב. את – לָא קָא חָשֵׁ חַטָּ

n1Exempt in the halakhot of Shabbat – ת בָּ דִינֵי שַׁ טוּר בְּ -The com :פָּ
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).

n2The tally of prohibited labors in the mishna – לָאכוֹת בּוֹן הַמְּ  חֶשְׁ
נָה מִשְׁ  The expression: Exempt acts where one could come :בַּ
through their performance to incur liability to bring a sin-offering, 
is not unequivocal and has various interpretations. According to 
Rashi and Rabbeinu Ĥananel, 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 Zeraĥya HaLevi; Rashba; Tosafot).

notes

h1Exempt and permitted – ר טוּר וּמוּתָּ  One who performs the :פָּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 347:1).

halakha
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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 Ĥiyya 
bar Gamda said: Amidst a discussion of these matters, it emanated 
from the groupn3 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 bodyh2 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.n4 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 Ĥiyya 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,h1 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.b1

אִתְעֲבִידָא  וְהָא  טוּרִין״.  פְּ נֵיהֶן  “שְׁ
י אוֹמֵר:  נְיָא, רַבִּ ינַיְיהוּ! תַּ מְלָאכָה מִבֵּ
ה  הָעוֹשֶׂ  – עֲשׂוֹתָהּ״  בַּ הָאָרֶץ  “מֵעַם 
ה אֶת מִקְצָתָהּ,  הּ וְלאֹ הָעוֹשֶׂ אֶת כּוּלָּ
נַיִם וְעָשׂוּ  ה אוֹתָהּ – חַיָּיב, שְׁ יָחִיד וְעָשָׂ
י  מַר נַמִי, אָמַר רַבִּ טוּרִין. אִיתְּ אוֹתָהּ – פְּ
חֲבוּרָה  י  מִפִּ נִזְרְקָה  א;  מְדָּ גַּ ר  בַּ חִיָּיא 
אָהּ  עֲשָׂ שֶׁ יָחִיד  עֲשׂתָֹהּ״ –  “בַּ וְאָמְרוּ: 

טוּרִין. אוּהָ פְּ עֲשָׂ נַיִם שֶׁ חַיָּיב, שְׁ

חֲבֵירוֹ  הִטְעִינוֹ  י:  מֵרַבִּ רַב  יהּ  מִינֵּ עֵי  בָּ
קִין וְהוֹצִיאָן לַחוּץ מַהוּ?  אוֹכָלִין וּמַשְׁ
קוֹמוֹ  מִמְּ חֵפֶץ  עֲקִירַת  כַּ גּוּפוֹ  עֲקִירַת 
ילְמָא לָא? אָמַר  מֵי – וּמִיחַיַּיב, אוֹ דִּ דָּ
מַאי  לְיָדוֹ.  דּוֹמֶה  וְאֵינוֹ  חַיָּיב,  לֵיה: 

טַעְמָא? גּוּפוֹ נָיֵיח, יָדוֹ – לָא נָיֵיח.

NOTES
n1Exempt in the laws of Shabbat –ת בָּ דִינֵי שַׁ בְּ  :פָּטוּר 
The commentaries explain that the general principle 
that states that all exemptions of Shabbat are exempt 
but prohibited does not apply universally. Essentially, 
it applies specifically to the laws of the prohibited 
labors of Shabbat, but not to everything mentioned 
in the tractate (Ramban). Not all of the exceptions 
were enumerated, as in certain cases of full-fledged 
non-liability regarding several prohibited labors, the 
ruling is not based on the essential definition of that 
labor, but on the overriding principle with regard to 
saving a life (Ritva).

n2The tally of prohibited labors in the mishna – בּוֹן  חֶשְׁ
נָה מִשְׁ לָאכוֹת בַּ  The expression: Exempt acts where :הַמְּ
he could come thereby to incur liability to bring a sin-
offering, is not unequivocal and has various interpre-
tations. According to Rashi and Rabbeinu Ĥananel, 
only acts of lifting are enumerated in the mishna. 
Others explain that the reference is specifically to acts 
of placing (Ramban). Yet others hold that it refers to 
those actions in which the object is transferred from 
one domain to the other, whether by means of plac-

ing or by means of carrying out (Rabbeinu Zeraĥya 
HaLevi, Rashba, and along similar lines in Tosafot).

n3It emanated from the group – י חֲבוּרָה  The :נִזְרְקָה מִפִּ
reason that the Gemara cited the anecdote that this 
halakha “emanated from the group” in addition to 
the explicit baraita of Rabbi’s statements is explained 
in various ways. Some explained that it was neces-
sary because the baraita alone could have led to 
the conclusion that this is Rabbi’s individual opinion, 
but the Rabbis disagree with him, Therefore, the Ge-
mara cited this anecdote to indicate that this is the 
consensus opinion (Rashba, Ritva). Others explained 
that the conclusion: An individual and he performed 
it, is liable etc., is not part of the original text of the 
baraita. Rather, it is an elaboration by the Gemara. 
Thus, the need arose to reinforce this conclusion 
with the words emanating from the group (Tziyyon 
leNefesh Ĥayya). See the Tosafot for two additional 
explanations.

n4His hand is not at rest – יָדוֹ – לָא נָיֵיח: The Gemara 
only said this in a case where his hand and his body 
are in different domains; however, if they are in the 
same domain his hand is considered part of his body 
(Ran).

HALAKHA
h1Exempt and permitted – ר טוּר וּמוּתָּ -One who per :פָּ
forms the act is exempt from punishment and the 
act is permitted from the perspective of the laws 
of Shabbat; however, one is prohibited from doing 
so by the Torah law: “Before a blind person do not 
place a stumbling-block” (Leviticus 19:14). Even if the 
one who committed the transgression could have 
accomplished it without his help, he is forbidden 
to help him by rabbinic law, as he should have pre-
vented him from violating the prohibition (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:7; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 347:1).

h2Moving his body – ֹגּוּפו  Moving his body :עֲקִירַת 
when it is laden with an object on Shabbat is tan-
tamount to lifting the object itself. Coming to a stop 
with the object still on him is tantamount to placing 
the object itself on the ground upon which he is 
standing. Therefore, if he was laden with an object 
and he carried it out from domain to domain he is 
liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:8).

ג:
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חֲתֵי!  פַּ ר  בַּ לְרַב:  חִיָּיא  י  רַבִּ לֵיה  אָמַר 
הָא  בְּ י  רַבִּ קָאֵי  י  כִּ לָךְ:  אָמִינָא  לָא 
א  כְתָּ מַסֶּ בְּ יְּילֵיהּ  שַׁ תְּ לָא  א  כְתָּ מַסֶּ
יהּ.  עְתֵּ אַדַּ לָאו  ילְמָא  דִּ אַחֲרִיתִי, 
 – הוּא  ה  רַבָּ בְרָא  גַּ י  רַבִּ דְּ לָאו  אִי  דְּ
לָאו  דְּ ינּוּיָא  שִׁ לָךְ  י  נֵּ ַ מְשּׁ דִּ יהּ,  סַפְתֵּ כְּ

ינּוּיָא הוּא. שִׁ

n3It emanated from the group – י חֲבוּרָה -The rea :נִזְרְקָה מִפִּ
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 is 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 Ĥayya; see Tosafot for 
two additional explanations).

n4His hand is not at rest – יָדוֹ לָא נָיֵיח: 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).

notes

h2Moving his body – ֹגּוּפו  Moving his body when :עֲקִירַת 
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

h1When Rabbi is involved in this tractate do not ask him 
questions in another tractate – א לָא כְתָּ הָא מַסֶּ י בְּ י קָאֵי רַבִּ  כִּ
א אַחֲרִיתִי כְתָּ מַסֶּ יְּילֵיהּ בְּ שַׁ  It is improper for a student to ask :תְּ
his teacher a question dealing with a topic not included 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).

halakha

b1An answer that is not an appropriate answer – לָאו דְּ ינּוּיָא   שִׁ
ינּוּיָא הוּא  The answer [shinuya] is one of the common forms of :שִׁ
talmudic 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.

background
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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 meb2 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 himself is located in the public domain. Proof that 
it is 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,h2 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 tenn1 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 if you 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.

תַנְיָא:  י לָךְ, דְּ נֵּ יר מְשַׁ פִּ א מִיהַת שַׁ תָּ הָשְׁ
עוֹד יוֹם  קִין מִבְּ הָיָה טָעוּן אוֹכָלִין וּמַשְׁ
חַיָּיב,   – יכָה  חָשֵׁ ֶ מִשּׁ לַחוּץ  וְהוֹצִיאָן 

אֵינוֹ דּוֹמֶה לְיָדוֹ. לְפִי שֶׁ

ל אָדָם  יטָא לִי, יָדוֹ שֶׁ שִׁ יֵי: פְּ אָמַר אַבַּ
רְשׁוּת  ים וְלאֹ כִּ רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ אֵינָה לאֹ כִּ
 – מְיָא  דָּ לָא  ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  כִּ הַיָּחִיד. 
מְיָא –  רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד לָא דָּ עָנִי, כִּ מִיָּדוֹ דְּ

יִת. עַל הַבַּ בַּ מִיָּדוֹ דְּ

ה  עָשֶׂ תֵּ ל אָדָם מַהוּ שֶׁ יֵי: יָדוֹ שֶׁ עֵי אַבַּ בָּ
נַן לְאַהֲדוֹרֵי  כַרְמְלִית, מִי קְנַסוּהּ רַבָּ כְּ

יהּ אוֹ לָא? לְגַבֵּ

ירוֹת  פֵּ מְלֵאָה  יָדוֹ  הָיְתָה  מַע:  שְׁ א  תָּ
אָסוּר  חֲדָא:  נֵי  תָּ לַחוּץ.  וְהוֹצִיאָהּ 
ר לְהַחֲזִירָהּ.  לְהַחֲזִירָהּ, וְתָנֵי אִידָךְ: מוּתָּ
מָר סָבַר:  דְּ לְגִי;  הָא קָמִיפַּ בְּ מַאי לָאו 
לָאו  סָבַר:  וּמָר  מְיָא,  דָּ כַרְמְלִית  כְּ

מְיָא? כַרְמְלִית דָּ כְּ

מְיָא,  דָּ כַרְמְלִית  כְּ עָלְמָא  י  כוּלֵּ דְּ לָא, 
רָה,  מֵעֲשָׂ ה  לְמַטָּ  – אן  כָּ יָא;  קַשְׁ וְלָא 

רָה. אן – לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ כָּ

ה  לְמַטָּ וְאִידֵי  עֵית אֵימָא: אִידֵי  וְאִיבָּ
מְיָא, וְלָא  כַרְמְלִית דָּ רָה, וְלָאו כְּ מֵעֲשָׂ
 – אן  כָּ יוֹם,  עוֹד  מִבְּ  – אן  כָּ יָא:  קַשְׁ
עוֹד יוֹם – לָא קְנַסוּהּ  יכָה, מִבְּ חָשֵׁ ֶ מִשּׁ

נַן. יכָה – קְנַסוּהּ רַבָּ חָשֵׁ ֶ נַן, מִשּׁ רַבָּ

b2It is obvious to me – יטָא לִי שִׁ  This is one of the :פְּ
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.

background

h2His hand was filled with fruits and he extended 
it outside – ירוֹת וְהוֹצִיאָהּ לַחוּץ פֵּ  :הָיְתָה יָדוֹ מְלֵאָה 
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 (Shulĥan 
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 348).

halakha

n1Here below ten and there above ten – ה אן לְמַטָּ  כָּ
רָה מֵעֲשָׂ לְמַעְלָה  אן  כָּ רָה,   The question was :מֵעֲשָׂ
raised: What is the novel 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).

notes
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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,b3 whose dilemma is predicated on the same fundamental issue. As 
Rav Beivai bar Abaye raised the dilemma: One who unwittingly stuck 
bread in the ovenn2 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. 

עוֹד  מִבְּ רָא:  בְּ מִסְתַּ כָא  אִיפְּ ה,  רַבָּ אַדְּ
דֵי לֵיהּ לָא אָתֵי לִידֵי חִיּוּב  אִי שָׁ יוֹם, דְּ
יכָה,  חָשֵׁ ֶ נַן; מִשּׁ את – לִיקְנְסוּהָּ רַבָּ חַטָּ
חִיּוּב  לִידֵי  הוּ  בְּ אָתֵי  לֵיהּ  דֵי  שָׁ אִי  דְּ

נַן! את – לָא לִיקְנְסוּהָּ רַבָּ חַטָּ

פְשׁוֹט  תִּ הָכִי,  ינַן  נִּ מְשַׁ קָא  לָא  וּמִדְּ
יבָי  בֵּ רַב  בָעֵי  דְּ יֵי.  אַבַּ ר  בַּ יבָי  בֵּ רַב  דְּ
ירוּ  הִתִּ נּוּר,  תַּ בַּ ת  פַּ יק  הִדְבִּ יֵי:  אַבַּ ר  בַּ
חִיּוּב  לִידֵי  יָּבאֹ  שֶׁ קוֹדֶם  לִרְדּוֹתָהּ  לוֹ 

ירוּ? את אוֹ לאֹ הִתִּ חַטָּ

יָא,  ירוּ! הָא לָא קַשְׁ לאֹ הִתִּ פְשׁוֹט דְּ תִּ
וְתִפְשׁוֹט.

לאֹ  לְעוֹלָם  אֵימָא:  עֵית  וְאִיבָּ
שׁוֹגֵג,  בְּ  – אן  כָּ יָא;  קַשְׁ וְלָא  פְשׁוֹט,  תִּ
קְנַסוּהּ  לָא   – שׁוֹגֵג  בְּ מֵזִיד.  בְּ  – אן  כָּ

נַן. מֵזִיד – קְנַסוּהּ רַבָּ נַן, בְּ רַבָּ

שׁוֹגֵג,  עֵית אֵימָא: אִידִי וְאִידִי בְּ וְאִיבָּ
מֵזִיד״  אַטּוּ  שׁוֹגֵג  ״קָנְסוּ  בְּ וְהָכָא 
אַטּוּ  שׁוֹגֵג  קָנְסוּ  סָבַר:  מָר  לְגִי.  קָמִיפַּ
וּמָר סָבַר: לאֹ קָנְסוּ שׁוֹגֵג אַטּוּ  מֵזִיד, 

מֵזִיד.

קָנְסוּ,  לאֹ  לְעוֹלָם  אֵימָא:  עֵית  וְאִיבָּ
אן – לְאוֹתָהּ חָצֵר, יָא: כָּ וְלָא קַשְׁ

NOTES
n1Here below ten and here above ten – ה אן – לְמַטָּ  כָּ
רָה אן – לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ רָה, כָּ  :The question was raised :מֵעֲשָׂ
What is the novel element in that explanation? Obvi-
ously, if one took out the object above ten hand-
breadths he may return it, as he is permitted to take 
it out there ab initio. 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 place and 
from an exempt place to a private domain (Ritva).

HALAKHA
h1When Rabbi is involved in this tractate do not 
ask him about another tractate – הָא י בְּ רַבִּ י קָאֵי   כִּ
א אַחֲרִיתִי כְתָּ מַסֶּ בְּ יְּילֵיהּ  שַׁ תְּ א לָא  כְתָּ  It is improper :מַסֶּ
for a student to ask his teacher a question dealing 
with a topic not included the subject matter in whose 
study he is engaged, because his teacher might be 
temporarily unable to answer, and be embarrassed 
(Rambam Sefer Madda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 4:6).

h2His hand was filled with fruits and he extended 
it outside – ירוֹת וְהוֹצִיאָהּ לַחוּץ  One :הָיְתָה יָדוֹ מְלֵאָה פֵּ

who was in the private domain and extended his 
hand, filled with objects, out to the public domain, 
within ten handbreadths of the ground; if he did so 
unwittingly, he is permitted to bring his hand back 
to the private domain. If he did so intentionally, he 
is prohibited from bringing it back, in accordance 
with the final explanation suggested by the Gemara, 
which seems to be the conclusion. Others explained 
that if he did so intentionally, the Sages, nevertheless, 
permitted 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 domain 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 said that this is not a concern in modern 
times (Shulĥan Arukh HaRav). If he took his hand with 
an object in it out into a karmelit, whether he did so 
intentionally or unwittingly, he is permitted to bring it 
back (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:20; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 348).

BACKGROUND
b1An answer that is not an appropriate answer – 
ינּוּיָא הוּא שִׁ לָאו  דְּ ינּוּיָא   The answer/explanation is :שִׁ
one of the common forms of talmudic discourse. 

Most of these answers are in the form of underscor-
ing the difference between the case in question and 
the case in the source of the difficulty. Many times 
the answer is merely an attempt to setave off that 
difficulty. In that case, even if the attempt to setave 
off the difficulty is successful, it is not viewed as a 
definitive explanation of the matter at hand. Con-
sequently, at times, the Gemara emphasizes that 
a certain answer is not merely a deflection, but an 
actual explanation.

b2It is obvious to me – יטָא לִי שִׁ  This form is one of the :פְּ
set forms in the organized presentation of a complex 
question. First, the questioner explains what is obvi-
ous to him in the matter, and only after laying the 
groundwork with that prelude, he proceeds with: 
Rabbi…raised a dilemma etc.

b3Resolve the dilemma raised by Rav etc… – פְשׁוֹט  תִּ
רַב וכו׳ -The challenge presented by the phrase: Re :דְּ
solve the dilemma etc. can be explained as follows: 
It does not seem likely that a specific dilemma that 
the Sages attempted to and were unable to resolve 
should have so simple a resolution. Therefore, the 
existence of this solution either constitutes a chal-
lenge to the Sage who was unsuccessful in resolving 
his dilemma at the time or proof that the proposed 
resolution is not viable. 

b3Resolve the dilemma raised by Rav Beivai bar 
Abaye – יֵי אַבַּ ר  בַּ יבָי  בֵּ רַב  דְּ פְשׁוֹט   The challenge :תִּ
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 
a resolution. 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. 

background

n2One who unwittingly stuck bread in the oven – 
נּוּר תַּ ת בַּ יק פַּ  The ovens in those days were made :הִדְבִּ
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.

Notes
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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 Naĥman: 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 Naĥman 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?b1 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 Naĥman answered 
jokingly: When you eat a kor  b2 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 ovenh1 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 Aĥa 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? If he 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.h2n1 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.n2 One who desecrates Shabbat intentionally 
is liable to be stoned, he is not merely liable to bring a sin-
offering.

ד.

Perek I
Daf 4  Amud a

יהּ  מִינֵּ דִבְעָא  כְּ אַחֶרֶת.  לְחָצֵר  אן –  כָּ
מְלֵאָה  יָדוֹ  הָיְתָה   : נַחְמָן  מֵרַב  רָבָא 
ירוֹת וְהוֹצִיאָהּ לַחוּץ, מַהוּ לְהַחֲזִירָהּ  פֵּ
.ר לְחָצֵר  לְאוֹתָהּ חָצֵר? אָמַר לֵיה: מוּתָּ

אַחֶרֶת מַהוּ? אָמַר לֵיה: אָסוּ.ר

כּוֹרָא  עֲלָהּ  תֵיכוֹל  לְכִי  נָא?  שְׁ וּמַאי 
אִיתְעֲבִידָא  לָא   – הָתָם  מִילְחָא;  דְּ
אִיתְעֲבִידָא   – הָכָא  בְתּוֹ,  מַחֲשַׁ

בְתּוֹ. מַחֲשַׁ

יק  יֵי: הִדְבִּ ר אַבַּ יבָי בַּ עֵי רַב בֵּ גּוּפָא, בָּ
לִרְדּוֹתָהּ קוֹדֶם  ירוּ לוֹ  הִתִּ נּוּר  תַּ בַּ ת  פַּ
לאֹ  אוֹ  את  חַטָּ חִיּוּב  לִידֵי  יָּבוֹא  שֶׁ

ירוּ? הִתִּ

יֵי לְרָבִינָא:  ר אַבַּ אָמַר לֵיה רַב אַחָא בַּ
וְלָא  שׁוֹגֵג  בְּ אִילֵימָא  מֵי,  דָּ הֵיכִי 

ירוּ? ר לֵיהּ – לְמַאן הִתִּ אִידְכַּ

מִי  ר –  וְאִידְכַּ אִיהֲדַר  דְּ א לָאו –  וְאֶלָּ
אוֹת  חַטָּ חַיָּיבֵי  ל  כָּ וְהָתְנַן:  מְחַיֵּיב? 
גָגָה  תָן שְׁ חִלָּ הֵא תְּ תְּ אֵינָן חַייָּבִין עַד שֶׁ

גָגָה! וְסוֹפָן שְׁ

לִידֵי  יָּבֹא  שֶׁ “קוֹדֶם   – מֵזִיד  בְּ א  אֶלָּ
עֵי לֵיהּ! אִיסּוּר סְקִילָה״ מִיבָּ

b1Courtyard and a different courtyard – חָצֵר וְחָצֵר אַחֶרֶת:

Adjacent courtyards

b2Kor – כּוֹר: The kor is the largest measurement of volume mentioned in 
our sources. The kor contains thirty se’a, and in modern measurements 
equals 240–480 ℓ. That significant disparity is due to a fundamental 
dispute with regard to halakhic measurements.

background

h1One who stuck bread in the oven – נּוּר תַּ בַּ ת  יק פַּ -If one inten :הִדְבִּ
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 3:18, 9:5, 22:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 254:6).

h2All those who are liable to bring sin-offerings…the beginning was 
unwitting and the end was unwitting – גָגָה תָן שְׁ חִלָּ אוֹת…תְּ  חַיָּיבֵי חַטָּ
את גָגָה וְחַטָּ  One is liable to bring a sin-offering for an unwitting :וְסוֹפָן שְׁ
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).

halakha

n1All those who are liable to bring sin-offerings…the beginning was 
unwitting and the end was unwitting – גָגָה תָן שְׁ חִלָּ אוֹת…תְּ  חַיָּיבֵי חַטָּ
את גָגָה וְחַטָּ  In most of the halakhot with regard to punishment :וְסוֹפָן שְׁ
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.

n2Prohibition punishable by stoning – אִיסּוּר סְקִילָה: 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.

notes



�  Perek I . 4a . ׳א רקפ ד. ףד   17

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?n3 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 Aĥa, son of Rava, would teach it explic-
itly in that manner;b3 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 fourn4h3 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, 

שׁוֹגֵג, וּלְמַאן  ילָא: לְעוֹלָם בְּ אָמַר רַב שֵׁ
ירוּ – לַאֲחֵרִים. הִתִּ

ת: וְכִי אוֹמְרִים לוֹ  שֶׁ מַתְקִיף לָהּ רַב שֵׁ
ה חֲבֵירְךָ?! יִּזְכֶּ דֵי שֶׁ לְאָדָם חֲטָא כְּ

מֵזִיד,  בְּ לְעוֹלָם  י:  אַשִׁ רַב  אָמַר  א  אֶלָּ
אִיסּוּר  לִידֵי  יָּבֹא  שֶׁ “קוֹדֶם  וְאֵימָא 
רָבָא מַתְנֵי  רֵיהּ דְּ סְקִילָה״. רַב אַחָא בְּ
יֵי:  ר אַבַּ יבָי בַּ הֶדְיָא: אָמַר רַב בֵּ לָהּ בְּ
ירוּ לוֹ לִרְדּוֹתָהּ  נּוּר הִתִּ תַּ ת בַּ יק פַּ הִדְבִּ

יָּבאֹ לִידֵי אִיסּוּר סְקִילָה. קוֹדֶם שֶׁ

חַיָּיב?  אי  אַמַּ יָדוֹ״.  אֶת  הֶעָנִי  ט  שַׁ “פָּ
י  בֵּ גַּ מֵעַל  חָה  וְהַנָּ עֲקִירָה  עֵינַן  בָּ וְהָא 
א! עָה, וְלֵיכָּ עָה עַל אַרְבָּ מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ

עֲקִיבָא,  י  רַבִּ  – י  מַנִּ הָא  ה:  רַבָּ אָמַר 
עָה  אַרְבָּ מְקוֹם  עֵינַן  בָּ לָא  אָמַר  דְּ
מֵרְשׁוּת  הַזּוֹרֵק  תְנַן:  דִּ עָה.  אַרְבָּ עַל 
ים  הַיָּחִיד לִרְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד וּרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ
מְחַיֵּיב,  עֲקִיבָא  י  רַבִּ  – אֶמְצַע  בָּ

וַחֲכָמִים פּוֹטְרִים.

“קְלוּטָה  אָמְרִינַן  סָבַר:  עֲקִיבָא  י  רַבִּ
סָבְרִי:  נַן  וְרַבָּ מְיָא״,  דָּ הוּנְחָה  שֶׁ מִי  כְּ
הוּנְחָה  שֶׁ מִי  כְּ “קְלוּטָה  אָמְרִינַן  לָא 

מְיָא״. דָּ

ה  לְרַבָּ יהּ  לֵּ יטָא  פְשִׁ דִּ לְמֵימְרָא 
מְיָא״, הוּנְחָה דָּ מִי שֶׁ בִ״קְלוּטָה כְּ דְּ

NOTES
n1Anyone liable to bring sin-offerings…is only li-
able if the beginning was unwitting and the end 
was unwitting – וְסוֹפָן גָגָה  שְׁ תָן  חִלָּ אוֹת…תְּ חַטָּ  חַיָּיבֵי 
את וְחַטָּ גָגָה   In most of the halakhot with regard :שְׁ
to punishment in the Torah, as well as with regard 
to the halakhot of atonement, the general principle 
is that one’s intention must be consistent from the 
beginning of the action through the end, and that 
the action is evaluated based on that intention. Any 
deviation from the original intention, whether in the 
direction of leniency or stringency, changes the as-
sessment of the act. In that case, that action can no 
longer be categorized in any existing framework; 
neither in terms of punishment nor in terms of atone-
ment.

n2A prohibition punishable by stoning – אִיסּוּר סְקִילָה: 
The accurate phrase here is: Before he comes to vio-
late a prohibition punishable by stoning and not: 
Before he incurs a liability of stoning. Since he regret-
ted his action in the middle of its performance, he is 
no longer liable to be stoned for his action.

n3Sin so that another will benefit – ה יִּזְכֶּ שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ  חֲטָא 
 In the Tosefta this statement is phrased: Do :חֲבֵירְךָ
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 transgres-
sion. There are, indeed, cases where the Sages per-
mitted certain sins. However, the permission always 
stems from the consideration that the act contains 
a mitzva which tips the balance (see Tosafot). Some 
commentaries insist that this principle only applies 
in a case where another sinned. If the other person 
did not sin, there is room to commit a mild transgres-
sion in order to facilitate his friend’s fulfillment of a 
mitzva or to save him from committing a grave sin 
(Rosh, Rashba).

n4Lifting and placing from the surface of an area 
four by four – עָה עַל י מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ חָה מֵעַל גַבֵּ  עֲקִירָה וְהַנָּ
עָה  The Gemara works under the assumption :אַרְבָּ
that liability exists only in a case where an object is 
lifted from an area that measures at least four by four 
handbreadths. The commentaries seek a source for 
that assumption. Some explained that one does not 
generally place objects on a smaller surface due to 
concern they might fall. In all of the prohibited labors 
of Shabbat, the standard manner in which action are 
performed is the determining factor (Rabbeinu Tam 
and 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).

HALAKHA
h1One who stuck bread in an oven – נּוּר תַּ ת בַּ יק פַּ  :הִדְבִּ
If one intentionally stuck bread in an oven on Shab-
bat eve before dark, he, and only he (Magen Avra-
ham) is permitted to remove it before becoming 
liable for violating a prohibition punishable by ston-
ing. It is preferable to remove it in an unusual manner 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat. 3:18, 9:10 
and 22:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 254:6).

h2Anyone who is liable to bring sin-offerings … the 
beginning was unwitting and the end was unwit-
ting – את גָגָה וְחַטָּ גָגָה וְסוֹפָן שְׁ תָן שְׁ חִלָּ אוֹת… תְּ  :חַיָּיבֵי חַטָּ
A person is liable to bring a sin-offering for an unwit-
ting act only if the act was unwitting from beginning 
to end, as per the mishna cited here (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:19 and Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 2:1).

h3Lifting and placing from the surface of an area four 
by four – עָה עָה עַל אַרְבָּ י מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ חָה מֵעַל גַבֵּ  :עֲקִירָה וְהַנָּ
A place that is smaller than four handbreadths by 

four handbreadths is not considered a defined area 
in terms of the halakhot of Shabbat. Lifting an ob-
ject from it or placing an object on it does not incur 
liability of a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 13:1 and 14:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 345:19).

BACKGROUND
b1A courtyard and a different courtyard – חָצֵר וְחָצֵר 
אַחֶרֶת

b2Kor – כּוֹר: The kor is the largest measurement of 
volume mentioned in our sources. The kor contains 
thirty se’a, and in modern measurements equals 
240–480 liters. That significant disparity is due to a 
fundamental dispute with regard to halakhic mea-
surements.

b3Would teach it explicitly – הֶדְיָא  The use :מַתְנֵי לָהּ בְּ
of this and similar phrases is common in the Talmud. 
After the Gemara reaches the conclusion, based on 
various theoretical considerations that there is a need 
to emend the text of a baraita, occasionally, it turns 
out that one of the Sages had already received a tra-
dition with that emended version of the statement.

n3Sin so that another will benefit – ָה חֲבֵירְך יִּזְכֶּ שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ  In :חֲטָא 
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).

n4Lifting and placing from the surface of an area four by four – 
עָה עָה עַל אַרְבָּ י מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ בֵּ גַּ חָה מֵעַל  וְהַנָּ -The Gemara as :עֲקִירָה 
sumes that liability 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).

notes

b3Would teach it explicitly – הֶדְיָא  The use of this and :מַתְנֵי לָהּ בְּ
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. 

background

h3Lifting and placing from the surface of an area four by 
four – עָה עָה עַל אַרְבָּ י מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ בֵּ גַּ חָה מֵעַל  וְהַנָּ  A place :עֲקִירָה 
that is smaller than 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:19).

halakha
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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 dilemmab1 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 at rest,n1 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: That is 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, but lifting does requiren2 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 
as lifting, 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,N3 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.

ד:

Perek I
Daf 4  Amud b

עֵי  לִיגִי? וְהָא מִיבְעֲיָא בָּ רָה פְּ וּבְתוֹךְ עֲשָׂ
רָה  מֵעֲשָׂ ה  לְמַטָּ ה:  רַבָּ בָעֵי  דְּ ה!  רַבָּ לָהּ 
י עֲקִיבָא סָבַר  רַבִּ דְּ לִיגִי:  פְּ וּבְהָא  לִיגִי;  פְּ
נַן  וְרַבָּ מְיָא,  דָּ הוּנְחָה  שֶׁ מִי  כְּ קְלוּטָה 
הוּנְחָה  מִי שֶׁ סָבְרִי לָא אָמְרִינַן קְלוּטָה כְּ
בְרֵי הַכּלֹ  רָה דִּ מְיָא. אֲבָל לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ דָּ
י עָלְמָא – לָא יָלְפִינַן זוֹרֵק  טוּר, וּדְכוּלֵּ פָּ

יט מִמּוֹשִׁ

לִיגִי,  פְּ רָה  מֵעֲשָׂ לְמַעְלָה  ילְמָא:  דִּ אוֹ 
י עֲקִיבָא סָבַר – יָלְפִינַן  רַבִּ לִיגִי: דְּ וּבְהָא פְּ
נַן סָבְרִי – לָא יָלְפִינַן  יט, וְרַבָּ זוֹרֵק מִמּוֹשִׁ
רָה –  ה מֵעֲשָׂ לְמַטָּ יט. אֲבָל  זוֹרֵק מִמּוֹשִׁ
בְרֵי הַכּלֹ, חַיָּיב. מַאי טַעְמָא – אָמְרִינַן  דִּ

מְיָא״?  הוּנְחָה דָּ מִי שֶׁ “קְלוּטָה כְּ

הֲדַר   – אִיבְעִי  דְּ תַר  בָּ יָא,  קַשְׁ לָא  הָא 
עֲקִיבָא  י  רַבִּ סָבַר  דְּ לֵיהּ,  יטָא  אִיפְשִׁ

מְיָא. הוּנְחָה דָּ מִי שֶׁ קְלוּטָה כְּ

הָא  עְיָא,  בַּ לָא  דְּ הוּא  חָה  הַנָּ וְדִילְמָא: 
עְיָא! עֲקִירָה בַּ

י הִיא. י – רַבִּ א אָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף: הָא מַנִּ אֶלָּ

תַנְיָא: זָרַק  י, דְּ י? אִילֵימָא הָא רַבִּ הֵי רַבִּ
מְחַיֵּיב  י  רַבִּ הוּא,  שֶׁ ל  כָּ זִיז  י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  וְנָח 

וַחֲכָמִים פּוֹטְרִין.

b1And wasn’t it raised as a dilemma – עֵי  וְהָא מִיבְעֲיָא בָּ
 The Gemara uses this expression to ask: Since :לָהּ
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.

background

n1An object in airspace is considered at rest – קְלוּטָה 
מְיָא דָּ הוּנְחָה  מִי שֶׁ -It is possible to identify two fun :כְּ
damental approaches in clarifying the essence of this 
halakhic principle. According to Rashi and Rabbeinu 
Ĥananel, 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.

n2Perhaps placing does not require, but lifting does 
require – עֲקִירָה הָא  עְיָא,  בַּ לָא  דְּ חָה הוּא  הַנָּ  וְדִילְמָא: 
עְיָא  Some explain that the fact that lifting would :בַּ
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).

n3Projection of any size – הוּא ל שֶׁ כָּ  The ge’onim :זִיז 
define ziz as 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

notes



�  Perek I . 5a . ׳א רקפ ה. ףד   19

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 boughsb2 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 is 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 if it 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,N1 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.

ן,  לְקַמָּ לְמֵימַר  דְבָעֵינַן  כִּ  – הָתָם 
אִילָן  בְּ הָכָא  יֵי:  אַבַּ אָמַר  דְּ יֵי.  דְאַבַּ כִּ
נוֹטֶה  וְנוֹפוֹ  הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת  בִּ הָעוֹמֵד 

ים, וְזָרַק וְנָח אַנּוֹפוֹ. לִרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ

תַר  בָּ נוֹפוֹ  דִי  “שְׁ אָמְרִינַן  סָבַר:  י  דְרַבִּ
דִי  נַן סָבְרִי: לָא אָמְרִינַן “שְׁ רוֹ״, וְרַבָּ עִיקָּ

רוֹ״. תַר עִיקָּ נוֹפוֹ בָּ

מֵרְשׁוּת  זָרַק  תַנְיָא:  דְּ י,  רַבִּ הָא  א  אֶלָּ
וּרְשׁוּת  ים  הָרַבִּ לִרְשׁוּת  ים  הָרַבִּ
י מְחַיֵּיב וַחֲכָמִים  אֶמְצַע, רַבִּ הַיָּחִיד בָּ

פּוֹטְרִין.

מוּאֵל: מְחַיֵּיב  וְאָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה אָמַר שְׁ
וּם הוֹצָאָה  יִם, אַחַת משִּׁ תַּ י שְׁ הָיָה רַבִּ
לָא  אַלְמָא:  הַכְנָסָה.  מִשׁוּם  וְאַחַת 
י מְקוֹם  בֵּ חָה עַל גַּ עֵי עֲקִירָה וְלָא הַנָּ בָּ

עָה. עָה עַל אַרְבָּ אַרְבָּ

אָמְרִי  מוּאֵל דְּ מַר עֲלָהּ, רַב וּשְׁ הָא אִיתְּ
רְוַויְיהוּ: תַּ

NOTES
n1An object in airspace is considered at rest – קְלוּטָה 
מְיָא דָּ הוּנְחָה  מִי שֶׁ -It is possible to identify two fun :כְּ
damental approaches in clarifying the essence of this 
halakhic principle. According to Rashi and Rabbeinu 
Ĥananel, it means that an object passing through 
airspace of a certain domain is considered as if it 
was 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 was solid matter upon 
which the objects rest. The principle was formulated: 
The air within the partitions is like their substance, 
i.e., the ground.

n2Perhaps placing does not require, but lifting does 
require – עְיָא עְיָא, הָא עֲקִירָה בַּ לָא בַּ חָה הוּא דְּ  :וְדִילְמָא: הַנָּ
Some explain that the fact that lifting 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).

BACKGROUND
b1But wasn’t it raised as a dilemma – עֵי  וְהָא מִיבְעֲיָא בָּ
 The Gemara uses this expression to ask: Since :לָהּ
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.

b2A tree and its boughs – ֹאִילָן…וְנוֹפו

ה.

Perek I
Daf 5  Amud a

רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד  א בִּ י אֶלָּ לאֹ מְחַיֵּיב רַבִּ
מַאן  כְּ יתָא  ״בֵּ אָמְרִינַן:  דְּ מְקוֹרָהּ, 
אֵינוֹ מְקוֹרָה –  מְיָא״, אֲבָל שֶׁ מַלְיָא דָּ דְּ

לאֹ.

מְקוֹרָה; הָתִינַח  ימָא : הָכָא נַמִי בִּ וְכִי תֵּ
רְשׁוּת  בִּ מְקוֹרָהּ,  הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת  בִּ
ים מְקוֹרָה מִי חַיָּיב? וְהָאָמַר רַב  הָרַבִּ
א  אַבָּ י  רַבִּ אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  ר  בַּ מוּאֵל  שְׁ
עֲבִיר  הַמַּ רַב:  אָמַר  הוּנָא  רַב  אָמַר 
ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  בִּ אַמּוֹת  ע  אַרְבָּ חֵפֶץ 
דּוֹמֶה  אֵינוֹ  שֶׁ לְפִי  טוּר,  פָּ  – מְקוֹרָה 

ר! לְדִגְלֵי מִדְבָּ

b2Tree and its boughs – ֹאִילָן…וְנוֹפו

Boughs leaning into the public domain

background

n1The banners of the desert – ר דְבָּ מִּ גְלֵי   :דִּ
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

Notes
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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 
Aĥerim, as it was taught in a baraita: Aĥerim 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 Aĥerim, 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 
Aĥerim 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, i.e., lifted, the object that was in a basket [ter-
askal]l1b1 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 as if 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 
a private 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.

י – אֲחֵרִים  י זֵירָא: הָא מַנִּ א אָמַר רַבִּ אֶלָּ
עָמַד  אֲחֵרִים אוֹמְרִים:  תַנְיָא,  דְּ הִיא. 
קוֹמוֹ  ל – חַיָּיב, עָקַר מִמְּ מְקוֹמוֹ וְקִבֵּ בִּ
ל  וְקִבֵּ מְקוֹמוֹ  בִּ עָמַד  טוּ.ר  פָּ  – ל  וְקִבֵּ
י מְקוֹם  בֵּ חָה עַל גַּ עֵינַן הַנָּ חַיָּיב? הָא בָּ
הּ: לָא  מַע מִינָּ א שְׁ א! אֶלָּ עָה, וְלֵיכָּ אַרְבָּ

עָה. עֵינַן מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ בָּ

עֵינַן, הָא  לָא בָּ חָה הוּא דְּ וְדִילְמָא הַנָּ
ילְמָא  דִּ נַמִי,  חָה  וְהַנָּ עֵינַן!  בָּ עֲקִירָה 
א נַמִי  אִיכָּ דְּ לָהּ;  וְקִיבְּ נְפֵיהּ  כַּ יט  פָשֵׁ דְּ

חָה! הַנָּ

ל  קִבֵּ גוֹן )שֶׁ א: מַתְנִיתִין כְּ י אַבָּ אָמַר רַבִּ
טְרַסְקָל,  י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  יחַ  וְהִנִּ טְרַסְקָל(,  בִּ
קָתָנֵי!  ‘יָדוֹ’  וְהָא  חָה.  הַנָּ נַמִי  א  אִיכָּ דְּ

יָדוֹ. בְּ נִי: טְרַסְקָל שֶׁ תְּ

א  רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד, אֶלָּ הָתִינַח טְרַסְקָל בִּ
רְשׁוּת  ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  בִּ שֶׁ טְרַסְקָל 

הַיָּחִיד הוּא!

יְהוּדָה.  י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ כְּ לָא  דְּ לֵימָא 
י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר:  רַבִּ י יוֹסֵי בְּ תַנְיָא, רַבִּ דְּ
וּבְראֹשׁוֹ  ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  בִּ קָנֶה  נָעַץ 

יו – חַיָּיב. בָּ טְרַסְקָל, זָרַק וְנָח עַל גַּ

ט  שַׁ פָּ יְהוּדָה,  י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ כְּ אִי  דְּ
יִת אֶת יָדוֹ לַחוּץ וְנָתַן לְתוֹךְ  עַל הַבַּ בַּ
מֵרְשׁוּת  חַיָּיב?  אי  אַמַּ עָנִי,  ל  שֶׁ יָדוֹ 

יק! הַיָּחִיד לִרְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד קָא מַפֵּ

l1Basket [teraskal] – טְרַסְקָל: The origin of the word is ap-
parently a reordering of the letters of the Greek word 
κάρταλλος, kartallos, meaning a basket with a pointed 
bottom.

language

b1Basket – טְרַסְקָל: The ge’onim explained that a teraskal is a 
light, portable table made from braided willow. People ate 
on it outside the home.

background
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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 it is not considered a private domain, rather it is part of the 
public domain. Therefore, it is considered carrying out and he is 
liable.

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.

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],l2 
whose hands, even when standing, are within three handbreadths 
of the ground.

About all of these Rava said: Did the tanna go to all that trouble in 
an effort to teach us all of these cases?b2 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-
tablishing the principle: A person’s hand is considered like four 
by fourh1n2 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 
of a 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 Ravinp1 came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that 
Rabbi Yoĥanan said: A person’s hand is considered four by four 
handbreadths for him.

יְהוּדָה,  י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ ימָא  תֵּ אֲפִילּוּ 
ה  רָה, הָכָא לְמַטָּ הָתָם – לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ

רָה. מֵעֲשָׂ

קָתָנֵי  מִי  הוּ:  אַבָּ י  לְרַבִּ לֵיהּ  יָא  קַשְׁ
קָתָנֵי!  ‘יָדוֹ’  וְהָא  יָדוֹ’?  בְּ שֶׁ ‘טְרַסְקָל 
ל  לְשֵׁ ִ שּׁ גוֹן שֶׁ הוּ: כְּ י אַבָּ א אָמַר רַבִּ אֶלָּ

לָה. ה וְקִבְּ לשָֹׁ ְ ה מִשּׁ יָדוֹ לְמַטָּ

עֵית  שׁוֹחֶה. וְאִיבָּ וְהָא ‘עוֹמֵד’ קָתָנֵי! בְּ
אֵימָא:  עֵית  וְאִיבָּ גוּמָא.  בְּ אֵימָא: 

ס. נַנָּ בְּ

מְעִינַן  לְאַשְׁ א  נָּ תַּ ל  אִיכְפַּ רָבָא:  אָמַר 
ל  שֶׁ יָדוֹ  רָבָא:  אָמַר  א  אֶלָּ הָנֵי?!  ל  כָּ
עַל  עָה  אַרְבָּ כְּ לוֹ  חֲשׁוּבָה  אָדָם 
אָמַר  רָבִין  אֲתָא  י  כִּ וְכֵן,  עָה.  אַרְבָּ
לוֹ  חֲשׁוּבָה  אָדָם  ל  שֶׁ יָדוֹ  יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ

עָה. עָה עַל אַרְבָּ אַרְבָּ כְּ

l2Midget [nanas] – ס -From the Greek νᾶνος, nanos, mean :נַנָּ
ing midget.

language

b2Did the tanna go to all that trouble in an effort to teach us 
all of these cases – ל הָנֵי מְעִינַן כָּ א לְאַשְׁ נָּ ל תַּ  Although the :אִיכְפַּ
Gemara at times explains the mishna by depicting 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…?

background

n2A person’s hand is considered like four by four – ל אָדָם  יָדוֹ שֶׁ
עָה אַרְבָּ עַל  עָה  אַרְבָּ כְּ לוֹ   Apparently, this is because a :חֲשׁוּבָה 
hand is the standard conduit for placing and lifting objects in 
a specific place. The hand does not have the requisite area of a 

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.

notes

h1A person’s hand is considered like four by four – ל אָדָם  יָדוֹ שֶׁ
עָה עָה עַל אַרְבָּ אַרְבָּ  In the halakhot of Shabbat, the :חֲשׁוּבָה לוֹ כְּ
hand of a person is considered 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 347:1).

halakha

p1Ravin – רָבִין: 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 at an early age. There he was able to study Torah from Rabbi 
Yoĥanan, who lived to a very old age. After Rabbi Yoĥanan’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 

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.

Personalities
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Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Elai said that Rabbi Yoĥanan 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 Yoĥanan 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 Yoĥanan 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 placeh2 and then received the 
object, the one who threw it is exempt. That was also taught in a 
baraita. Aĥerim 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 Yoĥanan 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?b3 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.n3 Rabbi Yoĥanan 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 Yoĥanan 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 Ĥiyya, 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: 

י אֶילְעַאי אָמַר  י אָבִין אָמַר רַבִּ אָמַר רַבִּ
ל  תוֹךְ יָדוֹ שֶׁ י יוֹחָנָן: זָרַק חֵפֶץ וְנָח בְּ רַבִּ
מַע לָן –  חֲבֵירוֹ – חַיָּיב. מַאי קָא מַשְׁ
עָה עַל  אַרְבָּ ל אָדָם חֲשׁוּבָה לוֹ כְּ יָדוֹ שֶׁ
י יוֹחָנָן חֲדָא  עָה. וְהָא אֲמַרָהּ רַבִּ אַרְבָּ
י – הֵיכָא  תֵימָא: הָנֵי מִילֵּ זִימְנָא! מַהוּ דְּ
הֵיכָא  אֲבָל  לִידֵיהּ,  הוּא  בָהּ  אַחְשְׁ דְּ
בָהּ הוּא לִידֵיהּ, אֵימָא לָא,  לָא אַחְשְׁ דְּ

מַע לָן. קָא מַשְׁ

אֶילְעַאי  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  אָבִין  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
ל –  מְקוֹמוֹ וְקִיבֵּ י יוֹחָנָן: עָמַד בִּ אָמַר רַבִּ
טוּ.ר  פָּ  – ל  וְקִיבֵּ קוֹמוֹ  מִמְּ עָקַר  חַיָּיב, 
נְיָא נַמִי הָכִי, אֲחֵרִים אוֹמְרִים: עָמַד  תַּ
קוֹמוֹ  ל – חַיָּיב, עָקַר מִמְּ מְקוֹמוֹ וְקִיבֵּ בִּ

טוּ.ר ל – פָּ וְקִיבֵּ

וְנֶעֱקַר הוּא  זָרַק חֵפֶץ  י יוֹחָנָן:  רַבִּ עֵי  בָּ
לוֹ, מַהוּ? קוֹמוֹ, וְחָזַר וְקִיבְּ מִמְּ

ר  א בַּ עֲיָא לֵיהּ? אָמַר רַב אַדָּ מַאי קָמִבָּ
קָא  אֶחָד  אָדָם  בְּ כּחֹוֹת  נֵי  שְׁ אַהֲבָה: 
אָדָם אֶחָד –  נֵי כּחֹוֹת בְּ עֲיָא לֵיהּ. שְׁ מִבָּ
ילְמָא  דִּ וְחַיָּיב, אוֹ  מֵי,  דָּ אָדָם אֶחָד  כְּ
יקוּ. מֵי, וּפָטוּר? תֵּ נֵי אָדָם דָּ נֵי בְּ שְׁ כִּ

י יוֹחָנָן: הִכְנִיס  י אָבִין אָמַר רַבִּ אָמַר רַבִּ
מֵי  ל  וְקִיבֵּ חֲבֵירוֹ,  חֲצַר  לְתוֹךְ  יָדוֹ 
לָהּ  מַתְקִיף  חַיָּיב.   – וְהוֹצִיא  מִים  שָׁ גְּ
י הִטְעִינוֹ חֲבֵירוֹ, מַה  י זֵירָא: מַה לִּ רַבִּ
עָבֵיד  לָא  אִיהוּ  מַיִם,  שָׁ הִטְעִינוֹ  י  לִּ
א  אֶלָּ ל״  “קִיבֵּ ימָא  תֵּ לָא  עֲקִירָה! 
י  בֵּ גַּ מֵעַל  עֲקִירָה  עֵינַן  בָּ וְהָא  “קָלַט״. 

עָה, וְלֵיכּאָ! מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ

הוּנָא:  רַב  דְּ רֵיהּ  בְּ חִיָּיא  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
י  בֵּ י הַכּוֹתֶל. עַל גַּ בֵּ לַט מֵעַל גַּ קָּ גוֹן שֶׁ כְּ
דְאָמַר רָבָא:  כּוֹתֶל נַמִי, וְהָא לָא נָח! כִּ
כוֹתֶל  בְּ נַמִי –  הָכָא  ע,  מְשׁוּפָּ כוֹתֶל  בְּ
רָבָא? אַהָא,  מַר דְּ ע. וְהֵיכָא אִיתְּ מְשׁוּפָּ

תְנַן: דִּ

NOTES
n1The hand of a person is considered like four by 
four – עָה עָה עַל אַרְבָּ אַרְבָּ ל אָדָם חֲשׁוּבָה לוֹ כְּ -Ap :יָדוֹ שֶׁ
parently, this is because that is the standard way of 
placing and lifting objects in a specific place. Al-
though the hand does not have the requisite area 
of a significant place, since the area of four by four 
handbreadths is the measure of a significant area 
for placing, the hand, regardless of its size, is also a 
significant area in that sense and has the legal status 
of an area of four by four handbreadths.

n2Two forces in one person – אָדָם אֶחָד בְּ נֵי כּחֹוֹת   :שְׁ
According to Rabbeinu Ĥananel’s variant text, some 
explain: Are two forces in one person like two people, 
and the first threw an object so that his friend could 
catch it, and he is liable? Or perhaps they are like one 
person who did two halves of a melakha and they 
do not add up to one complete melakha (Ramban).

HALAKHA
h1The hand of a person is considered like four by 
four – עָה עָה עַל אַרְבָּ אַרְבָּ ל אָדָם חֲשׁוּבָה לוֹ כְּ  In the :יָדוֹ שֶׁ
halakhot of Shabbat, the hand of a person is consid-
ered as if it was 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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 347:1).

h2One who stood in his place…he moved from his 
place etc. – קוֹמוֹ וכו׳ מִמְּ עָקַר  מְקוֹמוֹ…  בִּ  If one :עָמַד 
throws an object on Shabbat from one domain to 

another domain, and another person remained in 
his place in that domain and caught the object in 
his hand, the thrower 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 thrower is exempt. This is in accor-
dance with the statement of Rabbi Yoĥanan with 
regard to which there is no dispute (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat.13:15).

LANGUAGE
l1Basket [Teraskal] – טְרַסְקָל: The origin of the word 
is apparently a reordering of the letters of the Greek 
word kartalos, which is a basket with a pointed bot-
tom.

l2Midget [Nanas] – ס  The origin of the word is in the :נַנָּ
Greek nanos, meaning midget.

BACKGROUND
b1Teraskal – טְרַסְקָל: The ge’onim explained that a ter-
askal is a light, portable table, made from braided 
willow, on which they would eat outside the house.

b2Did the tanna go to all that trouble an effort to 
teach us all these cases? – מְעִינַן לְאַשְׁ א  נָּ תַּ ל   אִיכְפַּ
ל הָנֵי?  Although the Gemara at times explains the :כָּ
mishna by depicting special and rare cases, a funda-
mental principle or a description with wide-ranging 
application is not usually articulated by means of 
extraordinary situations. With regard to situations of 
that sort, the Gemara asks: Did the tanna go to all 
that trouble…?

b3What is his dilemma? – ?ּעֲיָא לֵיה -This ex :מַאי קָמִבָּ
pression in the Gemara is a question that comes to 
clarify the internal essence of a certain dilemma. 

Frequently, the external problem is, in and of itself, 
clear; however, there is a need to explain the context 
of the dilemma and the general issue that it was 
coming to clarify.

PERSONALITIES
p1Ravin – רָבִין: An abbreviation of Rabbi Avin, who is 
called Rabbi Bon in the Jerusalem Talmud.

He was the most important of “those who de-
scended,” i.e., who went from Eretz Yisrael to Babylo-
nia, in the third–fourth generation of the Babylonian 
amoraim.

Rabbi Avin was born in Babylonia and emigrated 
to Eretz Yisrael at an early age. There he still managed 
to study Torah from Rabbi Yoĥanan and, after his 
death, from Rabbi Yoĥanan’s many students. Rabbi 
Avin was appointed to be one of “those who de-
scended,” namely, those Sages who were sent to Ba-
bylonia to disseminate innovative Torah insights from 
Eretz Yisrael, as well as various Eretz Yisrael traditions 
that were unknown in other lands. Rav Dimi was the 
emissary from Eretz Yisrael before Ravin. However, 
Ravin transmitted new and revised formulations of 
the laws. 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 where 
he served as the transmitter of the Torah studied 
in Babylonia. His statements 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.

h2One who stood in his place…he moved from his place, 
etc. – קוֹמוֹ וכו׳ מְקוֹמוֹ…עָקַר מִמְּ -If one throws an ob :עָמַד בִּ
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 Yoĥanan, 
with regard to which there is no dispute (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:15).

halakha

b3What is his dilemma – ּעֲיָא לֵיה  This expression :מַאי קָמִבָּ
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.

background

n3Two forces in one person – אָדָם אֶחָד נֵי כּחֹוֹת בְּ -Accord :שְׁ
ing to Rabbeinu Ĥananel’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).

notes
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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 handh1 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 ,b1 which is a full-fledged private domain, and the book rolled from 
his hand,h2 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,n1 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 
it is inclined, 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 holeh3 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, 
that is 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,h4 and one lifted the nut from the vessel, is that considered an act 
of lifting? 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.

ה:

Perek I
Daf 5  Amud b

ה  הָאִיסְקוּפָּ עַל  סֵפֶר  בְּ קוֹרֵא  הָיָה 
אֶצְלוֹ.  גּוֹלְלוֹ  מִיָּדוֹ –  פֶר  הַסֵּ ל  לְגֵּ וְנִתְגַּ
ל  לְגֵּ וְנִתְגַּ ג  הַגַּ רֹאשׁ  בְּ קוֹרֵא  הָיָה 
רָה  יעַ לְעֲשָׂ לּאֹ הִגִּ פֶר מִיָּדוֹ, עַד שֶׁ הַסֵּ
יעַ  הִגִּ ֶ מִשּׁ אֶצְלוֹ,  גּוֹלְלוֹ   – טְפָחִים 
תָב,  רָה טְפָחִים – הוֹפְכוֹ עַל הַכְּ לְעֲשָׂ
תָב?  אי הוֹפְכוֹ עַל הַכְּ הּ: אַמַּ וְהָוֵינַן בָּ

הָא לאֹ נָח!

אֵימוֹר  ע.  מְשׁוּפָּ כוֹתֶל  בְּ רָבָא:  וְאָמַר 
נָיֵיח,  דְּ עֲבִיד  דַּ  – סֵפֶר  בְּ רָבָא  אָמַר  דְּ

מַיִם מִי עֲבִידִי דְנָיְיחִי?!

י  בֵּ לַט מֵעַל גַּ קָּ גוֹן שֶׁ א אָמַר רָבָא: כְּ אֶלָּ
תֵימָא:  דְּ מַהוּ  יטָא!  שִׁ פְּ א,  גּוּמָּ א.  גּוּמָּ
חָה הוּא,  י מַיִם – לָאו הַנָּ בֵּ גַּ מַיִם עַל 

מַע לָן. קָא מַשְׁ

רָבָא:  אָמַר  דְּ לְטַעֲמֵיהּ,  רָבָא  וְאָזְדָא 
חָתָן, אֱגוֹז  י מַיִם – הַיְינוּ הַנָּ בֵּ מַיִם עַל גַּ
עֵי  חָתוֹ. בָּ י מַיִם – לָאו הַיְינוּ הַנָּ בֵּ עַל גַּ
י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  צָף  וּכְלִי  כְלִי,  בִּ אֱגוֹז  רָבָא: 
נָיֵיח,  וְהָא   – אָזְלִינַן  אֱגוֹז  תַר  בָּ מַיִם, 
וְהָא   – אָזְלִינַן  לִי  כְּ תַר  בָּ ילְמָא  דִּ אוֹ 

יקוּ. נָיֵיד? תֵּ לָא נָיֵיח, דְּ

h1One who was reading a sacred book on a threshold and 
the book rolled from his hand – ה סֵפֶר עַל הָאִיסְקוּפָּ  הָיָה קוֹרֵא בְּ
פֶר מִיָּדוֹ ל הַסֵּ לְגֵּ  In the case of a person on a threshold who :וְנִתְגַּ
was reading 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. 
That is 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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 352:1).

h2And the book rolled from his hand – ֹפֶר מִיָּדו ל הַסֵּ לְגֵּ  One :וְנִתְגַּ

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 Avraham), 
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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 352:2).

h3He gathered from on top of a hole – א י גּוּמָּ בֵּ לַט מֵעַל גַּ קָּ  One :שֶׁ
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).

h4A nut in a vessel and that vessel is floating on top of water – 
י מַיִם וכו׳ בֵּ גַּ כְלִי, וּכְלִי צָף עַל   One who lifts a fruit that was :אֱגוֹז בִּ
placed in a vessel floating 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).

halakha

b1Book on top of the roof – ג ראֹשׁ הַגַּ :סֵפֶר בְּ

Book that rolled when read on top of a roof

background

n1He may only turn it over onto the side with writing – 
תָב  One reason given is that this prevents :הוֹפְכוֹ עַל הַכְּ
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).

notes
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A similar dilemma was raised with regard to oil that was floating 
on top of wine.h5 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 Yoĥanan 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 dayb2 touched the oil,n2 
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 Yoĥanan 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 Yoĥanan 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 
day long,h6 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,h7 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; 
if he 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.

י  י יַיִן – מַחֲלוֹקֶת רַבִּ בֵּ ף עַל גַּ צָּ מֶן שֶׁ שֶׁ
ף  צָּ שֶׁ מֶן  שֶׁ תְנַן:  דִּ נַן.  וְרַבָּ ן נוּרִי  בֶּ יוֹחָנָן 
מֶן –  ֶ שּׁ יַיִן – וְנָגַע טְבוּל יוֹם בַּ י  בֵּ גַּ עַל 
י יוֹחָנָן  לְבַד, רַבִּ מֶן בִּ א שֶׁ סַל אֶלָּ לאֹ פָּ
זֶה  רִים  מְחוּבָּ נֵיהֶם  שְׁ אוֹמֵר:  נוּרִי  ן  בֶּ

לָזֶה.

י אֶילְעַאי אָמַר  י אָבִין אָמַר רַבִּ אָמַר רַבִּ
קִין  י יוֹחָנָן: הָיָה טָעוּן אוֹכָלִים וּמַשְׁ רַבִּ
אֵינוֹ   – כּוּלּוֹ  הַיּוֹם  ל  כָּ וְיוֹצֵא  וְנִכְנָס 

יַּעֲמוֹד. חַיָּיב עַד שֶׁ

לָפוּשׁ.  עָמַד  שֶׁ וְהוּא  יֵי:  אַבַּ אָמַר 
ע אַמּוֹת  אָמַר מָר: תּוֹךְ אַרְבָּ אי – מִדְּ מִמַּ
ף – חַיָּיב. חוּץ  טוּר, לְכַתֵּ עָמַד לָפוּשׁ פָּ
חַיָּיב,   – לָפוּשׁ  עָמַד  אַמּוֹת,  ע  לְאַרְבָּ

טוּ.ר ף – פָּ לְכַתֵּ

h5Oil that was floating on top of wine – יַיִן י  בֵּ גַּ ף עַל  צָּ מֶן שֶׁ  If :שֶׁ
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).

h6One who was laden with food and drinks and he enters 
and exits all day long – וְיוֹצֵא וְנִכְנָס  קִין  וּמַשְׁ  הָיָה טָעוּן אוֹכָלִים 
ל הַיּוֹם כּוּלּוֹ  One who was carrying objects on his body from :כָּ

domain to domain is only liable if he comes to a stop and, 
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 Yoĥanan 
and the explanation of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot  
Shabbat 13:8).

h7If he stopped to rest within four cubits, he is exempt, if 
he stopped to adjust the burden on his shoulders, he is 

liable – ף חַיָּיב טוּר, לְכַתֵּ פָּ ע אַמּוֹת עָמַד לָפוּשׁ   One who :תּוֹךְ אַרְבָּ
lifted an object in the public domain and carried it there, if 
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).

halakha

b2One who immersed himself during the day – טְבוּל יוֹם: 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.

background

n2Oil that was floating on top of wine and one who immersed 
himself during the day touched the oil – י יַיִן בֵּ ף עַל גַּ צָּ מֶן שֶׁ  שֶׁ
מֶן ֶ שּׁ  The central problem with regard to oil atop :וְנָגַע טְבוּל יוֹם בַּ
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 it impure. 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.

notes
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With regard to the essence of Rabbi Yoĥanan’s halakha about enter-
ing and exiting all day long, the Gemara asks: What principle is he 
teaching usn3 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 Yoĥanan already say it 
once?b3 As Rav Safra said that Rabbi Ami said that Rabbi Yoĥanan 
said: One who transfers objects from corner to cornerh8 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’imb4 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 Yoĥanan 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],l1b5 which is a public domain, by 
way of a colonnade [setav],l2 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 Yoĥanan said: That 
is not an exceptional case, 

הָיְתָה  לּאֹ  שֶׁ  – לָן  מַע  מַשְׁ קָא  מַאי 
הָא  לְכָךְ,  רִאשׁוֹנָה  עָה  ָ מִשּׁ עֲקִירָה 
אָמַר  י יוֹחָנָן חֲדָא זִימְנָא! דְּ אֲמַרָהּ רַבִּ
י  רַבִּ אָמַר  אַמִי  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  סָפְרָא  רַב 
עֲבִיר חֲפָצִים מִזָּוִית לְזָוִית,  יוֹחָנָן: הַמַּ
לּאֹ  טוּר, שֶׁ וְנִמְלַךְ עֲלֵיהֶן וְהוֹצִיאָן – פָּ
עָה רִאשׁוֹנָה לְכָךְ!  ָ הָיְתָה עֲקִירָה מִשּׁ
הַאי  בְּ לָהּ  אָמַר  מָר  נִינְהוּ,  אָמוֹרָאֵי 
נָא. הַאי לִישָׁ נָא, וּמַר אָמַר לָהּ בְּ לִישָׁ

לַטְיָא  נַן : הַמּוֹצִיא מֵחֲנוּת לַפְּ רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
רֶךְ סְטָיו – חַיָּיב, וּבֶן עַזַּאי פּוֹטֵ.ר דֶּ

ךְ  מְהַלֵּ קָסָבַר:   – עַזַּאי  ן  בֶּ לָמָא  שְׁ בִּ
נַמִי  נְהִי  נַן,  רַבָּ א  אֶלָּ דָמֵי.  עוֹמֵד  כְּ
מֵי,  דָּ עוֹמֵד  כְּ לָאו  ךְ  מְהַלֵּ קָסָבְרִי  דְּ
וְונָא  גַּ הַאי  כְּ חְנָא  כַּ אַשְׁ הֵיכָא 

חַיָּיב? דְּ

אָמַר  אַמִי  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  סָפְרָא  רַב  אָמַר 
י יוֹחָנָן: רַבִּ

NOTES
n1He may only turn it over onto the side with writ-
ing – תָב  One reason given is that this :הוֹפְכוֹ עַל הַכְּ
prevents dust from accumulating on the uncovered 
letters. Another is that when the writing is exposed, 
there is an element of disrespect for the sacred book 
(Rashi).

n2Oil that was floating on top of wine and one who 
immersed himself during the day touched the oil – 
מֶן ֶ שּׁ בַּ וְנָגַע טְבוּל יוֹם  יַיִן –  י  בֵּ גַּ ף עַל  צָּ שֶׁ מֶן   The central :שֶׁ
problem with the oil atop the wine is: Are these two 
liquids connected in the sense that they are consid-
ered as one entity? Or are they considered two sepa-
rate entities, one on top of 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 im-
mediately assumes first degree ritual impurity status 
and renders other liquids that touch it impure. As a 
result, one who immersed himself during the day 
was mentioned because it is an exceptional case, 
as liquids that he touches do not generate further 
impurity.

n3What is he teaching us – מַע לָן -Ostensi :מַאי קָא מַשְׁ
bly, it would have been possible to say that he was 
teaching us, at least in the first halakha, that walk-
ing 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 Yoĥanan’s 
statement, rather the impression is that it came up 
incidentally (Ĥiddushei Rav Aryeh Leib Zunz).

HALAKHA
h1One who was reading a book on the threshold 
and the book rolled from his hand – קוֹרֵא  הָיָה 
פֶר מִיָּדוֹ ל הַסֵּ לְגֵּ וְנִתְגַּ ה  סֵפֶר עַל הָאִיסְקוּפָּ  A person on :בְּ
a threshold who was reading a sacred text written 
on a scroll and that scroll unfurled away from him 
and landed on a karmelit (Mishna Berura), if the one 
end of the scroll remained in his hand, he may roll it 
back to him. That is the ruling even if the threshold 
was a private domain, i.e., four by four handbreadths 
and ten handbreadths high, and the scroll unfurled 
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 only to roll it 
back only if it rolled into a karmelit (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:21; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 352:1).

h2And the book rolled from his hand – פֶר ל הַסֵּ לְגֵּ  וְנִתְגַּ
 One who was reading a book on Shabbat on top :מִיָּדוֹ
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 permit-
ted 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 
Avraham), he is prohibited from rolling the book back 
to where he is sitting. This is in accordance with the 
explanation of Rava and according to Tosafot (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:21; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 352:2).

h3He gathered from on top of a hole – לַט מֵעַל קָּ  שֶׁ
א גּוּמָּ י  בֵּ  One who is standing in one domain and :גַּ
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 wa-
ter is considered as if it was 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 and Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tum’at Okhlin 8:3).

h4A nut in a vessel and the vessel is floating etc. – 
י מַיִם וכו׳ בֵּ כְלִי, וּכְלִי צָף עַל גַּ  One who lifts a fruit :אֱגוֹז בִּ
that was placed in a vessel floating on water and, all 
the more so, if he lifted the vessel itself which was 
floating on the water, since a floating object is not 
considered to be at rest, it is not considered lifting, 
and he is exempt. 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 and Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tum’at Okhlin 8:3).

h5Oil that was floating on top of wine – ף עַל צָּ מֶן שֶׁ  שֶׁ
יַיִן י  בֵּ  ,Oil that is floating on top of wine and one :גַּ
who immersed himself during the day, touches the 
oil, he does not, thereby, disqualify the wine, as per 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 13:4 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tum’at 
Okhlin 8:3.

h6One who was laden with food and drinks and he 
enters and exits all day – קִין וּמַשְׁ  הָיָה טָעוּן אוֹכָלִים 
ל הַיּוֹם כּוּלּוֹ -One who was carrying ob :וְנִכְנָס וְיוֹצֵא כָּ
jects on his body from domain to domain is only 
liable if he comes to a stop and 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 
Yoĥanan and the explanation of Abaye (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:8).

h7If he stood to rest within four cubits, he is exempt, 
if he stood to adjust the burden on his shoulders, 
he is liable – – ף טוּר, לְכַתֵּ ע אַמּוֹת עָמַד לָפוּשׁ פָּ  תּוֹךְ אַרְבָּ
 One who lifted an object in the public domain :חַיָּיב
and carried it there, if 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 com-
plete cubits. If he stopped to adjust his burden, he 
is considered to still be walking. If he subsequently 
continued to walk and came to a stop beyond four 
cubits in order to rest, he is liable. However, he does 
not become liable unless he went beyond four cu-
bits with his load and rested there (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:10).

h8One who transfers objects from corner to corner – 
עֲבִיר חֲפָצִים מִזָּוִית לְזָוִית  One who was transferring :הַמַּ
an object within his house and, while carrying it, he 
reconsidered and carried it out to the public domain, 

he is exempt. Since his original intention was not 
to lift the object in order to carry it out, he did not 
perform the complete prohibited labor (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:2).

LANGUAGE
l1Plaza [pelatia] – לַטְיָא  The origin of the word is in :פְּ
the Greek pelatia, and its meaning, a street, plaza.

l2Colonnade [setav] – סְטָיו: The origin of the word is 
in the Greek setavia and its meaning is primarily, a 
covered row of columns.

BACKGROUND
b1A book on top of the roof – ג ראֹשׁ הַגַּ סֵפֶר בְּ

b2One who immersed himself during the day – טְבוּל 
 When one who became ritually impure later :יוֹם
immerses himself, a vestigial impurity remains un-
til sunset. During that interval, he renders liquids, 
with which he comes into contact, impure. How-
ever, those liquids do not render other items ritually 
impure.

b3Didn’t Rabbi Yoĥanan say it once – י רַבִּ  הָא אֲמַרָהּ 
 This common expression: Didn’t he :יוֹחָנָן חֲדָא זִימְנָא
say it once, points to the problem when the same 
idea is articulated twice by one Sage. Obviously, a 
Sage can repeat the same idea several times; how-
ever, 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.

b4They are different amora’im – ּאָמוֹרָאֵי נִינְהו: This ex-
pression usually, though not always, indicates that 
two Sages transmitted one idea in two different 
forms. Usually, this appears in response to the ques-
tion: Didn’t he say it once.

b5Pelatia – לַטְיָא  The pelatia is the city square through :פְּ
which the public passes and in which they gather. 
It is a prominent example of a full-fledged public 
domain, in which all the conditions of the public 
domain are met.

The Forum in Pompei, from the time of the Mishna

n3What is he teaching us – מַע לָן  Ostensibly, it :מַאי קָא מַשְׁ
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 Yoĥanan’s 
statement. Rather, the impression is that it was raised inci-
dentally (Ĥiddushei Rav Arye Leib Zunz).

notes

b3Didn’t Rabbi Yoĥanan say it once – י יוֹחָנָן חֲדָא  הָא אֲמַרָהּ רַבִּ
-This common expression: Didn’t he say it once, ques :זִימְנָא
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.

b4They are different amora’im – ּאָמוֹרָאֵי נִינְהו: 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?

b5Plaza – לַטְיָא  The pelatia is the city square through which :פְּ
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.

background

h8One who transfers objects from corner to corner – עֲבִיר  הַמַּ
 One who was transferring an object within :חֲפָצִים מִזָּוִית לְזָוִית
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).

halakha

l1Plaza [pelatia] – לַטְיָא  ,From the Greek πλατεῖα, plateia :פְּ
meaning a street or a plaza.

l2Colonnade [setav] – סְטָיו: From the Greek στοά or στοιά, 
stoa or stoia. These words primarily mean a covered row 
of columns.

language

Forum in Pompeii, from the time of the Mishna
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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, it is 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 is liable? 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, 
it is a place of potential liability, as the space itself is 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, it is 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.n1 
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 places it in 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 Aĥa, 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 [ĥipufei]b1 
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.

ו.

Perek I
Daf 6  Amud a

רְשׁוּת  בִּ חֵפֶץ  עֲבִיר  אַמַּ הֲוָה  דַּ י  מִידֵּ
ה  כַמָּ ב דְּ ים; הָתָם לָאו אַף עַל גַּ הָרַבִּ
ח  מַנַּ י  כִּ טוּר,  פָּ  – וְאָזֵיל  לֵיהּ  נָקֵיט  דְּ

נָא. לֵיהּ – חַיָּיב, הָכָא נַמִי לָא שְׁ

ח לֵיהּ  מַנַּ ל הֵיכָא דְּ מֵי? הָתָם – כָּ מִי דָּ
ח לֵיהּ  מַנַּ מְקוֹם חִיּוּב הוּא, הָכָא אִי 

טוּר הוּא! סְטָיו – מְקוֹם פְּ בִּ

חֵפֶץ  עֲבִיר  אַמַּ הֲוָה  דַּ י  מִידֵּ א:  אֶלָּ
הָתָם  ע,  אַרְבָּ לְסוֹף  ע  אַרְבָּ ת  חִלַּ מִתְּ
תוֹךְ  ח לֵיהּ בְּ אִי מַנַּ ב דְּ גַּ לָאו אַף עַל 
לֵיהּ  ח  מַנַּ י  כִּ טוּר,  פָּ  – אַמּוֹת  ע  אַרְבָּ
ע אַמּוֹת – חַיָּיב, הָכָא נַמִי  סוֹף אַרְבָּ בְּ

נָא. לָא שְׁ

בְרָא  גַּ הַאי  דְּ י  לְגַבֵּ  – הָתָם  מֵי?!  דָּ מִי 
י עָלְמָא מְקוֹם  טוּר הוּא, לְכוּלֵּ מְקוֹם פְּ
י עָלְמָא מְקוֹם  חִיּוּב הוּא. הָכָא – לְכוּלֵּ

טוּר הוּא! פְּ

מֵרְשׁוּת  אַמּוֹצִיא  הֲוָה  דַּ י  מִידֵּ א:  אֶלָּ
י רְשׁוּת  רֶךְ צִדֵּ ים דֶּ הַיָּחִיד לִרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ
ח  אִי מַנַּ ב דְּ ים: הָתָם לָאו אַף עַל גַּ הָרַבִּ
טוּר, וְכִי  ים– פָּ י רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ דֵּ לֵיהּ אַצִּ
ים – חַיָּיב, הָכָא  רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ ח לֵיהּ בִּ מַנַּ

נָא. נַמִי לָא שְׁ

נַן  לְרַבָּ הָנִיחָא  א:  פָּ פַּ רַב  לָהּ  מַתְקִיף 
לָאו  ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  י  “צִדֵּ דְאָמְרִי 
י  לְרַבִּ א  אֶלָּ מֵי״,  דָּ ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  כִּ
י רְשׁוּת  אָמַר “צִדֵּ ן יַעֲקבֹ( דְּ אֱלִיעֶזֶר )בֶּ
מַאי   – מֵי״  דָּ ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  כִּ ים  הָרַבִּ

א לְמֵימַר?  אִיכָּ

רַב אִיקָא:  רֵיהּ דְּ אָמַר לֵיהּ רַב אַחָא בְּ
ן  )בֶּ אֱלִיעֶזֶר  י  לְרַבִּ מַעַתְּ  שְׁ דִּ אֵימוֹר 
ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  י  “צִדֵּ אֲמַר  דַּ יַעֲקבֹ( 
א  לֵיכָּ מֵי״ – הֵיכָא דְּ ים דָּ רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ כִּ
חִיפּוּפֵי  א  אִיכָּ דְּ הֵיכָא  אֲבָל  חִיפּוּפֵי, 
מְיָא. ךְ לְהָא דָּ מַעַתְּ לֵיהּ? הִלְכָּ מִי שְׁ

n1The sides of the public domain – ים י רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ  :צִדֵּ
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).

notes

b1Stakes [ĥipufei] – חִיפּוּפֵי: 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

background



�  Perek I . 6a . ׳א רקפ ו. ףד   27

Rabbi Yoĥanan 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 colonnadeh1 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:n2h2 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 domain?h3 A 
ditch which is ten handbreadths deep and four handbreadths 
wide,N3 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?h4 A main street [seratia]l1 and a 
large plaza as well as alleyways [mevo’ot],b2 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.h5 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.

זוֹרֵ.ק  ן עַזַּאי בְּ י יוֹחָנָן: וּמוֹדֶה בֶּ אָמַר רַבִּ
לַטְיָא  נְיָא נַמִי הָכִי: הַמּוֹצִיא מֵחֲנוּת לַפְּ תַּ
דֶרֶךְ סְטָיו – חַיָּיב, אֶחָד הַמּוֹצִיא וְאֶחָד 
יט.  כְנִיס וְאֶחָד הַזּוֹרֵק וְאֶחָד הַמּוֹשִׁ הַמַּ
 – כְנִיס  וְהַמַּ הַמּוֹצִיא  אוֹמֵר:  עַזַּאי  ן  בֶּ

יט וְהַזּוֹרֵק – חַיָּיב. טוּר, הַמּוֹשִׁ פָּ

ת: רְשׁוּת  בָּ ַ ע רְשׁוּיּוֹת לַשּׁ נַן, אַרְבָּ נוּ רַבָּ תָּ
ים, וְכַרְמְלִית, וּמְקוֹם  הַיָּחִיד, וּרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ

טוּ.ר פְּ

הוּא  וְאֵיזוֹ הִיא רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד – חָרִיץ שֶׁ
דֵר  גָּ וְכֵן  עָה,  אַרְבָּ וְרָחָב  רָה  עֲשָׂ עָמוֹק 
עָה – זוֹ  רָה וְרָחָב אַרְבָּ בוֹהַּ עֲשָׂ הוּא גָּ שֶׁ

מוּרָה. הִיא רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד גְּ

סְרַטְיָא  ים–  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  הִיא  וְאֵיזוֹ 
ין  שִׁ פוּלָּ הַמְּ וּמְבוֹאוֹת  דוֹלָה,  גְּ וּפְלַטְיָא 
אֵין  מוּרָה.  גְּ ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  הִיא  זוֹ 
ים  מוֹצִיאִין רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד זוֹ לִרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ
זוֹ  ים  הָרַבִּ מֵרְשׁוּת  מַכְנִיסִין  וְאֵין  זוֹ, 
לִרְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד זוֹ; וְאִם הוֹצִיא וְהִכְנִיס, 
מֵזִיד – עָנוּשׁ  בְּ את,  חַטָּ חַיָּיב  שׁוֹגֵג –  בְּ

רֵת, וְנִסְקָל. כָּ

h1One who carries out from a store to a plaza via a colon-
nade – רֶךְ סְטָיו דֶּ לַטְיָא  לַפְּ  One who carries out :הַמּוֹצִיא מֵחֲנוּת 
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 
14:15; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 346:1).

h2Four domains for Shabbat – ת בָּ ַ ע רְשׁוּיּוֹת לַשּׁ  There are four :אַרְבָּ
domains for Shabbat: The private domain, the public domain, 
the karmelit, and an exempt domain (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 14:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:1).

h3And what is the private domain – וְאֵיזוֹ הִיא רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד: A 
private domain in the halakhot of Shabbat is a 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., a fence 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:2).

h4And what is the public domain – ים  The :וְאֵיזוֹ הִיא רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:7).

h5Carrying out from domain to domain – הוֹצָאָה מֵרְשׁוּת לִרְשׁוּת: 
If one unwittingly carries from the private domain to the public 
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).

halakha

n2Four domains for Shabbat – ת בָּ ַ לַשּׁ ע רְשׁוּיּוֹת   ,In fact :אַרְבָּ
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.

n3Ditch which is ten handbreadths deep and four hand-
breadths wide – עָה רָה וְרָחָב אַרְבָּ הוּא עָמוֹק עֲשָׂ :חָרִיץ שֶׁ

Ditch that is a private domain

notes

l1Main street [seratia] – סְרַטְיָא: The origin of the word is 
in the Latin strata, meaning street or thoroughfare for the 
multitudes.

Ruins of a main street in Pompeii, from the time of the Mishna

language

b2Alleyways [mevo’ot] – מְבוֹאוֹת:

Open and closed alleyways

background
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However, a sea and a valley and a colonnade and the karmelith6 all 
enter into the general category of karmelit,h7 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 object in 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 openh8 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., a joining 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.

Aĥerim say: Not every threshold is an exempt domain. Some are 
not sufficiently isolated from the surrounding domains. Sometimes, 
a threshold serves as two domains;n4 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,h9 if he chooses, he may create a private 
domain for himself in the public domain. He may place

וְאִיסְטְוָונִית  וּבִקְעָה  יָם  אֲבָל 
ים  רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ רְמְלִית – אֵינָהּ לאֹ כִּ וְהַכַּ
אִין וְנוֹתְנִין  רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד, וְאֵין נוֹשְׂ וְלאֹ כִּ
טוּר;  תוֹכָהּ – פָּ א וְנָתַן בְּ תוֹכָהּ, וְאִם נָשָׂ בְּ
ים  הָרַבִּ לִרְשׁוּת  מִתּוֹכָהּ  מוֹצִיאִין  וְאֵין 
וְאֵין  לְתוֹכָהּ,  ים  הָרַבִּ מֵרְשׁוּת  וְלאֹ 
וְלאֹ  לְתוֹכָהּ,  הַיָּחִיד  מֵרְשׁוּת  מַכְנִיסִין 
הוֹצִיא  וְאִם  הַיָּחִיד,  לִרְשׁוּת  מִתּוֹכָהּ 

טוּ.ר וְהִכְנִיס – פָּ

אֵינָן  שֶׁ וּמְבוֹאוֹת  ים  רַבִּ ל  שֶׁ חֲצֵרוֹת 
רִין, לאֹ עֵירְבוּ –  ין, עֵירְבוּ – מוּתָּ שִׁ מְפוּלָּ

אֲסוּרִים.

עַל  ה, נוֹטֵל מִבַּ אָדָם עוֹמֵד עַל הָאִיסְקוּפָּ
לוֹ,  וְנוֹתֵן  מֵעָנִי  נוֹטֵל  לוֹ,  וְנוֹתֵן  יִת  הַבַּ
וְנוֹתֵן  יִת  הַבַּ עַל  מִבַּ יִטּוֹל  לּאֹ  שֶׁ וּבִלְבַד 
יִת, וְאִם נָטַל  עַל הַבַּ לֶעָנִי, מֵעָנִי וְנוֹתֵן לְבַּ

טוּרִים. ן פְּ תָּ לָשְֹׁ וְנָתַן – שְׁ

ת  שֶׁ מֶּ מְשַׁ ה  אִיסְקוּפָּ אוֹמְרִים:  אֲחֵרִים 
 – תוּחַ  פָּ תַח  הַפֶּ שֶׁ זְמַן  בִּ רְשׁוּיּוֹת,  י  תֵּ שְׁ
לַחוּץ. וְאִם הָיְתָה  תַח נָעוּל – כְּ לִפְנִים, פֶּ כְּ
וּרְחָבָה  רָה  עֲשָׂ בוֹהָה  גְּ ה  אִיסְקוּפָּ

עָה – הֲרֵי זֶה רְשׁוּת לְעַצְמָהּ. אַרְבָּ

אָמַר מָר: זוֹ הִיא רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד. לְמַעוֹטֵי 
יְהוּדָה;  י  דְרַבִּ הָא  לְמַעוֹטֵי   – מַאי? 
יְהוּדָה:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  ן  כֵּ עַל  יָתֵר  תַנְיָא,  דְּ
י רְשׁוּת  נֵי צִדֵּ שְׁ ים בִּ תִּ נֵי בָּ יֵּשׁ לוֹ שְׁ מִי שֶׁ

ה ים, עוֹשֶׂ הָרַבִּ

NOTES
n1The sides of the public domain – י רְשׁוּת  צִדֵּ
ים  There are various definitions and even :הָרַבִּ
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 do not walk that close to the 
wall. Indeed, for this reason, it was clear that 
for every public domain there are adjacent 
sides of the public domain (Tosafot).

n2 Four domains for Shabbat – ע רְשׁוּיּוֹת  אַרְבָּ
ת בָּ ַ  :In fact, there are only three domains :לַשּׁ
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 
for the definition of domains in terms of the 
halakhot of Shabbat. These definitions are 
irrelevant as far as other areas of halakha, 
e.g., halakhot of acquisitions, are concerned.

n3A threshold is considered two do-
mains – י רְשׁוּיּוֹת תֵּ שְׁ ת  שֶׁ מֶּ  Not :אִיסְקוּפּה מְשַׁ
every threshold is built in a manner that 
would enable it to be attributed to two do-
mains. Only certain cases fit this definition, 
as will be clarified later in the discourse.

HALAKHA
h1One who carries out from a store to a plaza 
via a colonnade – לַטְיָא לַפְּ מֵחֲנוּת   הַמּוֹצִיא 
רֶךְ סְטָיו -One who carries out from a pri :דֶּ
vate domain to a public domain through 
an exempt domain, if he did not come to a 
stop in the exempt domain, he is liable as if 
he transferred it directly, in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:15; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 346:1).

h2Four domains for Shabbat – ע רְשׁוּיּוֹת  אַרְבָּ
ת בָּ ַ  :There are four domains for Shabbat :לַשּׁ
The private domain, the public domain, the 
karmelit, and an exempt domain (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:1; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 346:2).

h3And what is a private domain? – וְאֵיזוֹ הִיא 
הַיָּחִיד? -A private domain in the ha :רְשׁוּת 
lakhot of Shabbat is a 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., a 
fence or a ditch; or if the entire area is ten 
handbreadths higher than the surrounding 
area (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab-
bat 14:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 346:2).

h4 And what is a public domain? – ֹוְאֵיזו 
ים הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת   The criteria of a public :?הִיא 
domain are: (1) Streets, marketplaces and 
other places frequented by the multitudes; 
(2) which are at least sixteen cubits wide; (3) 
not covered by a ceiling 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 six hundred thousand people that 
pass through there each day for it to be con-
sidered a public domain. The custom is to 
be lenient in accordance with that opinion 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
14:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 346:7).

h5Carrying out from domain to domain – 
 If one carries from the :הוֹצָאָה מֵרְשׁוּת לִרְשׁוּת
private domain to the public domain or vice 
versa unintentionally on Shabbat, he is liable 
to bring a sin-offering. If he did so inten-
tionally, he is punishable by karet. If there 
were witnesses and he was forewarned, he 
is punishable by stoning, as per the Tosefta 
here (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab-
bat 1:2).

h6And the karmelit – רְמְלִית  A karmelit is :וְהַכַּ
a place not frequented by the multitudes, 
greater than four by four handbreadths, 

three to ten handbreadths high, which has 
no partitions that would render it a private 
domain. That is also the legal status of a 
corner adjacent to the public domain, and 
a covered public domain (Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:4; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 346:14).

h7The laws of a karmelit – רְמְלִית ינֵי כַּ -By rab :דִּ
binic law, one is prohibited to carry from a 
karmelit to a private domain or from a kar-
melit to a public domain and vice versa. The 
Sages also prohibited carrying four cubits in 
the karmelit itself (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 14:11; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 346:1, 2).

h8Courtyards of the many and alleyways 
that are not open – ים וּמְבוֹאוֹת ל רַבִּ  חֲצֵרוֹת שֶׁ
ין שִׁ מְפוּלָּ אֵינָן  -Courtyards shared by sev :שֶׁ
eral homeowners and alleyways that are 
closed on one end and have several court-
yards that open into them; if an eiruv was 
placed in the courtyard or the alleyway, one 
is permitted to carry in them. If not, one is 
prohibited from doing so by rabbinic law 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
14:11 and Hilkhot Eruvin 1:5; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 366:1).

h9One who has two houses on two sides of 
the public domain – נֵי שְׁ ים בִּ תִּ נֵי בָּ יֵּשׁ לוֹ שְׁ  מִי שֶׁ
ים י רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ  It is possible to transform :צִדֵּ
a section of public domain between two 
houses into a private domain only by affixing 
doors on each side that are locked at night. 
Others say that it is sufficient if they are able 
to be locked. That is the accepted halakhic 
ruling (Shulĥan Arukh HaRav; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:10; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 364:2).

LANGUAGE
l1Main Street [seratia] – סְרַטְיָא: The origin 
of the word is in the Greek setarta, or in the 
Latin strata, meaning street, thoroughfare for 
the multitudes.

A seratia in Pompeii from the time of the Mishna

BACKGROUND
b1Stakes [ĥipufei] – חִיפּוּפֵי: Stakes that were 
stuck in the ground on the side of the house 
to protect it the passers-by walking in the 
public domain from getting too close

Ĥipufei in front of a house

b2Alleyways [mevo’ot] – מְבוֹאוֹת

h6And the karmelit – רְמְלִית  A karmelit is a place not :וְהַכַּ
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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:14).

h7The general category of karmelit – רְמְלִית ינֵי כַּ -By rab :דִּ
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 14:11, 13; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 346:1, 2).

h8Courtyards shared by many and alleyways that are not 
open – ין שִׁ אֵינָן מְפוּלָּ ים וּמְבוֹאוֹת שֶׁ ל רַבִּ  If an eiruv :חֲצֵרוֹת שֶׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 366:1).

h9One who has two houses on two sides of the public 
domain – ים י רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ צִדֵּ נֵי  שְׁ בִּ ים  תִּ בָּ נֵי  יֵּשׁ לוֹ שְׁ  It is :מִי שֶׁ
possible to transform a section of public domain between 
two houses into a private domain by affixing doors on 
either side and locking the doors at night. Others say 
that it is sufficient if they are able to be locked. That is the 
accepted halakhic ruling (Shulĥan Arukh HaRav; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 364:2).

halakha

n4Threshold serves as two domains – ת שֶׁ מֶּ  אִיסְקוּפּה מְשַׁ
י רְשׁוּיּוֹת תֵּ  Not every threshold is built in a manner that :שְׁ
would enable it to be ascribed to two domains. Only cer-
tain cases fit this definition, as will be clarified later in 
the discourse.

notes
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a ten-handbreadth high postb1 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 beamn1 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:n2 If the path of the public domain 
passes through the area of the wells and the posts and obstructs 
them,n3h1 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 
taughtb2 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.

ו:
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קוֹרָה  אוֹ  אן,  מִכָּ וְלֶחִי  אן  מִכָּ לֶחִי 
וְנוֹתֵן  א  וְנוֹשֵׂ אן,  מִכָּ וְקוֹרָה  אן  מִכָּ
אֶמְצַע. אָמְרוּ לוֹ: אֵין מְעָרְבִין רְשׁוּת  בָּ

כָךְ. ים בְּ הָרַבִּ

מַהוּ  מוּרָה״?  “גְּ לֵיהּ  קָרוּ  אי  וְאַמַּ
י  רַבִּ דְּ עֲלֵיהּ  נַן  רַבָּ לִיגִי  פְּ י  כִּ תֵימָא:  דְּ
הָנֵי  הַיָּחִיד –  רְשׁוּת  הָוֵי  לָא  דְּ יְהוּדָה 
י לְטַלְטֵל, אֲבָל לִזְרוֹק מוֹדוּ לֵיהּ,  מִילֵּ

מָע לָן. קָא מַשְׁ

ים״,  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  הִיא  “זוֹ  מָר:  אָמַר 
י  רַבִּ דְּ אִידָךְ  לְמַעוֹטֵי  מַאי?  לְמַעוֹטֵי 
י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר: אִם  רַבִּ תְנַן,  דִּ יְהוּדָה; 
ן –  ים מַפְסַקְתָּ רֶךְ רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ הָיְתָה דֶּ
אוֹמְרִים;  וַחֲכָמִים  לִצְדָדִין,  ה  קֶנָּ יְסַלְּ

אֵינוֹ צָרִיךְ.

אַיְּידֵי  מוּרָה״?  “גְּ לֵיהּ  קָרוּ  אי  וְאַמַּ
נָא נַמִי סֵיפָא  מוּרָה״, תְּ א “גְּ תְנָא רֵישָׁ דִּ

מוּרָה״. “גְּ

b1Post – לֶחִי:

Alleyway and post

b2Since he taught – תְנָא  This expression is used to explain :אַיְּידֵי דִּ
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.

background

n1Post…Beam – לֶחִי…קוֹרָה: 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.

n2Rabbi Yehuda says – י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  The fact that the two :רַבִּ
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.

n3If the path of the public domain obstructs them – אִם הָיְתָה 
ן ים מַפְסַקְתָּ רֶךְ רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ  In certain cases, when there are public :דֶּ
wells that provide 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.

notes

h1If the path of the public domain obstructs them – אִם הָיְתָה 
ן ים מַפְסַקְתָּ רֶךְ רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ  Festival pilgrims were permitted to :דֶּ
use wells on Shabbat by virtue of their posts. Even if a public 

thoroughfare passes through, the wells do not lose their status 
as private domains, as per the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:33).

halakha
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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,h2n4 
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 Tosefta 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 if he 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 scrollb3 in 
the house of Rabbi Ĥiyya 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 Yoĥanan 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 Tosefta 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.

נְיָא:  תַּ הָא  דְּ ר,  מִדְבָּ נַמִי  וְלֶחֱשׁוֹב 
סְרַטְיָא   – ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  הִיא  אֵיזוֹ 
ין,  שִׁ פוּלָּ דוֹלָה, וּמְבוֹאוֹת הַמְּ וּפְלַטְיָא גְּ
יָא,  קַשְׁ לָא  יֵי:  אַבַּ אָמַר  ר!  דְבָּ וְהַמִּ
ר,  דְבָּ מִּ רוּיִין בַּ רָאֵל שְׁ יִּשְׂ זְמַן שֶׁ אן – בִּ כָּ

זְּמַן הַזֶּה. אן – בַּ כָּ

וְהִכְנִיס  הוֹצִיא  “אִם  מָר:  אָמַר 
עָנוּשׁ  מֵזִיד  בְּ את,  חַטָּ חַיָּיב  שׁוֹגֵג  בְּ
את,  חַטָּ חַיָּיב  שׁוֹגֵג  בְּ וְנִסְקָל״.  רֵת  כָּ
רֵת וְנִסְקָל״  מֵזִיד עָנוּשׁ כָּ יטָא! “בְּ שִׁ פְּ

אִצְטְרִיכָא לֵיהּ.

מָע  מַשְׁ קָא  הָא  יטָא!  שִׁ פְּ נַמִי  הָא 
ת  מְגִלַּ מָצָאתִי  רַב:  אָמַר  דְּ דְרַב.  כִּ לָן, 
הּ, אִיסִי  י חִיָּיא; וְכָתוּב בָּ י רַבִּ סְתָרִים בֵּ
מְלָאכוֹת  אֲבוֹת  אוֹמֵר:  יְהוּדָה  ן  בֶּ
חַיָּיב  וְאֵינוֹ  אַחַת,  חָסֵר  עִים  אַרְבָּ

א אַחַת. אֶלָּ

מְלָאכוֹת  אֲבוֹת  וְהָתְנַן?  אִינִי?! 
הּ:  בָּ וְהָוֵינַן  אַחַת.  חָסֵר  עִים  אַרְבָּ
אִם  י יוֹחָנָן: שֶׁ מִנְיָנָא לָמָה לִי? וְאָמַר רַבִּ
הֶעְלֵם אַחַת – חַיָּיב עַל  ן בְּ אָן כּוּלָּ עֲשָׂ

ל אַחַת וְאַחַת! כָּ

א אֵימָא: אֵינוֹ חַיָּיב עַל אַחַת מֵהֶן.  אֶלָּ
לָא  דְּ מָע לָן: הָא מֵהָנָךְ  וְהָא קָא מַשְׁ

קָן. מְסַפְּ

n4In the desert – ר דְבָּ מִּ  ,Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam :בַּ
explains that, according 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 

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 

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).

notes

h2In the desert – ר דְבָּ מִּ -According to the Ram :בַּ
bam, the current legal 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).

halakha

b3Hidden scroll – ת סְתָרִים -For many genera :מְגִלַּ
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 
ge’onim, these scrolls were known as hidden 
because they were anthologies of halakhot that 
were not universally known, even though they 
were not concealed intentionally.

background



�  Perek I . 7a . ׳א רקפ ז. ףד   31

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,n5h3 
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 partitionsh1 that are ten hand-
breadths high surrounding it. And in accordance with that 
which Ulla said that Rav Yoĥanan said: An enclosure [karpef ], 
a large 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,n1b1 that was not originally 
surrounded by a fence for the purpose of residence,h2 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 
se’a, 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? It is 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,n2 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 Yoĥanan? 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 
at all. 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.

אָמַר מָר: “אֲבָל יָם וּבִקְעָה 
רְמְלִית  וְהַכַּ וְהָאִיסְטְוָונִית 
הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת  כִּ לאֹ  אֵינָן 
ים,  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  כִּ וְלאֹ 
רְשׁוּת  כִּ לאֹ  אֵינוֹ  “וּבִקְעָה 
רְשׁוּת  כִּ וְלֹא  הַיָּחִיד 
קְעָה,  נַן: הַבִּ ים ? וְהָא תְּ הָרַבִּ
רְשׁוּת   – ה  הַחַמָּ ימוֹת  בִּ
וּרְשׁוּת  ת,  בָּ לְשַׁ הַיָּחִיד 
ימוֹת  בִּ לְטוּמְאָה.  ים  הָרַבִּ
הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת   – מִים  שָׁ הַגְּ

)לְכָאן וּלְכָאן( !

לְעוֹלָם  א:  עוּלָּ אָמַר   -
אי  וְאַמַּ הָוְיָא,  רְמְלִית  כַּ
קָרֵי לָהּ רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד– לְפִי 

ים. אֵינָה רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ שֶׁ

י אָמַר: רַב אַשִׁ

NOTES
n1A post…a beam – לֶחִי…קוֹרָה: The post and the beam 
are relevant to the laws of eiruv. Usually one uses 
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. According to some Sages, the post and the 
beam are partitions with absolute legal validity, and 
are tantamount to a full-fledged partition. Accord-
ing to others, although they are effective in certain 
cases, their status is not equal to that of full-fledged 
partitions.

n2The opinion of Rabbi Yehuda – י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  In :רַבִּ
tractate Eiruvin, the fact that the two statements of 
Rabbi Yehuda apparently contradict each other was 
already discussed. Although he permits placing an 
eiruv on the street of the public domain, he does not 
permit to do so with the strips 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 
strips of the well?

n3If the path of the public domain obstructs them – 
ן ים מַפְסַקְתָּ רֶךְ רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ דֶּ  ,In certain cases :אִם הָיְתָה 
when there are public wells that provide water for 
people on a Festival pilgrimage, the Sages permit-
ted to surround the wells with poles or strips placed 
intermittently around the well, so that the area de-
marcated between the symbolic boundaries was 
considered a private domain. The discussion here 
is in a case that a path of the public domain passed 
through those that area.

n4And the desert – ר דְבָּ  Rabbi Avraham son of the :וְהַמִּ
Rambam explains that according 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 status was that 

of a karmelit. On the other hand, when the desert 
is desolate, and only caravans pass through it, it as-
sumes the legal status of other public thoroughfares 
(Kesef Mishne).

However in general there is room to ask, what 
purpose is served by discussing the legal status of the 
desert when Israel lived there? The commentaries ex-
plain 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).

n5And a public domain for ritual impurity – וּרְשׁוּת 
ים לְטוּמְאָה  Halakhically, there is a distinction with :הָרַבִּ
regard to uncertain impurity between the private 
domain and the public domain. When there is un-
certainty whether or not something in the public 
domain became ritually impure, it is deemed ritually 
pure. On the other hand, in the private domain, it is 
deemed ritually impure. There is no logical explana-
tion for this halakha, and its source is a Torah decree 
derived from the laws of Sota.

HALAKHA
h1If the way of the public domain obstructs them – 
ן ים מַפְסַקְתָּ רֶךְ רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ  Wells of water were :אִם הָיְתָה דֶּ
permitted for use on Shabbat for those on Festival 
pilgrimages by virtue of their strips. Even if a public 
thoroughfare passes through there, they do not lose 
their status as private domains, as per the opinion of 
the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab-
bat 17:33).

h2And the desert – ר דְבָּ  ,According to the Rambam :וְהַמִּ
the current legal status of a desert is that of a public 
domain. The Rashba disagrees with him. That is the 
opinion of many other authorities as well (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:1).

h3A valley … the halakhot of impurity – … וּבִקְעָה 
 ,Whether or not it is surrounded by a fence :לְטוּמְאָה
a valley during the rainy season, beginning with the 
period of the second rainfall, has the legal status a 
private domain as far as the halakhot of ritual impu-

rity 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 
Hatum’ah 20:6).

BACKGROUND
b1An alleyway and a post – לֶחִי

b2Since he taught – תְנָא דִּ  This expression is :אַיְּידֵי 
used to explain unnecessary phrases or words in the 
mishna. In the interest of uniformity of language, the 
tanna would use the same expression several times, 
even if it was not necessary each time.

b3A hidden scroll – ת סְתָרִים  ,For many generations :מְגִלַּ
it was forbidden to write the contents of the Oral 
Torah. Only due to the exigencies of the time was 
it decided to redact the Mishna and write it down. 
Nevertheless, even when it was prohibited, the 
Sages would write down important matters in brief, 
to facilitate memorization. These scrolls were not 
published and were therefore referred to as hidden 
scrolls. According to the ge’onim, these scrolls were 
known as hidden because they were anthologies of 
halakhot that were not universally accessible, even 
though they were not concealed intentionally..ז

Perek I
Daf 7  Amud a

מְחִיצּוֹת,  לָהּ  אִית  דְּ גוֹן  כְּ
א אָמַר  וְכִי הָא דְאָמַר עוּלָּ
ית  ף יוֹתֵר מִבֵּ י יוֹחָנָן: קַרְפֵּ רַבִּ
ף לְדִירָה,  לּאֹ הוּקַּ סָאתַיִם שֶׁ
וַאֲפִילּוּ כּוֹר וַאֲפִילּוּ כּוֹרַיִים, 
מַאי  חַיָּיב.  לְתוֹכוֹ  הַזּוֹרֵק 
הִיא,  ה  מְחִיצָּ  – טַעְמָא 
יוּרִין. רֶת דִּ חוּסֶּ מְּ א שֶׁ אֶלָּ

י לאֹ אָמַר  לָמָא רַב אַשִׁ שְׁ בִּ
א  עוּלָּ א  אֶלָּ א,  דְעוּלָּ כִּ
אָמַר  לאֹ  טַעְמָא  מַאי 
אִי  לָךְ:  אָמַר  מַעֲתֵיהּ?  שְׁ כִּ
קְעָה  בִּ מְחִיצּוֹת  לָהּ  אִית  דְּ
וְרַב  הִיא!  ף  קַרְפֵּ לָהּ?!  קָרֵי 
י: רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד קָתָנֵי. אַשִׁ

n5And the public domain with regard to ritual impurity – ים  וּרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ
-Halakhically, with regard to uncertain impurity, there is a distinc :לְטוּמְאָה
tion between the private domain and the public domain. When there is 
uncertainty whether or not something in the public domain became ritually 
impure, it is 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.

notes

h3And a valley…with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity – …וּבִקְעָה
 Whether or not it is surrounded by a fence, during the rainy season :לְטוּמְאָה
that begins 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 HaTuma 20:6).

halakha

h1Case where it has partitions – אִית לָהּ מְחִיצּוֹת דְּ גוֹן  -A valley that is sur :כְּ
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).

h2Enclosure greater than two se’a that was not surrounded for residence –  
ף לְדִירָה לּאֹ הוּקַּ ית סָאתַיִם שֶׁ ף יוֹתֵר מִבֵּ  A courtyard larger than two se’a :קַרְפֵּ
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 
Yoĥanan (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 16:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 346:3 and 358:1).

halakha

n1Enclosure greater than two se’a – ית סָאתַיִם ף יוֹתֵר מִבֵּ -The Sages esti :קַרְפֵּ
mated that a field of two se’a is the size of the courtyard of the Tabernacle. 
Apparently, that is the source for the determination that a courtyard larger 
than two se’a 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.

n2Granted, Rav Ashi did not say in accordance with the opinion of Ulla – 
א דְעוּלָּ י לאֹ אָמַר כִּ לָמָא רַב אַשִׁ שְׁ  :According to Rashi, apparently, the passage :בִּ
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.

notes

b1Field that produces two se’a – ית סָאתַיִם  A field of two se’a is an area in :בֵּ
which two se’a of wheat are generally grown. Translating a se’a into modern 
measurements is subject to debate. It is approximately 8–14 ℓ. However, the 
Sages determined that the area of two se’a is the equivalent of the area of the 
Tabernacle courtyard, which was 5,000 square cubits. In modern measures, 
it is 1,250–1,800 sq m.

background
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In the Tosefta, the list of places whose legal status is that of a karmelit 
also includes karmelit.n3 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 Yoĥanan 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 Yoĥanan 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 it in 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 pillarsh3 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 pillarsh4 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 Ĥisda 
said: If an upright brickn4 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, 
thornsb2 and shrubs,b3 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 Ĥiyya 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 fecesh5 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.

לָאו  נַמִי  הוּ  כּוּלְּ אַטּוּ  רְמְלִית״  “וְהַכַּ
ימִי אָמַר  י אֲתָא רַב דִּ רְמְלִית נִינְהוּ? כִּ כַּ
זָוִית  לְקֶרֶן  א  אֶלָּ נִצְרְכָה  לאֹ  יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ
ב  גַּ עַל  אַף  דְּ ים.  הָרַבִּ לִרְשׁוּת  מוּכָה  הַסְּ
הּ,  לְגַוָּ וְעָיְילִי  ים  רַבִּ יהּ  בֵּ דָחְקֵי  דְּ זִימְנִין  דְּ
י  כִּ  – יהּ  תֵּ מִישְׁ שְׁ תַּ נִיחָא  לָא  דְּ יוָן  כֵּ

מֵי. רְמְלִית דָּ כַּ

ין  בֵּ יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  ימִי  דִּ רַב  אֲתָא  י  כִּ
כַרְמְלִית. מַאי טַעְמָא –  הָעַמּוּדִין נִידּוֹן כְּ
לָא  דְּ יוָן  כֵּ ים,  רַבִּ הּ  בָּ דָרְסִי  דְּ ב  גַּ עַל  אַף 
מְיָא.  כַרְמְלִית דָּ הֶדְיָא – כְּ י לְהוּ בְּ גֵּ מִסְתַּ
א  י זֵירָא אָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה: אִיצְטַבָּ אָמַר רַבִּ

כַרְמְלִית. פְנֵי הָעַמּוּדִים – נִידּוֹן כְּ לִּ שֶׁ

ן  כֵּ שֶׁ ל  כָּ  – הָעַמּוּדִים  ין  בֵּ אָמַר  דְּ לְמַאן 
א,  אִיצְטַבָּ אָמַר  דְּ לְמַאן  א,  אִיצְטַבָּ
יהּ,  תֵּ מִישְׁ שְׁ לָא נִיחָא תַּ א הוּא דְּ אִיצְטַבָּ
יהּ –  תֵּ מִישְׁ שְׁ נִיחָא תַּ ין הָעַמּוּדִים דְּ אֲבָל בֵּ
ין הָעַמּוּדִין,  נָא אַחֲרִינָא: אֲבָל בֵּ לָא. לִישְׁ
רְשׁוּת  כִּ  – ים  רַבִּ לֵיהּ  דָרְסִי  דְּ זִימְנִין  דְּ

מְיָא. ים דָּ הָרַבִּ

א:  חִסְדָּ רַב  אָמַר  ילָא  שֵׁ ר  בַּ ה  רַבָּ אָמַר 
ים, וְזָרַק וְטָח  רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ לְבֵינָהּ זְקוּפָה בִּ

טוּ.ר הּ פָּ בָּ פָנֶיהָ – חַיָּיב, עַל גַּ בְּ

וְהוּא  רְוַיְיהוּ:  תַּ אָמְרִי  דְּ וְרָבָא  יֵי  אַבַּ
ים.  רַבִּ לָהּ  רְסִי  דָּ לָא  דְּ ה,  לשָֹׁ שְׁ בוֹהַּ  גָּ שֶׁ
בִיהִי  לָא גְּ ב דְּ אֲבָל הִיזְמֵי וְהִיגֵי, אַף עַל גַּ
ר רַב אָמַר: אֲפִילּוּ הִיזְמֵי  ה. וְחִיָּיא בַּ לשָֹׁ שְׁ
אָמַר:  י  אַשִׁ וְרַב  לאֹ.  צוֹאָה  אֲבָל  וְהִיגֵי, 

אֲפִילּוּ צוֹאָה.

n3Karmelit – רְמְלִית -Several explanations were of :כַּ
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 karmel is neither dry nor moist, so too, a karmelit is 
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).

n4Upright brick – לְבֵינָהּ זְקוּפָה: 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).

notes

h3A bench that is before the pillars – פְנֵי הָעַמּוּדִים לִּ א שֶׁ  When :אִיצְטַבָּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:14).

h4Between the pillars – ין הָעַמּוּדִים  The halakha is that the area :בֵּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh HaRav; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 4:4; see Mishna Berura on Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
345:14).

h5Thorns and shrubs…feces – וְהִיגֵי…צוֹאָה  Anything that is :הִיזְמֵי 
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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:10).

halakha

b2Thorns – הִיזְמֵי: 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

b3Shrubs – הִיגֵי: 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

background
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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 Yoĥanan said: 
There is no karmelit less than fourh6 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 Ĥiyya bar Yosef said that Rav said: 
A house 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],l1 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 Ĥisda say: One who stuck a stick in the ground of the private 
domain and threw an object from the public domain and it land-
ed atop it,n5 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 it is 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 Ĥiyya bar Yosef said that Rav said: A house that does 
not have inside it walls that are ten handbreadths high,h1b1 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.

רַב  אֲתָא  י  כִּ ילָא,  שֵׁ רַב  בֵי  דְּ ה  רַבָּ אָמַר 
חוּתָה  רְמְלִית פְּ י יוֹחָנָן: אֵין כַּ ימִי אֲמַר רַבִּ דִּ
עַד  וְתוֹפֶסֶת  ת:  שֶׁ שֵׁ רַב  וְאָמַר  עָה.  מֵאַרְבָּ
רָה? אִילֵימָא  רָה. מַאי וְתוֹפֶסֶת עַד עֲשָׂ עֲשָׂ
הָוֵי  דְּ הוּא  רָה  עֲשָׂ ה  מְחִיצָּ א  אִיכָּ אִי  דְּ
רְמְלִית; וְלאֹ?!  רְמְלִית, וְאִי לָא – לָא הָוֵי כַּ כַּ
יוֹסֵף  ר  בַּ חִיָּיא  רַב  אָמַר  ל  ידֵּ גִּ רַב  וְהָאָמַר 
וְקֵרוּיוֹ  רָה,  תוֹכוֹ עֲשָׂ אֵין בְּ יִת שֶׁ בַּ אָמַר רַב: 
לְטַלְטֵל  ר  מוּתָּ גּוֹ  גַּ עַל   – רָה  לַעֲשָׂ לִימוֹ  מַשְׁ
ע  א אַרְבַּ לְטְלִין בּוֹ אֶלָּ תוֹכוֹ אֵין מְטַּ כוּלּוֹ, בְּ בְּ

אַמּוֹת!

עַד  דְּ  – רָה״  עֲשָׂ עַד  “וְתוֹפֶסֶת  מַאי  א  אֶלָּ
לְמַעְלָה  רְמְלִית,  כַּ הָוְיָא  דְּ הוּא  רָה  עֲשָׂ
וְכִי  רְמְלִית.  כַּ הָוֵי  לָא   – טְפָחִים  רָה  מֵעֲשָׂ
נָא,  ינָּ מוּאֵל לְרַב יְהוּדָה: שִׁ הָא דְאֲמַר לֵיהּ שְׁ
רָה,  תָא לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ בְּ שַׁ י דְּ מִילֵּ יהֱוֵי בְּ לָא תֶּ
אֵין רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד  לְמַאי הִלְכְתָא? אִילֵימָא דְּ
א: נָעַץ  רָה – וְהָאָמַר רַב חִסְדָּ לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ
יו, אֲפִילּוּ  בָּ רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד וְזָרַק וְנָח עַל גַּ קָנֶה בִּ
רְשׁוּת  שֶׁ נֵי  מִפְּ חַיָּיב,   – ה  אַמָּ מֵאָה  בוֹהַּ  גָּ

הַיָּחִיד עוֹלָה עַד לָרָקִיעַ,

NOTES
n1An enclosure greater than two se’a – ית ף יוֹתֵר מִבֵּ  קַרְפֵּ
 The Sages estimated that a field of two se’a :סָאתַיִם
is the size of the courtyard of the Tabernacle. Appar-
ently, that is the source for the determination that a 
courtyard larger than two se’a is no longer considered 
a courtyard. Rather, it is accorded the legal status of 
a field and the Sages were stringent and applied to 
it the halakhot of karmelit.

n2Granted Rav Ashi did not say in accordance with 
the opinion of Ulla – א דְעוּלָּ י לאֹ אָמַר כִּ לָמָא רַב אַשִׁ שְׁ  :בִּ
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 under-
standing of this statement of Ulla.

n3Karmelit – רְמְלִית  Several explanations were offered :כַּ
for the linguistic source of this term. According to 
the Jerusalem Talmud, it is from the word karmel, 
which is a type of partially dried grain. Just as karmel 
is neither dry nor moist, so, too, a karmelit is an in-
termediate domain; neither a private domain nor 
a public domain. 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 Commentary on the Mishna).

n4An upright brick – לְבֵינָהּ זְקוּפָה: A standard brick has 
the fixed measure of three by three handbreadths, 
and its thickness is significantly less. 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 area of 
this brick is four by four and it is three handbreadths 
high and the area atop it is considered a karmelit 
(Me’iri).

n5One who stuck a stick in the public domain and 
threw an object and it landed atop of it – נָעַץ קָנֶה 
יו בָּ גַּ עַל  וְנָח  וְזָרַק  הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת   This is difficult. Why :בִּ
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
h1A case where it has partitions – אִית לָהּ מְחִיצּוֹת גוֹן דְּ  :כְּ
A valley that is surrounded by partitions is considered 
a private domain in terms of the halakhot 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; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar 
Avot Hatum’a 20:6).

h2An enclosure greater than two se’a that was not 
surrounded for residence –ית סָאתַיִם יוֹתֵר מִבֵּ  קַרְפֵּף 
ף לְדִירָה לּאֹ הוּקַּ  A courtyard larger than two se’a :שֶׁ
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 (see Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
355:2), even though it is considered a full-fledged 
private domain by Torah law, nevertheless the Sages 
only permitted carrying there within four cubits, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 16:1; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 346:3 and 358:1).

h3A bench before the pillars – פְנֵי הָעַמּוּדִים לִּ א שֶׁ  :אִיצְטַבָּ
A fixed bench in a public domain situated before the 
pillars; if it was wider than four handbreadths and 
between six and ten handbreadths high, it has legal 
status of a karmelit, as Rabbi Zeira also accepted that 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
4:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:14).

h4Between the pillars – ין הָעַמּוּדִים  The halakha is :בֵּ
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Zeira that 
between the pillars is considered a public domain, 
because he is a later amora and the Talmud engages 
in discussion of his statement (Rambam and Tosafot), 
despite the fact that the Rosh and the Rashba dis-
agree (Magen Avraham; Shulĥan Arukh HaRav; Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:4; see Mishna 
Berura on Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:14).

h5Hizmei and higei… feces – הִיזְמֵי וְהִיגֵי… צוֹאָה: Any-
thing that is placed in the public domain, which is 
three handbreadths or lower, e.g., feces, has the legal 
status of the public domain. The halakha is in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi because he is 
among the last amora’im (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 4:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
345:10).

h6There is no karmelit less than four – רְמְלִית כַּ  אֵין 
עָה חוּתָה מֵאַרְבָּ  A karmelit is only an area that is at :פְּ
least four by four handbreadths, and above or below 
than the public domain by anywhere between three 
and ten handbreadths, in accordance with the opin-
ion of Rabbi Yoĥanan (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hil-
khot Shabbat 4:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:11).

LANGUAGE
l1Keen scholar [shinnana] – נָא ינָּ  According to many :שִׁ
commentaries, Rashi among them, shinana means 
sharp and it is an honorific that Shmuel conferred 
upon his primary student. However, the ge’onim ex-
plain, based on old Aramaic vernacular, that shinana 
means the one with the large teeth, and that was Rav 
Yehuda’s nickname.

BACKGROUND
b1A field of two se’a – ית סָאתַיִם  A field of two se’a :בֵּ
is an area in which two se’a of wheat are generally 
grown. Translating a se’a into modern measurements 
is subject to debate. It is approximately 8–14 liters. 
However, the Sages determined that the area of two 
se’a is the equivalent of the area of the Tabernacle 
courtyard, which was 5000 square cubits. In modern 
measures, it is between 1250–1800 square meters.

b2Hizmei – הִיזְמֵי: It is probably the thorny bush Ononis 
antiquorum L. from the Papilinaceae family.

It is a small thorny bush whose height is 25–70 
centimeters 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.

A young hizmei bush

b3Higei – הִיגֵי: The common hege in the Papilinaceae 
family Alhagi maurorum Medik is a thorny bush with 
smooth non-serrated leaves. It usually grows to a 
height of approximately 30 centimeters and can 
grow to a height of a meter. It is commonly found in 
fields and salt marshes.

Higei

ז:
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רָה –  ים לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ אֵין רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ א דְּ אֶלָּ
אַמּוֹת  ע  אַרְבַּ הַזּוֹרֵק  תְנַן:  דִּ הִיא!  מַתְנִיתִין 
זוֹרֵק  כְּ  – טְפָחִים  רָה  מֵעֲשָׂ לְמַעְלָה  כּוֹתֶל,  בַּ
זוֹרֵק  כְּ  – טְפָחִים  רָה  מֵעֲשָׂ ה  לְמַטָּ אֲוִיר,  בָּ

אָרֶץ. בָּ

לְמַעְלָה  רְמְלִית  כַּ אֵין  דְּ רְמְלִית,  כַּ א  אֶלָּ
רְשׁוּת  י  מִקּוּלֵּ נַן  רַבָּ הּ  בָּ ילוּ  וְאַקִּ רָה.  מֵעֲשָׂ
י רְשׁוּת  ים; מִקּוּלֵּ י רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ הַיָּחִיד וּמִקּוּלֵּ
הוּא   – עָה  אַרְבָּ מְקוֹם  א  אִיכָּ אִי  דְּ הַיָּחִיד: 
טוּר  פְּ מְקוֹם   – לָא  וְאִי  רְמְלִית,  כַּ הָוְיָא  דְּ
עַד  דְּ ים:  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  י  מִקּוּלֵּ הוּא.  עָלְמָא  בְּ
רְמְלִית, לְמַעְלָה  הָוְיָא כַּ רָה טְפָחִים הוּא דְּ עֲשָׂ

רְמְלִית. רָה טְפָחִים – לָא הָוְיָא כַּ מֵעֲשָׂ

ר יוֹסֵף  ל אָמַר רַב חִיָּיא בַּ ידֵּ גּוּפָא, אָמַר רַב גִּ
וְקֵרוּיוֹ  רָה,  עֲשָׂ תּוֹכוֹ  אֵין  שֶׁ יִת  בַּ רַב:  אָמַר 
לְטַלְטֵל  ר  מוּתָּ  – גּוֹ  גַּ עַל  רָה,  לְעֲשָׂ לִימוֹ  מַשְׁ
א  אֶלָּ בּוֹ  לְטְלִין  מְטַּ אֵין   – תוֹכוֹ  בְּ כוּלּוֹ,  בְּ

ע אַמּוֹת. אַרְבַּ בְּ

h6There is no karmelit less than four – חוּתָה רְמְלִית פְּ  אֵין כַּ
עָה  A karmelit is an area that is at least four by four :מֵאַרְבָּ
handbreadths and above or below the public domain 
by anywhere between three and ten handbreadths, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:4; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:11).

halakha

l1Keen scholar [shinnana] – נָא ינָּ  According to many :שִׁ
commentaries, Rashi among them, shinnana means 
sharp and it is an honorific that Shmuel conferred upon 
his most prominent student. However, the ge’onim ex-
plain, based on old Aramaic vernacular, that shinnana 
means the one with the large teeth, and that was Rav 
Yehuda’s nickname.

language

n5One who stuck a stick in the private domain and 
threw an object and it landed atop it – רְשׁוּת  נָעַץ קָנֶה בִּ
יו בָּ  This is difficult. Why would it be :הַיָּחִיד וְזָרַק וְנָח עַל גַּ
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).

notes

h1A house that does not have inside it walls that are 
ten handbreadths high – רָה אֵין תּוֹכוֹ עֲשָׂ יִת שֶׁ  If the :בַּ
height inside 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:15).

halakha

b1House that does not have inside it walls that are ten 
handbreadths high, etc. – רָה וכו׳ תוֹכוֹ עֲשָׂ אֵין בְּ יִת שֶׁ  :בַּ
In this image, the halakha of Abaye in a case where 
one dug out an area of four handbreadths inside is 
illustrated.

House less than ten handbreadths high with dug-out area

background
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With regard to this halakha, Abaye said: And if he dug out an area of 
four by four handbreadthsn1 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,h2 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.h3 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 Yoĥanan 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 Yoĥanan 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, 
it is as if he 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 
never landed? 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.

עָה עַל  יֵי: וְאִם חָקַק בּוֹ אַרְבָּ אָמַר אַבַּ
ר  מוּתָּ  – רָה  לְעֲשָׂ לִימוֹ  וְהִשְׁ עָה  אַרְבָּ
הָוֵי   – טַעְמָא  מַאי  כוּלּוֹ.  בְּ לְטַלְטֵל 
רְשׁוּת  וְחוֹרֵי  הַיָּחִיד,  רְשׁוּת  חוֹרֵי 
מַר,  אִיתְּ מוּ. דְּ רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד דָּ הַיָּחִיד כִּ
הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת  כִּ הַיָּחִיד –  רְשׁוּת  חוֹרֵי 
יֵי אוֹמֵר:  ים, אַבַּ מוּ. חוֹרֵי רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ דָּ
מוּ, רָבָא אוֹמֵר: לָאו  ים דָּ רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ כִּ

מוּ. ים דָּ רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ כִּ

אָמַרְתְּ  יֵי: לְדִידָךְ דְּ אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבָא לְאַבַּ
ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  כִּ ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  חוֹרֵי 
רַב  אֲתָא  כִי  דְּ מֵהָא  נָא  שְׁ מַאי  מוּ,  דָּ
א  י יוֹחָנָן: לאֹ נִצְרְכָה אֶלָּ ימִי אָמַר רַבִּ דִּ
ים,  הָרַבִּ לִרְשׁוּת  מוּכָה  הַסְּ זָוִית  לְקֶרֶן 
הָתָם  ים!  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  חוֹרֵי  כְּ וְתֶיהֱוֵי 
יהּ, הָכָא – נִיחָא  תֵּ מִישְׁ שְׁ לָא נִיחָא תַּ

יהּ. תֵּ מִישְׁ שְׁ תַּ

כּוֹתֶל  בַּ אַמּוֹת  ע  אַרְבָּ הַזּוֹרֵק  נַן:  תְּ
אֲוִיר,  בָּ זוֹרֵק  כְּ  – רָה  מֵעֲשָׂ לְמַעְלָה 
זוֹרֵק  כְּ  – טְפָחִים  רָה  מֵעֲשָׂ ה  לְמַטָּ
אָרֶץ?  זוֹרֵק בָּ הּ: מַאי כְּ אָרֶץ, וְהָוֵינַן בָּ בָּ

וְהָא לָא נָח!

מֵינָה  שְׁ דְבֵילָה  בִּ יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ וְאָמַר 
רְשׁוּת  חוֹרֵי  עֲתָךְ  דַּ סָלְקָא  וְאִי  נוּ.  שָׁ
מוּ, לְמָה לִי  ים דָּ רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ ים כִּ הָרַבִּ
לוֹקְמָהּ  מֵינָה?  שְׁ דְבֵילָה  בִּ לְאוֹקְמָהּ 

חוֹר! צְרוֹר וְחֵפֶץ, וּדְנָח בַּ בִּ

וְחֵפֶץ  צְרוֹר  אנֵי  שָׁ לָהּ:  י  נֵּ מְשַׁ זִימְנִין 
לָהּ:  י  נֵּ מְשַׁ זִימְנִין  וְאָתֵי.  מִיהֲדַר  דְּ
 – אי  מִמַּ חוֹ.ר  יהּ  בֵּ לֵית  דְּ כוֹתֶל  בְּ
רָה  א: זָרַק לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ קָתָנֵי רֵישָׁ מִדְּ
סָלְקָא  וְאִי  אֲוִי.ר  בָּ זוֹרֵק  כְּ טְפָחִים 
אי  יהּ חוֹר, אַמַּ אִית בֵּ כוֹתֶל דְּ עֲתָךְ בְּ דַּ

חוֹר! אֲוִיר״ הָא נָח בַּ זוֹרֵק בָּ “כְּ

n1And if he dug out in the floor of the house an area 
of four by four handbreadths – עָה עַל  וְאִם חָקַק בּוֹ אַרְבָּ
עָה  The fundamental principle is that digging out a :אַרְבָּ
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).

notes

h2The holes of the private domain – חוֹרֵי רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד: Holes 
that are in the walls of the private domain and whose 
openings face the private domain have the legal status 
of the private domain (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 14:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:4).

h3The holes of the public domain – ים  Holes :חוֹרֵי רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ
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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:13).

halakha
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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 Ĥiyya 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,h4b3 
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.n2 Rather, the legal status of the area corresponds 
to its actual size. Consequently, according to Rabbi Meir, if an 
object landed 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].b4 Rav Ĥisda 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.h5 The Gemara suggests: Let us say that when Rav 
Ĥisda 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 Ĥisda 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 Ĥisda, 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.h1 
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.

הוּ  בְּ לֵית  דְּ מַתְנִיתִין  ימָא:  תֵּ וְכִי 
וְהָאָמַר  עָה,  אַרְבָּ עַל  עָה  אַרְבָּ
חִיָּיא:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב 
טְפָחִים  רָה  מֵעֲשָׂ לְמַעְלָה  זָרַק 
הוּא,  שֶׁ ל  כָּ חוֹר  בְּ וְנָחָה  וְהָלְכָה 
מֵאִיר  י  רַבִּ לְמַחֲלוֹקֶת  אנוּ  בָּ
י מֵאִיר סָבַר: חוֹקְקִין  רַבִּ נַן. דְּ וְרַבָּ
אֵין  סָבְרִי:  נַן  וְרַבָּ לִים,  לְהַשְׁ
לָאו  א  אֶלָּ לִים.  לְהַשְׁ חוֹקְקִין 
יהּ  בֵּ לֵית  דְּ כוֹתֶל  בְּ הּ:  מִינָּ מַע  שְׁ

הּ. מַע מִינָּ חוֹר, שְׁ

א: נָעַץ קָנֶה  גּוּפָא, אָמַר רַב חִסְדָּ
יו,  בָּ רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד וְזָרַק וְנָח עַל גַּ בִּ
ה – חַיָּיב,  בוֹהַּ מֵאָה אַמָּ אֲפִילוּ גָּ
עַד  עוֹלָה  הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת  שֶׁ נֵי  מִפְּ
אָמַר  א דְּ לָרָקִיעַ. לֵימָא רַב חִסְדָּ
י זִיז  בֵּ תַנְיָא, זָרַק וְנָח עַל גַּ י? דְּ רַבִּ כְּ
י מְחַיֵּיב, וַחֲכָמִים  הוּא, רַבִּ ל שֶׁ כָּ
עֵינַן מְקוֹם  פּוֹטְרִים. )אַלְמָא לָא בָּ

עָה(. עָה עַל אַרְבָּ אַרְבָּ

NOTES
n1And if he dug out in the floor of the house an 
area of four by four handbreadths – ֹוְאִם חָקַק בּו 
עָה עָה עַל אַרְבָּ  The fundamental principle is that :אַרְבָּ
by digging out a particular minimal area within the 
house, a full-fledged private domain is created. Con-
sequently, 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, there are 
no partitions. On the one hand, it is possible to see 
here an application of the principle: Raise the parti-
tion [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 continua-
tion of those partitions, based on the halakha of a 
curved wall, which encloses the private domain and 
the holes of the private domain (Rosh).

n2That Rabbi Meir holds one carves out to complete 
it and the Rabbis hold one does not carve out to 
complete it – נַן וְרַבָּ לִים,  י מֵאִיר סָבַר: חוֹקְקִין לְהַשְׁ רַבִּ  דְּ
לִים לְהַשְׁ  The basic dispute in this :סָבְרִי: אֵין חוֹקְקִין 
matter is with regard to a gate built like an arch; can 
it be considered as if it was 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 was square-shaped, notwithstanding the arch-
way. 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 is serves that purpose, it is considered as if 
it has the appropriate shape?

HALAKHA
h1A house that does not have inside it walls that are 
ten handbreadths high – רָה אֵין תּוֹכוֹ עֲשָׂ יִת שֶׁ  If the :בַּ
inner height of a house is less than ten handbreadths 
but the top of the roof is ten handbreadths off the 
ground, the roof is a full-fledged private domain and 
inside the house is a karmelit. If he dug a space of four 
by four handbreadths inside the house and thereby 
increased its inner height to ten handbreadths, the 

entire inside of the house became a private domain, 
even if the dug-out area is more than three hand-
breadths from the walls. Others say that the dug-out 
area must be within three handbreadths of the walls 
(Magen Avraham in the opinion of the Rosh; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:15).

h2The holes of a private domain – חוֹרֵי רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד: 
Holes that are in the walls of the private domain and 
whose openings face the private domain have the 
legal status of the private domain (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 345:44).

h3Holes of a public domain – ים  Holes :חוֹרֵי רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ
in the walls of the public domain whose openings 
face the public domain and are three handbreadths 
or higher above the ground, they are not considered 
part of the public domain. Their legal status is depen-
dent on their height off the ground and the size of 
their area. If their area was four by four handbreadths 
and they were up to ten handbreadths high, they are 
considered a karmelit. If they were higher than ten 
handbreadths they are considered a 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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:13).

h4One carves out to complete it – לִים  One :חוֹקְקִין לְהַשְׁ
does not carve out a space in the ground in order to 
increase the size of the space and thereby change its 
legal status. Rather, every space is assessed according 
to its actual status, in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
14:18; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:10).

h5One who stuck a stick…because the private do-
main rises up to the heavens – רְשׁוּת נֵי שֶׁ  נָעַץ קָנֶה… מִפְּ
 Every part of the private domain :הַיָּחִיד עוֹלָה עַד לָרָקִיעַ
reaches up to the heavens. Therefore, one who stuck 
a stick in the private domain, even if the area of its 
surface is less than four by four handbreadths, and he 
threw an object from the public domain that came 
to rest on top of it, the stick has the legal status of a 
full-fledged private domain, and he is liable, in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Rav Ĥisda (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:17; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:5).

BACKGROUND
b1A house that does not have inside it walls that are 
ten handbreadths high – רָה תוֹכוֹ עֲשָׂ אֵין בְּ יִת שֶׁ  In :בַּ
this picture, the halakha of Abaye in a case where he 
dug out four handbreadths inside is also explained.

b2One carves out to complete it – לִים -Ac :חוֹקְקִין לְהַשְׁ
cording to Rabbi Meir, since it is possible to complete 
the opening in the wall and make it square (along 
the dotted line), its legal status is as if it was already 
carved out in that shape. This is also his opinion in 
other cases. A space is considered to have appropri-
ate measurements, as long as there is room for it to 
be completed.

b3The matter itself [gufa] – גּוּפָא: When a certain mat-
ter is cited incidentally in the course of a discussion 
of a different topic, the Gemara often discusses it 
more extensively later. 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.

ח.
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 – הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת  בִּ יֵי:  אַבַּ אָמַר 
דְרַב  כִּ לִיגִי  פְּ לָא  עָלְמָא  י  כוּלֵּ דְּ
אִילָן  בְּ הָכָא  א  אֶלָּ א.  חִסְדָּ
וְנוֹפוֹ  הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת  בִּ הָעוֹמֵד 
וְנָח  וְזָרַק  ים,  הָרַבִּ לִרְשׁוּת  נוֹטֶה 
דִי  י סָבַר: אָמְרִינַן “שְׁ רַבִּ אַנּוֹפוֹ, דְּ
נַן סָבְרִי: לָא  רוֹ״ וְרַבָּ תַר עִיקָּ נוֹפוֹ בָּ
רוֹ״. תַר עִיקָּ דִי נוֹפוֹ בָּ אָמְרִינַן “שְׁ

h4One carves out to complete it – לִים  One does not carve :חוֹקְקִין לְהַשְׁ
out an imaginary area in order to increase the size of the space and 
thereby alter its 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:10).

h5One who stuck a stick…because the private domain rises up to the 
sky – ַרְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד עוֹלָה עַד לָרָקִיע נֵי שֶׁ  Every part of the private :נָעַץ קָנֶה…מִפְּ
domain reaches up to the sky. Therefore, if one stuck a stick in 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 Ĥisda (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:17; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:5).

halakha

b3One carves out to complete it – לִים  According to Rabbi :חוֹקְקִין לְהַשְׁ
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.

Wall whose area is calculated as if its opening were along the dotted lines

b4The matter itself [gufa] – גּוּפָא: 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.

background

n2That Rabbi Meir holds one carves out to complete it and the Rabbis 
hold one does not carve out to complete it – י מֵאִיר סָבַר: חוֹקְקִין רַבִּ  דְּ
לִים נַן סָבְרִי: אֵין חוֹקְקִין לְהַשְׁ לִים, וְרַבָּ  The basic dispute in this matter :לְהַשְׁ
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?

notes

h1Boughs and the trunk – ר וְעִיקַּ  If a tree is standing in the private :נוףׂ 
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).

halakha
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Abaye said: One who threw a round reed barrelb1 into the public domain,h2 
and the barrel is ten handbreadths highh3 and its diameter is not six hand-
breadths wide,n1 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,h4n2 i.e., if he threw it with its mouth facing down, even if the barrel was 
only seven handbreadths and a bitn3 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 
it is 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 ninen4 handbreadths high, standing in the public 
domain,h5 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. If it 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.

ים,  ורֶת לִרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ וֶּ יֵי: זָרַק כַּ אָמַר אַבַּ
ה –  ָ שּׁ רָה וְאֵינָהּ רְחָבָה שִׁ בוֹהָה עֲשָׂ גְּ

טוּ.ר ה – פָּ ָ שּׁ חַיָּיב, רְחָבָה שִׁ

רְחָבָה  אֵינָה  אֲפִילוּ  אָמַר:  רָבָא 
אִי   – טַעְמָא  מַאי  טוּ.ר  פָּ  – ה  ָ שּׁ שִׁ
לּאֹ יַעֲלוּ  ל קָנֶה שֶׁ ר לִקְרוּמִיּוֹת שֶׁ אֶפְשָׁ

רָה. לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ

הוּ – חַיָּיב,  ֶ בְעָה וּמַשּׁ יהָ, שִׁ פָאָהּ עַל פִּ כְּ
טוּ.ר בְעָה וּמֶחֱצָה – פָּ שִׁ

בְעָה וּמֶחֱצָה  י אָמַר: אֲפִילוּ שִׁ רַב אַשִׁ
חַיָּיב, מַאי טַעְמָא – מְחִיצּוֹת לְתוֹכָן 

עֲשׂוּיוֹת.

רְשׁוּת  בִּ עָה  שְׁ תִּ עַמּוּד  א:  עוּלָּ אָמַר 
וְזָרַק  עָלָיו,  פִין  מְכַתְּ ים  וְרַבִּ ים  הָרַבִּ
טַעְמָא?  מַאי  חַיָּיב.   – יו  בָּ גַּ עַל  וְנָח 
לֵיהּ  רְסִי  דָּ מִדְרָס   – ה  לשָֹׁ ְ מִשּׁ חוֹת  פָּ
לָא   – עָה  שְׁ תִּ וְעַד  ה  לשָֹׁ ְ מִשּׁ ים,  רַבִּ
פִי,  תּוֹפֵי מְכַתְּ רְסִי לֵיהּ וְלָא כַּ מִדְרָס דָּ

וֵיהּ. פִין עִילָּ אי מְכַתְּ עָה – וַדַּ שְׁ תִּ

b1Barrel – ורֶת וֶּ  A barrel as described in the :כַּ
Gemara: He turned it on its mouth.

Illustration of a Roman reed barrel from talmudic times

background

h2One who threw a round barrel into the 
public domain – ים ורֶת לִרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ וֶּ  Any :זָרַק כַּ
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-
bat 14:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:6).

h3Barrel…ten high – רָה בוֹהָה עֲשָׂ ורֶת…גְּ וֶּ  Any :כַּ
object thrown into the public 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).

h4He turned it over on its mouth – פָאָה עַל  כְּ
יהָ  Apparently, the halakha is in accordance :פִּ
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).

h5Pillar that is nine handbreadths in the public 
domain – ים רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ עָה בִּ שְׁ  If a pillar :עַמּוּד תִּ
in the public domain is less 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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:10).

halakha

n1Six wide – ה ָ שּׁ  The commentaries wondered: Why does the :רְחָבָה שִׁ
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 Ĥananel). 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).

n2He turned it over on its mouth – ָיה פָאָהּ עַל פִּ  :The Ra’avad reads here :כְּ
He bent it over on its mouth. He explains 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.

n3And a bit – ּהו ֶ  A bit is not quantifiable. However, it  too has a :וּמַשּׁ
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).

n4Pillar that is nine – עָה שְׁ תִּ  There are many different opinions :עַמּוּד 
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; Me’iri; 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 if it is 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 Eiruvin; 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).

notes
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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;n5h6 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 eiruvn1 
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 tenb1 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 
a public 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.

א מַאי?  יֵי לְרַב יוֹסֵף: גּוּמָּ אֲמַר לֵיהּ אַבַּ
אָמַר:  רָבָא  גוּמָא.  בְּ וְכֵן  לֵיהּ:  אֲמַר 
מִישׁ  שְׁ תַּ טַעְמָא?  מַאי  לאֹ.  א  גוּמָּ בְּ
מִישׁ. שְׁ מֵיהּ תַּ חָק לָא שְׁ עַל יְדֵי הַדְּ

נָא לְרָבָא:  ר מַתָּ א בַּ אֵיתִיבֵיהּ רַב אַדָּ
ים  רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ חַת בִּ תוֹ מוּנַּ הָיְתָה קוּפָּ
עָה – אֵין  רָה וּרְחָבָה אַרְבָּ בוֹהָה עֲשָׂ גְּ
ים  לְטְלִין לאֹ מִתּוֹכָהּ לִרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ מְטַּ
חוֹת  פָּ לְתוֹכָהּ,  ים  הָרַבִּ מֵרְשׁוּת  וְלאֹ 
מַאי  גוּמָא.  בְּ וְכֵן  לְטְלִין.  מְטַּ  – ן  מִכֵּ

א. יפָא? לָא, אַרֵישָׁ לָאו אַסֵּ

אֵיתִיבֵיהּ:

NOTES
n1Six wide – ה ָ שּׁ  :The commentaries wondered :רְחָבָה שִׁ
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 to be 
exact. Some explain that this calculation is of the area 
within the barrel. Include the thickness of the sides of 
the barrel, it is six handbreadths wide on the outside 
(Rabbeinu Ĥananel). According to Rashi and Tosafot, 
the Gemara rounded off the number slightly upward 
to be stringent. Rambam explains that numbers are 
rounded off without mentioning that it was done 
because there is no way to achieve complete preci-
sion in numbers that denote the smallest fractions of 
the whole (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna).

n2He turned it over on its mouth – ָיה פָאָהּ עַל פִּ  The :כְּ
Ra’avad reads here: He bent it over on its mouth. He 
explains that the reference here is to a barrel that is 
ten handbreadths high; however, he folded the up-
per sides of the barrel down into it. The folded sides 
are considered as if they were upright.

n3And a bit – ּהו ֶ -A bit is not a quantified size. How :וּמַשּׁ
ever, it is not infinitely small and it too has a certain 
minimum measure, although it is smaller than the 
standard measurements. That is how the expression: 
Two bits, in the sense of twice this minimal measure, 
is possible (Tosafot).

n4A pillar that is nine – עָה שְׁ  There are many :עַמּוּד תִּ
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 between nine and ten handbreadths 
high is included in this halakha (Rosh, Me’iri and oth-
ers). There are also differing opinions regarding 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 if its width 
is less than four by four (Rashi, Rambam). They also 
differed 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 Eiruvin; 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 appropriate size for adjust-
ing one’s burden that is sufficient (Rambam). There 

are other opinions that combine these views (see the 
corresponding note in the Halakha section).

n5In a hole – גוּמָא -In addition to the practical similar :בְּ
ity between a pit and 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 
for concealing their belongings in it. Since they utilize 
it, its legal status is like that of the public domain 
(Rashba, and see Rashi). Others explain that the refer-
ence is to a pit which is easily accessible; if the pit is 
nine handbreadths deep, people enter it and adjust 
the burdens on their shoulders on the ground of the 
public domain.

HALAKHA
h1Boughs and the trunk – ר  A tree standing in :נוףׂ וְעִיקַּ
the private domain and its boughs extend into the 
public domain, its boughs are not considered part of 
its trunk, and they constitute a domain unto them-
selves; an exempt domain (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 14:17).

h2He threw a round barrel into the public domain – 
ים ורֶת לִרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ וֶּ -Any vessel, for example, a cab :זָרַק כַּ
inet, dresser, or barrel, which has an area of four by 
four handbreadths 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. 
As a result, if that vessel was thrown from the private 
domain to the public domain he is exempt. Since its 
legal status is like that of a private domain, halakhic-
ally, he actually carried from a private domain into 
a private domain (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 14:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:6).

h3A barrel…ten high – רָה בוֹהָה עֲשָׂ ורֶת… גְּ וֶּ  Any object :כַּ
thrown into the public domain whose upper edge is 
above ten handbreadths, even if the area of its up-
per surface is less than four by four handbreadths, 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).

h4He turned it over on its mouth – ָיה פִּ עַל  פָאָה   :כְּ
Apparently, the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Ashi that a vessel, even if it is turned 
over on its mouth, is judged according to the actual 
length of its sides, and the principle of lavud is not 
applied to consider them longer than they are (Ram-
ban, Rashbam).

h5A pillar of nine handbreadths in the public do-
main – ים רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ עָה בִּ שְׁ  A pillar in the public :עַמּוּד תִּ

domain; if it was less than three handbreadths high, it 
is part of the public domain. If it is between three and 
nine handbreadths high, with an area of four by four 
handbreadths, 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 between nine and ten hand-
breadths (Rosh), if the multitudes adjust the burden 
on their shoulders upon it, its legal status is that of the 
public domain. If the pillar was ten handbreadths 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 345:10).

h6In a hole – גוּמָא  A pit in the public domain that :בְּ
is less than three handbreadths deep is part of the 
public domain. A hole between three and nine hand-
breadths deep with an area of four by four hand-
breadths is a karmelit. If it is not four by four hand-
breadths, it is an exempt domain. If it is ten or more 
handbreadths deep and four by four handbreadths, 
it is a private domain. If it is less than four by four, it 
is an exempt domain, as per the statement of Rava 
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:11).

BACKGROUND
b1Barrel [kaveret] – ורֶת וֶּ  This barrel is in a state of: He :כַּ
turned it on its mouth.

Roman reed barrel from Talmudic times
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ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  בִּ בּוֹת  לִשְׁ ון  וֵּ נִתְכַּ
רָה  בּוֹר, לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ יחַ עֵירוּבוֹ בַּ וְהִנִּ
ה  לְמַטָּ עֵירוּב,  עֵירוּבוֹ   – טְפָחִים 
רָה טְפָחִים – אֵין עֵירוּבוֹ עֵירוּב. מֵעֲשָׂ

יהּ  אִית בֵּ בוֹר דְּ מֵי? אִילֵימָא בְּ הֵיכִי דָּ
אי וְאוֹתְבֵיהּ,  דַלַּ רָה, וּלְמַעְלָה – דְּ עֲשָׂ
י  לִּ מַה  וְאוֹתְבֵיהּ,  אי  תַתַּ דְּ  – ה  וּלְמַטָּ
מָקוֹם  ה? הוּא בְּ י לְמַטָּ לְמַעְלָה וּמַה לִּ

מָקוֹם אַחֵר הוּא! אֶחָד וְעֵירוּבוֹ בְּ

n5In a hole – גוּמָא  In addition to the practical :בְּ
similarity between a pit and 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 
it and adjust the burdens on their shoulders on the 
ground of the public domain.

notes

h6In a hole – גוּמָא  A pit in the public domain that :בְּ
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 (Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:11).

halakha

n1He intended to establish his Shabbat…and placed his eiruv, etc. – 
יחַ עֵירוּבוֹ וכו׳ בּוֹת…וְהִנִּ ון לִשְׁ וֵּ -The eiruv mentioned here is the join :נִתְכַּ
ing of borders [eiruv teĥumin]. 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 

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

b1Above and below ten – רָה ה מֵעֲשָׂ  In :לְמַעְלָה וּלְמַטָּ
order to determine the halakhic 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.

Measurements to determine the halakhic status of a pit

background
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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: 
If he 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,h1 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,h2n2 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 if it is 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 swamph3 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 duressn3 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.

רָה,  יהּ עֲשָׂ לֵית בֵּ בוֹר דְּ א לָאו – בְּ אֶלָּ
אַלְמָא:  עֵירוּב״,  “עֵירוּבוֹ  וְקָתָנֵי 
מֵיהּ  שְׁ חָק  הַדְּ יְדֵי  עַל  מִישׁ  שְׁ תַּ

מִישׁ! שְׁ תַּ

וְעֵירוּבוֹ  הוּא  לֵיהּ:  י  נֵּ מְשַׁ זִמְנִין 
“רְשׁוּת  לָהּ  קָרֵי  אי  וְאַמַּ כַרְמְלִית,  בְּ
אֵינָה רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד. ים״ - לְפִי שֶׁ הָרַבִּ

ים  רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ י לֵיהּ: הוּא בִּ נֵּ וְזִמְנִין מְשַׁ
אָמַר:  י הִיא: דְּ כַרְמְלִית, וְרַבִּ וְעֵירוּבוֹ בְּ
לאֹ   – בוּת  שְׁ וּם  מִשּׁ הוּא  שֶׁ דָבָר  ל  כָּ

מָשׁוֹת. ְ ין הַשּׁ זְרוּ עָלָיו בֵּ גָּ

לָךְ,  מְדַחֵינָא  קָא  חוּיֵי  דַּ ימָא  תֵּ וְלָא 
אִם  תְנַן:  דִּ לָךְ.  קָאָמִינָא  וְקָא  דַּ א  אֶלָּ
כֶת  ים מְהַלֶּ הָיָה רְקָק מַיִם וּרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ
ע אַמּוֹת חַיָּיב.  בּוֹ, הַזּוֹרֵק לְתוֹכָהּ אַרְבָּ
רָה  חוֹת מֵעֲשָׂ ה הוּא רְקָק מַיִם – פָּ וְכַמָּ
ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  שֶׁ מַיִם  וּרְקָק  טְפָחִים. 
ע  אַרְבָּ לְתוֹכוֹ  הַזּוֹרֵק   – בּוֹ  כֶת  מְהַלֶּ

אַמּוֹת חַיָּיב.

חַד   - זִימְנֵי  רֵי  תְּ רְקָק  רְקָק  לָמָא  שְׁ בִּ
מִים,  שָׁ ימוֹת הַגְּ ה וְחַד בִּ ימוֹת הַחַמָּ בִּ
ה  ימוֹת הַחַמָּ מְעִינַן בִּ אִי אַשְׁ וּצְרִיכָא: דְּ
יְהוּ, אֲבָל  י לְקַרוֹרֵי נַפְשַׁ עֲבִידִי אֱינָשֵׁ דַּ
וְאִי  לָא.  אֵימָא   – מִים  שָׁ הַגְּ ימוֹת  בִּ
ב  אַגַּ  – מִים  שָׁ הַגְּ ימוֹת  בִּ מְעִינַן  אַשְׁ
ימוֹת  בִּ אֲבָל  וְנָחֵית,  רֵי  מִקְּ דְמִטְנִיף 

ה – לָא, צְרִיכָא. הַחַמָּ

לִי?  ה  לָמָּ זִימְנֵי  רֵי  תְּ הִילּוּךְ  א  אֶלָּ
עַל  הִילּוּךְ  הּ:  מִינָּ מַע  שְׁ לָאו  א  אֶלָּ
מִישׁ  שְׁ תַּ הִילּוּךְ,  מֵיהּ  שְׁ חָק –  הַדְּ יְדֵי 
מִישׁ,  שְׁ מֵיהּ תַּ חָק – לָא שְׁ עַל יְדֵי הַדְּ

הּ. מַע מִינָּ שְׁ

h1He was in the public domain and his eiruv was in 
a karmelit – כַרְמְלִית ים וְעֵירוּבוֹ בְּ רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ  If one :הוּא בִּ
placed his eiruv in a karmelit and he was in a different 
domain, it is 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 409:2).

h2Anything that is due to a rabbinical decree they 
did not issue the decree during twilight – ל דָבָר  כָּ
מָשׁוֹת ְ ין הַשּׁ זְרוּ עָלָיו בֵּ בוּת לאֹ גָּ וּם שְׁ הוּא מִשּׁ  The Sages :שֶׁ
did not issue decrees during twilight, especially in 
cases of a mitzva or exigent circumstances (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:10; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 307:22).

h3Swamp – מַיִם  A swamp shallower than ten :רְקָק 
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, it is a karmelit. If it is not 
four by four, it is an exempt domain (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:24).

halakha

n2Anything that is due to a rabbinical decree they 
did not issue the decree during twilight – ל דָבָר  כָּ
מָשׁוֹת ְ ין הַשּׁ זְרוּ עָלָיו בֵּ בוּת לאֹ גָּ וּם שְׁ הוּא מִשּׁ  Although :שֶׁ
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).

n3Passage under duress…usage under duress, 
etc. – חָק מִישׁ עַל יְדֵי הַדְּ שְׁ חָק…תַּ  Some :הִילּוּךְ עַל יְדֵי הַדְּ
explain that Rav Yosef, who 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 pit in 
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).

notes
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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 downh4 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 a long 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 Yoĥanan 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-
changeh5 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, as long 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

קָנֵי, רְמָא  אֲמַר רַב יְהוּדָה: הַאי זִירְזָא דְּ
וּזְקַפֵיהּ רְמָא וּזְקַפֵיהּ – לָא מִיחַיַּיב עַד 

עָקַר לֵיהּ. דְּ

ה  אָמַר מָר: אָדָם עוֹמֵד עַל הָאִסְקוּפָּ
נוֹטֵל  לוֹ,  וְנוֹתֵן  יִת  הַבַּ עַל  מִבַּ נוֹטֵל 
ה מַאי? מֵעָנִי וְנוֹתֵן לוֹ. הַאי אִסְקוּפָּ

ים,  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  ת  אִסְקוּפַּ אִילֵימָא 
יק  מַפֵּ הָא  יִת?!  הַבַּ עַל  מִבַּ נוֹטֵל 

ים! מֵרְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד לִרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ

ת רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד – נוֹטֵל  א, אִסְקוּפַּ וְאֶלָּ
מֵרְשׁוּת  מְעַיֵּיל  קָא  הָא  הֶעָנִי?!  מִן 

ים לִרְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד! הָרַבִּ

רְמְלִית, נוֹטֵל וְנוֹתֵן  ת כַּ א אִסְקוּפַּ אֶלָּ
ה?! סוֹף סוֹף אִיסּוּרָא מִיהָא  חִלָּ לְכַתְּ

אִיתָא!

עָלְמָא  טוּר בְּ ה מְקוֹם פְּ א אִסְקוּפָּ אֶלָּ
עַל  עָה  אַרְבָּ יהּ  בֵּ לֵית  דְּ גוֹן  כְּ הוּא, 
ימִי  כִי אֲתָא רַב דִּ עָה. וְכִי הָא דְּ אַרְבָּ
בּוֹ  אֵין  שֶׁ מָקוֹם  יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ אֲמַר 
ר  עָה טְפָחִים – מוּתָּ עָה עַל אַרְבָּ אַרְבָּ
ים  לִבְנֵי רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד וְלִבְנֵי רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ

לּאֹ יַחֲלִיפוּ. ף עָלָיו, וּבִלְבַד שֶׁ לְכַתֵּ

עַל  יִטּוֹל מִבַּ לּאֹ  אָמַר מָר: “וּבִלְבַד שֶׁ
לְבַעַל  וְנוֹתֵן  מֵעָנִי  לְעָנִי,  וְנוֹתֵן  יִת  הַבַּ
ן  תָּ לָשְׁ שְׁ  – וְנָתַן  נָטַל  וְאִם  יִת,  הַבַּ
רָבָא,  יוּבְתָא דְּ יהֱוֵי תְּ טוּרִין״. לֵימָא תֶּ פְּ
ת  חִילַּ עֲבִיר חֵפֶץ מִתְּ אָמַר רָבָא: הַמַּ דְּ
ים,  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  בִּ ע  אַרְבָּ לְסוֹף  ע  אַרְבָּ

הֶעֱבִירוֹ י שֶׁ אַף עַל פִּ

NOTES
n1He intended to establish his Shabbat…and placed 
his eiruv etc. – יחַ עֵירוּבוֹ וכו׳ וְהִנִּ בּוֹת…  ון לִשְׁ וֵּ  The :נִתְכַּ
eiruv mentioned here is the joining of borders [eiruv 
teĥumin]. The Sages decreed that one may not go 
more than two thousand cubits beyond the limits 
of the city in which he is located on Shabbat. How-
ever, in special circumstances, primarily for the sake 
of a mitzva, they allowed one to place within two 
thousand cubits of the city limits during the day, 
before Shabbat, food sufficient for two meals. He, 
thereby, establishes that place as his residence, and 
consequently, is permitted to walk from that place 
two thousand cubits to all sides. 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, at that moment, every person’s place 
of residence is determined, and he must have the 
ability to take it and eat it if he so desires.

n2Anything that is due to a rabbinical decree they 
did not decree during twilight – וּם הוּא מִשּׁ ל דָבָר שֶׁ  כָּ
מָשׁוֹת ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ זְרוּ עָלָיו  גָּ בוּת – לאֹ   Even though the :שְׁ
concept shevut has a more limited definition, in sev-
eral places the Sages use this concept to connote 
any prohibition that they decreed with regard to 
Shabbat. Some explain that since at twilight there is 
uncertainty whether it is day or night and since the 
shevut is a prohibition by rabbinic law, the guiding 
principle should be: An uncertainty, in a case involv-
ing rabbinic law, should be resolved with leniency. 
Consequently, decrees of shevut would not apply at 
that time (Rashi).

n3Passage under duress…usage under duress etc. – 
חָק מִישׁ עַל יְדֵי הַדְּ שְׁ חָק… תַּ  Some explain :הִילּוּךְ עַל יְדֵי הַדְּ
that Rav Yosef who 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 pit, in 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).

HALAKHA
h1He was in the public domain and his eiruv was 
in a karmelit – כַרְמְלִית בְּ וְעֵירוּבוֹ  ים  רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ בִּ  :הוּא 
If one placed his eiruv in a karmelit and he was in a 
different domain, it is an effective eiruv, as at the time 
of acquiring the eiruv on Shabbat eve at twilight, he 
was permitted to take it, as per the opinion of Rabbi 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 6:9; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 409:2).

h2Anything that is due to a rabbinical decree they 
did not decree during twilight – וּם הוּא מִשּׁ ל דָבָר שֶׁ  כָּ
מָשׁוֹת ְ ין הַשּׁ בֵּ זְרוּ עָלָיו  גָּ בוּת – לאֹ   The Sages did not :שְׁ
issue decrees of shevut at twilight, especially in cases 
of a mitzva or exigent circumstances (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 307:22).

h3A swamp – רְקָק מַיִם: A swamp that passes in a public 
domain through which the multitudes walk, which 
it is not ten handbreadths deep is part of the public 
domain. If it is ten handbreadths deep and it is four 
by four handbreadths, it is a karmelit. If it is not four 
by four, it is an exempt domain (Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:24).

h4This bundle of reeds that he stood upright and 
threw down, stood upright and threw down – הַאי 
קָנֵי, רְמָא וּזְקַפֵיהּ רְמָא וּזְקַפֵיהּ  If he stood upright :זִירְזָא דְּ
and threw down an object, e.g., a bundle of reeds, as 
long as he did not lift it completely off the ground, it 
is not considered lifting on Shabbat, as per the state-
ment of Rav Yehuda. However, one who rolls or drags 
an object four cubits on the ground is considered to 
have carried in every sense (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 13:14).

h5Rather a threshold that is merely an exempt do-
main… as long as they do not exchange – א  אֶלָּ
לּאֹ יַחֲלִיפוּ עָלְמָא הוּא…וּבִלְבַד שֶׁ טוּר בְּ ה מְקוֹם פְּ  In :אִסְקוּפָּ
an exempt domain, like a threshold, one is permit-
ted to bring in to it from both the public and private 
domain and take out from it to both the public and 
private domain, and vice-versa. By rabbinic law, one 
standing in an exempt domain is prohibited from 
transferring an object from the private domain to 
the public domain (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 14:17; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 316:1).

BACKGROUND
b1Above and below ten: In order to determine the 

halakhic status of the pit, draw an imaginary line (in 
the drawing – the dotted line) which is ten hand-
breadths below the ground.

Consequently, the expression “above ten hand-
breadths” means: A pit whose bottom is above this 
line and therefore it is a karmelit. While “below ten 
handbreadths” means a pit whose bottom is below 
this line and therefore it is a private domain.

h4That bundle of reeds that he stood upright and threw 
down, stood upright and threw down – קָנֵי  הַאי זִירְזָא דְּ
 If he stood an object, e.g., a bundle :רְמָא וּזְקַפֵיהּ רְמָא וּזְקַפֵיהּ
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).

h5Rather, a threshold that is merely an exempt domain… 
as long as they do not exchange – ה מְקוֹם א אִסְקוּפָּ  אֶלָּ
יַחֲלִיפוּ לּאֹ  עָלְמָא הוּא…וּבִלְבַד שֶׁ בְּ טוּר  -One standing in ei :פְּ
ther the private 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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 346:1).

halakha
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via the airspace above it,h1n1 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, Aĥerim 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 Ĥama 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.B1n2 

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 Ĥama 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?

ט.

Perek I
Daf 9  Amud a

נָח,  לאֹ  הָתָם  חַיָּיב!   – עָלָיו  רֶךְ  דֶּ
הָכָא – נָח.

ה  אִסְקוּפָּ אוֹמְרִים:  “אֲחֵרִים 
זְמַן  בִּ רְשׁוּיּוֹת,  י  תֵּ שְׁ ת  שֶׁ מֶּ מְשַׁ
תַח  פֶּ לִפְנִים,  כְּ  – תוּחַ  פָּ תַח  הַפֶּ שֶׁ

לַחוּץ״. נָעוּל – כְּ

לֵית לֵיהּ לֶחִי?! וְהָאָמַר  ב דְּ וְאַף עַל גַּ
תּוֹךְ  רַב:  אָמַר  גּוּרְיָא  ר  בַּ חָמָא  רַב 
ירוֹ! תַח צָרִיךְ לֶחִי אַחֵר לְהַתִּ הַפֶּ

עָה עַל  אַרְבָּ יהּ  בֵּ לֵית  דְּ ימָא:  תֵּ וְכִי 
ר  בַּ חָמָא  רַב  וְהָאָמַר   – עָה  אַרְבָּ
תַח, אַף עַל  גּוּרְיָא אָמַר רַב: תּוֹךְ הַפֶּ
עָה –  עָה עַל אַרְבָּ אֵין בּוֹ אַרְבָּ י שֶׁ פִּ

ירוֹ! צָרִיךְ לֶחִי אַחֵר לְהַתִּ

n1Though he transferred it via the airspace above it – 
רֶךְ עָלָיו דֶּ הֶעֱבִירוֹ  י שֶׁ פִּ  Some explain that this is :אַף עַל 
referring to a case where he transferred the object from 
his right hand to his left and he passed it over his head 
(Rabbeinu Ĥananel).

n2The laws of partitions – ינֵי מְחִיצּוֹת  The halakhot :דִּ
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 as if 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.

notes

h1Though he transferred it via the airspace above it – ְרֶך הֶעֱבִירוֹ דֶּ י שֶׁ  אַף עַל פִּ
 One who transfers an object four cubits in the public domain, even :עָלָיו
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 Ĥananel 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).

halakha

b1Post within the entrance – תַח תוֹךְ הַפֶּ  Since there is an area within the :לֶחִי בְּ
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

background
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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 coveredb2 
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.b3 
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, 
it is an independent domain, even if it was inside a private 
domain. The Gemara comments: This supports the opinion 
of Rav Yitzĥak bar Avdimi, as Rav Yitzĥak 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,n3 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 
it and 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. 

הָכָא  רַב:  אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר 
חֶצְיוֹ  עָסְקִינַן,  מָבוֹי  ת  אִיסִקוּפַּ בְּ
אֵינוֹ מְקוֹרֶה, וְקֵירוּיוֹ  מְקוֹרֶה וְחֶצְיוֹ שֶׁ
לִפְנִים,  כְּ  – תוּחַ  פָּ תַח  פֶּ נִים;  פְּ י  לַפֵּ כְּ

לַחוּץ. תַח נָעוּל – כְּ פֶּ

ת  אִיסְקוּפַּ בְּ לְעוֹלָם  אָמַר:  י  אַשִׁ רַב 
י  תֵּ שְׁ בִּ ירָהּ  קֵּ שֶׁ וּכְגוֹן  עָסְקִינַן,  יִת  בַּ
זוֹ  בְּ וְאֵין  עָה  אַרְבָּ זוֹ  בְּ אֵין  שֶׁ קוֹרוֹת 
ה, וְדֶלֶת  לֹשָׁ ין זוֹ לְזוֹ שְׁ עָה, וְאֵין בֵּ אַרְבָּ
תַח  לִפְנִים, פֶּ תוּחַ – כְּ תַח פָּ אֶמְצַע; פֶּ בָּ

לַחוּץ. נָעוּל – כְּ

רָה  בוֹהָה עֲשָׂ ה גְּ “וְאִם הָיְתָה אִיסְקוּפָּ
רְשׁוּת  זוֹ  הֲרֵי   – עָה  אַרְבָּ וּרְחָבָה 
יִצְחָק  לְרַב  לֵיהּ  מְסַיַּיע  לְעַצְמָהּ״. 
ר  בַּ יִצְחָק  רַב  אָמַר  דְּ ימִי.  אַבְדִּ ר  בַּ
ל  כָּ מֵאִיר:  י  רַבִּ הָיָה  אוֹמֵר  ימִי,  אַבְדִּ
רְשׁוּיּוֹת  י  תֵּ שְׁ מוֹצֵא  ה  אַתָּ שֶׁ מָקוֹם 
רְשׁוּת  גוֹן עַמּוּד בִּ וְהֵן רְשׁוּת אַחַת, כְּ
עָה –  רָה וְרָחָב אַרְבָּ בוֹהַּ עֲשָׂ הַיָּחִיד גָּ
ל  תֵּ וּם  מִשּׁ זֵירָה  גְּ עָלָיו,  ף  לְכַתֵּ אָסוּר 

ים. רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ בִּ

NOTES
n1Though he transferred via the airspace above it – 
רֶךְ עָלָיו הֶעֱבִירוֹ דֶּ י שֶׁ  Some explain that this is :אַף עַל פִּ
referring to a case where he transferred the object 
from his right hand to his left and he passed it over 
his head (Rabbeinu Ĥananel).

n2The laws of partitions – ינֵי מְחִיצּוֹת  The halakhot :דִּ
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 and detailed 
halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai. Lavud is 
the principle that a space of less than three hand-
breadths wide is considered sealed. The principle 
of gode, which means extend, states that certain 
boundaries are considered 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 as if 
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 handbreadths.

n3Two domains and they are one domain – י תֵּ  שְׁ
 Some explain that Rabbi Meir :רְשׁוּיּוֹת וְהֵן רְשׁוּת אַחַת
only established this principle in a domain that be-
longs to different people and is a private domain 
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).

HALAKHA

h1Though he transferred via the airspace above 
it – רֶךְ עָלָיו הֶעֱבִירוֹ דֶּ י שֶׁ  One who transfers an :אַף עַל פִּ
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 air-
space above it, in accordance with the explanation 
of Rabbeinu Ĥananel. One who was standing in the 
public domain and takes an object from his right 
side and passes it a distance of four cubits to his left 
side; although when the object is opposite him, it is 
as if he placed the object in the middle, which is an 
exempt domain, since he did not place it there, he is 
liable. Apparently, the Rambam also agrees with this 
halakha (Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim 
Hilkhot Shabbat 12:14).

BACKGROUND
b1A pole within the entrance – תַח תוֹךְ הַפֶּ  Since :לֶחִי בְּ
there is a certain area within the entrance, it is also 
considered like a small alleyway. In order to permit 
the use of this area it is necessary to establish a post 
at the outer edge of the entrance.

b2An alleyway that is half covered – מָבוֹי שֶחֶצְיוֹ מְקוֹרֶה: 
When the door is open, the alleyway, which is a full-
fledged private domain, extends until the outer edge 
of the beam. The threshold under the beam is also 
considered a private domain. However, when the 
door is locked, the beam is no longer sufficiently 
significant to serve as a partition.

b3Threshold and two beams – י קוֹרוֹת תֵּ וּשְׁ ה   :אִיסְקוּפָּ
When the door is open (as in this drawing) 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 does not have the legal status 
of a private domain.

A beam less than four handbreadths wide
A space between the beams, less than three handbreadths
A beam less than four handbreadths wide

b2Alleyway, half of it is covered – מָבוֹי שֶחֶצְיוֹ מְקוֹרֶה: 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

b3Threshold with two beams – י קוֹרוֹת תֵּ שְׁ ה בִּ  When the door is :אִיסְקוּפָּ
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
C) Beam less than four handbreadths wide

background

n3Two domains and they are one domain – י רְשׁוּיּוֹת וְהֵן רְשׁוּת אַחַת תֵּ  :שְׁ
Some explain that Rabbi Meir only established this principle 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).

notes
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MISHNA 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 barbern1h1 adjacent to the time of minĥa until he recites the 
afternoon prayer. And a person may not enter the bathhouse 
and may not enter to work in a tannery [burseki].h2l1 And he 
may neither begin to eath3 a meal nor to sit in judgmenth4 until 
he prays. And however, if they already began engaging in those 
activities, they need not stoph5  and recite the Amida prayer. The 
tanna articulated a principle: One stops engaging in all of these 
activities to recite Shemah6 and one does not stop to recite the 
Amida prayer.

GEMARA First, the Gemara seeks to clarify: 
Which “adjacent to minĥa,” in other 

words, adjacent to which minĥa is the mishna referring? There 
is a difference between the time of greater minĥa [minĥa gedola], 
which begins approximately a half hour after noon, and the time 
of lesser minĥa [minĥa ketana],n2 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 minĥa gedola, why not? Isn’t there still much time 
remaining in the day? Rather, the mishna means adjacent to 
minĥa 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, 
it is 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.

ט:

Perek I
Daf 9  Amud b

ר  פָּ הַסַּ לִפְנֵי  אָדָם  ב  יֵשֵׁ לאֹ  מתני׳ 
נֵס  ל, לאֹ יִכָּ לֵּ יִּתְפַּ נְחָה עַד שֶׁ סָמוּךְ לַמִּ
וְלאֹ  לַבּוּרְסְקִי  וְלאֹ  רְחָץ  לַמֶּ אָדָם 
לֶאֱכוֹל וְלאֹ לָדִין. וְאִם הִתְחִילוּ – אֵין 
קְרִיאַת  לִקְרוֹת  מַפְסִיקִין  מַפְסִיקִין. 

ה. מַע וְאֵין מַפְסִיקִין לִתְפִלָּ שְׁ

אִילֵימָא  לְמִנְחָה״?  “סָמוּךְ  הֵי  גמ׳ 
א  אי לאֹ? הָאִיכָּ דוֹלָה – אַמַּ לְמִנְחָה גְּ
סָמוּךְ  א  אֶלָּ טוּבָא!  יּוֹם  בַּ הוּת  שָׁ

ה. לְמִנְחָה קְטַנָּ

נֵימָא  מַפְסִיקִין״.  אֵין  הִתְחִילוּ  “אִם 
לֵוִי,  ן  בֶּ עַ  יְהוֹשֻׁ י  דְרַבִּ א  יוּבְתָּ תְּ יהֱוֵי  תֶּ
יעַ  הִגִּ יוָן שֶׁ ן לֵוִי: כֵּ עַ בֶּ י יְהוֹשֻׁ אָמַר רַבִּ דְּ
לְאָדָם  אָסוּר   – נְחָה  הַמִּ ת  פִלַּ תְּ זְמַן 
ת  פִלַּ ל תְּ לֵּ יִּתְפַּ לוּם קוֹדֶם שֶׁ יִּטְעוֹם כְּ שֶׁ

נְחָה! הַמִּ

n1A person may not sit before the barber, etc. – ב אָדָם יֵשֵׁ  לאֹ 
ר פָּ -This mishna does not discuss the halakhot of Shab :לִפְנֵי הַסַּ
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 (Me’iri). 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).

n2Minĥa gedola and minĥa ketana – ה דוֹלָה וּקְטַנָּ  The times :מִנְחָה גְּ
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.

notes

h1A person may not sit before the barber, etc. – ב אָדָם יֵשֵׁ  לאֹ 
ר פָּ -One may not begin even a standard haircut or un :לִפְנֵי הַסַּ
complicated work adjacent, i.e., a half-hour prior, to the time 
of minĥa 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 Aĥa bar Ya’akov (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 232:2 
and see Magen Avraham).

h2A person may not enter the bathhouse and may not enter to 
work in a tannery, etc. – רְחָץ וְלאֹ לַבּוּרְסְקִי וכו׳ נֵס אָדָם לַמֶּ  A :לאֹ יִכָּ
person may neither enter a bathhouse, even if he enters merely 
to sweat (Magen Avraham), nor a tannery adjacent to the time 
of minĥa 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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 232:2).

h3And he may neither enter to eat – וְלאֹ לֶאֱכוֹל: 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 minĥa gedola, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Aĥa bar Ya’akov (Rif; Rambam; Shulĥan 
Arukh). Others ruled that only a big meal is prohibited adjacent 

to minĥa 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 minĥa 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 minĥa ketana and applies even 
to a small meal (Ran and Rashba in the name of Rabbeinu 
Zeraĥya HaLevi; Beit Yosef ). Some say that even adjacent to 
minĥa ketana, a small meal is permitted (Tur in the name of 
Rabbeinu Yitzĥak; 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 minĥa gedola (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 
6:5; Tur, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 232; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 232:2).

h4Nor to sit in judgment – וְלאֹ לָדִין: A person may not sit in judg-
ment adjacent to minĥa 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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 232:2, Ĥoshen Mishpat 5:4).

h5And if they already began they need not stop – ּוְאִם הִתְחִילו 
 The halakha was established in accordance with :אֵין מַפְסִיקִין
our mishna. One who began any of the activities that were 
enumerated, i.e., work, meal or judgment, even if he started 
after minĥa 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 235:2 and Ĥoshen Mishpat 5:4).

h6One stops to recite Shema – מַע  Half an :מַפְסִיקִין לִקְרוֹת קְרִיאַת שְׁ
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 minĥa (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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 232:2 and in the comment of the Rema).

halakha

l1Tannery [burseki] – בּוּרְסְקִי: The fundamental origin of the word 
is from the Greek βυρσεύς, 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.

language
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Rather, that explanation is rejected and the Gemara says: Actually 
the mishna is referring to adjacent to minĥa gedola, and the state-
ment of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi is dealing with adjacent to minĥa 
ketana. In response to the question: If the mishna means adjacent 
to minĥa gedola isn’t there significant time remaining in the day? The 
Gemara explains that each of the activities enumerated in the mish-
na is 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,b1 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 minĥa, 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 minĥa, 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,n3 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 
a long time until a verdict is reached.

Rav Aĥa bar Ya’akov said: Indeed the mishna can be explained as 
referring to minĥa gedola and actually, even our ordinary haircut is 
prohibited. Ab initio, why may he not sit before the barber adjacent 
to the time of minĥa? 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 minĥa, 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 
minĥa, 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 minĥa 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 minĥa, 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?h7 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 Ĥanina said: From when he loosens his belt.

The Gemara comments: And they do not disagree. Rather this, the 
statement of Rabbi Ĥanina, 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,n4 the people of Eretz Yisrael who did not close their belts 
tightly, and therefore only when one washes his hands does the meal 
begin.

דוֹלָה,  גְּ לְמִנְחָה  סָמוּךְ  לְעוֹלָם  לאֹ, 
“וְלאֹ  ה.  אֶלְעָשָׂ ן  בֶּ וּבְתִסְפּוֹרֶת 
מֶרְחָץ.  דְּ תָא  מִילְּ א  לְכוּלָּ  – רְחָץ״  לַמֶּ
דוֹלָה.  גְּ לְבוּרְסְקִי   – לַבּוּרְסְקִי״  “וְלאֹ 
דוֹלָה.  גְּ ה  סְעוּדָּ בִּ  – לֶאֱכוֹל״  “וְלאֹ 

ין. ת דִּ תְחִלַּ “וְלאֹ לָדִין״ – בִּ

לְעוֹלָם  אָמַר:  יַעֲקבֹ  ר  בַּ אַחָא  רַב 
אי  אַמַּ ה  חִילָּ לְכַתְּ ידַן,  דִּ תִסְפּוֹרֶת  בְּ
הַזּוּג.  בֵר  ָ יִשּׁ א  מָּ שֶׁ זֵירָה  גְּ  – ב  יֵשֵׁ לאֹ 
עָלְמָא,  בְּ לְהָזִיעַ   – רְחָץ״  לַמֶּ “וְלאֹ 
א  מָּ שֶׁ זֵירָה  גְּ  – לאֹ  אי  אַמַּ ה  חִלָּ לְכַתְּ
לְעַיּוֹנֵי   – לַבּוּרְסְקִי״  “וְלאֹ  פֶה.  יִתְעַלְּ
 – לאֹ  אי  אַמַּ ה  חִלָּ לְכַתְּ עָלְמָא.  בְּ
זְבִינֵיהּ וּמִטְרִיד.  סֵידָא בִּ ילְמָא חָזֵי פְּ דִּ
ה.  קְטַנָּ ה  סְעוּדָּ בִּ  – לֶאֱכוֹל״  “וְלאֹ 
אָתֵי  ילְמָא  דִּ  – לאֹ  אי  אַמַּ ה  חִלָּ לְכַתְּ
ין,  גְמַר הַדִּ לְאַמְשׁוֹכֵי. “וְלאֹ לָדִין״ – בִּ
חָזֵי  ילְמָא  דִּ  – לאֹ  אי  אַמַּ ה  חִלָּ לְכַתְּ

ינָא. טַעְמָא וְסָתַר דִּ

סְפּוֹרֶת? אָמַר רַב  מֵאֵימָתַי הַתְחָלַת תִּ
רִין  סַפָּ ל  שֶׁ מַעֲפוֹרֶת  יחַ  יַּנִּ ֶ מִשּׁ אָבִין: 
יו. וּמֵאֵימָתַי הַתְחָלַת מֶרְחָץ?  רְכָּ עַל בִּ
מַעֲפָרְתּוֹ  יְּעָרֶה  ֶ מִשּׁ אָבִין:  רַב  אָמַר 
בּוּרְסְקִי?  הַתְחָלַת  וּמֵאֵימָתַי  הֵימֶנּוּ. 
וּמֵאֵימָתַי  תֵיפָיו.  כְּ ין  בֵּ יִּקְשׁוֹר  ֶ מִשּׁ
יִּטּוֹל  ֶ הַתְחָלַת אֲכִילָה? רַב אָמַר: מִשּׁ
יר  יַּתִּ ֶ מִשּׁ אָמַר:  חֲנִינָא  י  וְרַבִּ יָדָיו. 

חֲגוֹרָה.

לִיגִי. הָא – לָן, וְהָא – לְהוּ. וְלָא פְּ

b1Haircut of ben Elasa – ה ן אֶלְעָשָׂ בֶּ  According to :תִסְפּוֹרֶת 
the Gemara in tractate Nedarim, the haircut of ben Elasa 
was similar to the one depicted in this photograph of a 
Roman statue.

Roman statue

Background

n3The reference is to a big meal – דוֹלָה גְּ ה  סְעוּדָּ -Some ex :בִּ
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).

n4This is for us and that is for them – ּהָא לָן, וְהָא לְהו: 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 Ĥananel). The rationale 
for that explanation is that Rabbi Ĥanina, who mentioned 
loosening the belt, lived in Eretz Yisrael and Rav lived in 
Babylonia.

notes

h7From when is it considered the beginning of the haircut – 
סְפּוֹרֶת  The beginning of the haircut is when :מֵאֵימָתַי הַתְחָלַת תִּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 232:2).

halakha
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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 Ĥanina 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.h1 The Gemara an-
swers: It is 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 prayh2 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 so; rather, in his prayer he would remove his cloak and clasp 
his handsh3 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 
himself in a significant garment, and pray,h4 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 earn1 from hearing 
Torah, his prayer is also an abomination” (Proverbs 28:9).

בְלָאֵי, לְמַאן  יֵי: הָנֵי חַבְרִין בַּ אָמַר אַבַּ
יוָן  כֵּ רְשׁוּת״,  עַרְבִית  ת  פִלַּ “תְּ אָמַר:  דְּ
מַטְרְחִינַן  לָא   – הֶמְיָינֵיהּ  לֵיהּ  רָא  שְׁ דִּ
אָמַר ‘חוֹבָה׳ – מַטְרְחִינַן  לֵיהּ. וּלְמַאן דְּ
י  לְכוּלֵּ דִּ מִנְחָה,  ת  פִלַּ תְּ וְהָא  לֵיהּ? 
עָלְמָא חוֹבָה הִיא, וּתְנַן: “אִם הִתְחִילוּ 
חֲנִינָא:  י  רַבִּ וְאָמַר  מַפְסִיקִין״.  אֵין 

יר חֲגוֹרוֹ! יַּתִּ ֶ מִשּׁ

NOTES
n1A person may not sit before the barber etc. – ֹלא 
ר פָּ הַסַּ לִפְנֵי  ב אָדָם   This mishna does not discuss :יֵשֵׁ
the halakhot of Shabbat at all. The commentaries 
explained its relevance here in various ways. Some 
explained that since the next mishna deals specifi-
cally with prohibitions in effect on Shabbat eve, as a 
prelude, this mishna enumerated actions prohibited 
throughout the afternoon on Shabbat eve (Me’iri). 
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).

n2Minĥa gedola and minĥa ketana – דוֹלָה גְּ  מִנְחָה 
ה -The times of the prayer of minĥa are depen :וּקְטַנָּ
dent on the times when the daily afternoon offering 
was sacrificed. This sacrifice has two times, which 
are characterized as between the evenings [bein 
ha’arbayim]. One is slightly after noon when the 
sun begins to tend westward, and the second one 
is when the sun is already clearly in the west, at ap-
proximately the midpoint between the beginning of 
the setting of the sun, slightly after noon, and sunset.

n3The reference is to a big meal – דוֹלָה ה גְּ סְעוּדָּ  Some :בִּ
explain that the Gemara is referring to a celebratory 
banquet, e.g., a wedding feast, but an individual per-
son’s meal is always considered a small meal (Tosafot). 
Others say that in certain circumstances, private 
meals can be considered big meals (Ran).

n4This is for us and that is for them – ּהָא לָן, וְהָא לְהו: 
Some explain that the residents of Eretz Yisrael would 
close their belts tightly, and the residents of Baby-
lonia would eat without loosening their belts (Rab-
beinu Ĥananel). The rationale for that explanation is 
that Rabbi Ĥanina, who mentioned loosening the 
belt, lived in Eretz Yisrael and Rav lived in Babylonia.

HALAKHA
h1A person may not sit before the barber etc. – ֹלא 
ר פָּ ב אָדָם לִפְנֵי הַסַּ -One may not begin even a stan :יֵשֵׁ
dard haircut or uncomplicated work adjacent, i.e., a 
half-hour prior, to the time of minĥa 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 Aĥa bar Ya’akov 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 232,:2 and see Magen Avraham).

h2A person may not enter the bathhouse and may 
not enter to work in a tannery etc. – נֵס אָדָם  לאֹ יִכָּ
רְחָץ וְלאֹ לַבּוּרְסְקִי וכו׳  A person may neither enter :לַמֶּ
a bathhouse, even if he enters merely to sweat (Ma-
gen Avraham) nor a tannery adjacent to the time of 

minĥa gedola, as there is room for concern that un-
foreseen circumstances may arise, causing the activ-
ity to extend until the evening (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 232:2).

h3And he may neither enter to eat – וְלאֹ לֶאֱכוֹל: There 
are several opinions with regard to the practical ha-
lakhic ramifications from the talmudic discussion 
here. Some ruled that even a small meal is prohibited 
adjacent to minĥa gedola in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Aĥa bar Ya’akov (Rif, Rambam, Shulĥan 
Arukh). Others ruled that only a big meal is prohibited 
adjacent to minĥa gedola (Tur in the name of Rab-
beinu Tam). According to their opinion, the halakha 
is in accordance with the first, unattributed version 
of the Gemara, with regard to which there was a 
consensus (Beit Yosef ). Yet others say that adjacent 
to minĥa gedola even a big meal is permitted, as 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi was not ac-
cepted as halakha (tractate Berakhot). Consequently, 
the halakha in the mishna is relevant only with regard 
to minĥa ketana and applies even to a small meal 
(Ran and Rashba in the name of Rabbeinu Zeraĥya 
HaLevi; Beit Yosef ). Some say that even adjacent 
to minĥa ketana, a small meal is permitted (Tur in 
the name of Rabbeinu Yitzĥak; Rosh in the name of 
Rabbeinu Tam), because according to that opinion 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi’s statement was rejected 
and the opinion that there is no room for concern 
if matters continue longer than usual, was accepted 
(Beit Yosef ). The Rema says that the custom was in 
accordance with the most lenient opinion, although 
one should be stringent and refrain from partaking of 
a big meal even adjacent to minĥa gedola (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Tur Oraĥ Ĥayyim 232; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 232,:2).

h4Nor to sit in judgment –וְלֹא לָדִין : A person may not 
sit in judgment adjacent to minĥa 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 and 
thereby the time of minĥa will pass (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
232:2 and Ĥoshen Mishpat 5:4).

h5And if they already began they need not stop – וְאִם 
 The halakha was established in :הִתְחִילוּ אֵין מַפְסִיקִין
accordance with our mishna that one who began 
any of the activities that were enumerated, work, 
meal or judgment, even if they started after minĥa 
gedola, is not obligated to interrupt that activity to 
recite the afternoon prayer. However, that is the ha-
lakha 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 232:2 
and Ĥoshen Mishpat 5:4).

h6One stops to recite Shema – מַפְסִיקִין לִקְרוֹת קְרִיאַת 

מַע  A half hour prior to the time that his obligation :שְׁ
to recite Shema begins, one is forbidden to eat or 
sleep or engage in any of the activities prohibited ad-
jacent to minĥa (Mishna Berura). If he began, he must 
interrupt his meal to recite Shema but he need not 
interrupt his meal to recite the Amida prayer (Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 232:2 and Rema).

h7From when is it considered the beginning of the 
haircut – סְפּוֹרֶת  The beginning of :מֵאֵימָתַי הַתְחָלַת תִּ
the haircut is when he places the barber’s cloth on 
his knees. The beginning of the bath is when he re-
moves his outer garment. The beginning of the visit 
to the tannery is when he ties a cloth 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 
6:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 232:2 and Rema.).

LANGUAGE
l1Tannery [burseki] – בּוּרְסְקִי: The fundamental origin 
of the word is from the Greek bursaus, meaning one 
who processes hides, and related roots. The word 
burseki developed as a place where animal hides are 
tanned, as bursikos is the term for matters relating to 
tanning hides.

l2The haircut of ben Elasa – ה ן אֶלְעָשָׂ בֶּ -Ac :תִסְפּוֹרֶת 
cording to what is mentioned in tractate Nedarim, the 
haircut of ben Elasa was similar to the one depicted 
in this photograph of a Roman statue.

י.
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 – הָכָא  כְרוּת,  שִׁ כִיחָא  שְׁ לָא  הָתָם 
יוָן  מִנְחָה כֵּ כְרוּת. אִי נַמִי: בְּ כִיחָא שִׁ שְׁ
וְלָא  מֵירְתַת   – זִימְנָא  לָהּ  קְבִיעָא  דִּ
א  כוּלָּ דְּ יוָן  כֵּ עַרְבִית  ע,  לְמִפְשַׁ אָתֵי 
מֵירְתַת  לָא   – עַרְבִית  זְמַן  לֵילְיָא 
ת:  שֶׁ ע. מַתְקִיף לָהּ רַב שֵׁ וְאָתֵי לְמִפְשַׁ
וְעוֹד:  הֶמְיָינֵיהּ?!  לְמֵיסַר  טְרִיחוּתָא 
אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ וּם  מִשּׁ י!  לֵּ וְלִיצַּ הָכִי  לֵיקוּ 

רָאֵל״. “הִכּוֹן לִקְרַאת אֱלהֶֹיךָ יִשְׂ

י,  ר רַב הוּנָא רָמֵי פּוּזְמְקֵי וּמְצַלֵּ רָבָא בַּ
דֵי  אָמַר: “הִכּוֹן לִקְרַאת וגו׳״. רָבָא שָׁ
אָמַר:  י.  וּמְצַלֵּ יְדֵיהּ,  וּפָכַר  לִימֵיהּ  גְּ
י:  יהּ מָרֵיהּ. אֲמַר רַב אַשִׁ א קַמֵּ עַבְדָּ כְּ
א  אִיכָּ י  כִּ  – הֲנָא  כָּ לְרַב  לֵיהּ  חָזֵינָא 
וּפָכַר  לִימֵיהּ  גְּ דֵי  שָׁ עָלְמָא –  בְּ צַעֲרָא 
י מָרֵיהּ.  א קַמֵּ עַבְדָּ י, אֲמַר: כְּ יְדֵיהּ וּמְצַלֵּ
י  סֵּ וּמִתְכַּ לָבֵישׁ   – לָמָא  שְׁ א  אִיכָּ י  כִּ
י, אֲמַר: “הִכּוֹן לִקְרַאת  ף וּמְצַלֵּ וּמִתְעַטֵּ

רָאֵל״. אֱלהֶֹיךָ יִשְׂ

קָא מַאֲרֵיךְ  רָבָא חַזְיֵיהּ לְרַב הַמְנוּנָא דְּ
עוֹלָם  חַיֵּי  יחִין  מַנִּ אָמַר:  צְלוֹתֵיהּ,  בִּ
עָה! וְהוּא סָבַר: זְמַן  חַיֵּי שָׁ וְעוֹסְקִים בְּ
י  רַבִּ לְחוּד.  תּוֹרָה  וּזְמַן  לְחוּד,  ה  פִלָּ תְּ
זֵירָא,  י  רַבִּ דְּ יהּ  קַמֵּ יָתֵיב  הֲוָה  יִרְמְיָה 
לְצַלּוּיֵי,  נְגַהּ  א.  מַעֲתָּ שְׁ בִּ עָסְקִי  וַהֲווּ 
קָרֵי  יִרְמְיָה,  י  רַבִּ מְסַרְהֵב  קָא  וַהֲוָה 
מוֹעַ  י זֵירָא: “מְסִיר אָזְנוֹ מִשְׁ עֲלֵיהּ רַבִּ

תוֹ תּוֹעֵבָה״. פִלָּ ם תְּ תּוֹרָה גַּ

h1The obligation to wear a belt during prayer – חוֹבַת חֲגִירַת 
פִילָה תְּ בַּ  One should wear a belt during prayer even :אַבְנֵט 
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 Avraham) 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 Yeruĥam; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 91:2).

h2Don expensive socks and pray – י  In a place :רָמֵי פּוּזְמְקֵי וּמְצַלֵּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 91:5).

h3And would clasp his hands – וּפָכַר יָדָיו: It is 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 95:3).

h4And wrap himself and pray – י ף וּמְצַלֵּ  The custom of :וּמִתְעַטֵּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 91:6).

halakha

n1And they were engaged in halakha…“One who turns his 
ear, etc.” – א…מְסִיר אָזְנוֹ וכו׳ מַעֲתָּ שְׁ  Some said that :וַהֲווּ עָסְקִי בִּ
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).

notes
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We learned that if one enters to sit in judgment adjacent to minĥa, he 
need not interrupt the trial and pray. The Gemara clarifies: From when 
is it considered the beginning of a trial?h5 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 doorn2 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 Ĥisda and Rabba 
bar Rav Huna would sit in judgment all day and their hearts would 
grow weakn3 from hunger. Therefore, Rav Ĥiyya 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,n4 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 
a true 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?h6 
What is the usual time that court adjourns? Rav Sheshet said: Until 
mealtime, noon. Rav Ĥama 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,l1 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 a lot 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.h7 

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,n5 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, if he tasted something in the morning, we have 
no problem with it.

יִרְמְיָה  י  רַבִּ ין?  דִּ הַתְחָלַת  מֵאֵימָתַי 
פוּ  יִּתְעַטְּ ֶ מִשּׁ אָמַר:  חַד  יוֹנָה,  י  וְרַבִּ
עֲלֵי  חוּ בַּ יִּפְתְּ ֶ יָּינִין, וְחַד אָמַר: מִשּׁ הַדַּ
עָסְקִי  דְּ  – הָא  לִיגִי,  פְּ וְלָא  ינִים.  דִּ
עָסְקִי  לָא  דְּ  – הָא  דִינָא,  בְּ וְאָתוּ 

דִינָא. וְאָתוּ בְּ

וְגָרְסִי  יָתְבִי  הֲווּ  אַסִי  וְרַב  אַמִי  רַב 
עֲתָא  וְשָׁ עֲתָא  שָׁ וְכָל  עַמּוּדֵי  ינֵי  בֵּ
וְאָמְרִי:  א  ָ דַשּׁ דְּ רָא  אַעִיבְּ טָפְחִי  הֲווּ 
ינָא – לֵיעוֹל  אִית לֵיהּ דִּ א דְּ אִי אִיכָּ
ר רַב הוּנָא  ה בַּ א וְרַבָּ וְלֵיתֵי. רַב חִסְדָּ
הֲוָה  יוֹמָא,  י  כּוּלֵּ דִינָא  בְּ יָתְבִי  הֲווּ 
רַב  לְהוּ  נָא  תְּ יְיהוּ.  לִבַּ חֲלִישׁ  קָא 
הָעָם  “וַיַּעֲמדֹ  י:  פְתִּ מִדִּ רַב  ר  בַּ חִיָּיא 
וְכִי  הָעָרֶב״  עַד  הַבֹּקֶר  מִן  ה  משֶֹׁ עַל 
ב  יוֹשֵׁ ה  מֹּשֶׁ שֶׁ ךָ  עְתְּ דַּ עַל  תַעֲלֶה 
מָתַי  תּוֹרָתוֹ  כּוּלּוֹ?  הַיּוֹם  ל  כָּ וְדָן 
יָּין  דַּ ל  כָּ לְךָ:  לוֹמַר  א  אֶלָּ ית?!  נַעֲשֵׂ
עָה  ין אֱמֶת לַאֲמִיתּוֹ אֲפִילּוּ שָׁ ן דִּ דָּ שֶׁ
אִילּוּ  כְּ תוּב  אַחַת – מַעֲלֶה עָלָיו הַכָּ
הוּא  רוּךְ  בָּ דוֹשׁ  לְהַקָּ ף  שׁוּתָּ ה  נַעֲשָׂ
הָכָא:  תִיב  כְּ ית.  רֵאשִׁ בְּ ה  מַעֲשֵׂ בְּ
הַבֹּקֶר  מִן  ה  משֶֹׁ עַל  הָעָם  “וַיַּעֲמֹד 
עַד הָעָרֶב״ וּכְתִיב הָתָם: “וַיְהִי עֶרֶב 

וַיְהִי בֹקֶר יוֹם אֶחָד״.

רַב  אָמַר  ין?  דִּ בַּ בִין  יוֹשְׁ מָתַי  עַד 
רַב  אָמַר  סְעוּדָה.  זְמַן  עַד  ת:  שֶׁ שֵׁ
לָךְ  כְתִיב: “אִי  דִּ קְרָא –  חָמָא: מַאי 
בֹּקֶר  בַּ רַיִךְ  וְשָׂ נָעַר  ךְ  לְכֵּ מַּ שֶׁ אֶרֶץ 
ן  בֶּ ךְ  לְכֵּ מַּ שֶׁ אֶרֶץ  רֵיךְ  אַשְׁ יֹאכֵלוּ 
גְבוּרָה  עֵת יאֹכֵלוּ בִּ רַיִךְ בָּ חוֹרִים וְשָׂ
ל תּוֹרָה, וְלאֹ  גְבוּרָה שֶׁ תִי״ בִּ ְ וְלאֹ בַשּׁ

ל יַיִן. תִיָּיה שֶׁ שְׁ בִּ

מַאֲכַל   – רִאשׁוֹנָה  עָה  שָׁ נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
לִסְטִים,  מַאֲכַל   – נִיָּה  שְׁ לוּדִים, 
ין, רְבִיעִית –  ית – מַאֲכַל יוֹרְשִׁ לִישִׁ שְׁ
מַאֲכַל   – ית  חֲמִישִׁ פּוֹעֲלִים,  מַאֲכַל 

ל אָדָם. כָּ

א: רְבִיעִית זְמַן  פָּ אִינִי?! וְהָאָמַר רַב פַּ
א: רְבִיעִית –  סְעוּדָה לְכָל אָדָם! אֶלָּ
ית – מַאֲכַל  ל אָדָם, חֲמִישִׁ מַאֲכַל כָּ
לְמִידֵי  תַּ מַאֲכַל   – ית  ִ שּׁ שִׁ פּוֹעֲלִים, 
זוֹרֵק אֶבֶן  אן וְאֵילָךְ – כְּ חֲכָמִים. מִכָּ
א  יֵי: לָא אֲמַרַן אֶלָּ לְחֵמֶת. אָמַר אַבַּ
צַפְרָא, אֲבָל טָעֵים  לָא טָעֵים מִידֵי בְּ דְּ

הּ. צַפְרָא – לֵית לָן בָּ מִידֵי בְּ

h5From when is it considered the beginning of a 
trial – ין דִּ  If the judges had already :מֵאֵימָתַי הַתְחָלַת 
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 232:2).

h6Until when do they sit in judgment – בִין  עַד מָתַי יוֹשְׁ
ין דִּ  A court is in session until the end of the fifth hour :בַּ
of the day. Others hold that court is in session until 
just before the end of the sixth hour (Sefer Me’irat Ein-
ayim; Baĥ). They are not obligated to sit in judgment 
thereafter (Rema in the name of the Tur; Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 3:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen 
Mishpat 5:3 in the comment of the Rema).

h7The time of eating – זְמַן אֲכִילָה: The appropriate time 
to eat for anyone who rises 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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 157:1).

halakha

n2Knock on the bolt of the door – א ָ דַשּׁ רָא דְּ  :טָפְחִי אַעִיבְּ
They were the permanent judges in their city of Tiberias 
and they announced that they were prepared to sit in 
judgment if necessary (Iyyun 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 (Oraĥ 
Eliyahu).

n3Their hearts would grow weak – ּיְיהו לִבַּ חֲלִישׁ   :קָא 
Some understand Rashi’s first explanation 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 Ĥiyya bar Rav said to them that even one 
hour of engaging in Torah study is tantamount to the 
act of Creation.

n4True judgment truthfully – ֹין אֱמֶת לַאֲמִיתּו -The rep :דִּ
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).

n5As if he is throwing a stone into a barrel – זוֹרֵק אֶבֶן  כְּ
 People used to throw rocks into empty barrels :לְחֵמֶת
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 Luĥot HaBerit).

notes

l1Ludim – לוּדִים: 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.

language
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Rav Adda bar Ahava said: A person may, ab initio, recite his 
prayer in the bathhouse.b1 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.h8

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 
Ĥanina 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 repugnanth9 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 bathhouseh10 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.

ל  לֵּ מִתְפַּ אַהֲבָה:  ר  בַּ א  אַדָּ רַב  אָמַר 
רְחָץ. מֵיתִיבֵי:  בֵית הַמֶּ תוֹ בְּ פִלָּ אָדָם תְּ
נֵי  בְּ שֶׁ מָקוֹם  רְחָץ,  הַמֶּ לְבֵית  כְנָס  הַנִּ
ם מִקְרָא  ין – יֵשׁ שָׁ אָדָם עוֹמְדִין לְבוּשִׁ
אִילַת  שְׁ לוֹמַר  צָרִיךְ  וְאֵין  ה,  וּתְפִלָּ
ין וְאֵין צָרִיךְ לוֹמַר  פִילִּ יחַ תְּ לוֹם, וּמַנִּ שָׁ

אֵינוֹ חוֹלֵץ. שֶׁ

עֲרוּמִים  עוֹמְדִים  אָדָם  נֵי  בְּ שֶׁ מָקוֹם 
לוֹם,  שָׁ אִילַת  שְׁ ם  שָׁ יֵשׁ   – ין  וּלְבוּשִׁ
ם מִקְרָא וּתְפִלָה, וְאֵינוֹ חוֹלֵץ  וְאֵין שָׁ

ה. חִלָּ יחַ לְכַתְּ ין, וְאֵינוֹ מַנִּ פִילִּ תְּ

נֵי אָדָם עוֹמְדִין עֲרוּמִים –  בְּ שֶׁ מָקוֹם 
צָרִיךְ  וְאֵין  לוֹם,  שָׁ אִילַת  שְׁ ם  שָׁ אֵין 
ין  פִילִּ תְּ וְחוֹלֵץ  וּתְפִלָה,  מִקְרָא  לוֹמַר 

יחָן! אֵינוֹ מַנִּ וְאֵין צָרִיךְ לוֹמַר שֶׁ

 – אַהֲבָה  ר  בַּ א  אַדָּ רַב  קָאָמַר  י  כִּ
אָמַר  וְהָא  אָדָם.  בּוֹ  אֵין  שֶׁ מֶרְחָץ  בְּ
אָמְרוּ –  ר חֲנִינָא: מֶרְחָץ שֶׁ י יוֹסֵי בַּ רַבִּ
א  סֵּ ית הַכִּ אֵין בּוֹ אָדָם, בֵּ י שֶׁ אַף עַל פִּ
אֵין בּוֹ צוֹאָה! י שֶׁ אָמְרוּ – אַף עַל פִּ שֶׁ

י.  חֲדַתִּ בַּ א –  י קָאָמַר רַב אַדָּ כִּ א:  אֶלָּ
עָא לֵיהּ רָבִינָא: הִזְמִינוֹ  וְהָא מִבְעֲיָא בְּ
אֵין  זִימּוּן אוֹ  יֵשׁ  א מַהוּ?  סֵּ הַכִּ לְבֵית 
יטָא לֵיהּ; לָאו הוּא  זִימּוּן? וְלָא אִיפְשִׁ

ילְמָא רְחָץ? לָא, דִּ ין לְמֶּ הַדִּ

NOTES
n1And they were engaged in halakha…“One who 
turns his ear etc.” – ֹא…. מְסִיר אָזְנו מַעֲתָּ שְׁ בִּ  וַהֲווּ עָסְקִי 
 Some said that this statement refers specifically :וכו׳
to someone whose Torah is his avocation, as it is in-
cumbent 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).

n2Knock on the bolt of the door – א ָ דַשּׁ רָא דְּ  :טָפְחִי אַעִיבְּ
They were the permanent judges in their city of Ti-
berias and they announced that they were prepared 
to sit in judgment if necessary (Iyyun 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 (Oraĥ Eliyahu).

n3Their hearts grew weak – ּיְיהו לִבַּ  Some :קָא חֲלִישׁ 
understand Rashi’s first explanation as follows: Since, 
ostensibly, studying Torah takes precedence over sit-
ting in judgment as it is preferable to engage in the 
great, sublime matters in the Torah than to involve 
oneself in quarrels between people; therefore, it was 
necessary to console and reassure them that judg-
ment is a realization of the Torah ideal, tantamount 
to the act of Creation (HaKotev). With regard to the 
significance of Torah, Rav Ĥiyya bar Rav said to them 
that even one hour of engaging in Torah study is 
tantamount to the act of Creation.

n4A true judgment truthfully – ֹין אֱמֶת לַאֲמִיתּו  This :דִּ
emphasis 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 con-
clusions. The judge must be certain that this path is 
the absolute truth (Netivot Olam).

n5As if he is throwing a stone into a barrel – זוֹרֵק  כְּ
 The meaning of this metaphor is since the :אֶבֶן לְחֵמֶת
barrel is supposed to be filled with wine, they would 
throw a rock into it to create the false impression 
that it is full, instead of filling it with wine (Shenei 
Luĥot HaBerit).

HALAKHA
h1The obligation of wearing a belt during prayer – 
פִילָה תְּ בַּ  One should wear a belt :חוֹבַת חֲגִירַת אַבְנֵט 
during prayer even if he has an additional barrier be-
tween 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 Avraham) say that one who does not 
wear a belt all day is not required to do so and that 
is Ashkenazic custom (Beit Yosef; Rabbeinu Yeruĥam; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 91:2).

h2Don expensive socks and pray – י  In :רָמֵי פּוּזְמְקֵי וּמְצַלֵּ
a place where it is customary to stand before an im-

portant 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 91:5).

h3And clasp his hands – יָדָיו -It is proper to re :וּפָכַר 
cite the Amida prayer with one hand placed over 
the other while standing in awe and reverence. In 
general, one must conduct himself in accordance 
with the customary manner in which one stands 
before his master in that location (Magen Avraham). 
The reason, for holding his hands in this manner, is 
in deference to God (Taz). Some say that one should 
hold his hands in that way only during a time of suf-
fering; however, during peaceful times, he should 
adorn himself, in accordance with the custom of Rav 
Kahana (Rema; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 
5:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 95:3).

h4And he would wrap himself and pray – ף  וּמִתְעַטֵּ
י  The custom of the Sages is to wrap themselves :וּמְצַלֵּ
in an important garment and pray, as per the cus-
tom of Rav Kahana (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla 5:4 and Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:11; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 91:6).

h5From when is it considered the beginning of a 
trial – ין  If the judges had already :מֵאֵימָתַי הַתְחָלַת דִּ
been engaged in judgment, i.e., they had presided 
over a different trial beforehand; 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 begin-
ning of judgment is when they take their seats with 
the intention to begin the trial (Jerusalem Talmud; 
Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 6:5; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 232: 2).

h6Until when do they sit in judgment – בִין  עַד מָתַי יוֹשְׁ
ין דִּ  A court is in session until the end of the fifth :בַּ
hour of the day. According to the Sefer Me’irat Ein-
ayim and the Baĥ, it is until just before the end of the 
sixth hour. They are not obligated to sit in judgment 
thereafter (Rema in the name of the Tur; Rambam 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 3:1; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Ĥoshen Mishpat 5:3 in the comment of the Rema).

h7The time of eating – זְמַן אֲכִילָה: The appropriate time 
to eat for everyone is during the fourth hour after 
dawn, for those who rise at dawn. For those who 
rise later, it is four hours after they awaken. For Torah 
scholars, it is during the sixth hour. If he did not taste 
anything in the morning, he should not eat after 
that hour, as eating then is useless (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 157:11).

h8Reciting sacred matters in the bathhouse – אֲמִירַת 
מֶרְחָץ בַּ ה  ָ בְרֵי קְדוּשּׁ  The room in the bathhouse in :דִּ
which everyone is dressed does not have the legal 
status of a bathhouse. Therefore, one is permitted 
to recite sacred matters there. In the room where, 

generally, some are dressed and some are not, one 
is permitted to greet others with shalom, but he is 
prohibited from reciting passages from the Torah, 
prayers and blessings. However, contemplating pas-
sages from the Torah is permitted (Rema). In the 
room where everyone is naked, one is prohibited 
even to greet others with shalom, as per the Tosefta 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:3; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 84:1).

h9A place that is disgusting – ד אֵינוֹ מְכוּבָּ  With :מָקוֹם שֶׁ
regard to reciting sacred matters, the legal status of a 
bathroom and a bathhouse without partitions, even 
if they were cleaned is the same as when they were 
dirty (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:3; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 83:1).

h10In a new bathhouse – י חֲדַתִּ  One may recite sacred :בַּ
matters in a new bathhouse, in which no one has 
ever bathed (Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
84:1).

LANGUAGE
l1Ludim – לוּדִים: Some say that the Ludim refer to peo-
ple indigenous to a land in Asia Minor called Ludiya 
whose residents were both pampered and ravenous. 
However, from other sources it seems that the word 
Ludim referred to Ludadim, from the Latin ludarius, 
gladiators who fought each other and wild animals 
as well, in the Roman circus. Because of their need 
for frequent training and their desire to enjoy life until 
their inevitable demise in the ring, they would eat 
ravenously and eat early.

BACKGROUND
b1Rooms of the bathhouse – חַדְרֵי מֶרְחָץ:

The rooms of the bathhouse at Masada

י:
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מְאִיס. א דִּ סֵּ ית הַכִּ אנֵי בֵּ שָׁ

לוֹם״ מְסַיֵּיעַ לֵיהּ  אִילַת שָׁ ם שְׁ “אֵין שָׁ
אָמַר:  א, דְּ עוּלָּ מֵיהּ דְּ ְ לְרַב הַמְנוּנָא מִשּׁ
לַחֲבֵירוֹ  לוֹם  שָׁ ן  יִּתֵּ שֶׁ לְאָדָם  אָסוּר 
אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ וּם  מִשּׁ רְחָץ,  הַמֶּ בֵית  בְּ

לוֹם״. “וַיִּקְרָא לוֹ ה׳ שָׁ

b1Rooms of the bathhouse – חַדְרֵי מֶרְחָץ:

Diagram of the rooms of the bathhouse at Masada

background

h8Reciting sacred matters in the bathhouse – ה ָ בְרֵי קְדוּשּׁ  אֲמִירַת דִּ
מֶרְחָץ  The room in the bathhouse in which everyone is dressed :בַּ
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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 84:1).

h9A place that is repugnant – ד אֵינוֹ מְכוּבָּ  With regard to :מָקוֹם שֶׁ
reciting sacred matters, the legal 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 83:1).

h10To a new bathhouse – י חֲדַתִּ  One may recite sacred matters :בַּ
in a new bathhouse in which no one has ever bathed (Mishna 
Berura; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:3; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 84:1).

halakha
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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 Meĥasseya 
say that Rav Ĥama bar Gurya said that Rav said: It is permitted 
to say faithfulness in the bathroom?h1 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,n1 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 Meĥasseya said that Rav 
Ĥama bar Gurya said that Rav said: One who gives a gift to an-
other must inform himn2 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 Ĥama bar Ĥanina 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)? The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. When Rav Ĥama 
bar Ĥanina 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 Ĥisda would take in his hand two gifts 
of the priesthood separated from an ox.n3 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 Meĥasseya said to him, Rav said as 
follows: One who gives a gift to his friend needs to inform him, 
as it stated: “To know that I am God Who sanctifies you.” He gave 
the gift to Rava bar Meĥasseya. Rava bar Meĥasseya said to Rav 
Ĥisda: Are the halakhot of Rav so beloved to you? Rav Ĥisda said 
to him: Yes. Rava bar Meĥasseya said to him, this is what Rav said: 
Fine wool is precious to those who wear itn4 (Rav Ya’akov Emden), 
meaning only a person who is used to delicate items can appreciate 
their quality. Rav Ĥisda 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.

בֵית  ה, הֵימָנוּתָא נַמִי אָסוּר לְמֵימַר בְּ א מֵעַתָּ אֶלָּ
ימָא:  תֵּ וְכִי  אֱמָן״!  הַנֶּ “הָאֵל  כְתִיב:  דִּ א,  סֵּ הַכִּ
רַב  אָמַר  יָא  מְחַסְּ ר  בַּ רָבָא  וְהָאָמַר  נַמִי,  הָכִי 
רֵי לְמֵימַר הֵימָנוּתָא  ר גּוּרְיָא אָמַר רַב: שָׁ חָמָא בַּ
ם גּוּפֵיהּ לָא אִיקְרִי הָכִי,  א! הָתָם שֵׁ סֵּ בֵית הַכִּ בְּ
ם  שֵׁ  – הָכָא  מְהֵימְנָא״,  “אֱלָהָא  מִינַן:  מְתַרְגְּ דִּ
ה׳  לוֹ  “וַיִּקְרָא  כְתִיב:  דִּ לוֹם,  שָׁ אִיקְרִי  גּוּפֵיהּ 

לוֹם״. שָׁ

ר גּוּרְיָא  יָא אָמַר רַב חָמָא בַּ ר מְחַסְּ וְאָמַר רָבָא בַּ
נָה לַחֲבֵירוֹ – צָרִיךְ לְהוֹדִיעוֹ,  תָּ אָמַר רַב: הַנּוֹתֵן מַּ
נְיָא  כֶם״. תַּ שְׁ י אֲנִי ה׳ מְקַדִּ אֱמַר: “לָדַעַת כִּ נֶּ שֶׁ
כֶם״. אָמַר  שְׁ י אֲנִי ה׳ מְקַדִּ נַמִי הָכִי: “לָדַעַת כִּ
טוֹבָה  נָה  מַתָּ ה:  לְמשֶֹׁ הוּא  רוּךְ  בָּ דוֹשׁ  הַקָּ לוֹ 
שׁ  מְבַקֵּ וַאֲנִי  מָהּ,  שְׁ ת  בָּ וְשַׁ נָזַי  גְּ בֵית  בְּ לִי  יֵשׁ 
אָמַר  אן  מִכָּ וְהוֹדִיעֵם.  לֵךְ   – רָאֵל  לְיִשְׂ נָהּ  לִיתְּ
לְתִינוֹק  ת  פַּ הַנּוֹתֵן  מְלִיאֵל:  גַּ ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ ן  רַבָּ
אָמַר  לֵיהּ?  עָבֵיד  מַאי  לְאִמּוֹ.  לְהוֹדִיעַ  צָרִיךְ 
כּוֹחֲלָא.  לֵיהּ  וּמָלֵי  חָא  מִשְׁ לֵיהּ  אֵיף  שָׁ יֵי:  אַבַּ
רַב  אָמַר  מַאי?  פִים  לִכְשָׁ ינַן  חָיְישִׁ דְּ וְהָאִידָנָא 

ין. אֵיף לֵיהּ מֵאוֹתוֹ הַמִּ א: שָׁ פָּ פַּ

הַנּוֹתֵן  חֲנִינָא:  ר(  )בַּ חָמָא  רַב  וְהָאָמַר  אִינִי?! 
אֱמַר:  נֶּ נָה לַחֲבֵירוֹ – אֵין צָרִיךְ לְהוֹדִיעוֹ, שֶׁ מַתָּ
רוֹ אִתּוֹ״!  דַבְּ נָיו בְּ י קָרַן עוֹר פָּ ה לאֹ יָדַע כִּ “וּמשֶֹׁ
עֲבִידָא לְאִגְלוּיֵי,  תָא דַּ מִילְּ יָא, הָא – בְּ לָא קַשְׁ
וְהָא  לְאִגְלוּיֵי.  עֲבִידָא  לָא  דְּ תָא  מִילְּ בְּ  – הָא 
עָבֵיד  כָרָהּ לָא  שְׂ ן  מַתַּ לִגְלוּיֵי!  עֲבִידָא  דַּ ת  בָּ שַׁ

לִגְלוּיֵי.

נָתָא  מַתְּ י  רְתֵּ תַּ ידֵיהּ  בִּ נָקֵיט  הֲוָה  א  חִסְדָּ רַב 
לִי  וַאֲמַר  אָתֵי  דְּ מַאן  ל  כָּ אֲמַר:  תוֹרָא  דְּ
יָהֵיבְנָא   – רַב  דְּ מֵיהּ  ְ מִשּׁ א  חֲדַתָּ תָא  מַעְתְּ שְׁ
יָא, הָכִי  ר מְחַסְּ לֵיהּ נִיהֲלֵיהּ. אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבָא בַּ
נָה לַחֲבֵירוֹ צָרִיךְ לְהוֹדִיעוֹ,  אֲמַר רַב: הַנּוֹתֵן מַתָּ
כֶם״. יָהֲבָהּ  שְׁ י אֲנִי ה׳ מְקַדִּ אֱמַר: “לָדַעַת כִּ נֶּ שֶׁ
י  רַב כּוּלֵּ מַעֲתָתָא דְּ נִיהֲלֵיהּ. אֲמַר: חֲבִיבִין עֲלָךְ שְׁ
אֲמַר  דַּ הַיְינוּ  לֵיהּ,  אֲמַר  אִין.  לֵיהּ:  אֲמַר  הַאי? 
ירָא. אֲמַר לֵיהּ: אֲמַר  יְיהוּ יַקִּ בֵישַׁ רַב: מֵילְתָא אַלְּ
מַיְיתָא! וְאִי  תְרַיְיתָא עֲדִיפָא לִי מִקָּ רַב הָכִי? בָּ

הֲוָה נָקֵיטְנָא אַחֲרִיתִי – יָהֵיבְנָא לָךְ.

h1It is permitted to say faithfulness in the bath-
room – א סֵּ בֵית הַכִּ בְּ רֵי לְמֵימַר הֵימָנוּתָא  -It is per :שָׁ
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 
it is prohibited to utter the word compassionate in 
reference to God because that is a name of God 
of sorts (Ra’avad; Baĥ). All appellations for God 
in languages other than Hebrew are permitted 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:5; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 85:2).

halakha

n1The name of God Himself is called Shalom – ם  שֵׁ
לוֹם  In terms of the meaning of the :גּוּפֵיהּ אִיקְרִי שָׁ
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).

n2One who gives a gift to another must inform 
him – ֹנָה לַחֲבֵירוֹ צָרִיךְ לְהוֹדִיעו תָּ  The reason :הַנּוֹתֵן מַּ
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 
gift and a child would not take notice, his mother 
becomes aware of the gift by means of the con-
spicuous sign (Adderet Eliyahu).

n3He would take in his hand two gifts of an 
ox – תוֹרָא נָתָא דְּ י מַתְּ רְתֵּ ידֵיהּ תַּ  By Torah law :נָקֵיט בִּ
(Deuteronomy 18:3),  portions 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 Ĥisda, 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.

n4Fine wool [meilta] is precious to those who 
wear it – ירָא יַקִּ יְיהוּ  בֵישַׁ  Some explain :מֵילְתָא אַלְּ
meilta as a variation of the word me’ilta, 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 ).

notes
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And Rava bar Meĥasseya said that Rav Ĥama bar Gurya said 
that Rav said: A person should never distinguish one of his 
sons from among the other sonsh2 by giving him preferential 
treatment. As, due to the weight of two sela of  fine wool [mei-
lat]l1 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.n5

And Rava bar Meĥasseya said that Rav Ĥama bar Gurya said 
Rav said: A person should always seek and dwell in a city 
whose settling took place in the recentn6 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 that is 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 Meĥasseya said that Rav Ĥama bar Gurya said 
that Rav said: Any city whose roofs are higher than the syna-
goguen1h1 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]l1 and the towers [abrurei]l2 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 
Meĥasseya to not be destroyed by building the synagogue 
higher than the other houses. The Gemara asks: Wasn’t Mata 
Meĥasseya ultimately destroyed? The Gemara answers: It was 
not destroyed because of that sin; other sins caused its 
destruction.

רַב  אָמַר  יָא  מְחַסְּ ר  בַּ רָבָא  וְאָמַר 
ר גּוּרְיָא אָמַר רַב: לְעוֹלָם אַל  חָמָא בַּ
בִיל  שְׁ בִּ נִים, שֶׁ ין הַבָּ נוֹ בֵּ ה אָדָם בְּ נֶּ יְשַׁ
תַן יַעֲקבֹ  נָּ נֵי סְלָעִים מֵילָת שֶׁ קַל שְׁ מִשְׁ
נָיו – נִתְקַנְאוּ בּוֹ  אָר בָּ ְ לְיּוֹסֵף יוֹתֵר מִשּׁ
בָר וְיָרְדוּ אֲבוֹתֵינוּ  ל הַדָּ לְגֵּ אֶחָיו, וְנִתְגַּ

לְמִצְרַיִם.

רַב  אָמַר  יָא  מְחַסְּ ר  בַּ רָבָא  וְאָמַר 
לְעוֹלָם  רַב:  אָמַר  גּוּרְיָא  ר  בַּ חָמָא 
יבָתָהּ  יְּשִׁ שֶׁ עִיר  בְּ ב  וְיֵשֵׁ אָדָם  יְחַזֵּר 
קְרוֹבָה  יבָתָהּ  יְּשִׁ שֶׁ תּוֹךְ  מִּ שֶׁ קְרוֹבָה. 
ה  “הִנֵּ אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ מוּעָטִין.  עֲוֹ�נוֹתֶיהָ 
ה  מָּ שָׁ לָנוּס  קְרוֹבָה  הַזּאֹת  הָעִיר  נָא 
וְהִיא מִצְעָר״. מַאי ‘קְרוֹבָה׳? אִילֵימָא 
וְהָא   – וְזוּטָא  רְבָא  מִיקָּ דְּ ‘קְרוֹבָה׳ 
יבָתָהּ  יְּשִׁ א: מִתּוֹךְ שֶׁ קָא חָזוּ לָהּ! אֶלָּ
י  קְרוֹבָה – עֲוֹ�נוֹתֶיהָ מוּצְעָרִין. אָמַר רַבִּ
לְטָה  כְתִיב: “אִמָּ אָבִין: מַאי קְרָא? – דִּ
ין  חַמְשִׁ גִימַטְרִיָּא  בְּ נ״א  ה״,  מָּ שָׁ נָא 
ים  חֲמִישִּׁ סְדוֹם  ל  וְשֶׁ הָוֵי,  וְאַחַת 

לְוָתָהּ יִם וְשַׁ תַּ וּשְׁ

NOTES
n1The name of God Himself is called Shalom – ם  שֵׁ
לוֹם  In terms of the meaning of the :גּוּפֵיהּ אִיקְרִי שָׁ
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 appella-
tions 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 is 
exclusively a description of God (Maharsha).

n2One who gives a gift to another, must inform him – 
נָה לַחֲבֵירוֹ – צָרִיךְ לְהוֹדִיעוֹ תָּ  The reason that one :הַנּוֹתֵן מַּ
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 gift and a child would not take notice, by means 
of the obvious sign, his mother becomes aware of 
the gift (Adderet Eliyahu).

n3He would take in his hand two gifts of an ox – נָקֵיט 
תוֹרָא נָתָא דְּ י מַתְּ רְתֵּ ידֵיהּ תַּ  By Torah law (Deuteronomy :בִּ

18:3), from every animal slaughtered, the priest re-
ceives portions, i.e., the foreleg, 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 wants. Rav Ĥisda, 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.

n4Fine wool [meilta] is precious to those who wear 
it – ירָא יְיהוּ יַקִּ בֵישַׁ  Some explain meilta as a :מֵילְתָא אַלְּ
variation of the word me’ilta, a coat, saying the coat 
is precious to those who wear 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 ).

n5And our forefathers descended to Egypt – ּוְיָרְדו 
 The emphasis is specifically on the :אֲבוֹתֵינוּ לְמִצְרַיִם
fact that they descended to Egypt. It had already 
been decreed to Abraham that his descendants 
would be enslaved in a foreign land. However, the 
fact that the enslavement was specifically in that 
particular distant and difficult land came about due 
to Joseph and his brothers (Panim Masbirot, Iyyun 
Ya’akov).

n6In a city whose settling is recent – ּיבָתָה יְּשִׁ עִיר שֶׁ  בְּ
 Since the people of the city had not grown :קְרוֹבָה
accustomed to sinning and set in their evil ways, 
repentance was still possible (Me’iri).

HALAKHA
h1It is permitted to say “faithfulness” in the bath-
room – א סֵּ בֵית הַכִּ רֵי לְמֵימַר הֵימָנוּתָא בְּ  It is permitted :שָׁ
to utter descriptions of God, e.g., compassionate, 
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 it is forbid-
den to utter the word compassionate in reference to 
God, because that is a type of name as well (Ra’avad, 
Baĥ). All appellations for God in languages other than 
Hebrew are permitted (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Keriat Shema 6:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 85:2).

h2A person should never distinguish one of his sons 
from among the other sons – ה אָדָם נֶּ  לְעוֹלָם אַל יְשַׁ
נִים ין הַבָּ נוֹ בֵּ -A person should not treat one son dif :בְּ
ferently from his other children even slightly, in order 
to avoid inciting strife among them (Rambam Sefer 
Kinyan, Hilkhot Naĥalot 6:12; Tur, Ĥoshen Mishpat 282).

LANGUAGE
l1Fine wool [meilat] – מֵילָת: Apparently the origin of 
this word is from the Greek, and opinions differ with 
regard to its root. Some believe that it is from the 
word ìáëëï³ò, melosi, a woolen fleece, or the sheep’s 
woolen coat ìçëùôç³, miluti. Others say that the ori-
gin of the word is the city, Ìéëçôïò³ Milotos, and the 
choice wool clothing that they would make there.

Based on the Gemara, apparently meilat is the 
highest quality wool, made from the wool of lambs 
and sheep raised particularly for that purpose.

יא.
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רֵה  ים עֶשְׂ תֵּ כְתִיב: “שְׁ שׁ, דִּ רִים וְשֵׁ עֶשְׂ
לשֹׁ  וּשְׁ דָרְלָעוֹמֶר  כְּ אֶת  עָבְדוּ  נָה  שָׁ
רֵה  עֶשְׂ ע  וּבְאַרְבַּ מָרָדוּ  נָה  שָׁ רֵה  עֶשְׂ

נָה״ וגו.׳ שָׁ

יָא אָמַר רַב חָמָא  ר מְחַסְּ וְאָמַר רָבָא בַּ
גּוֹתֶיהָ  גַּ ל עִיר שֶׁ ר גּוּרְיָא אָמַר רַב: כָּ בַּ
חֲרֵבָה,  לַסּוֹף  נֶסֶת  הַכְּ ית  מִבֵּ בוֹהִין  גְּ
אֱלהֵֹינוּ  ית  בֵּ אֶת  “לְרוֹמֵם  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ
י –  וּלְהַעֲמִיד אֶת חָרְבוֹתָיו״. וְהָנֵי מִילֵּ
 – רוּרֵי  וְאַבְּ י  קוּשֵׁ קַשְׁ בְּ אֲבָל  ים  בָתִּ בְּ
י: אֲנָא עָבְדִי  הּ. אֲמַר רַב אַשִׁ לֵית לָן בָּ
וְהָא  חָרְבָה.  לָא  דְּ יָא  מְחַסְּ לִמְתָא 

חָרְבָה! מֵאוֹתוֹ עָוֹ�ן לאֹ חָרְבָה.

h2A person should never distinguish one of his sons from among 
the other sons – נִים ין הַבָּ בֵּ נוֹ  בְּ ה אָדָם  נֶּ יְשַׁ  In order to :לְעוֹלָם אַל 
avoid inciting strife among one’s sons, he should not treat one son 
differently, even slightly, from his other children (Rambam Sefer 
Kinyan, Hilkhot Naĥalot 6:13; Tur, Ĥoshen Mishpat 282).

halakha

l1Fine wool [meilat] – מֵילָת: Apparently the origin of this word is 
from the Greek city of  Μιλήτος , 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.

language

n5And our forefathers descended to Egypt – וְיָרְדוּ אֲבוֹתֵינוּ לְמִצְרַיִם: 
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, Iyyun Ya’akov).

n6In a city whose settling is recent – יבָתָהּ קְרוֹבָה יְּשִׁ עִיר שֶׁ  Since :בְּ
the people of the city have not grown accustomed to sinning and 
set in their evil ways, repentance is still possible (Me’iri).

notes

n1Any city whose roofs are higher than the synagogue – עִיר 
נֶסֶת ית הַכְּ בוֹהִין מִבֵּ גּוֹתֶיהָ גְּ גַּ  It is not appropriate for people to live :שֶׁ
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 (Me’iri).

notes

h1Any city whose roofs are higher than the synagogue – 
נֶסֶת ית הַכְּ בוֹהִין מִבֵּ גְּ גּוֹתֶיהָ  גַּ שֶׁ -When a synagogue is con :עִיר 
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 

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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 150: 1–2).

halakha

l1Poles [kashkushei] – י קוּשֵׁ  There are some whose version of :קַשְׁ
the text is kushki (Arukh and others). Apparently, the word is from 
the Persian kōšk, meaning palace or villa. Perhaps this word was 
also assimilated into the Arabic (ge’onim).

l2Towers [abrurei] – רוּרֵי  Apparently, the word is Persian :אַבְּ
(ge’onim). Modern scholars believe it is from the Middle Persian, 
perhaps from the word parwār, meaning towers.

language
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And Rava bar Meĥasseya said that Rav Ĥama 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 Ĥabar,b1 a Persian Zoroastrian fire 
priest; under a Ĥabar 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 Meĥasseya said that Rav Ĥama 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 Meĥasseya said that Rav Ĥama 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,n3 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 Meĥasseya said that Rav Ĥama bar Gurya said 
that Rav said: A fast is effective to neutralize a bad dream like 
fire burns chaff. Rav Ĥisda said: And a fast is effective specifi-
cally on that dayh2 that he dreamed. And Rav Yosef said: One 
suffering from a bad dream that he dreamed is permitted to fast 
even on Shabbat.n4h3

The Gemara relates: Rav Yehoshua, son of Rav Idi, happened 
to come to the house of Rav Ashi. They prepared a third-born 
calf,n5 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: It is a fast for a dream. And Rava bar Meĥasseya said 
that Rav Ĥama bar Gurya said that Rav said: A fast is effective 
to neutralize a bad dream like fire burns chaff. And Rav Ĥisda 
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.

ר  יָא אָמַר רַב חָמָא בַּ ר מְחַסְּ וְאָמַר רָבָא בַּ
חַת  מָעֵאל וְלאֹ תַּ חַת יִשְׁ גּוּרְיָא אָמַר רַב: תַּ
חַת  תַּ ר,  חַבָּ חַת  תַּ וְלאֹ  נָכְרִי  חַת  תַּ נָכְרִי, 
לְמִיד  חַת תַּ לְמִיד חָכָם, תַּ חַת תַּ ר וְלאֹ תַּ חַבָּ

חַת יָתוֹם וְאַלְמָנָה. חָכָם וְלאֹ תַּ

ר  יָא אָמַר רַב חָמָא בַּ ר מְחַסְּ וְאָמַר רָבָא בַּ
ל חוֹלִי וְלאֹ חוֹלִי מֵעַיִם,  גּוּרְיָא אָמַר רַב: כָּ
ל מֵיחוּשׁ – וְלאֹ  אֵב לֵב, כָּ אֵב – וְלאֹ כְּ ל כְּ כָּ
ה רָעָה. ָ ל רָעָה – וְלאֹ אִשּׁ מֵיחוּשׁ ראֹשׁ, כָּ

ר  יָא אָמַר רַב חָמָא בַּ ר מְחַסְּ וְאָמַר רָבָא בַּ
יוֹ,  דְּ הַיַּמִים  ל  כָּ יִהְיוּ  אִם  רַב:  אָמַר  גּוּרְיָא 
וְכָל  יְרִיעוֹת,  מַיִם  וְשָׁ קוּלְמוֹסִים,  ים  וַאֲגַמִּ
יקִים לִכְתּוֹב  נֵי אָדָם לַבְלָרִין – אֵין מַסְפִּ בְּ
רַב  אָמַר  קְרָאָהּ?  מַאי  רָשׁוּת.  ל  שֶׁ חֲלָלָה 
מַיִם לָרוּם וָאָרֶץ לָעוֹמֶק וְלֵב  יָּא: “שָׁ רְשִׁ מְשַׁ

מְלָכִים אֵין חֵקֶר״.

ר  יָא אָמַר רַב חָמָא בַּ ר מְחַסְּ וְאָמַר רָבָא בַּ
אֵשׁ  עֲנִית לַחֲלוֹם כְּ גּוּרְיָא אָמַר רַב: יָפָה תַּ
יּוֹם. וְאָמַר  א: דוּבוֹ בַּ לִנְעוֹרֶת. אָמַר רַב חִסְדָּ

ת. בָּ שַׁ רַב יוֹסֵף: אֲפִילוּ בְּ

לְבֵי  אִיקְלַע  אִידִי  רַב  דְּ רֵיהּ  בְּ עַ  יְהוֹשֻׁ רַב 
א. אֲמַרוּ  ילְתָּ י עָבְדִי לֵיהּ עִיגְלָא תִּ רַב אַשִׁ
תַעֲנִית  י! אֲמַר לְהוּ: בְּ לֵיהּ: לִטְעוֹם מָר מִידֵּ
יָתֵיבְנָא. אֲמַרוּ לֵיהּ: וְלָא סָבַר לֵיהּ מָר לְהָא 
אָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה: לוֶֹה אָדָם  רַב יְהוּדָה, דְּ דְּ
חֲלוֹם  עֲנִית  תַּ לְהוּ:  אָמַר  וּפוֹרֵעַ?  עֲנִיתוֹ  תַּ
יָא אָמַר רַב חָמָא  ר מְחַסְּ הוּא, וְאָמַר רָבָא בַּ
לַחֲלוֹם  עֲנִית  תַּ יָפָה  רַב:  אָמַר  גּוּרְיָא  ר  בַּ
יּוֹם,  א: וּבוֹ בַּ אֵשׁ לִנְעוֹרֶת, וְאָמַר רַב חִסְדָּ כְּ

ת. בָּ ַ שּׁ וְאָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף: אֲפִילוּ בַּ

b1Ĥabar – ר  Ĥabar is the accepted name for the Persian :חַבָּ
Zoroastrian fire priests. The origin of the word is not clear. 
However, the assumption is that its root is from the Semitic 
ĥabar, 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.

background

n3The unquantifiable space of governmental authority – 
ל רָשׁוּת  One of the commentaries explained that this :חֲלָלָה שֶׁ
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 (Me’iri). 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.

n4Even on Shabbat – ת בָּ ַ שּׁ  Rav Yehoshua, son of Rav :אֲפִילוּ בַּ
Idi, said this to emphasize that even a Shabbat meal, which 
is a mitzva, is superseded by a fast to neutralize a bad dream 
(Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz).

n5Third-born calf – א ילְתָּ  Some explain that tilta refers :עִיגְלָא תִּ
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).

notes

h2A fast is effective to neutralize a bad dream…on that day – 
עֲנִית לַחֲלוֹם…וּבוֹ בַיּוֹם  One who experiences a bad dream :יָפָה תַּ
and is disturbed by it, should fast to allay his concern. Some 
say that there is no obligation to do so (Magen Avraham 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 a bad 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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 220:2 and 568:2).

h3A fast is effective to neutralize a dream…even on Shabbat – 
ת בָּ שַׁ עֲנִית לַחֲלוֹם…אֲפִילוּ בְּ  It is permitted to fast on Shabbat :יָפָה תַּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 220:2 and in the comment of the Rema, 288:4–5).

halakha
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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.n5 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.h4 Rabbi Yoĥanan 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 Yoĥai 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.h5 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.

MISHNA 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]l3 may not go out with his quill [kul-
mos]l4h6 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 saidb2 an 
established halakha: The attendant seesn6 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.

GEMARA Among the halakhot concerning decrees that 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,h7 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, 

מַפְסִיקִין,  אֵין  הִתְחִילוּ  “וְאִם 
נָא  מַע״. הָא תְּ מַפְסִיקִין לִקְרִיאַת שְׁ
סֵיפָא  מַפְסִיקִין׳!  ‘אֵין  א  רֵישָׁ לֵיהּ 
תַנְיָא: חֲבֵרִים  אֲתָאן לְדִבְרֵי תוֹרָה. דְּ
מַפְסִיקִין   – תּוֹרָה  בַּ עוֹסְקִין  הָיוּ  שֶׁ
מַפְסִיקִין  וְאֵין  מַע,  שְׁ לִקְרִיאַת 
נוּ  שָׁ לאֹ  יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  ה.  לִתְפִלָּ
יוֹחַי  ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ גוֹן  כְּ א  אֶלָּ
אֲבָל  נוּתָן.  אוּמָּ תּוֹרָתָן  שֶׁ וַחֲבֵירָיו, 
מַע  גוֹן אָנוּ – מַפְסִיקִין לִקְרִיאַת שְׁ כְּ

ה. וְלִתְפִלָּ

מַפְסִיקִין  אֵין  שֶׁ ם  שֵׁ כְּ וְהָתַנְיָא: 
ךְ אֵין מַפְסִיקִין לִקְרִיאַת  ה כָּ לִתְפִלָּ
נָה.  עִיבּוּר שָׁ נֵי הַהִיא – בְּ י תָּ מַע! כִּ שְׁ
נוּ  ר אַהֲבָה, וְכֵן תָּ א בַּ אָמַר רַב אַדָּ דְּ
אֶלְעָזָר  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  הַגְרוֹנְיָא,  דְּ סָבֵי 
עִיבּוּר  הָיִינוּ עוֹסְקִין בְּ שֶׁ ר צָדוֹק: כְּ בַּ
מַפְסִיקִין  הָיִינוּ  לאֹ  יַבְנֶה  בְּ נָה  ָ הַשּׁ
ה. מַע וְלאֹ לִתְפִלָּ לאֹ לִקְרִיאַת שְׁ

מַחְטוֹ  בְּ הַחַיָּיט  יֵצֵא  לאֹ  מתני׳ 
ח וְיֵצֵא,  כַּ א יִשְׁ מָּ כָה – שֶׁ סָמוּךְ לַחֲשֵׁ
ה  קוּלְמוֹסוֹ. וְלאֹ יְפַלֶּ בְלָר בְּ וְלאֹ הַלַּ
.ר  הַנֵּ לְאוֹר  יִקְרָא  וְלאֹ  לָיו,  כֵּ אֶת 
הֵיכָן  רוֹאֶה  הַחַזָּן  אָמְרוּ:  אֱמֶת  בֶּ
לאֹ  הוּא  אֲבָל  קוֹרְאִין,  ינוֹקוֹת  תִּ
הַזָּב  יאֹכַל  לאֹ  בּוֹ:  יּוֹצֵא  כַּ יִקְרָא. 

ל עֲבֵירָה. נֵי הֶרְגֵּ עִם הַזָּבָה, מִפְּ

אָדָם  יַעֲמוֹד  לאֹ  הָתָם:  נַן  תְּ גמ׳ 
רְשׁוּת  בִּ ה  תֶּ וְיִשְׁ הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת  בִּ
ה  תֶּ וְיִשְׁ ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  בִּ ים,  הָרַבִּ
הִכְנִיס  אִם  אֲבָל  הַיָּחִיד.  רְשׁוּת  בִּ
הוּא שׁוֹתֶה –  קוֹם שֶׁ ראֹשׁוֹ וְרוּבּוֹ לַמָּ

ר מוּתָּ

NOTES
n1Any city whose roofs are higher than the syna-
gogue – נֶסֶת הַכְּ ית  מִבֵּ בוֹהִין  גְּ גּוֹתֶיהָ  גַּ שֶׁ  It is not :עִיר 
appropriate that people should live or perform 
any activity in a house higher than the permanent 
synagogue (Tur in the name of the Rosh). One of the 
commentaries 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 (Me’iri).

n2The unquantifiable space of governmental author-
ity – ל רָשׁוּת -One of the commentaries ex :חֲלָלָה שֶׁ
plained that this statement was intended to prevent 
people from complaining about the government by 
explaining that the authorities face considerable re-
sponsibilities that are difficult for the ordinary person 
to appreciate (Me’iri). Perhaps, it comes to emphasize 
that the success of the authorities comes exclusively 
by the grace of God, as even governments are inca-
pable of overcoming all of the problems confronting 
them without divine intercession.

n3Even on Shabbat – ת בָּ ַ שּׁ  Rav Yehoshua son :אֲפִילוּ בַּ
of Rav Idi said this to emphasize that even a Shabbat 
meal, which is a mitzva, is postponed by a fast to neu-
tralize a bad dream (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz).

n4A third-born calf – א ילְתָּ  Some explain that :עִיגְלָא תִּ
this is a calf that reached only a third of its size, which 
has the choicest meat (Rashi). Others say that meshu-
lash 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); referring to the highest 
ranking soldiers (Tosafot).

n5One stops to recite Shema – מַע  :מַפְסִיקִין לִקְרִיאַת שְׁ
Some explain that the difficulty is not with regard 
to the repetition of the halakha; rather, with the 
language of: One stops 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 conclusion, when the 
mishna said: One stops for prayer, in our mishna, it is 
referring to when there is insufficient time remaining 
in the day to pray. When the mishna said: One does 
not stop, it is referring to when there is sufficient 
time left in the day. And in fact, the mishna is not 
dealing with the case of Rabbi Shimon bar Yoĥai and 
his friends (Korban Netanel ).

n6The attendant sees – הַחַזָּן רוֹאֶה: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, it is explained that there is no concern that 
the children will adjust the candle. As far as they are 
concerned, they would prefer not to read and that 
the candle should extinguish faster. Others explain 
that the attendant sees only the beginning of the 
section, 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).

HALAKHA
h1Any city whose roofs are higher than the syna-

gogue – נֶסֶת הַכְּ ית  מִבֵּ בוֹהִין  גְּ גּוֹתֶיהָ  גַּ שֶׁ  When a :עִיר 
synagogue is constructed, it is constructed higher 
than the other dwellings in the city. Constructing 
the houses of the city any higher is prohibited. One 
who did so, must diminish the height of the building. 
However, towers and other building adornments, 
which are not dwellings, may be constructed higher 
than the synagogue. In places 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 non-Jews are higher 
than the synagogue, the primacy of the synagogue 
would not, in any case, be noticeable (Magen Avra-
ham; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 1:2; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 150: 1–2).

h2A fast is effective to neutralize a bad dream…on 
that day – עֲנִית לַחֲלוֹם….וּבוֹ בַיּוֹם -One who ex :יָפָה תַּ
periences a bad dream and it concerns him, should 
fast to allay that concern. Some say that there is no 
obligation to do so (Magen Avraham in the name of 
the Rashba). Although fasting is effective to neu-
tralize a bad dream like fire burns chaff, one who 
experiences a bad 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 interrupt-
ed the fast for some reason, he cannot compensate 
for it another day (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Ta’aniyot 1:12 and Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 4:16; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim. 220:2 and 568:2).

h3A fast is effective to counteract a dream … even 
on Shabbat – ת בָּ שַׁ עֲנִית לַחֲלוֹם…. אֲפִילוּ בְּ  One is :יָפָה תַּ
permitted to fast to counteract a bad dream on Shab-
bat. In our times, it is undertaken only for rare dreams, 
which are the source of concern; and, even then, 
only if the emotional discomfort it causes is more 
painful than the fast (Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Ta’aniyot 1:12; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 220:2 and 288:4–5).

h4One stops to recite Shema and one does not stop 
to recite the Amida prayer – ,מַע  מַפְסִיקִין לִקְרִיאַת שְׁ
ה  A Torah scholar, whose Torah is :וְאֵין מַפְסִיקִין לִתְפִלָּ
his avocation, like Rabbi Shimon bar Yoĥai 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 conse-
quently pass. We, who are not on that level, interrupt 
our Torah study both to recite Shema and to pray. If he 
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 ac-
cept 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 men-
tion the Exodus during the time designated to recite 
Shema (Mishna Berura). If he is certain that time will 
remain after his lecture to recite Shema and pray, he 
should not pause at all (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Keriat Shema 2:5; Hilkhot Tefilla 6:8; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 106:3 and in the comment of the Rema).

h5In the intercalation of the year – נָה עִיבּוּר שָׁ  Those :בְּ
engaged in seeing to the needs of the community, 
for example intercalating the year, do not stop to 
recite Shema, as their legal status is like that of those 

learning Torah, according to the Jerusalem Talmud. 
They should complete their task and, if time remains, 
recite Shema thereafter (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Keriat Shema 2:5).

h6The tailor may not go out with his needle…the 
scribe…with his quill – .…ֹמַחְטו בְּ הַחַיָּיט  יֵצֵא   לאֹ 
קוּלְמוֹסוֹ בְלָר בְּ  It is forbidden for the tailor to go :הַלַּ
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 (Magen Avraham), according to Rabbi Meir 
as per the conclusion of the Gemara. Others dispute 
this leniency and hold that the halakha is in accor-
dance with Rabbi Yehuda in this case as well (Vilna 
Gaon; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:26; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 252:6).

h7A person may not stand in the private domain and 
drink in the public domain – רְשׁוּת  לאֹ יַעֲמוֹד אָדָם בִּ
ים רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ ה בִּ תֶּ  A person may only stand :הַיָּחִיד וְיִשְׁ
in one domain, by Torah law, and drink from a differ-
ent domain if he put his head and most of his body 
into the domain from which he is drinking (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:2; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 350:1).

LANGUAGE
l1Poles [kashkushei] – י קוּשֵׁ  There are some whose :קַשְׁ
version of the text is kushki (Arukh and others). Ap-
parently, the word is from the Persian kõsk, meaning 
fortress or villa. Perhaps this word was also assimi-
lated into the Arabic (ge’onim).

l2Towers [abrurei] – רוּרֵי  Apparently, the word is :אַבְּ
from the Persian (ge’onim), perhaps from the Persian 
word pavãr, meaning the beams of a roof, or the 
lintel of a house.

l3Scribe [lavlar] – לַבְלָר: This word was borrowed from 
the Greek, ëéâëá´ ñéïò livlarius, and it came to the 
Greek in a slightly different from the Latin librarius. In 
all of its forms, it means scribe or secretary.

l4Quill [kulmus] – קוּלְמוֹס: This word is from the Greek, 
Êá´ ëáìïò kalamos, meaning a quill or pen.

BACKGROUND
b1Ĥabar – ר  Ĥabar is the accepted name for the :חַבָּ
Persian Zoroastrian fire priests. The origin of the word 
is not clear; however, the assumption is that its root 
is in the Semite ĥabar, meaning sorcerer, and from 
there it passed to New Persian. With the rise of the 
Sassanid dynasty, the power of the Persian fire reli-
gion 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 Perati rule which was more favorable for the Jews.

b2In truth they said – ּאֱמֶת אָמְרו  Tradition has it that :בֶּ
each time this phrase appears in a mishna, it denotes 
an established halakha. Certain versions of the text 
undescore that it denotes a law transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai (Jerusalem Talmud, Shabbat 1:2). Others 
emphasize that every use of the phrase: In truth they 
said denotes a practical halakha (ge’onim).

n5They stop to recite Shema – מַע  :מַפְסִיקִין לִקְרִיאַת שְׁ
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 Yoĥai and his friends (Korban Netanel ).

n6The attendant sees – הַחַזָּן רוֹאֶה: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, it is 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).

notes

h4They stop for Shema and they do not stop for prayer – מַפְסִיקִין 
ה מַע, וְאֵין מַפְסִיקִין לִתְפִלָּ  A Torah scholar, whose Torah :לִקְרִיאַת שְׁ
is his vocation, like Rabbi Shimon bar Yoĥai 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 

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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 106:3 and in the comment 
of the Rema).

h5In the intercalation of the year – נָה עִיבּוּר שָׁ  Those engaged :בְּ
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).

h6The tailor may not go out with his needle…the scribe not 
with his quill – ֹקוּלְמוֹסו בְלָר בְּ מַחְטוֹ…הַלַּ -It is pro :לאֹ יֵצֵא הַחַיָּיט בְּ
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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 252:6; Vilna Gaon).

h7A person may not stand in the private domain and drink in 
the public domain – רְשׁוּת ה בִּ תֶּ רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד וְיִשְׁ  לאֹ יַעֲמוֹד אָדָם בִּ
ים  By Torah law, a person may only stand in one domain :הָרַבִּ
and drink from 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 350:1).

halakha

b2In truth they said – ּאֱמֶת אָמְרו  Tradition has it :בֶּ
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 (ge’onim).

background

l3Scribe [lavlar] – לַבְלָר: This word was borrowed 
from the Greek λιβλάριος, 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.

l4Quill [kulmos] – קוּלְמוֹס: From the Greek κάλαμος, 
kalamos, meaning a quill or pen.

language
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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 karmelit in this matter? Is it 
permissible to stand in one domain and drink from a karmelit or not?h1 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: It is 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?n1 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 halakha, 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. 
If it 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.n2 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,h2 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 
Ĥananel).

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.

יא:

Perek I
Daf 11  Amud b

ת. גַּ וְכֵן בַּ

אָמַר  מַאי?  רְמְלִית  כַּ לְהוּ:  עֲיָא  אִיבַּ
הִיא  אָמַר:  רָבָא  הִיא.  הִיא  יֵי:  אַבַּ
זֵירָה  גְּ וְנִגְזוֹר  נֵיקוּם  וַאֲנַן  זֵירָה,  גְּ גּוּפָהּ 

לִגְזֵירָה?!

קָתָנֵי:  יֵי: מְנָא אָמִינָא לָהּ – דְּ אֲמַר אַבַּ
רְשׁוּת  אִי  ת?  גַּ מַאי  ת״.  גַּ בַּ “וְכֵן 
ים –  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  אִי  נֵינָא,  תָּ הַיָּחִיד – 

רְמְלִית. א לָאו – כַּ נֵינָא, אֶלָּ תָּ

.ר  ת״ – לְעִנְיַן מַעֲשֵׂ גַּ רָבָא אָמַר: “וְכֵן בַּ
ת״ – לְעִנְיַן  גַּ ת: “וְכֵן בַּ שֶׁ וְכֵן אָמַר רַב שֵׁ
ין עַל  ת בֵּ תְנַן: שׁוֹתִין עַל הַגַּ ר, דִּ מַעֲשֵׂ
י  ין עַל הַצּוֹנֵן וּפָטוּר, דִבְרֵי רַבִּ ין בֵּ הַחַמִּ
י צָדוֹק מְחַיֵּיב,  רַבִּ י אֶלְעָזָר בְּ מֵאִי.ר רַבִּ
ין – חַיָּיב,  וַחֲכָמִים אוֹמְרִים: עַל הַחַמִּ
הוּא מַחֲזִיר  נֵי שֶׁ טוּר, מִפְּ עַל הַצּוֹנֵן – פָּ

אֶת הַמּוֹתָ.ר

סָמוּךְ  מַחְטוֹ  בְּ הַחַיָּיט  יֵצֵא  לאֹ  נַן:  תְּ
ח וְיֵצֵא, מַאי לָאו  כַּ א יִשְׁ מָּ יכָה שֶׁ לַחֲשֵׁ
נָקֵיט לֵיהּ  בִגְדוֹ? לָא, דְּ תְחוּבָה לוֹ בְּ דִּ

ידֵיהּ. בִּ

h1Drinking in a karmelit – כַרְמְלִית בְּ תִיָּה   One :שְׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 350:1).

h2And the same is true in the wine press, refers 
to the matter of tithes – ר ת לְעִנְיַן מַעֲשֵׂ גַּ  One :וְכֵן בַּ
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).

halakha

n1Decree to prevent violation of another decree – 
זֵרָה לִגְזֵרָה  The principle that a decree is not issued :גְּ
upon a decree 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).

n2Establishing the obligation for tithes – קְבִיעָה 
ר  There is a principle with regard to the :לְמַעֲשֵׂ
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). 

notes
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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.h3 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 
stuck in 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]l1 may not go out with a bit of 
wool [ira]l2 that is 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 
a money changer may not go out with the dinar that is 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 pouchh4 
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],l3 who carved out a vessel the size of a kav in a 
piece of wood on Shabbat,n3 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.n4 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.

הַחַיָּיט  יֵצֵא  לאֹ  מַע:  שְׁ א  תָּ
בִגְדוֹ,  בְּ לוֹ  חוּבָה  הַתְּ מַחְטוֹ  בְּ
י  כִּ לָא,  ת?  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב  בְּ לָאו  מַאי 
וְהָתַנְיָא:  ת.  בָּ שַׁ בְּ נְיָא הַהִיא –  תַּ
חוּבָה  מַחְטוֹ הַתְּ לאֹ יֵצֵא הַחַיָּיט בְּ
יכָה!  ת עִם חֲשֵׁ בָּ עֶרֶב שַׁ בִגְדוֹ בְּ בְּ
אָמַר:  י יְהוּדָה הִיא, דְּ י – רַבִּ הָא מַנִּ

נֻתוֹ חַיָּיב. רֶךְ אוּמָּ אוּמָן דֶּ

מַחְטוֹ  תַנְיָא: לאֹ יֵצֵא הַחַיָּיט בְּ דְּ
ר  נַגָּ וְלאֹ  בִגְדוֹ,  בְּ לוֹ  חוּבָה  הַתְּ
סוֹרֵק  וְלאֹ  אָזְנוֹ,  בְּ שֶׁ קֵיסָם  בְּ
י  רְדִּ גַּ וְלאֹ  אָזְנוֹ,  בְּ שֶׁ יחָה  מְשִׁ בִּ
ע  צַבָּ וְלאֹ  אָזְנוֹ,  בְּ שֶׁ אִירָא  בְּ
ארוֹ, וְלאֹ שׁוּלְחָנִי  צַוָּ בְּ דוּגְמָא שֶׁ בְּ
טוּר  אָזְנוֹ, וְאִם יָצָא – פָּ בְּ דִינָר שֶׁ בְּ
מֵאִי.ר  י  רַבִּ דִבְרֵי  אָסוּר,  אֲבָל 
רֶךְ  דֶּ אוּמָן  אוֹמֵר:  יְהוּדָה  י  רַבִּ
ל  כָּ אָר  וּשְׁ חַיָּיב,   – נֻתוֹ  אוּמָּ

טוּ.ר אָדָם – פָּ

כִיסוֹ,  בְּ הַזָּב  יֵצֵא  לאֹ  חֲדָא:  נֵי  תָּ
אָסוּ.ר  אֲבָל  טוּר  פָּ  – יָצָא  וְאִם 
וְאִם  יֵצֵא,  לאֹ  אִידָךְ:  וְתַנְיָא 

את. יָצָא – חַיָּיב חַטָּ

יָא, הָא –  אֲמַר רַב יוֹסֵף: לָא קַשְׁ
י יְהוּדָה. י מֵאִיר, הָא – רַבִּ רַבִּ

מְעַתְּ  שָׁ יֵי: אֵימוּר דְּ אֲמַר לֵיהּ אַבַּ
לָאו  דְּ מִידֵי  בְּ מֵאִיר –  י  לְרַבִּ לֵיהּ 
הַיְינוּ  דְּ מִידֵי  בְּ אוֹרְחֵיהּ,  הַיְינוּ 
אִי  דְּ לֵיהּ?!  מְעַתְּ  שָׁ מִי  אוֹרְחֵיהּ 
ה,  מֵעַתָּ א  אֶלָּ  – הָכִי  ימָא  תֵּ לָא 
בְקַעַת  בִּ קַב  חָקַק  שֶׁ הֶדְיוֹט 
י מֵאִיר הָכִי נַמִי דְלָא  ת לְרַבִּ בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ

מִחַיַּיב?!

לָא  הַמְנוּנָא:  רַב  אֲמַר  א  אֶלָּ
י  תֵּ שְׁ עַל  בַּ זָב  בְּ  – אן  כָּ יָא,  קַשְׁ
לשֹׁ  שָׁ עַל  בַּ זָב  בְּ  – אן  כָּ רְאִיּוֹת, 

רְאִיּוֹת.

h3The tailor may not go out with his needle stuck 
in his clothing – ֹחוּבָה לו מַחְטוֹ הַתְּ  לאֹ יֵצֵא הַחַיָּיט בְּ
בִגְדוֹ  It is prohibited for a tailor to go out with a :בְּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 301:12).

h4The zav may not go out with his pouch – לאֹ יֵצֵא 
כִיסוֹ  It is prohibited for a zav to go out with a :הַזָּב בְּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 301:13).

halakha

l1Weaver [gardi] – י רְדִּ  ,From the Greek γέρδιος :גַּ
gerdios, meaning weaver.

l2Bit of wool [ira] – אִירָא: From the Greek ἄωτον or 
ἄωτος, aoton or aotos, meaning wool. The weaver 
displays a small swatch of wool for work purposes.

l3Layman [hedyot] – הֶדְיוֹט: From the Greek ἰδιώτης, 
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.

language

n3A layman who carved out a vessel the size of a 
kav in a piece of wood on Shabbat – חָקַק  הֶדְיוֹט שֶׁ
ת בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ בְקַעַת  בִּ  Some explain that he carved :קַב 
the shape of a kav from the piece of wood, which 
is a type of prosthetic for leg amputees (Arukh).

n4The halakhot of emissions of a zav – ינֵי זִיבָה  :דִּ
The portion dealing with of the halakhot of the 
emissions of a zav is written in the Torah (Leviticus 
15:1–15). 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.

notes
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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 wallh5 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.”n5 
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,h1 
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.”n1 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.

רְאִיּוֹת  י  תֵּ שְׁ עַל  בַּ זָב  נָא  שְׁ מַאי 
עֵי לֵיהּ לִבְדִיקָה, זָב  מִיבָּ חַיָּיב – דְּ דְּ
עֵי לֵיהּ לִסְפִירָה!  לשֹֹׁ נַמִי מִיבָּ עַל שָׁ בַּ

יּוֹם. א לְבוֹ בַּ לאֹ נִצְרְכָא אֶלָּ

נְפוּ  יִטָּ לּאֹ  שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ לֵיהּ  עֵי  מִיבָּ וְהָא 
א,  נָּ תַּ הַאי  זֵירָא:  י  רַבִּ אֲמַר  לָיו!  כֵּ
ל אַצּוֹלֵי טִינּוּף – לָא  אָמַר כָּ הוּא דְּ
קְעָרָה  הַכּוֹפֶה  תְנַן:  דִּ יב.  חֲשִׁ קָא 
תּוּדַח  שֶׁ בִיל  שְׁ בִּ אִם  הַכּוֹתֶל,  עַל 
ן״, אִם  ״כִי יוּתַּ עָרָה – הֲרֵי זֶה בְּ הַקְּ

בִיל שְׁ בִּ

NOTES
n1A decree on a decree – זֵרָה לִגְזֵרָה  The principle that :גְּ
a decree is not issued on a decree is accepted in the 
Gemara and has support from the Bible. Although 
there is a directive to establish protection for mitzvot, 
protection for that protection is not established. Of 
course, if that was to be done, it could continue ad 
infinitum. 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).

n2Fixing for tithes – ר  There is a principle :קְבִיעָה לְמַעֲשֵׂ
with regard to the halakhot of tithing that, as a rule, 
there is only an obligation to tithe produce whose 
work has been completed, and not produce that is 
still being 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 the matter of a winery, 
the reason for the difference between hot and cold 
is not between wine mixed with hot water that can-
not be return 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, he is obligated to tithe (Rambam’s Com-
mentary on the Mishna).

n3A layman who carved out a vessel the size of a 
kav in a piece of wood on Shabbat – חָקַק  הֶדְיוֹט שֶׁ
ת בָּ ַ שּׁ בְקַעַת בַּ  Some explain that he carved from :קַב בִּ
the piece of wood the shape of a kav, which is a type 
of prosthetic wooden leg for leg amputees (Arukh).

n4The halakhot of emissions of a zav – דִינֵי זִיבָה: The 
portion dealing with of the halakhot of the emis-
sions of a zav is written in the Torah (Leviticus 15:1–15). 
From those verses, the Sages derived a distinction 
between one who sees an emission once, who is 
not considered to have the ritual impurity of a zav at 
all; one who sees an emission twice, to whom all the 
laws of the impurity of a zav apply, although he is 

not required to bring a sacrifice with his purification; 
and one who sees an emission three times who, after 
counting seven clean days, without an emission, is 
required to bring a sacrifice of purification.

n5This is in the framework of the verse: “If water be 
placed” – ן״ יוּתַּ ״כִי  בְּ  In the Torah (Leviticus :הֲרֵי זֶה 
11:37–38), it is stated that if a dead creeping animal, 
a primary source of ritual impurity, came into con-
tact with food items, a planted seed, it does not 
make them impure. However, if beforehand, the 
foods came into contact with water, even if it subse-
quently dried, the food is liable to become impure if 
subsequently it comes into contact with a source of 
impurity. They derived that water’s contact with the 
foods needs to have been willful, i.e., the person was 
interested in that the liquid touch the food. If he did 
not want the water to come into contact with the 
food, it does not render it liable to become impure. 
The extensive halakhot associated with this matter 
revolve around the determination when it is consid-
ered that the liquids having made contact with the 
foods willfully, and when it is considered that they 
did so against his will.

HALAKHA
h1Drinking in a karmelit – כַרְמְלִית תִיָּה בְּ  One who is :שְׁ
standing in a public domain or in a private 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 one decree 
on another decree. This ruling is according to Rava 
as the halakha is ruled in his favor in disputes with 
Abaye (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:2; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 350:1).

h2And the same is true in the wine press refers to 
the matter of tithes – ר ת – לְעִנְיַן מַעֲשֵׂ גַּ  One may :וְכֵן בַּ
drink the wine in a wine press if the drinking is inci-
dental near the wine press. If he put such 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).

h3The tailor may not go out with his needle stuck in 
his clothing – ֹבִגְדו חוּבָה לוֹ בְּ מַחְטוֹ הַתְּ  :לאֹ יֵצֵא הַחַיָּיט בְּ
A tailor is forbidden to go out with a needle stuck in 
his clothes. If he did so, he is exempt from bringing a 
sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab-
bat 15:2; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 301:12).

h4The zav may not go out with his pouch – לאֹ יֵצֵא 
כִיסוֹ  A zav is forbidden to go out with a small :הַזָּב בְּ
leather pouch that he places in order to protect him-
self from the filth of his emission, as per the state-
ments of Abaye and Rava. If he went out, he is liable 
because in the matter they ruled that he is liable for a 
prohibited labor not necessary for its own sake (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:22; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 301:13).

h5One who places a bowl on the wall – הַכּוֹפֶה קְעָרָה 
 When a person places a bowl on the wall :עַל הַכּוֹתֶל
while it is raining in order to rinse the bowl, then the 
water renders fruit liable to become ritually impure. If 
he placed the bowl for the purpose of protecting the 
wall from rain, then the water does not render fruit li-
able to become impure, as per the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tum’at Okhlin 12:2).

LANGUAGE
l1Weaver [gardi] – י רְדִּ  The origin of the word is in :גַּ
the Greek, ãåñäï´ ò gardos, or ãå´ñäéò gardis mean-
ing a weaver.

l2Bit of wool [ira] – אִירָא: The origin of the word is in 
the Greek, ñéïí – arton, meaning wool. The weaver 
carries a small swatch of wool for work purposes.

l3Layman [hedyot] – הֶדְיוֹט: The origin of the word 
is in the Greek, éäéù´ ôçò. idiotis and it has various 
meanings; several of them are used in the language 
of the Sages.

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

יב.
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״כִי  בְּ אֵינוֹ   – הַכּוֹתֶל  יִלְקֶה  לּאֹ  שֶׁ
עֵי  מֵי?! הָתָם – לָא קָא בָּ ן״. מִי דָּ יוּתַּ
לָל, הָכָא – קָא  קִין כְּ לְהוּ לְהָנֵי מַשְׁ
יהּ  בֵּ לְקַבּוֹלֵי  יס  כִּ לְהַאי  לְהוּ  עֵי  בָּ

זִיבָה!

לְסֵיפָא:  א  אֶלָּ מְיָא  דָּ לָא  הָא 
מַיִם  לְתוֹכָהּ,  לֶף  דֶּ יָּרַד  שֶׁ עֲרֵיבָה 
ן״,  ״כִי יוּתַּ פִין – אֵינָן בְּ צָּ זִין וְהַנִּ יתָּ הַנִּ
ן״. ״כִי יוּתַּ תוֹכָהּ – הֲרֵי זֶה בְּ בְּ וְשֶׁ

h5One who places a bowl on the wall – הַכּוֹפֶה קְעָרָה עַל הַכּוֹתֶל: 
When one places a bowl on the wall while it is raining with 
the intention of rinsing the bowl, the water renders fruit 
susceptible to ritual impurity. If one placed the bowl 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).

halakha

n5That is under the rubric of the verse: “If water be placed” – 
ן״ ״כִי יוּתַּ  In the Torah (Leviticus 11:37–38), it is stated :הֲרֵי זֶה בְּ
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.

notes

h1A bowl that the drip dropped into it – לֶף דֶּ יָּרַד  שֶׁ  עֲרֵיבָה 
 Water that splashed into a bowl that one placed to :לְתוֹכָהּ
receive a drip renders foods susceptible to impurity. If it then 
splashed out of that bowl, the water outside the bowl does 
not render foods susceptible to impurity, as per the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhlin 12:8).

halakha

n1Water is not under the rubric of the verse: “If water be 
placed”…is under the rubric of the verse: “If water be 
placed” – ן״ יוּתַּ ״כִי  בְּ זֶה  ן״…הֲרֵי  יוּתַּ ״כִי  בְּ  As previously :אֵינָן 
mentioned, the halakhot of rendering 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.

notes
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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.h2 
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 timesh3 that he is donning them. This is derived from 
an a fortiori inference [kal vaĥomer] 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 
not be distracted from it;n2 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.N3 On a related note, the Gemara 
mentions that it was taught in a baraita that Ĥananya says: A person is 
required to feel his clothing on Shabbat eve at nightfallh4 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 
lamph5 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 
Ĥananya ben Ĥizkiya 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.

רְוַיְיהוּ: לָא  אָמְרִי תַּ יֵי וְרָבָא דְּ א אַבַּ אֶלָּ
י  י יְהוּדָה, וְהָא – רַבִּ יָא, הָא – רַבִּ קַשְׁ

מְעוֹן. שִׁ

אָדָם  יוֹצֵא  מָעֵאל:  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ בֵי  דְּ נֵי  תָּ
יכָה.  חֲשֵׁ עִם  ת  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב  בְּ ין  פִילִּ תְּ בַּ
ר  בַּ ה  רַבָּ אָמַר  דְּ יוָן  כֵּ  – טַעְמָא  מַאי 
מֵשׁ  לְמַשְׁ אָדָם  חַיָּיב  הוּנָא:  רַב 
וָחֹמֶר  קַל  עָה,  וְשָׁ עָה  שָׁ ל  כָּ ין  פִילִּ תְּ בַּ
רָה  א אַזְכָּ אֵין בּוֹ אֶלָּ יץ שֶׁ יץ: מַה צִּ מִצִּ
אַחַת – אָמְרָה תּוֹרָה: “וְהָיָה עַל מִצְחוֹ 
נּוּ,  מִמֶּ עְתּוֹ  דַּ יחַ  יַסִּ לּאֹ  שֶׁ  – מִיד״  תָּ
 – ה  הַרְבֵּ רוֹת  אַזְכָּ הֶן  בָּ יֵשׁ  שֶׁ ין  פִילִּ תְּ
ר  ךְ: מִידְכַּ ה! הִלְכָּ ה וְכַמָּ מָּ עַל אַחַת כַּ
נְיָא, חֲנַנְיָא אוֹמֵר: חַיָּיב  כִיר לְהוּ. תַּ דְּ
ת עִם  בָּ בִגְדּוֹ עֶרֶב שַׁ מֵשׁ בְּ אָדָם לְמַשְׁ
תִי  כָה. אָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף: הִלְכְתָא רַבָּ חֲשֵׁ

ת. בָּ לְשַׁ

עֲיָא  אִיבַּ כו׳״.  לָיו  כֵּ אֶת  ה  יְפַלֶּ “לאֹ 
א  מָּ יּוֹם, שֶׁ לָיו – בַּ ה אֶת כֵּ לְהוּ: לאֹ יְפַלֶּ
תַנְיָא,  דְּ הִיא.  אֱלִיעֶזֶר  י  וְרַבִּ יַהֲרוֹג, 
ת  בָּ שַׁ ה בְּ ינָּ י אֱלִיעֶזֶר: הַהוֹרֵג כִּ אָמַר רַבִּ
לְאוֹר  יִקְרָא  וְלאֹ  מָל.  גָּ הוֹרֵג  אִילּוּ  כְּ
רְוַיְיהוּ  ילְמָא: תַּ ה. אוֹ דִּ א יַטֶּ מָּ ר שֶׁ הַנֵּ

ה? א יַטֶּ מָּ שֶׁ

מַע : אֵין פּוֹלִין וְאֵין קוֹרִין לְאוֹר  א שְׁ תָּ
תְנִיתִין? ימָא מִמַּ .ר מִי אַלִּ הַנֵּ

ר, וְאֵין  מַע: אֵין פּוֹלִין לְאוֹר הַנֵּ א שְׁ תָּ
הַהֲלָכוֹת  מִן  אֵלּוּ  ר,  הַנֵּ לְאוֹר  קוֹרִין 
ן  ן חִזְקִיָּה בֶּ עֲלִיַּית חֲנַנְיָה בֶּ אָמְרוּ בַּ שֶׁ
ה,  א יַטֶּ מָּ תַרְוַיְיהוּ שֶׁ הּ: דְּ מַע מִינָּ רוֹן. שְׁ גָּ

הּ. מַע מִינָּ שְׁ

h2A person may go out donning phylacteries on 
Shabbat eve at nightfall – עֶרֶב בְּ ין  פִילִּ תְּ בַּ  יוֹצֵא אָדָם 
יכָה ת עִם חֲשֵׁ בָּ  It is permitted for a man to go out :שַׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 252:6).

h3A person is obligated to touch his phylacteries at 
all times – עָה וְשָׁ עָה  ל שָׁ כָּ ין  פִילִּ תְּ בַּ מֵשׁ   :חַיָּיב אָדָם לְמַשְׁ
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 Shabbat 19:26 and Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin 4:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 28:1).

h4A person is required to feel his clothing Shabbat 
eve at nightfall – ת עִם בָּ בִגְדּוֹ עֶרֶב שַׁ מֵשׁ בְּ  חַיָּיב אָדָם לְמַשְׁ
כָה  A person is obligated to examine his clothes :חֲשֵׁ
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 that it is in his pocket, he will come to carry 
it out on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 19:26; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 252:7).

h5One may not shake by the light of the lamp – אֵין 
ר  One does not use the light of the lamp :פּוֹלִין לְאוֹר הַנֵּ
on Shabbat for anything that requires scrutiny and 
examination (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab-
bat 5:16; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:1).

halakha

n2Just as the frontplate [tzitz]…that he should not 
be distracted from it – ּנּו עְתּוֹ מִמֶּ יחַ דַּ לּאֹ יַסִּ יץ…שֶׁ  :מַה צִּ
This is derived as follows: That which was stated in 
the Torah: “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.

n3Phylacteries of the head – פִילִין ל ראֹשׁ תְּ  There are :שֶׁ
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

notes
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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.h6 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 Meĥoza, 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 Meĥoza, 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 Neĥemya said it: One may not make an appiktoizin,l1 
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]l2 of water and he would not kill them 
directly with his hands. The Gemara relates that Rav Naĥman 
would say to his daughters: Kill them, and let me hear the sound 
of the combs,b2 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,h7 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 is liable 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]l3 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.h8

The Sages taught in a baraita: One who enters to visit a sick person 
on Shabbath9 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. 

אֲפִילּוּ  מוּאֵל:  שְׁ אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר 
אֲמַר  תּוֹ.  אִשְׁ לְבִגְדֵי  גְדוֹ  בִּ ין  בֵּ לְהַבְחִין 
בְנֵי מְחוֹזָא, אֲבָל  א דִּ רָבָא: לָא אֲמַרַן אֶלָּ
וְדִבְנֵי  יָדְעִי,  מֵידַע   – חַקְלַיְתָא  בְנֵי  דִּ
זְקֵנוֹת,  דִּ א  אֶלָּ אֲמַרַן  לָא  נַמִי  מְחוֹזָא 

ילָדוֹת – מֵידַע יְדִיעִי. אֲבָל דִּ

ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  בִּ פּוֹלִין  אֵין  נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
)רַב(  אָמַר  בּוֹ  יּוֹצֵא  כַּ בוֹד.  הַכָּ נֵי  מִפְּ
אֵין  נְחֶמְיָה:  י  רַבִּ לָהּ  וְאָמְרִי  יְהוּדָה, 
ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  בִּ יקְטוֹיזִין  אַפִּ ין  עוֹשִׂ
אֶת  ה  הַמְפַלֶּ נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ בוֹד.  הַכָּ נֵי  מִפְּ
יַהֲרוֹג.  לּאֹ  שֶׁ וּבִלְבַד  וְזוֹרֵק,  מוֹלֵל  לָיו  כֵּ
אוּל אוֹמֵר: נוֹטֵל וְזוֹרֵק, וּבִלְבַד  א שָׁ אַבָּ
 – הֲלָכָה  הוּנָא:  רַב  אָמַר  יִמְלוֹל.  לּאֹ  שֶׁ
חוֹל.  בוֹדוֹ, וַאֲפִילוּ בַּ מוֹלֵל וְזוֹרֵק וְזֶהוּ כְּ
ע לְהוּ,  ת מְקַטֵּ שֶׁ ע לְהוּ, וְרַב שֵׁ ה מְקַטַּ רַבָּ
מַיָא. אֲמַר לְהוּ  דְּ דֵי לְהוּ לֶקְנָא  שָׁ רָבָא 
מְעִינַן  וְאַשְׁ קְטוֹלִין,  לִבְנָתֵיהּ:  נַחְמָן  רַב 

סַנְוָותֵי. לִי קָלָא דְּ

ן אֶלְעָזָר אוֹמֵר: אֵין  מְעוֹן בֶּ י שִׁ נְיָא, רַבִּ תַּ
בְרֵי  דִּ ת,  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ אֲכוֹלֶת  הַמַּ אֶת  הוֹרְגִין 

ירִין. ל מַתִּ אי, וּבֵית הִלֵּ מַּ ית שַׁ בֵּ

אוֹמֵר  אֶלְעָזָר  ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ הָיָה  וְכֵן 
אֵין  מְלִיאֵל:  גַּ ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ ן  רַבָּ וּם  מִשּׁ
ינוֹקוֹת לֵאָרֵס, וְלאֹ אֶת  כִין אֶת הַתִּ דְּ מְשַׁ
נוּת,  אוּמָּ דוֹ  וּלְלַמְּ סֵפֶר  דוֹ  לְלַמְּ ינוֹק  הַתִּ
רִין חוֹלִין  וְאֵין מְנַחֲמִין אֲבֵלִים, וְאֵין מְבַקְּ
ל  הִלֵּ וּבֵית  אי,  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ בְרֵי  דִּ ת,  בָּ שַׁ בְּ

ירִין. מַתִּ

הַחוֹלֶה  אֶת  ר  לְבַקֵּ כְנָס  הַנִּ נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
וּרְפוּאָה  זְעוֹק,  מִלִּ הִיא  ת  בָּ “שַׁ אוֹמֵר: 
י מֵאִיר אוֹמֵר: “יְכוֹלָה  קְרוֹבָה לָבאֹ״, וְרַבִּ

רַחֵם״. תְּ הִיא שֶׁ

NOTES
n1The water is not in the framework of the verse: 
“If water be placed”… this is in the framework of 
the verse: “If water be placed” – .…ן״ יוּתַּ ״כִי  בְּ  אֵינָן 
ן״ יוּתַּ ״כִי  בְּ  The laws of rendering food liable :הֲרֵי זֶה 
to become ritually impure are dependent, as previ-
ously mentioned, on the question whether or not the 
water that is on the food was placed there willfully. 
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 putting it there 
for that purpose.

n2Just as the frontplate [tzitz]… that he should not 
be distracted from it – ּנּו עְתּוֹ מִמֶּ יחַ דַּ לּאֹ יַסִּ יץ…. שֶׁ  :מַה צִּ
This is derived as follows: That which was stated in 
the Torah: “And it should be always on 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.

HALAKHA
h1A bowl that the drip fell into it – לֶף דֶּ יָּרַד   עֲרֵיבָה שֶׁ
 Water that splashed into a bowl that he :לְתוֹכָהּ
placed there to receive the drip and then splashes 
out of that bowl does not render any foods liable to 
become impure, while the water in the bowl does 
render foods liable to become impure, as per the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhlin 
12:8).

h2A person may go out donning phylacteries on 
Shabbat eve at nightfall – עֶרֶב בְּ ין  פִילִּ תְּ בַּ  יוֹצֵא אָדָם 
יכָה ת עִם חֲשֵׁ בָּ  It is permissible for a man to go out :שַׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 258:6).

h3A person is obligated to touch his phylacteries at 
all times –עָה עָה וְשָׁ ל שָׁ ין כָּ פִילִּ תְּ מֵשׁ בַּ  A :חַיָּיב אָדָם לְמַשְׁ
man 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 Shabbat 19:26 and Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin 4:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 28:1).

h4A person is required to touch his clothing Shab-
bat eve at nightfall – בִגְדּוֹ עֶרֶב בְּ מֵשׁ   חַיָּיב אָדָם לְמַשְׁ
כָה ת עִם חֲשֵׁ בָּ  A person is obligated to examine his :שַׁ
clothes Shabbat eve at nightfall to determine if he 
has an object that is set aside [muktze] on Shabbat 
(Magen Avraham) or an object that, due to the fact 
that he is unaware that it is in his pocket, he is liable 
to carry out on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 19:26; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
252:7).

h5One may not shake by the light of the candle – 
ר  One does not use the light of the :אֵין פּוֹלִין לְאוֹר הַנֵּ
candle on Shabbat for anything that requires scrutiny 
and examination (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 11:16; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:1).

h6Even to distinguish between his garments and the 
garments of his wife – גְדוֹ לְבִגְדֵי בִּ ין  בֵּ  אֲפִילּוּ לְהַבְחִין 
תּוֹ  It is forbidden to examine by the light of the :אִשְׁ
candle on Shabbat, vessels or clothes that require 
scrutiny in order to distinguish between them, for 
example his clothes and the clothes of his wife (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:16; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:1).

h7Killing lice on Shabbat – ת בָּ שַׁ נִים בְּ -The ha :הֲרִיגַת כִּ
lakha 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 an-
other creature. Rather, he should take it between his 
fingers and toss it aside (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hil-
khot Shabbat 11:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 316:9).

h8Mitzva activities on Shabbat – ת בָּ שַׁ בְּ  :חֶפְצֵי מִצְוָוה 
Although it is forbidden to close a deal on Shabbat, 
it is permitted to speak about anything involving 
an aspect of mitzva, even if it involves an aspect of 
business, e.g., make mitzva calculations, allot charity, 

supervise communal projects, matchmaking (see 
Mishna Berura) and teaching children Torah or a pro-
fession (Tur), in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Hillel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:5; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 306:6).

h9Visiting the sick on Shabbat – ת שַבָּ בְּ יקוּר חוֹלִים   :בִּ
Visiting the sick and comforting mourners are per-
mitted on Shabbat as per the opinion of Beit Hil-
lel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:5; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 287).

LANGUAGE
l1Efiktoizin – יקְטוֹיזִין  The origin of the word is not :אַפִּ
clear but it seems that it is an altered version of the 
Greek word åc÷ðôõ¢óéò efektosis meaning to spit 
or to expel.

l2Cup [lekna] – לֶקְנָא: The origin of the word is in the 
Greek äå÷á´ íç Lakani meaning a bowl or a trough.

l3Make matches [meshadkhin] – כִין דְּ  It seems :מְשַׁ
that the foundation of the word is in the Aramaic 
root shadakh, which means serenity or calm. To find a 
match for a woman means finding a place where she 
can exist in tranquility and security (Ran).

BACKGROUND
b1Comb

An ancient comb from the era of the Judges 
that was found in Megiddo

h6Even to distinguish between his garments and the gar-
ments of his wife – ֹתּו גְדוֹ לְבִגְדֵי אִשְׁ ין בִּ  It :אֲפִילּוּ לְהַבְחִין בֵּ
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 
Shabbat 19:16; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:1).

h7Killing lice on Shabbat – ת בָּ שַׁ נִים בְּ  The halakha :הֲרִיגַת כִּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 316:9).

h8Mitzva activities on Shabbat – ת בָּ שַׁ בְּ מִצְוָוה  -Al :חֶפְצֵי 
though it is prohibited to close a deal on Shabbat, it is 
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 306:6).

h9Visiting the sick on Shabbat – ת שַבָּ בְּ יקוּר חוֹלִים  -Vis :בִּ
iting the sick and comforting mourners are permitted 
on Shabbat as per the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 287).

halakha

l1Appiktoizin – יקְטוֹיזִין  A noun produced from the Greek :אַפִּ
verb ἀποκοτταβίζειν, 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 left in his 
cup so that it would fall into a metal basin. If it fell with a 
clear sound, it was a good sign. 

l2Cup [lekna] – לֶקְנָא: From the Greek λεκάνη, lekane, 
meaning a bowl or a trough.

l3Make matches [meshaddekhin] – כִין דְּ  Apparently, the :מְשַׁ
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).

language

b2Combs – סַנְוָותֵי:

Ancient comb from the era of the Judges, found in Megiddo

background
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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,n1h1 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 Ĥanina said: One who has a sick 
person in his house must include him among the sick people of 
Israelh2 in his prayer? In accordance with whose opinion? In accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei.

And Rabbi Ĥanina 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 Ĥana 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?h3 And, similarly, Rabbi 
Yoĥanan said: Anyone who requests that his needs be met in the 
Aramaic language, the ministering angels do not attend to himn2 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.h4 

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.”

יב:

Perek I
Daf 12  Amud b

קוֹם יְרַחֵם עָלֶיךָ וְעַל  י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר: “הַמָּ רַבִּ
קוֹם  “הַמָּ אוֹמֵר:  יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ רָאֵל״.  יִשְׂ חוֹלֵי 
בְנָא  שֶׁ רָאֵל״.  יִשְׂ תוֹךְ חוֹלֵי  בְּ עָלֶיךָ  יְרַחֵם 
לוֹם.  שָׁ אוֹמֵר:  כְנִיסָתוֹ  בִּ לַיִם,  יְרוּשָׁ אִישׁ 
זְעוֹק,  מִלִּ הִיא  ת  בָּ “שַׁ אוֹמֵר:  וּבִיצִיאָתוֹ 
ין,  מְרוּבִּ וְרַחֲמָיו  לָבֹא,  קְרוֹבָה  וּרְפוּאָה 
אָמַר  מַאן אָזְלָא הָא דְּ לוֹם״. כְּ שָׁ בְתוּ בְּ וְשִׁ
יתוֹ  תוֹךְ בֵּ יֵּשׁ לוֹ חוֹלֶה בְּ י חֲנִינָא: מִי שֶׁ רַבִּ
רָאֵל.  יִשְׂ חוֹלֵי  תוֹךְ  בְּ יְּעָרְבֶנּוּ  שֶׁ צָרִיךְ 

י יוֹסֵי. רַבִּ מַאן – כְּ כְּ

לְנַחֵם  ירוּ  הִתִּ י  קוֹשִׁ בְּ חֲנִינָא:  י  רַבִּ וְאָמַר 
ה  ת. אֲמַר רַבָּ בָּ ַ שּׁ ר חוֹלִים בַּ אֲבֵלִים וּלְבַקֵּ
י  רַבִּ תְרֵיהּ דְּ י הֲוָה אָזְלִינַן בַּ ר חָנָה: כִּ ר בַּ בַּ
אֲמַר:  זִימְנִין  תְפִיחָה.  בִּ יּוּלֵי  לְשַׁ אֶלְעָזָר 
אֲמַר  וְזִימְנִין  לוֹם״  לְשָׁ יִפְקָדְךָ  קוֹם  “הַמָּ
הֵיכִי  לָם״.  לִשְׁ רִינָךְ  יִדְכְּ “רַחֲמָנָא  )לֵיהּ(: 
לְעוֹלָם  יְהוּדָה:  רַב  וְהָאָמַר  הָכִי?  עָבֵיד 
אֲרַמִי!  לְשׁוֹן  בִּ צְרָכָיו  אָדָם  אַל  יִשְׁ אַל 
לְשׁוֹן  וֹאֵל צְרָכָיו בִּ ל הַשּׁ י יוֹחָנָן: כָּ וְאָמַר רַבִּ
לוֹ,  נִזְקָקִין  רֵת  ָ הַשּׁ מַלְאֲכֵי  אֵין   – אֲרַמִי 
לְשׁוֹן אֲרַמִי!  ירִין בִּ רֵת מַכִּ ָ אֵין מַלְאֲכֵי הַשּׁ שֶׁ

כִינָה עִמּוֹ. שְׁ אנֵי חוֹלֶה, דִּ שָׁ

כִינָה  ְ שּׁ שֶׁ יִן  מִנַּ רַב:  אָמַר  עָנָן  רַב  אָמַר  דְּ
אֱמַר: “ה׳ יִסְעָדֶנּוּ  נֶּ סוֹעֵד אֶת הַחוֹלֶה – שֶׁ
ר  כְנָס לְבַקֵּ נְיָא נַמִי הָכִי: הַנִּ וָי״. תַּ עַל עֶרֶשׂ דְּ
ה  מִטָּ י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  לאֹ  ב  יֵשֵׁ לאֹ  הַחוֹלֶה  אֶת 
ב  וְיוֹשֵׁ ף  מִתְעַטֵּ א  אֶלָּ א,  סֵּ כִּ י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  וְלאֹ 
כִינָה לְמַעְלָה מְרָאשׁוֹתָיו  ְ שּׁ נֵי שֶׁ לְפָנָיו, מִפְּ
אֱמַר: “ה׳ יִסְעָדֶנּוּ עַל עֶרֶשׂ  נֶּ ל חוֹלֶה, שֶׁ שֶׁ
דוֹשׁ  הַקָּ יִן שֶׁ וָי״. וְאָמַר רָבָא אָמַר רָבִין: מִנַּ דְּ
אֱמַר: “ה׳  נֶּ שֶׁ זָן אֶת הַחוֹלֶה –  רוּךְ הוּא  בָּ

וָי״. יִסְעָדֶנּוּ עַל עֶרֶשׂ דְּ

n1Among the sick people of Israel – רָאֵל תוֹךְ חוֹלֵי יִשְׂ  :בְּ
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.

n2Anyone who requests that his needs be met in 
the Aramaic language, the ministering angels do 
not attend to him – לְשׁוֹן אֲרַמִי אֵין וֹאֵל צְרָכָיו בִּ ל הַשּׁ  כָּ
רֵת נִזְקָקִין לוֹ ָ  The statements of the Sages in :מַלְאֲכֵי הַשּׁ
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 VaFeraĥ). 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).

notes

h1Visiting the sick on Shabbat – ת בָּ שַׁ בְּ יקוּר חוֹלִים   One who :בִּ
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; Shulĥan 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 287:1 and Yoreh De’a 335:6).

h2One who has a sick person…must include him among the 
sick people of Israel – תוֹךְ חוֹלֵי יְּעָרְבֶנּוּ בְּ יֵּשׁ לוֹ חוֹלֶה…צָרִיךְ שֶׁ  מִי שֶׁ

רָאֵל  One who visits the sick must include him in his prayers :יִשְׂ
among all the sick people of Israel, as per the statement of Rabbi 
Yosei (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 335:6).

h3A person should never request that his needs be met in the 
Aramaic language – לְשׁוֹן אֲרַמִי בִּ צְרָכָיו  אַל אָדָם  יִשְׁ  :לְעוֹלָם אַל 
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim  
101:4).

h4A sick person is different because the Divine Presence is 
with him – ֹכִינָה עִמּו שְׁ אנֵי חוֹלֶה, דִּ  When a person is praying :שָׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 335:5).

halakha



�  Perek I . 12b . ׳א רקפ :בדף י   57

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,h5 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 matterh6 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,h7 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,h8 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]:b2 I, Yishmael ben Elisha, read and adjusted 
a lamp 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.

ה:  רַבָּ אָמַר  ר״.  הַנֵּ לְאוֹר  יִקְרָא  “וְלאֹ 
וַאֲפִילוּ  קוֹמוֹת,  י  תֵּ שְׁ בוֹהַּ  גָּ אֲפִילּוּ 
ים  תִּ רָה בָּ עוֹת, וַאֲפִילּוּ עֲשָׂ י מִרְדָּ תֵּ שְׁ
לִיקְרִי,  דְלָא  הוּא  חַד  זוֹ.  ב  גַּ עַל  זוֹ 
לאֹ  וְהָתַנְיָא:  מֵי.  דָּ יר  פִּ שַׁ  – רֵי  תְּ הָא 
אֶלְעָזָר:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  נַיִם!  שְׁ וְלאֹ  אֶחָד 
אֶחָד,  עִנְיָן  בְּ  – אן  כָּ יָא,  קַשְׁ לָא 
רַב הוּנָא:  אָמַר  עִנְיָנִים.  נֵי  שְׁ בִּ אן –  כָּ
אָדָם  נֵי  בְּ רָה  עֲשָׂ אֲפִילוּ   – וּבִמְדוּרָה 

אָסוּ.ר

 – הוּא  חָשׁוּב  אָדָם  אִם  רָבָא:  אָמַר 
ר  הַנֵּ לְאוֹר  יִקְרָא  לאֹ  מֵיתִיבֵי:  .ר  מוּתָּ
ן  בֶּ מָעֵאל  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ אָמַר  ה.  יַטֶּ א  מָּ שֶׁ
עַם  ה. פַּ ע: אֲנִי אֶקְרָא וְלאֹ אַטֶּ אֱלִישָׁ
ה  מָּ שׁ לְהַטּוֹת. אָמַר: כַּ אַחַת קָרָא וּבִקֵּ
הָיוּ אוֹמְרִים  בְרֵי חֲכָמִים, שֶׁ דוֹלִים דִּ גְּ
י נָתָן אוֹמֵר:  ר! רַבִּ לאֹ יִקְרָא לְאוֹר הַנֵּ
אֲנִי  נְקָסוֹ:  פִּ עַל  וְכָתַב  ה  וְהִטָּ קָרָא 
יתִי  וְהִטֵּ קָרִיתִי  ע  אֱלִישָׁ ן  בֶּ מָעֵאל  יִשְׁ
ש  הַמִקְדָּ ית  בֵּ נֶה  יִּבָּ לִכְשֶׁ ת,  בָּ שַׁ בְּ נֵר 
א:  י אַבָּ מֵנָה. אָמַר רַבִּ את שְׁ אָבִיא חַטָּ
ע,  אֱלִישָׁ ן  בֶּ מָעֵאל  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ אנֵי  שָׁ
בְרֵי תוֹרָה  ים עַצְמוֹ עַל דִּ הוֹאִיל וּמֵשִׂ

הֶדְיוֹט. כְּ

h5One may not read a book by candlelight…even if the lamp 
was two statures high – י תֵּ שְׁ בוֹהּ  גָּ ר…אֲפִילּוּ  הַנֵּ יִקְרָא לְאוֹר   וְלאֹ 
-When the Sages prohibited reading on Shabbat by can :קוֹמוֹת
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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:1).

h6Here, in one matter – עִנְיָן אֶחָד אן בְּ  Two are permitted to read :כָּ
by candlelight on Shabbat if they are reading one matter. The 
Rema wrote that this applies only if they are reading from one 

book, but two books, even if it is one matter, are prohibited. One 
of the commentaries holds that one matter is permitted even 
with two books (Magen Avraham). Others say that the leniency 
with regard to one matter and two people applies only with 
regard to fulfilling a mitzva (Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:2).

h7And with regard to a bonfire – וּבִמְדוּרָה: 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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 275:5).

h8If he is an important person, it is permitted – אִם אָדָם חָשׁוּב הוּא 
ר  An important person, who generally would not adjust a :מוּתָּ
lamp even on weekdays, is permitted to read by candlelight on 
Shabbat, as per the Tosefta (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:4).

halakha

b2Notebook [pinkas] – נְקָס  .From the Greek πίναξ, pinax :פִּ
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

background
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On this subject, the Gemara cites two apparently contradictory 
baraitot. It was taught in one baraita that a servant may examine 
cupsn3h9 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]l1 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 effectb3 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],l2 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 sectionsh10 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?

שׁ בּוֹדֵק כּוֹסוֹת וּקְעָרוֹת  מָּ נֵי חֲדָא: שַׁ תָּ
יִבְדּוֹק!  וְתַנְיָא אִידָךְ: לאֹ  .ר  הַנֵּ לְאוֹר 
קָבוּעַ,  שׁ  מָּ שַׁ בְּ  – אן  כָּ יָא,  קַשְׁ לָא 
וְאִי  קָבוּע.  אֵינוֹ  שֶׁ שׁ  מָּ שַׁ בְּ  – אן  כָּ
שׁ קָבוּע.  מָּ שַׁ עֵית אֵימָא: הָא וְהָא בְּ בָּ
וְהָא  חָא,  דְמִשְׁ בִּ  – הָא  יָא:  קַשְׁ וְלָא 

דְנַפְטָא. בִּ

קָבוּעַ  אֵינוֹ  שֶׁ שׁ  מָּ שַׁ לְהוּ:  עֲיָא  אִיבַּ
חָא מַהוּ? אָמַר רַב: הֲלָכָה וְאֵין  דְמִשְׁ בִּ
א אָמַר:  ר אַבָּ י יִרְמְיָה בַּ ן. וְרַבִּ מוֹרִין כֵּ
א  ר אַבָּ י יִרְמְיָה בַּ ן. רַבִּ הֲלָכָה וּמוֹרִין כֵּ
עֵיהּ קָא  מָּ אִיקְלַע לִבֵי רַב אַסִי, קָם שַׁ
לֵיהּ  אֲמַרָה  רָגָא  שְׁ דִּ לִנְהוֹרָא  דֵיק  בָּ
בֵיתְהוּ: וּמָר לָא עָבֵיד הָכִי! אֲמַר לָהּ:  דְּ

יהּ סְבִירָא לֵיה. רַבֵּ בַקֵיהּ, כְּ שְׁ

וְהָאָמְרַתְּ  כו׳״.  הַחַזָּן  אָמְרוּ  אֱמֶת  “בֶּ
א ‘רוֹאֶה׳ מַאי לָאו לִקְרוֹת? לאֹ,  רֵישָׁ
ה  יוֹתָיו. וְכֵן אָמַר רַבָּ רָשִׁ י פָּ ר רָאשֵׁ לְסַדֵּ
י  ר הוּא רָאשֵׁ מוּאֵל: אֲבָל מְסַדֵּ ר שְׁ בַּ

ה לאֹ? רָשָׁ הּ פָּ יוֹתָיו. וְכוּלָּ רָשִׁ פָּ

NOTES
n1Among the sick people of Israel – רָאֵל תוֹךְ חוֹלֵי יִשְׂ  :בְּ
As a rule, the objective is to have each individual 
include himself in the collective, as God’s compassion 
is greater on the collective of Israel and He also shows 
compassion to the individual members of the collec-
tive. Therefore, halakhot and stringencies relevant to 
individuals do not apply to the nation as a wholw.

n2Anyone who requests in the Aramaic language 
that his needs be met, the ministering angels do 
not attend to him – לְשׁוֹן אֲרַמִי אֵין וֹאֵל צְרָכָיו בִּ ל הַשּׁ  כָּ
נִזְקָקִין לוֹ רֵת  ָ  The statements of the Sages :מַלְאֲכֵי הַשּׁ
in this matter are apparently difficult in every sense. 
With regard to the essence of the matter that the 
ministering angels do not recognize the Aramaic lan-
guage, some explained that recognize here means to 
hold close or to endear, as in the verse: “May the one 
who recognizes you be blessed” (Ruth 2:19; Kaftor 
VaFeraĥ). Others explained that this statement was 
said specifically with regard to the Aramaic language, 
which is despicable, but requests in other languages 
are permitted (Rosh). The matter itself is astonish-
ing because it is forbidden to pray to an emissary or 
interlocutor. What, then, do angels have to do with 
our prayers? Some explained that they this teaches 
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 for-
mula 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).

n3A servant may examines the cups – בּוֹדֵק שׁ  מָּ  שַׁ
-There are many variant readings and expla :כּוֹסוֹת
nations of this matter. Some explain that a servant 
who is not regularly employed is forbidden to ex-
amine the cups, as he is unfamiliar with them and 
will examine them more carefully; while a regularly 
employed servant who is familiar with them will ex-
amine them only minimally (Ran). According to these 
opinions and readings, the story of the servant of 
Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba is cited because he was not 
regularly employed in the house of Rav Asi. There is 
an opinion that says that a servant who is not regu-
larly employed may not examine the cups, because 
he is concerned that the master might not hire him; 
however a regularly employed servant, with job se-
curity, does not share that concern, and may, there-
fore, examine the cups. According to this approach, 
the question was asked with regard a regular servant 
and an oil candle, and Rabbi Yirmeya’s servant was a 
regular servant (Tosafot). One of the commentaries 
explained the final question as referring to a regular 
servant according to the first reading. However, the 
Gemara repeats the question in order to clarify which 
of these variant readings is the basis for the accepted 
halakha (Rambam.

HALAKHA
h1Visiting the sick on Shabbat – ת שַבָּ בְּ יקוּר חולִׂים   :בִּ
One who visits a sick person on Shabbat says: It is 
Shabbat when one is prohibited from crying out 
and healing is soon to come and His compassion is 
abundant, and rest on Shabbat in peace. That is in ac-
cordance with the statement of Shevna of Jerusalem, 
whose statement includes and explains the opinion 
of the first tanna (Tur, Shulĥan Arukh). Others say that 
it is not necessary to say: His compassion is great, and 
that is the custom (Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 

Hilkhot Shabbat 24:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
287:1 and Yoreh De’a 335:6).

h2One who has a sick person…must include him 
among the sick people of Israel –ֹֹ…יֵּשׁ לוֹ חוֹלֶה מִי שֶׁ
רָאֵל תוֹךְ חוֹלֵי יִשְׂ יְּעָרְבֶנּוּ בְּ  One who visits the sick :צָרִיךְ שֶׁ
must include him in his prayers among all the sick 
people of Israel, as per the statement of Rabbi Yosei 
(Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 335:6).

h3A person should never request in the Aramaic lan-
guage that his needs be met – אַל אָדָם  לְעוֹלָם אַל יִשְׁ
לְשׁוֹן אֲרַמִי בִּ -Because of the various explana :צְרָכָיו 
tions of this matter, the opinions of the authorities 
were also divided. Some say that communal prayer 
may be recited in any language that איק קפםפךק 
understand, unless it is in Hebrew, where they fulfill 
their obligation even without understanding (Magen 
Avraham), 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 exclusively in Hebrew 
(the Sages of France). Yet others ruled that one is 
permitted to make even personal requests in any 
language other than Aramaic (Rosh; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 101:4).

h4A sick person is different since the Divine Presence 
is with him – ֹכִינָה עִמּו שְׁ אנֵי חוֹלֶה, דִּ  When a person :שָׁ
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 not in the presence 
of the sick person, he should only pray in Hebrew, 
in order to satisfy all opinions (Taz; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Yoreh De’a 335:5).

h5One may not read a book by candlelight…even if 
it is high – ‏ בוֹהַּ ר…. אֲפִילּוּ גָּ  When the :וְלאֹ יִקְרָא לְאוֹר הַנֵּ
Sages prohibited reading on Shabbat by candlelight, 
they prohibited doing so even if the candle 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 candles with regard to 
which, there is no significant concern that one might 
adjust them, e.g., wax candles, some permitted read-
ing by their light to fulfill a mitzva (Maharshal). Others 
permit reading by the light of a lantern locked with a 
key (Magen Avraham; (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hil-
khot Shabbat 5:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:1).

h6Here in one matter – עִנְיָן אֶחָד אן – בְּ -Two are per :כָּ
mitted to read by candlelight on Shabbat if they are 
reading one matter. The Rema wrote that that ap-
plies only if they are reading from one book, but two 
books, even if it is one matter, are prohibited. One of 
the commentaries holds that one matter is permitted 
even with two books (Magen Avraham). Others say 
that the leniency with regard to one matter and two 
people applies only with regard to fulfilling a mitzva 
(Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 5:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:2).

h7And with regard to a bonfire – וּבִמְדוּרָה: 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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:5).

h8If he is an important person, it is permitted – אִם 
ר  An important person, who :אָדָם חָשׁוּב הוּא – מוּתָּ
generally would not adjust a candle even on week-
days, is permitted to read by candlelight on Shabbat, 
as per the Tosefta (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:4).

h9A servant may examines the cups – בּוֹדֵק שׁ  מָּ  שַׁ
 ,Due to the variant readings of this passage :כּוֹסוֹת
there are various explanations resulting in varying 
halakhic rulings. The authorities (Rambam) ruled that 
a servant who is not a regular employee is forbidden 
to examine cups by candlelight on Shabbat alto-
gether. A regular servant is permitted to do so with a 

kerosene candle whose light is substantial. However, 
with an oil candle, de jure it is permitted but a public 
ruling is not issued to that effect, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav. Others say that with a kerosene 
candle, since it is disgusting, even a servant who is 
not a regular employee is permitted to examine the 
cups (Rema, based on Tur and Beit Yosef; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:16; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:11).

h10To arrange the beginning of his sections – ר  לְסַדֵּ
יוֹתָיו רָשִׁ י פָּ  A teacher teaching his students may :רָאשֵׁ
find the place where the students will begin to read 
by candlelight, 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 something that he 
already knows. He 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 sec-
tions (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:15; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:10).

LANGUAGE
l1Kerosene [nafta] – נַפְטָא: This word reached the 
Hebrew language from the Greek íáöôá, nafta, and 
the Greeks borrowed it from the Farsi, naft. Some 
believe that the word has a Semitic root, from the 
Accadian, naptu.

l2Candle [sheraga] – רָגָא  This word was borrowed :שְׁ
from the Iranian in several Aramaic dialects. In mod-
ern Farsi, the form of the word is cirá´ y and its mean-
ing is a candle or a candelabrum.

BACKGROUND
b1Pinkas – נְקָס  The origin of the word is the Greek :פִּ
ðé´íáî, pinach. Its primary meaning is a tablet on 
which things are written. 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 had various shapes and were made 
from various materials. It seems that the most com-
mon 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 after use.

Notebook from Talmudic times

b2Halakha and a public ruling is not issued to that 
effect – ן  This principle is applied to :הֲלָכָה וְאֵין מוֹרִין כֵּ
several matters in the Torah. There are actions that 
are permitted, and a Torah scholar, who is aware that 
they are permitted, may act accordingly. Neverthe-
less, a public ruling on the matter is not issued, as that 
is liable to lead the public to sin.

n3Servant may examine cups – שׁ בּוֹדֵק כּוֹסוֹת מָּ  There are :שַׁ
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 servant and 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).

notes

h9A servant may examine cups – שׁ בּוֹדֵק כּוֹסוֹת מָּ  Due to the :שַׁ
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 

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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:12).

h10To arrange the beginning of his sections – י רָאשֵׁ ר   לְסַדֵּ
יוֹתָיו רָשִׁ  A teacher teaching his students may find the place :פָּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim  
275:10).

halakha

l1Naphtha [nafta] – נַפְטָא: This word reached the Hebrew lan-
guage from the Greek νάφθας or νάφθα, 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.

l2Lamp [sheraga] – רָגָא   This word was borrowed from :שְׁ
the Iranian in several Aramaic dialects. In Modern Persian, the 
form of the word is chirāgh, which means lamp or cande
labrum.

language

b3Halakha and a public ruling is not issued to that effect – 
ן  This principle is applied to several matters :הֲלָכָה וְאֵין מוֹרִין כֵּ
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 is liable to lead the less educated masses to sin.

background
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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.n1h1 
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 
Sages issued 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,h2 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 ha’aretz 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.n2 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 ha’aretz 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 ha’aretz, there is a general prin-
ciple in effect that most amei ha’aretz tithe their fruits. Rather, the 
Sages were concerned lest he become accustomed to spending time 
with the am ha’aretz 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.

יג.

Perek I
Daf 13  Amud a

מְלִיאֵל אוֹמֵר:  ן גַּ מְעוֹן בֶּ ן שִׁ מֵיתִיבֵי, רַבָּ
רִין  מְסַדְּ הָיוּ  ן  רַבָּ ית  בֵּ ל  שֶׁ ינוֹקוֹת  הַתִּ
עֵית  ר! – אִי בָּ יּוֹת וְקוֹרִין לְאוֹר הַנֵּ רָשִׁ פָּ
עֵית  יוֹתָיו, וְאִי בָּ רָשִׁ י פָּ אֵימָא – רָאשֵׁ
הוֹאִיל  ינוֹקוֹת,  תִּ אנֵי  שָׁ  – אֵימָא 
ן עֲלֵיהֶן לָא אָתֵי לְאַצְלוּיֵי. וְאֵימַת רַבָּ

י  נְיָא, רַבִּ יּוֹצֵא בּוֹ לאֹ יאֹכַל הַזָּב״.תַּ “כַּ
וּרְאֵה  ן אֶלְעָזָר אוֹמֵר: בּוֹא  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ
רָאֵל,  יִשְׂ בְּ טָהֳרָה  רְצָה  פָּ הֵיכָן  עַד 
עִם  הוֹר  הַטָּ יאֹכַל  “לאֹ  נִינוּ:  שָׁ לּאֹ  שֶׁ
עִם  הַזָּב  יאֹכַל  לאֹ  א:  אֶלָּ מֵאָה״  הַטְּ
יּוֹצֵא בּוֹ,  ל עֲבֵירָה. כַּ נֵי הֶרְגֵּ הַזָּבָה מִפְּ
רוּשׁ עִם זָב עַם הָאָרֶץ  לאֹ יאֹכַל זָב פָּ

ילֶנּוּ אֶצְלוֹ. א יַרְגִּ מָּ שֶׁ

א  אֶלָּ הָוֵי?!  מַאי  אֶצְלוֹ  ילוֹ  מַרְגִּ וְכִי 
בָרִים טְמֵאִין.  א יַאֲכִילֶנּוּ דְּ מָּ אֵימָא: שֶׁ
טְמֵאִין  בָרִים  דְּ לָאו  רוּשׁ  פָּ זָב  אַטּוּ 
א  מָּ שֶׁ זֵירָה  גְּ יֵי:  אַבַּ אָמַר  אָכֵיל?! 
נִין. וְרָבָא  אֵינָן מְתוּקָּ בָרִים שֶׁ יַאֲכִילֶנּוּ דְּ
הֵן,  רִין  מְעַשְּׂ הָאָרֶץ  י  עַמֵּ רוֹב  אָמַר: 
א יְהֵא רָגִיל אֶצְלוֹ, וְיַאֲכִילֶנּוּ  מָּ א: שֶׁ אֶלָּ

ימֵי טָהָרָתוֹ. בָרִים טְמֵאִין בִּ דְּ

ן עִם  ישָׁ תִּ שֶׁ ה, מַהוּ  נִדָּ עֲיָא לְהוּ:  אִיבַּ
בִגְדוֹ?  בְּ וְהוּא  בִגְדָהּ  בְּ הִיא  עְלָהּ  בַּ
מַע: “הָעוֹף עוֹלֶה  א שְׁ אָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף, תָּ
לְחָן וְאֵינוֹ נֶאֱכָל,  ֻ בִינָה עַל הַשּׁ עִם הַגְּ
אוֹמֵר:  ל  הִלֵּ ית  בֵּ אי.  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ בְרֵי  דִּ
הָתָם  אנֵי  שָׁ נֶאֱכָל״.  וְלאֹ  עוֹלֶה  לאֹ 

יעוֹת.  א דֵּ לֵיכָּ דְּ

n1The schoolchildren would organize the sections and 
read by candlelight – יּוֹת וְקוֹרִין לְאוֹר רָשִׁ רִין פָּ ינוֹקוֹת…מְסַדְּ  הַתִּ
ר  The Sages differ in explaining this matter. Some say that :הַנֵּ
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).

n2Lest he feed him impure items – בָרִים טְמֵאִין א יַאֲכִילֶנּוּ דְּ מָּ  :שֶׁ
It is 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 ĥaverim, who accepted this additional sanc-
tity upon themselves.

notes

h1The schoolchildren would organize the sections and 
read by candlelight – יּוֹת וְקוֹרִין לְאוֹר רָשִׁ רִין פָּ ינוֹקוֹת…מְסַדְּ  הַתִּ
ר  Children are permitted to read by the light of a lamp :הַנֵּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
275:6).

h2The zav may not eat with the zava – לאֹ יאֹכַל הַזָּב עִם הַזָּבָה: 
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 11:18 
and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhlin 16:11; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Yoreh De’a 195:3).

halakha
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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 Ĥanin 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 
Ĥanin 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.h3

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,n3 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.

א  אִיכָּ דְּ הֵיכָא  דְּ רָא,  בְּ מִסְתַּ נַמִי  הָכִי 
ן  רַבָּ סֵיפָא,  קָתָנֵי  דְּ אנֵי,  שָׁ יעוֹת  דֵּ
נֵי  שְׁ אוֹמֵר:  מְלִיאֵל  גַּ ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ
לְחָן אֶחָד, זֶה  אַכְסְנָיִים אוֹכְלִין עַל שֻׁ
וְאֵין   – בִינָה  גְּ אוֹכֵל  וְזֶה  ר  שָׂ בָּ אוֹכֵל 
אָמַר  עֲלָהּ,  מַר  אִתְּ וְלָאו  ין.  שִׁ חוֹשְׁ
לאֹ  מוּאֵל:  שְׁ אָמַר  אַמִי  ר  בַּ חָנִין  רַב 
זֶה,  אֶת  זֶה  ירִין  מַכִּ אֵין  שֶׁ א  אֶלָּ נוּ  שָׁ
אֲסוּרִים.   – זֶה  אֶת  זֶה  ירִין  מַכִּ אֲבָל 
נִינְהוּ.  זֶה  אֶת  זֶה  ירִין  מַכִּ  – נַמִי  וְהָנֵי 
א,  אִיכָּ יעוֹת  דֵּ  – הָתָם  א!  תָּ הָשְׁ הָכִי 
יעוֹת,  דֵּ א  אִיכָּ  – הָכָא  א.  לֵיכָּ ינּוּי  שִׁ

ינּוּי. א שִׁ וְאִיכָּ

מְעוֹן  ן שִׁ מַע, רַבָּ א שְׁ אָמְרִי: תָּ א דְּ אִיכָּ
אַכְסְנָיִים  נֵי  שְׁ אוֹמֵר:  מְלִיאֵל  גַּ ן  בֶּ
ר וְזֶה  שָׂ לְחָן אֶחָד, זֶה בָּ אוֹכְלִין עַל שֻׁ
חָנִין  רַב  אָמַר  עֲלָהּ,  מַר  וְאִתְּ בִינָה.  גְּ
א  נוּ אֶלָּ מוּאֵל: לאֹ שָׁ ר אַמִי אָמַר שְׁ בַּ
ירִין  ירִין זֶה אֶת זֶה, אֲבָל מַכִּ אֵין מַכִּ שֶׁ
ירִין  זֶה אֶת זֶה – אָסוּ.ר וְהָנֵי נַמִי – מַכִּ
א,  יעוֹת אִיכָּ זֶה אֶת זֶה נִינְהוּ. הָתָם – דֵּ
יעוֹת  דֵּ א  אִיכָּ  – הָכָא  א,  לֵיכָּ ינּוּי  שִׁ

ינּוּי. א שִׁ וְאִיכָּ

הַזָּבָה  עִם  הַזָּב  יאֹכַל  מַע: לאֹ  שְׁ א  תָּ
נַמִי:  הָכָא  עֲבֵירָה.  ל  הֶרְגֵּ וּם  מִשּׁ

א. ינּוּי לֵיכָּ א, שִׁ יעוֹת – אִיכָּ דֵּ

מַע: “אֶל הֶהָרִים לאֹ אָכָל וְעֵינָיו  א שְׁ תָּ
רָאֵל וְאֶת  ית יִשְׂ לּוּלֵי בֵּ א אֶל גִּ לאֹ נָשָׂ
ה  ה נִדָּ ָ א וְאֶל אִשּׁ ת רֵעֵהוּ לאֹ טִמֵּ אֵשֶׁ
ת  ה לְאֵשֶׁ ה נִדָּ ָ ישׁ אִשּׁ לאֹ יִקְרָב״, מַקִּ
בִגְדוֹ  ת רֵעֵהוּ – הוּא בְּ רֵעֵהוּ. מָה אֵשֶׁ
תּוֹ  אִשְׁ אַף  אָסוּר,  בִגְדָהּ  בְּ וְהִיא 
בִגְדָהּ  בְּ וְהִיא  בִגְדוֹ  בְּ הוּא   – ה  נִדָּ

הּ. מַע מִינָּ אָסוּ.ר שְׁ

דָת:  י פְּ אָמַר רַבִּ דָת, דְּ י פְּ רַבִּ וּפְלִיגָא דְּ
ל  שֶׁ קוּרְבָה  א  אֶלָּ תּוֹרָה  אָסְרָה  לאֹ 
“אִישׁ  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ לְבַד,  בִּ עֲרָיוֹת  לּוּי  גִּ
רוֹ לאֹ תִקְרְבוּ  שָׂ אֵר בְּ ל שְׁ אִישׁ אֶל כָּ

לְגַלּוֹת עֶרְוָה״.

h3So too, his wife when menstruating, even when 
he is in his clothes and she is in her clothes, is pro-
hibited – בִגְדָהּ אָסוּר בִגְדוֹ וְהִיא בְּ ה הוּא בְּ תּוֹ נִדָּ  :אַף אִשְׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Yoreh De’a 195:6).

halakha

n3The Torah only prohibited intimacy that involves 
engaging in prohibited sexual relations – לאֹ אָסְרָה 
לְבַד בִּ לּוּי עֲרָיוֹת  גִּ ל  א קוּרְבָה שֶׁ  Some explain :תּוֹרָה אֶלָּ
that Rabbi Pedat also wanted to prohibit 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).

notes
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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 prohibitedh4 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 Eliyahup1 taught a baraita that deals 
with this halakha: There was an incident involving one stu-
dentn4 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?h1 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?h2 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.n1 
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 
Yitzĥak bar Yosef said: When they would sleep together in 
one bed, she wore a belt [sinar]l1 from the waist down that 
would separate between him and her. Nevertheless, since 
the matter is prohibited, that student was punished.

הֲוָה  רַב  י  מִבֵּ אָתֵי  הָוֵי  י  כִּ א  עוּלָּ
י חֲדַיְיהוּ,  ק לְהוּ לְאַחְוָותֵיהּ אַבֵּ ֵ מְנַשּׁ
וּפְלִיגָא  יְדַיְיהוּ.  י  אַבֵּ לָהּ  וְאָמְרִי 
א:  עוּלָּ אָמַר  דְּ ידֵיהּ,  אַדִּ ידֵיהּ  דִּ
וּם  מִשּׁ אָסוּר,  קוּרְבָה  שׁוּם  אֲפִילוּ 
סְחוֹר,  סְחוֹר  נְזִירָא  אָמְרִי  לֵךְ  “לֵךְ 

קְרַב״. לְכַרְמָא לָא תִּ

תַלְמִיד  בְּ ה  מַעֲשֶׂ אֵלִיָּהוּ:  בֵי  דְּ נֵי  תָּ
ה,  הַרְבֵּ וְקָרָא  ה  הַרְבֵּ נָה  ָ שּׁ שֶׁ אֶחָד 
ה,  הַרְבֵּ חֲכָמִים  לְמִידֵי  תַּ שׁ  ימֵּ וְשִׁ
תּוֹ  אִשְׁ וְהָיְתָה  יָמָיו.  חֲצִי  בַּ וּמֵת 
י  בָתֵּ בְּ ם  וּמְחַזַּרְתָּ יו  פִילָּ תְּ נוֹטֶלֶת 
וְאָמְרָה  מִדְרָשׁוֹת,  י  וּבְבָתֵּ נֵסִיּוֹת  כְּ
י הוּא חַיֶּיךָ  תּוֹרָה “כִּ תִיב בַּ לָהֶם: כְּ
ה  נָה הַרְבֵּ ָ שּׁ עֲלִי שֶׁ וְאוֹרֶךְ יָמֶיךָ״, בַּ

ה, וְקָרָא הַרְבֵּ

NOTES
n1The schoolchildren would organize the sections 
and read by candlelight – יּוֹת רָשִׁ רִין פָּ ינוֹקוֹת… מְסַדְּ  הַתִּ
ר  The Sages differed in explaining this :וְקוֹרִין לְאוֹר הַנֵּ
matter. Some say that children are only permitted 
to read in their teacher’s presence, because they 
fear him (Rambam). Others explain that children 
are permitted to read even without their teacher 
present. Because they fear him, even when he is not 
there they dare not reach their hand out to adjust 
the candle (Rashba).

n2Lest he feed him impure items – בָרִים א יַאֲכִילֶנּוּ דְּ מָּ  שֶׁ
-It is important to remember that eating im :טְמֵאִין
pure food items; not those forbidden to eat, but 
those that came into contact with a source of impu-
rity, 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 ĥaverim, who accepted this additional sanctity 
upon themselves.

n3The Torah only prohibited intimacy that involves 
actual sexual relations – א קוּרְבָה  לאֹ אָסְרָה תּוֹרָה אֶלָּ
לְבַד בִּ לּוּי עֲרָיוֹת  גִּ ל   Some explain that Rabbi Pedat :שֶׁ
also wanted to prohibit intimacy with a married 
woman, because, clearly, that intimacy will lead to 
prohibited sexual relations, which is not the case with 
his relatives (Tosafot). From Joseph’s statement to Po-
tiphar’s wife, apparently even intimacy is prohibited 
with a married woman (see the commentaries on the 
Torah there). Rabbi Pedat merely said that one should 
not derive a halakha with regard to all the halakhot of 
prohibited sexual relations from the juxtaposition in 
the verse in the book of Ezekiel (Ramban).

n4An incident involving one student etc. – ה  מַעֲשֶׂ
תַלְמִיד אֶחָד וכו׳  The early commentaries wondered :בְּ
how that person, 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 the 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 him-
self with the same stringency (Ramban, Rashba).

HALAKHA
h1The schoolchildren…organize the sections etc. – 
יּוֹת וכו׳ רָשִׁ רִין פָּ ינוֹקוֹת… מְסַדְּ  Children are permitted :הַתִּ
to read by the light of a candle on Shabbat, and we 
are not concerned that they might adjust the candle, 
since the fear of their teacher is upon them (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:15; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 275:6).

h2The zav may not eat with the zava – לאֹ יאֹכַל הַזָּב 
 A husband is only permitted to eat with his :עִם הַזָּבָה
impure, menstruating wife, even when he is impure, 
if they make noticeable changes to ensure aware-
ness and separation (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 11:18 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tum’at Okhlin 
16:11; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 195:3).

h3So too his wife when menstruating, even when 
he is in his clothes and she is in her clothes is pro-
hibited – בִגְדָהּ אָסוּר בִגְדוֹ וְהִיא בְּ ה הוּא בְּ תּוֹ נִדָּ  :אַף אִשְׁ
A husband is forbidden to sleep in one bed with 
his wife who has menstruating woman status, even 
when they are both dressed, and even if each has his 
own linens. It is prohibited even if they were sleeping 

in two adjacent beds (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Biah 11:18; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 195:6).

h4Even any intimacy is prohibited – אֲפִילוּ שׁוּם קוּרְבָה 
 Any affectionate act of intimacy, i.e., hugging or :אָסוּר
kissing any woman, who is forbidden to him because 
of prohibited sexual relations, with the exception of 
his mother or his daughter, is prohibited. This prohibi-
tion 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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Even Ha’ezer 21:7).

PERSONALITIES
p1Eliyahu– ּאֵלִיָּהו: 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 (II Kings 2:11), Elijah did 
not die and he continues to serve as an emissary of 
God. He is, on the one hand, the angel of the cov-
enant and on the other, a person who alleviates the 
problems in the world.

The midrash named Tanna Devei Eliyahu or Seder 
Eliyahu Rabba and Seder Eliyahu Zuta is an indepen-
dent entity. It is said in the Talmud (Ketubot 110a) that 
halakha and aggada in these books were revealed to 
Rav Anan by Elijah.

However, there are those who also believe that 
Tanna Devei Eliyahu and the school of Eliyahu are 
not references to Elijah the Prophet. They are named 
for one of the tanna’im who lived during the Second 
Temple period (Sefer Be’er 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 oth-
ers, are merely statements of that tanna.
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 – ה  הַרְבֵּ חֲכָמִים  לְמִידֵי  תַּ שׁ  ימֵּ וְשִׁ
חֲצִי יָמָיו? וְלאֹ הָיָה  נֵי מָה מֵת בַּ מִפְּ
אַחַת  עַם  פַּ בָ.ר  דָּ מַחֲזִירָהּ  אָדָם 
מְסִיחָה  וְהָיְתָה  אֶצְלָהּ  י  נִתְאָרַחְתִּ
י,  תִּ י לָהּ: בִּ ל אוֹתוֹ מְאוֹרָע. וְאָמַרְתִּ כָּ
ימֵי נִדּוּתֵךְ מַה הוּא אֶצְלֵךְ? אָמְרָה  בִּ
ע  אֶצְבַּ בְּ אֲפִילוּ  לוֹם,  וְשָׁ חַס  לִי: 
לִבּוּנֵיךְ  ימֵי  בִּ י[.  ]בִּ נָגַע  לאֹ  ה  קְטַנָּ
י,  תָה עִמִּ י, וְשָׁ מַהוּ אֶצְלֵךְ? אָכַל עִמִּ
ר, וְלאֹ עָלְתָה  שָׂ קֵירוּב בָּ י בְּ ן עִמִּ וְיָשַׁ
לָהּ:  י  וְאָמַרְתִּ בָר אַחֵ.ר  דָּ עְתּוֹ עַל  דַּ
א  נָשָׂ לּאֹ  שֶׁ הֲרָגוֹ,  שֶׁ קוֹם  הַמָּ רוּךְ  בָּ
הֲרֵי אָמְרָה תּוֹרָה:  שֶׁ לַתּוֹרָה,  נִים  פָּ
לאֹ  טוּמְאָתָהּ  ת  נִדַּ בְּ ה  ָ אִשּׁ “וְאֶל 
אֲמַר:  ימִי  דִּ רַב  אֲתָא  י  כִּ תִקְרַב״. 
מַעַרְבָא אָמְרִי,  ה חֲדָא הֲוַאי. בְּ מִטָּ
סִינָר  יוֹסֵף:  ר  בַּ יִצְחָק  רַב  אָמַר 

ינוֹ לְבֵינָהּ. מַפְסִיק בֵּ

h4Even any intimacy is prohibited – אֲפִילוּ שׁוּם קוּרְבָה אָסוּר: 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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 21:7).

halakha

p1Eliyahu – ּאֵלִיָּהו: 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 (II 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 Be’er 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.

Personalities

n4An incident involving one student, etc. – תַלְמִיד אֶחָד וכו׳ ה בְּ  The :מַעֲשֶׂ
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).

notes

h1During the period of your menstruation, how did he act toward 
you – ְנִדּוּתֵךְ מַה הוּא אֶצְלֵך ימֵי   A man must distance himself from :בִּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Yoreh De’a 195:2).

h2In the days of your white garments, how did he act toward you 
then – ְימֵי לִבּוּנֵיךְ מַהוּ אֶצְלֵך  Even in the days following the menstrual :בִּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Yoreh De’a 195:14).

halakha

n1As he did not show respect to the Torah – נִים לַתּוֹרָה פָּ א  נָשָׂ לּאֹ   :שֶׁ
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).

notes

l1Belt [sinar] – סִינָר: The origin of this word is not clear. Apparently it was 
borrowed from the Greek ζωνάριον, zonarion, which means a kind of 
long belt that women wear on their flesh.

language
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MISHNA And these are among the halakhot 
that the Sages, who went up to visit 

him, said in the upper story of Ĥananya ben Ĥizkiyap1 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-
numberedn2 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.b1

GEMARA 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 Ĥananya ben Ĥizkiya ben 
Garon. Conclude from this that we learned: And these in 
the mishna, and the reference is to the decrees mentioned 
earlier.

עֲלִיַּית  אָמְרוּ בַּ מתני׳ וְאֵלּוּ מִן הַהֲלָכוֹת שֶׁ
רוֹ.  עָלוּ לְבַקְּ רוֹן שֶׁ ן גָּ ן חִזְקִיָּה בֶּ חֲנַנְיָה בֶּ
ל,  הִלֵּ ית  בֵּ עַל  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ וְרַבּוּ  נִמְנוּ 

יּוֹם. זְרוּ בּוֹ בַּ בָרִים גָּ ר דְּ מוֹנָה עָשָׂ וְשְׁ

נַן,  יֵי לְרַב יוֹסֵף: ‘אֵלּוּ׳ תְּ גמ׳ אֲמַר לֵיהּ אַבַּ
אֲמַרַן,  נַן? הָנֵי דַּ נַן? “וְאֵלּוּ״ תְּ אוֹ “וְאֵלּוּ״ תְּ
א  ן? תָּ בָעֵינַן לְמֵימַר קַמַּ נַן – דְּ אוֹ אֵלּוּ תְּ
ר, וְאֵין קוֹרִין  מַע: אֵין פּוֹלִין לְאוֹר הַנֵּ שְׁ
אָמְרוּ  שֶׁ הַהֲלָכוֹת  מִן  וְאֵלּוּ  ר,  הַנֵּ לְאוֹר 
מַע  רוֹן. שְׁ ן גָּ ן חִזְקִיָּה בֶּ עֲלִיַּית חֲנַנְיָה בֶּ בַּ

הּ. מַע מִינָּ נַן, שְׁ הּ: “וְאֵלּוּ״ תְּ מִינָּ

p1Ĥananya ben Ĥizkiya – חִזְקִיָּה ן  בֶּ  He was one of the :חֲנַנְיָה 
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, Ĥananya ben Ĥizkiya 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 Ĥananya ben Ĥizkiya 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.

Personalities

n2Were counted, and Beit Shammai outnumbered – ּנִמְנוּ וְרַבּו: 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.

notes

b1Table of the levels of impurity
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.

background

Source Example Manner in which it transmits impurity

Ultimate source of ritual impurity Corpse
It renders anything capable of becoming ritually 
impure a primary source of ritual impurity

Primary source of ritual impurity
Any person or vessel that came in contact with a corpse, a 
leper, a zav, a dead creeping animal, an animal carcass

Confers first degree ritual impurity status 
upon any person, vessel, or food item 

First degree ritual impurity
(Secondary source of ritual impurity)

A person, vessel, or food that comes in contact with a 
dead creeping animal, a zav, an animal carcass, etc.

Confers second degree ritual impurity status upon any foods 
or liquids and disqualifies non-sacred foods and liquids

Second degree ritual impurity

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

Confers third degree ritual impurity status upon 
consecrated foods and liquids and disqualifies teruma

Third degree ritual impurity
(only applies to teruma and consecrated items)

Foods and liquids that come in contact 
with second degree ritual impurity

Teruma with this status is disqualified and it 
disqualifies consecrated foods and liquids

Fourth degree ritual impurity
(only applies to consecrated items)

Foods and liquids that come in contact 
with third degree ritual impurity

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, 

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. 

There were even those who were careful to eat their non-
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?b2 This scroll was written by 
Ĥananya ben Ĥizkiya 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]l2n3 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 Yitzĥak 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,n3 and his soul mourns over him” 
( Job 14:22)? 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 Ĥananya ben Ĥizkiya, as if not for him, 
the book of Ezekieln4 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, 
Ĥananya ben Ĥizkiya, 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 Ĥananya ben Ĥizkiya 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

עֲנִית? אָמְרוּ:  ת תַּ תַב מְגִילַּ נַן: מִי כָּ נוּ רַבָּ תָּ
בִין  הָיוּ מְחַבְּ ן חִזְקִיָּה וְסִיעָתוֹ, שֶׁ חֲנַנְיָה בֶּ

רוֹת. אֶת הַצָּ

אָנוּ  אַף  מְלִיאֵל:  גַּ ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ ן  רַבָּ אָמַר 
ה,  עֲשֶׂ נַּ רוֹת, אֲבָל מַה  הַצָּ בִין אֶת  מְחַבְּ
יקִין. אנוּ לִכְתּוֹב – אֵין אָנוּ מַסְפִּ אִם בָּ שֶׁ

ע. בָר אַחֵר: אֵין שׁוֹטֶה נִפְגַּ דָּ

ישׁ  מַרְגִּ ת  הַמֵּ ר  שַׂ בְּ אֵין  אַחֵר:  בָר  דָּ
יִצְחָק:  רַב  וְהָאָמַר  אִינִי?!  אִיזְמֵל.  בְּ
הַחַי,  ר  בְשַׂ בִּ מַחַט  כְּ ת  לַמֵּ ה  רִימָּ ה  קָשֶׁ
רוֹ עָלָיו יִכְאָב וְנַפְשׁוֹ  שָׂ אֱמַר: “אַךְ בְּ נֶּ שֶׁ
ת  הַמֵּ ר  שָׂ בָּ אֵין  אֵימָא:  אֱבָל״!  תֶּ עָלָיו 

אִיזְמֵל. ישׁ בְּ חַי מַרְגִּ בַּ שֶׁ

זָכוּר  רַם  בְּ רַב:  אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר 
חִזְקִיָּה  ן  בֶּ וַחֲנַנְיָה  לְטוֹב,  הָאִישׁ  אוֹתוֹ 
אִלְמָלֵא הוּא נִגְנַז סֵפֶר יְחֶזְקֵאל,  מוֹ, שֶׁ שְׁ
מֶה  תוֹרָה.  בְרֵי  דִּ סוֹתְרִין  בָרָיו  דְּ הָיוּ  שֶׁ
מֶן,  רְבֵי שֶׁ לשֹֹׁ מֵאוֹת גַּ ה? הֶעֱלוּ לוֹ שְׁ עָשָׂ

ן. עֲלִיָּיה וּדְרָשָׁ ב בַּ וְיָשַׁ

נִינְהוּ  מַאי  זְרוּ״.  גָּ בָר  דָּ ר  עָשָׂ מֹנָה  “וּשְׁ
פּוֹסְלִין  אֵלּוּ  תְנַן,  דִּ בָר?  דָּ ר  עָשָׂ מֹנָה  שְׁ
רִאשׁוֹן,  אוֹכֶל  הָאוֹכֵל  רוּמָה:  הַתְּ אֶת 
קִין  מַשְׁ וֹתֶה  וְהַשּׁ נִי,  שֵׁ אוֹכֶל  וְהָאוֹכֵל 
מַיִם  בְּ וְרוּבּוֹ  רֹאשׁוֹ  א  וְהַבָּ טְמֵאִין, 
פְלוּ עַל ראֹשׁוֹ וְרוּבּוֹ  נָּ אוּבִין, וְטָהוֹר שֶׁ שְׁ
פֶר,  וְהַסֵּ אוּבִין,  שְׁ מַיִם  ין  לוּגִּ ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ
לִים  בוּל יוֹם, וְהָאוֹכָלִים וְהַכֵּ וְהַיָּדַיִם וְהַטְּ

קִין. מַשְׁ טְמְאוּ בְּ נִּ שֶׁ

נָא הָאוֹכֵל אוֹכֶל רִאשׁוֹן וְהָאוֹכֵל  מַאן תְּ
סְלִי, טַמּוֹיֵי נִי – מִפְסַל פָּ אוֹכֶל שֵׁ

NOTES
n1As he did not show respect to the Torah – א לּאֹ נָשָׂ  שֶׁ
נִים לַתּוֹרָה  Some explain that the Holy One, Blessed :פָּ
be He, did not accord the Torah preferential treat-
ment. Although he was a Torah scholar, God would 
not overlook his sin. Because he violated a rabbinic 
decree, he was punished (Megillat Esther).

n2They were counted and Beit Shammai outnum-
bered – ּוְרַבּו  The decisions of the Sages were :נִמְנוּ 
usually reached in a meeting place of the Sages 
where the most prominent Sages would gather. They 
would determine the halakha according to a major-
ity vote. This incident was an unofficial gathering of 
Sages in an attic, and in a departure from routine the 
majority ruled in favor of Beit Shammai. Many reac-
tions to this incident were noted, among them the 
expression: 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 devel-
opment. The arguments with regard to assessment 
of these decrees continued during the subsequent 
generations. Nevertheless, due to the intensity of the 
arguments, the Sages decided not to abrogate them.

n3Flesh of the dead – ת ר הַמֵּ שַׂ  Although the body of :בְּ
a deceased person feels nothing, his soul is pained 
over the body that was its sanctuary (Responsa of 
the Rashba).

n4Book of Ezekiel – יְחֶזְקֵאל  There are various :סֵפֶר 
contradictions between the Book of Ezekiel and the 
Torah, primarily with regard to halakhot pertaining 
to priests and the Temple. In parallel texts, several 
midrashic statements appear addressing this issue. 
As for the three hundred jugs of oil mentioned here, 
it is hyperbole as it is everywhere that this number 
appears (Maharsha).

HALAKHA
h1During the period of your menstruation, how did 
he act towards you – ְימֵי נִדּוּתֵךְ מַה הוּא אֶצְלֵך  A man :בִּ
must distance himself from his wife with menstruat-
ing 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 Bi’a 
11:18; Shulĥan Arukh Yoreh De’a 195:20).

h2In the days of your white garments, how did he act 
towards you then – ְימֵי לִבּוּנֵיךְ מַהוּ אֶצְלֵך  Even in the :בִּ
days following the menstrual flow, known as the days 
of white garments, all of the prohibitions and sepa-
rations of the menstruation period apply, until she 
immerses herself (Rambam Sefer Kedushah, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 11:18; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 195:14).

LANGUAGE

l1Belt [sinar] – סִינָר: The origin of this word is not clear; 
however, apparently it was borrowed from the Greek 
æùíá´ ñéïí, sonarion, which means a kind of long belt 
that women wear on their flesh.

l2Scalpel [izemel] – אִיזְמֵל: The origin of this word is 
in the Greek óìé´ëç, semili, and it means a knife for 
cutting and carving, a surgeon’s knife or a knife for 
cutting leaves.

PERSONALITIES
p1Ĥananya ben Ĥizkiya – ן חִזְקִיָּה  He was one :חֲנַנְיָה בֶּ
of the tanna’im in the Second Temple period. We 
are familiar with only a few of the names of Sages 
from the early generations. Apparently, Ĥananya ben 
Ĥizkiya 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 addi-
tion, Ezekiel contains the description of God’s Chariot 
and other mysteries. As a result, the Sages wanted to 
suppress it. Only thanks to Ĥananya ben Ĥizkiya was 
the book preserved as part of the canon.

Apparently, his son, Rabbi Eliezer, who is men-
tioned several times in the sources, assisted him in 
authoring Megillat Ta’anit and perhaps did most of 
the work.

BACKGROUND
b1Table of the levels of impurity

In the context of this chapter, in the midst of the 
discussion of the eighteen decrees, many halakhot 
of ritual purity and impurity were discussed. In this 
chart, the primary framework of these halakhot is 
delineated. However, it is important to remember 
that numerous details are not included in these gen-
eral principles.

Source Example Manner in which it transmits impurity

Ultimate source of ritual impurity corpse It renders anything capable of becoming ritually 
impure, i.e., a primary source of ritual impurity

Primary source of ritual impurity Any person or vessel that comes in contact with 
a corpse; leper; zav; dead creeping animal; animal 
carcass

Confers first degree ritual impurity status upon any 
person, vessel or food item 

First degree ritual impurity

(Secondary source of ritual impurity)

A person, vessel or food that comes in contact with 
a dead creeping animal or a zav, animal carcass, etc.

Confers second degree ritual impurity status upon 
any foods or liquids and disqualifies non-sacred 
foods and liquids

Second degree ritual impurity Foods and liquids item that come in contact with 
first degree ritual impurity; one who immersed him-
self during the day; hands; the rest of the eighteen 
items with regard to which the decree was issued

Confers third degree ritual impurity status upon 
consecrated foods and liquids and disqualifies 
teruma

Third degree ritual impurity

(only applies to teruma and consecrated items)

Foods and liquids that come in contact with second 
degree ritual impurity

Teruma with this status is disqualified and it dis-
qualifies consecrated foods and liquids

Fourth degree ritual impurity

(only applies to consecrated items)

Foods and liquids that come in contact with third 
degree ritual impurity

Consecrated foods and liquids with this status are 
disqualified

Certain principles relating to the details of ritual 
purity an impurity must be added to this general 
outline. The term “disqualify” appears in this chart. In 
the context of the halakhot of impurity, it means: It 
causes other items to become ritually impure; how-
ever, that item cannot render other items impure. In 
contrast, an item that is “ritually impure,” as opposed 
to disqualified, 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, which is of elevated 
sanctity, is “disqualified” even when it has third de-
gree 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 Jew-
ish history, there were groups who were especially 
vigilant in the fulfillment of mitzvot who were care-
ful 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. There were even those who were careful to 
eat their non-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 de-
gree ritual impurity status. There are very few cases 
where this decree does not apply.

b2Megillat Ta’anit – עֲנִית תַּ ת  -For many genera :מְגִילַּ
tions, indeed until the writing of the Mishna, writing 
the Oral Torah was prohibited. However, standard 
practice was to make certain lists, exclusively for in-
dividual 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 forbidden 
to eulogize the deceased and it is forbidden to fast, 
due to the miraculous and joyous events that trans-
pired on those days.

The scroll is written in two languages: The primary 
halakha, the day and its legal status, is written in 
Aramaic, while the descriptions of what happened 
each day are in Hebrew.

The entire scroll was not written by Ĥananya ben 
Ĥizkiya and his son. Events were added in later gen-
erations until, approximately, the redaction of the 
Mishna. A citation from Megillat Ta’anit, with regard 
to Ĥanukka, appears later on in this tractate (21b).

b2Megillat Ta’anit – עֲנִית ת תַּ  Until the Mishna was :מְגִילַּ
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 Ĥananya ben 
Ĥizkiya 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).

background

l2Scalpel [izemel ] – אִיזְמֵל: From the Greek σμίλη, smile. 
It means a knife for cutting and carving, a surgeon’s 
knife, or a knife for cutting leaves. 

language

n3Scalpel – אִיזְמֵל: 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

n4Flesh of the dead – ת ר הַמֵּ שַׂ  Although the body of :בְּ
a deceased person feels nothing, his soul is pained 
over the body that was its sanctuary (Responsa of 
the Rashba).

n5Book of Ezekiel – יְחֶזְקֵאל  There are various :סֵפֶר 
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).

notes
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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 Ĥana said: It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua. As we learned 
in a mishna: Rabbi Eliezern1 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 statush1 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-à-
vis consecrated items, and he does not assume second degree rit-
ual impurity status vis-à-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.n2

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 
also learned: And one whose head and most of his body come into 
drawn waterh2 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.

יד.
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חָנָה:  ר  בַּ ר  בַּ ה  רַבָּ אָמַר  מְטַמּוּ?  לָא 
אֱלִיעֶזֶר  י  רַבִּ תְנַן,  דִּ הִיא.  עַ  יְהוֹשֻׁ י  רַבִּ
אוֹמֵר: הָאוֹכֵל אוֹכֶל רִאשׁוֹן – רִאשׁוֹן, 
אוֹכֶל  נִי,  שֵׁ  – נִי  שֵׁ אוֹכֶל  וְאוֹכֵל 
עַ אוֹמֵר:  י יְהוֹשֻׁ י. רַבִּ לִישִׁ י – שְׁ לִישִׁ שְׁ
 – נִי  שֵׁ וְאוֹכֵל  רִאשׁוֹן  אוֹכֶל  הָאוֹכֵל 
נִי  נִי לְקוֹדֶשׁ וְאֵין שֵׁ י – שֵׁ לִישִׁ נִי, שְׁ שֵׁ
טָהֳרַת  עַל  עֲשׂוּ  נַּ שֶׁ ין  חוּלִּ בְּ לִתְרוּמָה, 

רוּמָה. תְּ

נִי  אוֹכֵל אוֹכֶל רִאשׁוֹן, וְאוֹכֵל אוֹכֶל שֵׁ
נַן טוּמְאָה?  רַבָּ יהּ  בֵּ זַרוּ  גְּ מַאי טַעְמָא 
קֵיל  אָכֵיל אוֹכָלִין טְמֵאִין, וְשָׁ זִימְנִין דְּ דְּ
יהּ, וּפָסֵיל  דֵי לְפוּמֵּ תְרוּמָה וְשָׁ קִין דִּ מַשְׁ

לְהוּ.

זַרוּ  קִין טְמֵאִין מַאי טַעְמָא גְּ שׁוֹתֶה מַשְׁ
תָה  שָׁ דְּ זִימְנִין  דְּ טוּמְאָה?  נַן  רַבָּ יהּ  בֵּ
אוֹכָלִין  קֵיל  וְשָׁ טְמֵאִין,  קִין  מַשְׁ
וּפָסֵיל לְהוּ.  יהּ,  לְפוּמֵּ דֵי  וְשָׁ תְרוּמָה  דִּ
כִיחִי,  תֵימָא: הָא – שְׁ הַיְינוּ הַךְ! מַהוּ דְּ

מָע לָן. כִיחִי, קָא מַשְׁ וְהָא – לָא שְׁ

אוּבִין״  שְׁ מַיִם  בְּ וְרוּבּוֹ  ראֹשׁוֹ  א  “וְהַבָּ
נַן טוּמְאָה?  רַבָּ יהּ  בֵּ זַרוּ  גְּ מַאי טַעְמָא 
אַסִי:  רַב  אָמַר  יבָי  בֵּ רַב  אָמַר 
מְעָרוֹת  מֵי  בְּ טוֹבְלִין  הָיוּ  ה  חִלָּ תְּ בַּ שֶׁ
עֲלֵיהֶן  נוֹתְנִין  וְהָיוּ  וּסְרוּחִין,  סִין  מְכוּנָּ
אוּם  וַעֲשָׂ הִתְחִילוּ  אוּבִין,  שְׁ מַיִם 

זְרוּ עֲלֵיהֶם טוּמְאָה. קֶבַע – גָּ

n1The opinions of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua – יטַת  שִׁ
עַ‏ י יְהוֹשֻׁ וְרַבִּ י אֱלִיעֶזֶר   The dispute between Rabbi Eliezer :רַבִּ
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.

n2In 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 – רוּמָה עֲשׂוּ עַל טָהֳרַת תְּ נַּ ין שֶׁ חוּלִּ  Those who were :בְּ
especially vigilant in the fulfillment of mitzvot, e.g., perushim 
and ĥaverim, 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.

notes

h1One who eats food with first…and one who eats food 
with second degree ritual impurity status – הָאוֹכֵל אוֹכֶל 
נִי  The Sages decreed that one who ate :רִאשׁוֹן…וְאוֹכֵל אוֹכֶל שֵׁ
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 
HaTuma 8:10).

h2And one whose head and most of his body come into 
drawn water – אוּבִין מַיִם שְׁ א ראֹשׁוֹ וְרוּבּוֹ בְּ -The Sages de :וְהַבָּ
creed that if 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).

halakha
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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.n3 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;h3 
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;h4 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 Yoĥanan said: One who holds a 
Torah scroll in a manner that the scroll is exposedh5 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.

הָיוּ אוֹמְרִים:  יֵי: שֶׁ מַאי קֶבַע? אָמַר אַבַּ
וְאֵלּוּ  אֵלּוּ  א  אֶלָּ  – מְטַהֲרִין  אֵלּוּ  לאֹ 
מְטַהֲרִין. אָמַר לֵיהּ רָבָא: מַאי נָפְקָא 
א  אֶלָּ הָנָךְ!  בְּ טָבְלִי  קָא  הָא  הּ?  מִינָּ
אֵלּוּ  לאֹ  אוֹמְרִים  הָיוּ  שֶׁ רָבָא:  אָמַר 

א אֵלּוּ מְטַהֲרִין. מְטַהֲרִין – אֶלָּ

וְרוּבּוֹ  רֹאשׁוֹ  עַל  פְלוּ  נָּ שֶׁ “וְטָהוֹר 
מַאי  אוּבִין״  שְׁ מַיִם  ין  לוּגִּ ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ
אִי  דְּ נַן טוּמְאָה?  רַבָּ יהּ  בֵּ זַרוּ  גְּ טַעְמָא 

לָא הָא – לָא קָיְימָא הָא.

נַן  רַבָּ יהּ  בֵּ זַרוּ  גְּ טַעְמָא  מַאי  וְסֵפֶר 
יָּא:  רְשִׁ מְשַׁ רַב  אָמַר  טוּמְאָה? 
אוֹכָלִין  אֶת  מַצְנִיעִין  הָיוּ  ה  חִלָּ תְּ בַּ שֶׁ
וְאָמְרוּ:  תּוֹרָה,  סֵפֶר  אֵצֶל  תְרוּמָה  דִּ
קָחָזוּ  דְּ יוָן  כֵּ קדֶֹשׁ.  וְהַאי  קדֶֹשׁ  הַאי 
נַן  רַבָּ יהּ  בֵּ זַרוּ  גְּ סֵידָא,  פְּ לִידֵי  קָאָתוּ  דְּ

טוּמְאָה.

עַסְקָנִיּוֹת  הַיָּדַיִם  שֶׁ נֵי  מִפְּ  – ‘וְהַיָּדַיִם׳ 
מֵחֲמַת  אוֹת  הַבָּ יָדַיִם  אַף  נָא:  תָּ הֵן. 
וּם  מִשּׁ רוּמָה,  הַתְּ אֶת  פּוֹסְלוֹת  סֵפֶר 
י  רְנָךְ אָמַר רַבִּ י פַּ אָמַר רַבִּ רְנָךְ. דְּ י פַּ רַבִּ דְּ
ר  יוֹחָנָן: הָאוֹחֵז סֵפֶר תּוֹרָה עָרוֹם – נִקְבַּ
א  אֶלָּ עֲתָךְ?!  דַּ סָלְקָא  ‘עָרוֹם׳  עָרוֹם. 
מִצְוֹ�ת.  לאֹ  בְּ עָרוֹם  זֵירָא:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
א  אֶלָּ עֲתָךְ?!  דַּ סָלְקָא  מִצְוֹ�ת  לאֹ  בְּ

לאֹ אוֹתָהּ מִצְוָה. אֵימָא: עָרוֹם בְּ

זוּר  גַּ הָא  אִילֵימָא  א?  רֵישָׁ בְּ זוּר  גַּ הֵי 
א, רֵישָׁ בְּ

NOTES
n1The opinions of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehosh-
ua – עַ‏ י יְהוֹשֻׁ וְרַבִּ י אֱלִיעֶזֶר  רַבִּ יטַת  -The dispute be :שִׁ
tween 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 sta-
tus happen to come into contact with a liquid they 
confer upon it first degree ritual impurity status. This 
is based on the principle that 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. How-
ever, food of third degree ritual impurity status, which 
no longer has the potential to make teruma impure, 
it is sufficient to decree upon it second degree ritual 
impurity status with regard to consecrated items.

n2In the case of non-sacred food items that were pre-
pared as if their level of purity was on the level of 
the purity of teruma – רוּמָה עֲשׂוּ עַל טָהֳרַת תְּ נַּ ין שֶׁ חוּלִּ  :בְּ
Those who were especially vigilant in the fulfillment 
of mitzvot, e.g. perushim and ĥaverim 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 therefore were careful to avoid contact 

even with items of second degree ritual impurity 
status. The need to establish the halakha in this rare 
case is because although the halakhot of items with 
third degree ritual impurity status apply to teruma 
and consecrated items, that case is not discussed, 
as eating impure teruma and consecrated items is 
punishable by death at the hand of Heaven and 
karet. Cases involving people who commit so severe 
a transgression are, wherever possible, not discussed.

n3And a ritually pure person that three log of drawn 
water fell on his head and most of his body – וְטָהוֹר 
אוּבִין ין מַיִם שְׁ ה לוּגִּ לשָֹׁ פְלוּ עַל ראֹשׁוֹ וְרוּבּוֹ שְׁ נָּ  The reason :שֶׁ
given by the Sages for the difference between the 
decree that one who immersed himself during the 
day [tevul yom], who proceeded to bathe in drawn 
water, is impure, while a ritually pure person be-
comes impure only when drawn water fell on him 
is that, fundamentally, 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 pri-
mary 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 person. However, the Sages 
did not issue a decree with regard to a ritually pure 
person bathing in drawn water (Rambam’s Com-
mentary on the Mishna).

HALAKHA
h1One who eats food that has first…and one who 
eats food that has second degree ritual impurity 
status – נִי שֵׁ וְאוֹכֵל אוֹכֶל  רִאשׁוֹן…   The :הָאוֹכֵל אוֹכֶל 

Sages decreed that one who ate food of first or sec-
ond degree ritual impurity status, assumes second 
degree ritual impurity status, as per the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar 
Avot Hatumot 8:10).

h2And one whose head and most of his body come 
into drawn water – אוּבִין מַיִם שְׁ בְּ וְרוּבּוֹ  א ראֹשׁוֹ   :וְהַבָּ
The Sages decreed if one’s head and most of his body 
are submerged into drawn water, he assumes sec-
ond degree ritual impurity status until he immerses 
himself (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot 
Hatumot 9:1).

h3And a scroll – וְסֵפֶר: A Torah scroll has second degree 
ritual impurity status by rabbinical decree. Therefore, 
teruma that comes into contact with it assumes third 
degree ritual impurity status (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot She’ar Avot Hatumot 8:5).

h4And the hands – וְהַיָּדַיִם: Since it is not usually clear if 
hands are ritually pure or not, they are considered to 
have second degree ritual impurity status. Therefore, 
it is necessary to ritually wash one’s hands before eat-
ing teruma and the Sages instituted an ordinance to 
wash one’s hands before eating non-sacred food as 
well. If he touched teruma without washing his hands 
it is disqualified and burned (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot She’ar Avot Hatumot 8:8).

h5One who holds a Torah scroll exposed – הָאוֹחֵז סֵפֶר 
 One is forbidden to touch a Torah scroll :תּוֹרָה עָרוֹם
directly, in deference to the scroll, in accordance with 
the statement of Rabbi Parnakh (Rambam Sefer Aha-
va, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 10:6; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 147:1 and Yoreh De’a 282:4).
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ה  לָמָּ תּוּ  הָא  א  רֵישָׁ בְּ זוּר  גַּ הַךְ  דְּ יוָן  כֵּ
זוּר  א, וַהֲדַר גַּ רֵישָׁ זוּר בְּ א, הַךְ גַּ לִי? אֶלָּ

הוּ יָדַיִם. כוּלְּ בְּ

n3And a ritually pure person that three log of drawn 
water fell on his head and most of his body – וְטָהוֹר 
אוּבִין ין מַיִם שְׁ ה לוּגִּ לשָֹׁ פְלוּ עַל ראֹשׁוֹ וְרוּבּוֹ שְׁ נָּ  The Gemara :שֶׁ
distinguishes between one who immersed himself dur-
ing the day [tevul yom] 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).

notes

h3And a scroll – וְסֵפֶר: 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).

h4And the hands – וְהַיָּדַיִם: 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 
She’ar Avot HaTuma 8:8).

h5One who holds a Torah scroll exposed – הָאוֹחֵז סֵפֶר 
-In deference to the Torah scroll, it is pro :תּוֹרָה עָרוֹם
hibited to touch a scroll directly, in accordance with 
the statement of Rabbi Parnakh (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 10:6; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 147:1 and Yoreh De’a 282:4).

halakha
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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,h1 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 liq-
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,h2 
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.h3 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 if a 
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 
Yoĥanan 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,b1 even though glass is not listed in the Torah among 
the vessels that can become impure. Shimon ben Shataĥ instituted the 
formula of a woman’s marriage contractn1 and also decreed special impu-
rity on metal vessels. Shammai and Hillel decreed impurity on the hands.

אוֹרַיְיתָא  דְּ יוֹם  טְבוּל  יוֹם״.  “וּטְבוּל 
וְטָהֵר״!  מֶשׁ  ֶ הַשּׁ “וּבָא  כְתִיב:  דִּ הוּא, 

אן טְבוּל יוֹם. סְמִי מִכָּ

קִין״.  מַשְׁ בְּ טְמְאוּ  נִּ שֶׁ “וְהָאוֹכָלִין 
קִין  מַשְׁ בְּ אִילֵימָא  מַאי?  דְּ קִין  מַשְׁ בְּ
אוֹרַיְיתָא  דְּ  – רֶץ  שֶׁ מֵחֲמַת  אִין  הַבָּ
ר  אֲשֶׁ קֶה  מַשְׁ “וְכָל  כְתִיב:  דִּ נִינְהוּ, 
אִין  הַבָּ קִין  מַשְׁ בְּ א:  אֶלָּ תֶה״!  ָ יִשּׁ
קִין  מַשְׁ וּם  מִשּׁ וּגְזֵירָה  יָדַיִם,  מֵחֲמַת 

רֶץ. אִין מֵחֲמַת שֶׁ הַבָּ

קִין״.  מַשְׁ בְּ טְמְאוּ  נִּ שֶׁ לִים  “וְהַכֵּ
מַאי?  דְּ קִין  מַשְׁ בְּ מְאוּ  אִיטַּ דְּ לִים  כֵּ
אוֹרַיְיתָא  דְּ  – זָב  דְּ קִין  מַשְׁ בְּ אִילֵימָא 
הַזָּב  יָרוֹק  “וְכִי  כְתִיב:  דִּ נִינְהוּ, 
אתִי  טִמֵּ טָהוֹר  יַד  בְּ ֶ שּׁ –מַה  הוֹר״  טָּ בַּ
מֵחֲמַת  אִין  הַבָּ קִין  מַשְׁ בְּ א:  אֶלָּ לְךָ! 

זָב. קִין דְּ וּם מַשְׁ רֶץ וּגְזֵירָה מִשּׁ שֶׁ

זוּר?  גַּ ל  וְהִלֵּ אי  מַּ שַׁ לְמִידֵי  תַּ וְיָדַיִם 
ן  בֶּ יוֹסֵי  תַנְיָא:  דְּ זוּר!  גַּ ל  וְהִלֵּ אי  מַּ שַׁ
יוֹחָנָן  ן  בֶּ וְיוֹסֵי  צְרֵידָה  אִישׁ  יוֹעֶזֶר 
זְרוּ טוּמְאָה עַל אֶרֶץ  לַיִם גָּ אִישׁ יְרוּשָׁ
מְעוֹן  שִׁ זְכוּכִית.  לֵי  כְּ וְעַל  ים  הָעַמִּ
וְגָזַר  ה,  ָ לָאִשּׁ ה  תוּבָּ כְּ ן  יקֵּ תִּ טָח  שָׁ ן  בֶּ
ל  אי וְהִלֵּ מַּ כוֹת. שַׁ לֵי מַתָּ טוּמְאָה עַל כְּ

זְרוּ טוּמְאָה עַל הַיָּדַיִם. גָּ

h1One who immersed himself during the day transmits impurity 
by Torah law – אוֹרַיְיתָא הוּא  One who became impure :טְבוּל יוֹם דְּ
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 HaTuma 10:1).

h2Liquids that come to be impure due to a creeping animal – קִין מַשְׁ  בְּ

רֶץ אִין מֵחֲמַת שֶׁ  Liquids that became impure due to contact with :הַבָּ
a creeping animal render even vessels impure by rabbinic decree 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTuma 7:2).

h3Liquids that come to be impure due to hands – אִין קִין הַבָּ מַשְׁ  בְּ
 Liquids that became impure due to contact with hands :מֵחֲמַת יָדַיִם
assume first degree ritual impurity status, as per the decree of the 
Sages (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot HaTuma 8:10).

halakha

n1Shimon ben Shataĥ instituted a woman’s mar-
riage contract – ה ָ ה לָאִשּׁ תוּבָּ ן כְּ יקֵּ טָח תִּ ן שָׁ מְעוֹן בֶּ  :שִׁ
Shimon ben Shataĥ 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 
Shataĥ, all of the husband’s assets were mort-
gaged to pay the monetary obligations included 
in the marriage contract.

notes

b1Glass vessels – לֵי זְכוּכִית :כְּ

Ancient glass vessels

Background
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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,n2 and their students came and 
decreed to burn teruma that came into contact with hands, 
then the following difficulty arises. Didn’t Ilfa,p2 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?h4 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,n3 
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 handsn4 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 they issued decrees that day, and with regard to those 
eighteen matters they disagreed prior to that.n1 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.

ל  וְהִלֵּ וְסִיעָתוֹ  אי  מַּ שַׁ ימָא:  תֵּ וְכִי 
אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  וְהָאָמַר  וְסִיעָתוֹ, 
זְרוּ,  גָּ בָר  דָּ ר  עָשָׂ מֹנָה  שְׁ מוּאֵל:  שְׁ
ל  הִלֵּ וְאִילּוּ  נֶחְלְקוּ.  ר  עָשָׂ מֹנָה  וּבִשְׁ
ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ א בִּ אי לאֹ נֶחְלְקוּ אֶלָּ מַּ וְשַׁ
ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ אָמַר רַב הוּנָא: בִּ מְקוֹמוֹת, דְּ
וְכִי  לָא!  וְתוּ  נֶחְלְקוּ,  מְקוֹמוֹת 
זוּר לִתְלוֹת,  גַּ ימָא: אָתוּ אִינְהוּ –  תֵּ
רוֹף;  לִשְׂ וּגְזַרוּ   – לְמִידַיְיהוּ  תַּ וְאָתוּ 
ת  חִלַּ תְּ יָדַיִם  אִילְפָא:  וְהָאָמַר 
א: אָתוּ אִינְהוּ,  רֵיפָה! אֶלָּ זֵירָתָן לִשְׂ גְּ
וְאָתוּ  יְיהוּ,  מִינַּ לוּ  קִבְּ וְלָא  זוּר  גַּ
יְיהוּ. לוּ מִינַּ זַרוּ וְקִבְּ לְמִידַיְיהוּ – גְּ תַּ

רַב  אָמַר  דְּ זַר!  גָּ למֹֹה  שְׁ י,  תִּ וְאַכַּ
עָה  שָׁ בְּ מוּאֵל:  שְׁ אָמַר  יְהוּדָה 
וּנְטִילַת  עֵירוּבִין  למֹֹה  שְׁ ן  יקֵּ תִּ שֶׁ
נִי  ת קוֹל וְאָמְרָה: “בְּ יָדַיִם, יָצְתָה בַּ
ם אָנִי״.  י גַּ מַח לִבִּ ךָ יִשְׁ אִם חָכַם לִבֶּ
יבָה  וְאָשִׁ י  לִבִּ ח  מַּ וְשַׂ נִי  בְּ “חֲכַם 

חוֹרְפִי דָבָר״. אֲתָא

NOTES
n1Shimon ben Shataĥ instituted a woman’s marriage 
contract – ה ָ ה לָאִשּׁ תוּבָּ ן כְּ יקֵּ טָח תִּ ן שָׁ מְעוֹן בֶּ  Shimon :שִׁ
ben Shataĥ was not the one who originally instituted 
the marriage contract. Rather, he instituted impor-
tant amendments to accord it greater authority. 
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 Shataĥ, all of the 
husband’s assets were mortgaged to payment of the 
marriage contract.

n2Would be in abeyance – לִתְלוֹת: Any item whose 
impurity is unclear, especially items that may not be 
destroyed, i.e., teruma and consecrated items, is, on 
the one hand, not burned like items that are certainly 
impure; on the other hand, it may not be eaten. It is 
in abeyance. The implication is that it is impure, but 
no action is taken to destroy it. Once the uncertainty 
is resolved and the item is determined to be ritually 
impure, even by way of a decree, it is immediately 
burned.

n3And the people did not accept from them – וְלָא 
יְיהוּ לוּ מִינַּ -Since the Sages determined that a de :קִבְּ
cree not accepted by most of the people is null and 
void, there were many instances where the decrees 
of earlier Sages were not accepted, and only many 
years later, other Sages issued the same decree or 
explicitly declared its nullification.

n4At the time that Solomon instituted eiruv and 
washing hands – וּנְטִילַת למֹֹה עֵירוּבִין  ן שְׁ יקֵּ תִּ עָה שֶׁ שָׁ  בְּ
 Some explained in the following manner why :יָדַיִם
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 ha-
lakhot 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).

HALAKHA
h1One who has immersed himself during the day 
transmits impurity by Torah law – אוֹרַיְיתָא  טְבוּל יוֹם דְּ
 A person who became impure through contact :הוּא
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 (Ram-
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot Hatum’a 10:1).

h2Liquids that come due to a creeping animal – 
רֶץ אִין מֵחֲמַת שֶׁ קִין הַבָּ מַשְׁ -Liquids that became im :בְּ
pure due to contact with a creeping animal render 
even vessels impure by rabbinic decree (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot Hatumot 7:2).	

h3Liquids that come due to hands – אִין קִין הַבָּ מַשְׁ  בְּ
-Liquids that became impure due to con :מֵחֲמַת יָדַיִם

tact with hands assume first degree ritual impurity 
status, as per the decree of the Sages (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot Hatumot 8:10).

h4Hands, from the beginning, their decree was to be 
burned – רֵיפָה זֵירָתָן לִשְׂ ת גְּ חִלַּ -In the original de :יָדַיִם תְּ
cree with regard to the impurity of hands, the Sages 
decreed that teruma or consecrated items that came 
into contact with a person’s hands are burned imme-
diately like food that is definitely impure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar Avot Hatumot 8:5)

PERSONALITIES
p1Ilfa – אִילְפָא: In the Jerusalem Talmud: Ĥilfei; A first 
generation, Eretz Yisrael amora. Ilfa was apparently 
one of the younger students of Rabbi, Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, and studied with the great students of Rabbi 
as well. Years later, he became the good friend of 
Rabbi Yoĥanan, although Rabbi Yoĥanan 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 Yoĥanan was chosen to be 
the head of the Yeshiva in Eretz Yisrael.

Ilfa was famous for his sharp intelligence and the 
depth of his understanding, both in Mishna and the 
various collections of baraitot attributed to the stu-
dents of Rabbi. Rabbi Yoĥanan treated him with great 
respect and even cited Torah statements in his name. 
The Gemara also relates stories of his righteousness 
and great piety.

טו.
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וְאָתוּ  ים,  לְקָדָשִׁ זַר  גָּ  – למֹֹה  שְׁ
אִינְהוּ – וְגַזוּר אַף לִתְרוּמָה.

אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר  גּוּפָא, 
מנָֹה  זְרוּ, וּבִשְׁ ר גָּ מנָֹה עָשָׂ מוּאֵל: שְׁ שְׁ
בּוֹ  ווּ!  הוּשְׁ וְהָתַנְיָא:  נֶחְלְקוּ.  ר  עָשָׂ

ווּ. יּוֹם נֶחְלְקוּ, וּלְמָחָר הוּשְׁ בַּ

n2Would be in abeyance – לִתְלוֹת: 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.

n3And the people did not accept from them – ּיְיהו לוּ מִינַּ  Since :וְלָא קִבְּ
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.

n4At the time that Solomon instituted eiruv and washing hands – 
למֹֹה עֵירוּבִין וּנְטִילַת יָדַיִם ן שְׁ יקֵּ תִּ עָה שֶׁ שָׁ -Some explained in the follow :בְּ
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).

notes

p2Ilfa – אִילְפָא: In the Jerusalem Talmud, this amora appears as Ĥilfei. 
A first generation Eretz Yisrael amora, Ilfa 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 Yoĥanan, although Rabbi Yoĥanan 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 Yoĥanan was chosen 
to head the yeshiva in Eretz Yisrael.

Ilfa 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 Yoĥanan 
treated him with great respect and even cited Torah statements in 
his name. The Gemara also relates stories of his righteousness and 
great piety.

Personalities

h4Hands, from the beginning, their decree was to be burned – יָדַיִם 
רֵיפָה זֵירָתָן לִשְׂ ת גְּ חִלַּ  In the original decree with regard to the impurity :תְּ
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).

halakha

n1And with regard to eighteen matters they disagreed 
prior to that – ּנֶחְלְקו ר  מנָֹה עָשָׂ  Many commentaries :וּבִשְׁ
hold that the eighteen 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 

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
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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 ĥalla,h1 
the portion of the dough given to a priest. From any less than that measure 
there is no obligation to separate ĥalla, 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 ĥalla. And Hillel says: One must separate ĥalla 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 ĥalla.n2 Once the measuresb1 increasedb2 
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 ĥalla. Rabbi Yosei says: Five 
quarters are exempt; only from dough the size of five quarters and a bit more 
is one obligated to separate ĥalla.

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’a 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’a, 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.n3 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.n4 The Sages did not determine a measure for the 
water disqualifying a ritual bath until two weavers came from the Dung Gateb3 
in Jerusalem and testified in the name of Shemaya and Avtalyon that three 
log of drawn water disqualify the ritual bath,h2 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.h3

ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ גּוּפָא, אָמַר רַב הוּנָא: בִּ
ל.  אי וְהִלֵּ מַּ מְקוֹמוֹת נֶחְלְקוּ שַׁ
ה,  חַלָּ ב  מִקַּ אוֹמֵר:  אי  מַּ שַׁ
יִים, וַחֲכָמִים  בַּ ל אוֹמֵר: מִקַּ וְהִלֵּ
וְלאֹ  זֶה  דִבְרֵי  כְּ לאֹ  אוֹמְרִים: 
וּמֶחֱצָה  קַב  א,  אֶלָּ זֶה,  דִבְרֵי  כְּ
ילוּ  הִגְדִּ מִשֶׁ ה.  חַלָּ בְּ חַיָּיב 
ת רְבָעִים  דּוֹת אָמְרוּ: חֲמֵשֶׁ הַמִּ
יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ ה.  חַלָּ בְּ חַיָּיבִין  קֶמַח 
טוּרִין,  פְּ  – ה  ָ חֲמִשּׁ אוֹמֵר: 

ה וְעוֹד – חַיָּיבִין. ָ חֲמִשּׁ

מְלאֹ  אוֹמֵר:  ל  הִלֵּ וְאִידָךְ, 
פּוֹסְלִים  אוּבִים  שְׁ מַיִם  הִין 
אָדָם  חַיָּיב  שֶׁ קְוֶה.  הַמִּ אֶת 
אי  מַּ שַׁ רַבּוֹ.  לְשׁוֹן  בִּ לוֹמַר 
וַחֲכָמִים  ין,  קַבִּ עָה  שְׁ תִּ אוֹמֵר: 
וְלאֹ  זֶה  דִבְרֵי  כְּ לאֹ  אוֹמְרִים: 
נֵי  שְׁ אוּ  בָּ שֶׁ עַד  זֶה,  דִבְרֵי  כְּ
ה  פָּ הָאַשְׁ עַר  ַ מִשּׁ יִים  רְדִּ גַּ
וּם  מִשּׁ וְהֵעִידוּ  לַיִם,  ירוּשָׁ בִּ שֶׁ
ה  לשָֹׁ ְ שּׁ שֶׁ וְאַבְטַלְיוֹן  מַעְיָה  שְׁ
אוּבִין פּוֹסְלִים אֶת  ין מַיִם שְׁ לוּגִּ
אֶת  חֲכָמִים  וְקִיְּימוּ  קְוֶה,  הַמִּ

בְרֵיהֶם. דִּ

ל  כָּ אוֹמֵר:  אי  מַּ שַׁ וְאִידָךְ, 
ל  וְהִלֵּ עָתָן,  שְׁ יָּין  דַּ ים  שִׁ הַנָּ
לִפְקִידָה,  קִידָה  מִפְּ אוֹמֵר: 
ה.  הַרְבֵּ מִים  לְיָ וּ  לּ וַאֲפִי
דִבְרֵי  כְּ לאֹ  וַחֲכָמִים אוֹמְרִים: 
א: מֵעֵת  דִבְרֵי זֶה, אֶלָּ זֶה וְלאֹ כְּ
קִידָה  לְעֵת – מְמַעֵט עַל יַד מִפְּ
קִידָה לִפְקִידָה –  לִפְקִידָה, וּמִפְּ

מְמַעֵט עַל יַד מֵעֵת לְעֵת.

h1The measure of dough that is obligated in ĥalla – 
ה חַלָּ -Dough made from five-quar :שִיעוּר עִיסָה הַחַיָּיב בְּ
ters of a kav of flour, i.e., forty-three and one-fifth 
egg-bulks measured in their shells, is obligated in 
ĥalla, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
as interpreted by Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Bikkurim 6:15; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 456:1 
and Yoreh De’a 324:1).

h2That three log of drawn water disqualify the ritual 
bath – קְוֶה הַמִּ פּוֹסְלִים אֶת  אוּבִין  שְׁ מַיִם  ין  לוּגִּ ה  לשָֹׁ ְ שּׁ  :שֶׁ
Three log of drawn water that falls into a ritual bath 
that has less than forty se’a disqualifies the ritual bath, 
as per the testimony of the weavers (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:2; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 
201:15).

h3When does a menstruating woman become 
impure – ה נִדָּ  A woman who does :מֵאֵימָתַי טוּמְאַת 
not have a fixed period 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).

halakha

n2One and a half kav is obligated in ĥalla – ה חַלָּ  :קַב וּמֶחֱצָה חַיָּיב בְּ
The law of ĥalla 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 ĥalla 
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 

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).

n3A person must speak employing the language of his teacher – 
לְשׁוֹן רַבּוֹ חַיָּיב אָדָם לוֹמַר בִּ  It was necessary to explain why Hillel :שֶׁ
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).

n4Neither in accordance with the statement of this one nor 
in accordance with the statement of that one – דִבְרֵי זֶה  לאֹ כְּ
דִבְרֵי זֶה  Apparently, the Sages recalled that Shemaya and :וְלאֹ כְּ
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).

notes

b1Measures – מִדּוֹת: 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’a, is 960 log. 
The measure of a log in our days is 240–480 ml.

b2Once the measures increased – דּוֹת ילוּ הַמִּ הִגְדִּ  :מִשֶׁ
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.

b3From the Dung Gate – ה פָּ עַר הָאַשְׁ ַ  Some say that :מִשּׁ
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.

background
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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 Yoĥanan 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, fell ill, 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 exiledb6 
from the Chamber of Hewn Stones and sat in the storesn5 on the Temple 
Mount. With regard to the last statement, the Gemara asks: What are the 
halakhic ramifications of this statement? Rabbi Yitzĥak 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).B5

ל אוֹמֵר לִסְמוֹךְ,  א: הִלֵּ א? וְהָאִיכָּ וְתוּ לֵיכָּ
י קָאָמַר  לּאֹ לִסְמוֹךְ! כִּ אי אוֹמֵר שֶׁ מַּ וְשַׁ
לוּגְתָא  פְּ א  לֵיכָּ דְּ הֵיכָא   – הוּנָא  רַב 

הֲדַיְיהוּ. רַבְוָותָא בַּ דְּ

אוֹמֵר:  אי  מַּ שַׁ ת,  לַגַּ הַבּוֹצֵר  א:  וְהָאִיכָּ
ר  בַּ ר!  הוּכְשַׁ לאֹ  אוֹמֵר:  ל  וְהִלֵּ ר,  הוּכְשַׁ
תֵיק לֵיהּ  הָתָם קָא שָׁ הַהִיא – דְּ יהּ דְּ מִינֵּ

אי. מַּ ל לְשַׁ הִלֵּ

ן  בֶּ וְיוֹסֵי  צְרֵידָה  אִישׁ  יוֹעֶזֶר  ן  בֶּ “יוֹסֵי 
עַל  טוּמְאָה  זְרוּ  גָּ לַיִם  יְרוּשָׁ אִישׁ  יוֹחָנָן 
נַן  לֵי זְכוּכִית״ וְהָא רַבָּ ים וְעַל כְּ אֶרֶץ הָעַמִּ
הֲנָא:  כָּ רַב  אָמַר  דְּ זוּר!  גַּ נָה  שָׁ מֹנִים  שְׁ דִּ
לְחוּ  י יוֹסֵי שָׁ רַבִּ מָעֵאל בְּ י יִשְׁ חָלָה רַבִּ שֶׁ כְּ
בָרִים  ה דְּ לוֹשָׁ נַיִם וּשְׁ י, אֱמוֹר לָנוּ שְׁ לוֹ: רַבִּ

וּם אָבִיךָ! אָמַרְתָּ )לָנוּ( מִשּׁ שֶׁ

מֵאָה  א:  אַבָּ אָמַר  ךְ  כָּ לָהֶם,  לַח  שָׁ
יִת  הַבַּ חָרַב  לּאֹ  שֶׁ עַד  נָה  שָׁ מֹנִים  וּשְׁ
רָאֵל.  יִשְׂ עַל  עָה  הָרְשָׁ מַלְכוּת  טָה  שְׁ פָּ
יִת  הַבַּ חָרַב  לּאֹ  שֶׁ עַד  נָה  שָׁ מֹנִים  שְׁ
לֵי  ים וְעַל כְּ זְרוּ טוּמְאָה עַל אֶרֶץ הָעַמִּ גָּ
חָרַב  לּאֹ  שֶׁ עַד  נָה  שָׁ עִים  אַרְבָּ זְכוּכִית. 
לָהּ  בָה  וְיָשְׁ סַנְהֶדְרִין  לָהּ  לְתָה  גָּ יִת  הַבַּ
י  רַבִּ אָמַר  הִילְכְתָא?  לְמַאי  חֲנוּיוֹת.  בַּ
ינֵי  נוּ דִּ לּאֹ דָּ ימִי: לוֹמַר שֶׁ ר אַבְדִּ יִצְחָק בַּ
עֲתָךְ?!  דַּ סָלְקָא  קְנָסוֹת  ינֵי  דִּ קְנָסוֹת. 

ינֵי נְפָשׁוֹת. נוּ דִּ לּאֹ דָּ א אֵימָא: שֶׁ אֶלָּ

b6The order of the generations – סִדְרֵי הַדּוֹרוֹת: 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 Yo’ezer
Yosei ben Yoĥanan

Yehoshua ben Peraĥya
Nitai of Arbel 

The Evil Kingdom conquered Eretz Yisrael 180

Shemaya
Avtalyon

100

Hillel
Shammai 		

The decree on glass vessels was issued 80

Shimon

Rabban Gamliel the Elder Sanhedrin went into exile 40

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel
(who was killed)

Temple was destroyed

background

n5And sat in the stores – חֲנוּיוֹת בַּ בָה לָהּ   There :וְיָשְׁ
was an area on the Temple Mount called the stores. 
This is where the members of Sanhedrin convened 
after they left the Chamber of Hewn Stone (Rashi).

notes

b5Capital cases – ינֵי נְפָשׁוֹת -These are cases poten :דִּ
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.

Background
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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 Yoĥanan 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 Yoĥanan were much earlier than 
Hillel? 

Rather, this decree was issued in stages. First, Yosei ben Yo’ezer and Yosei ben 
Yoĥanan came and issued a decree that teruma that comes into contact with a 
clump of earth of the land of the nationsn1h1 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 
Yoĥanan 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 
terumah2 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 ha’aretz 
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.

נַמִי  נָה  שָׁ מֹנִים  שְׁ בִּ ימָא:  תֵּ וְכִי 
מְעוֹן  ל וְשִׁ אִינְהוּ הָווּ, וְהָתַנְיָא: הִלֵּ
יאוּתָן  נְשִׂ נָהֲגוּ  מְעוֹן  וְשִׁ מְלִיאֵל  גַּ
וְאִילּוּ  נָה.  שָׁ מֵאָה  יִת  הַבַּ )לִפְנֵי( 
וְיוֹסֵי  ן יוֹעֶזֶר אִישׁ צְרֵידָה  בֶּ יוֹסֵי 

ן יוֹחָנָן הָווּ קָדְמִי טוּבָא! NOTESבֶּ
n1And with regard to those eighteen matters they 
disagreed prior to that – ּר נֶחְלְקו מנָֹה עָשָׂ  Many :וּבִשְׁ
commentaries hold that the eighteen matters that 
they decreed and the eighteen matters which they 
disputed are not the same matters. Rather, there 
were eighteen matters that they decreed, which 
the Gemara is discussing here, and there are eigh-
teen additional matters, which they disputed and 
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 enumerated later in 
this chapter; the disputes between Beit Hillel and Beit 
Shammai (Ramban, Rashba).

n2A kav and a half is obligated in ĥalla – קַב וּמֶחֱצָה 
ה חַלָּ  The law of ĥalla is explained in the Torah :חַיָּיב בְּ
(Numbers 15:17–21). One is required to separate a 
small part of the dough as a gift for the priest. How-
ever, 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 ĥalla 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 as far as determining that measure 
is concerned (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 the dough 
must be at least a kav, which is the size of 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).

n3A person must speak employing the language of 
his teacher – ֹלְשׁוֹן רַבּו חַיָּיב אָדָם לוֹמַר בִּ -It was neces :שֶׁ
sary to explain why Hillel used the measure of a hin, 
which was not used by the Sages, instead of log or 
kav which were the standard measures of the Sages. 
Therefore, the Gemara explained that he employed 
the language of his teacher. Others explain employ-
ing 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 that disqualification is by rab-
binic law (Ra’avad). According to an ancient tradition 
it was related that Hillel was careful to pronounce the 
word in instead of hin as that was the way he heard 
it from his teacher who was unable to properly pro-
nounce the guttural letters (Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna).

n4Neither in accordance with the statement of this 
one nor in accordance with the statement of that 
one – דִבְרֵי זֶה דִבְרֵי זֶה וְלאֹ כְּ  Apparently, the Sages :לאֹ כְּ

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).

n5And sat in the stores – חֲנוּיוֹת בָה לָהּ בַּ  There was :וְיָשְׁ
an area on the Temple Mount which was called the 
store, where the members of Sanhedrin convened 
after they left the Chamber of Hewn Stone (Rashi).

HALAKHA
h1The measure of dough that is obligated in ĥalla – 
ה חַלָּ -Dough made from five quar :שִיעוּר עִיסָה הַחַיָּיב בְּ
ters of flour, i.e., forty-three and one-fifth egg-bulks, 
measured in their shells, is obligated in ĥalla, in ac-
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis according to 
Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 
6:15; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 456:1 and Yoreh 
De’a 324:1).

h2That three log of drawn water disqualify the ritual 
bath – קְוֶה אוּבִין פּוֹסְלִים אֶת הַמִּ ין מַיִם שְׁ ה לוּגִּ לשָֹׁ ְ שּׁ  :שֶׁ
Three log of drawn water that fell into a ritual bath 
that had less than forty se’a, disqualify the ritual bath, 
as per the testimony of the weavers (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:2; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 
201:15).

h3When does a menstruating woman become im-
pure? – ?ה נִדָּ  A woman who does :מֵאֵימָתַי טוּמְאַת 
not have a fixed period and saw a blood flow but did 
not feel it begin to flow is only impure 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 Sages 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 3:4).

BACKGROUND
b1Measures – מִדּוֹת: 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’a, is 960 
log. The measure of a log in our days is between 240 
and 480 cubic centimeters.

b2Once the measures increased – דּוֹת ילוּ הַמִּ הִגְדִּ  :מִשֶׁ
Three systems of measures were mentioned by the 
Sages: The desert measures, mentioned in the To-
rah, and used by the Children of Israel in the desert. 
Jerusalem measures were employed in the days of 
the Second Temple, when the national center was 
in Jerusalem. 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 calculated 
externally, i.e., twenty per cent. As a result, the mea-
sures written in the Torah were all desert measures, 

the ones in the early mishnayot were Jerusalem 
measures, and in the laws of the later tanna’im and 
the amora’im were in Tzippori measures. The desert 
measure was 0.833 of the Jerusalem measure and 
0.694 of the Tzippori measure.

b3From the Dung Gate – ה פָּ הָאַשְׁ עַר  ַ  Some say :מִשּׁ
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, e.g., 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.

b4The Order of the Generations – ׂסִדְרֵי הַדּוׂרות: The 
conclusion of Rabbi Yishmael son of Rabbi Yosei’s 
statement about the order of the generations and 
events in the days before the destruction of the Sec-
ond Temple.

The numbers mark the years before the destruc-
tion

Sages Events Years 
pr ior 
to de-
struc-
t i o n 
of the 
Te m -
ple

Yo s e i  b e n 
Yoezer

Yo s e i  b e n 
Yoĥanan

Yehoshua ben 
Peraĥya

Nitai of Arbel 

The Evil 
Kingdom 
c o n -
q u e r e d 
Eretz Yis-
rael

180

Shemaya

Avtalion

100

Hillel 		
	
	

The de-
cree on 
glass ves-
sels was 
issued

80

Shimon

Rabban Gam-
liel the Elder

Sanhedrin 
went into 
exile 

40

Rabban Shi-
m o n  b e n 
Gamliel

( w h o  w a s 
killed)

T e m p l e 
was de-
stroyed

טו:

Perek I
Daf 15  Amud b

א  אַגּוּשָׁ זוּר  גַּ אִינְהוּ  אָתוּ  א:  אֶלָּ
כְלוּם,  וְלאֹ  ירָא  וְאַאַוִּ רוֹף,  לִשְׂ
זוּר  גַּ נָה  שָׁ מֹנִים  שְׁ דִּ נַן  רַבָּ וְאָתוּ 

אַאַוִירָא לִתְלוֹת.

הֲוָה  זֵירָתָא  גְּ חֲדָא  דַּ לְמֵימְרָא 
רֵיפָה? וְהָאָמַר אִילְפָא: יָדַיִם  לִשְׂ
יָדַיִם  רֵיפָה.  לִשְׂ זֵירָתָן  גְּ ת  חִלַּ תְּ
רֵיפָה,  לִשְׂ זֵירָתָן  גְּ ת  תְחִלַּ דִּ הוּא 

י אַחֲרִינָא – לָא! הָא מִידֵּ

א –  זוּר אַגּוּשָׁ א: אָתוּ אִינְהוּ גַּ אֶלָּ
לוּם.  כְּ וְלאֹ  ירָא –  וְאַאַוִּ לִתְלוֹת, 
זוּר,  גַּ נָה  שָׁ מֹנִים  שְׁ דִּ נַן  רַבָּ וְאָתוּ 
ירָא  וְאַאַוִּ רוֹף,  לִשְׂ  – א  אַגּוּשָׁ

לִתְלוֹת.

תְנַן:  דִּ זוּר!  גַּ א  אוּשָׁ בְּ י,  תִּ וְאַכַּ
אֶת  שׂוֹרְפִין  סְפֵקוֹת  ה  ָ שּׁ שִׁ עַל 
רָס,  הַפְּ ית  בֵּ סָפֵק  עַל  רוּמָה:  הַתְּ
מֵאֶרֶץ  א  הַבָּ עָפָר  סָפֵק  וְעַל 
עַם  גְדֵי  בִּ סָפֵק  וְעַל  ים,  הָעַמִּ
מְצָאִין,  לִים הַנִּ הָאָרֶץ, וְעַל סָפֵק כֵּ
סָפֵק  וְעַל  ין,  הָרוּקִּ סָפֵק  וְעַל 
רַגְלֵי  מֵי  נֶגֶד  כְּ שֶׁ אָדָם  רַגְלֵי  מֵי 
עָן )וְעַל( סָפֵק  אי מַגָּ בְהֵמָה. עַל וַדַּ
רוּמָה. טוּמְאָתָן שׂוֹרְפִין אֶת הַתְּ

n1The impurity of the land of the nations – 
ים  The impurity of the land of :טוּמְאַת אֶרֶץ הָעַמִּ
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.

notes

h1The impurity of the land of the nations – 
ים  Their first decree was with :טוּמְאַת אֶרֶץ הָעַמִּ
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).

h2For six cases of uncertain impurity one burns 
the teruma – רוּמָה ה סְפֵקוֹת שׂוֹרְפִין אֶת הַתְּ ָ שּׁ  :עַל שִׁ
The six cases are: (1) Beit haperas; (2) 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).

halakha
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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 
Ushab1 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 Yoĥanan 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,n2h3 what is 
the reason that the Sages decreed impurity upon them? 
Rabbi Yoĥanan 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, 

עָן  מַגָּ סָפֵק  עַל  אַף  אוֹמֵר:  יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ
וַחֲכָמִים  שׂוֹרְפִין.  הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת  בִּ
תּוֹלִין,   – הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת  בִּ אוֹמְרִים: 

ים – טְהוֹרִין. רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ בִּ

 – סְפֵיקוֹת  ה  ָ שּׁ שִׁ אֵלּוּ  א:  עוּלָּ וְאָמַר 
אִינְהוּ  א: אָתוּ  אֶלָּ הִתְקִינוּ!  א  אוּשָׁ בְּ
וְלאֹ  ירָא  וְאַאַוִּ לִתְלוֹת  א  אַגּוּשָׁ זוּר  גַּ
זוּר:  נָה גַּ מֹנִים שָׁ שְׁ נַן דִּ כְלוּם, וְאָתוּ רַבָּ
א  אוּשָׁ בְּ וְאָתוּ  לִתְלוֹת.  וְאִידִי  אִידִי 
 – ירָא  וְאַאַוִּ רוֹף,  לִשְׂ  – א  אַגּוּשָׁ זוּר  גַּ

דְקָאֵי קָאֵי. כִּ

הוּ  בְּ זוּר  גַּ טַעְמָא  מַאי  זְכוּכִית  לֵי  כְּ
אָמַר  יוֹחָנָן  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  טוּמְאָה?  נַן  רַבָּ
רִיָּיתָן  בְּ ת  וּתְחִלַּ הוֹאִיל  לָקִישׁ:  רֵישׁ 
חֶרֶס.  כְלִי  כִּ נַן  רַבָּ ינְהוּ  וִּ שַׁ  – מִן הַחוֹל 
טָהֳרָה  לָהֶן  הֵא  תְּ לאֹ  ה  מֵעַתָּ א  אֶלָּ
חוֹצְצִין  וְאֵלּוּ  נַן:  תְּ ה  מָּ אַלָּ מִקְוֶה,  בַּ
כְלֵי זְכוּכִית! כֵלִים: הַזֶּפֶת וְהַמוֹר בִּ בְּ

בוּ  יקְּ נִּ שֶׁ גוֹן  כְּ  – עָסְקִינַן  מַאי  בְּ הָכָא 
י מֵאִיר הִיא,  יף לְתוֹכָן אֲבָ.ר וְרַבִּ וְהִטִּ
עֲמִיד.  הַמַּ אַחַר  הוֹלֵךְ  הַכּלֹ  אָמַר:  דְּ
יף  וְהִטִּ בוּ  קְּ נִּ שֶׁ זְכוּכִית  לֵי  כְּ תַנְיָא,  דְּ
ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ ן  רַבָּ אָמַר  אֲבָר,  לְתוֹכָן 
וַחֲכָמִים  א  מְטַמֵּ מֵאִיר  י  רַבִּ מְלִיאֵל:  גַּ

מְטַהֲרִין.

ה א מֵעַתָּ אֶלָּ

NOTES
n1The impurity of the land of the nations – טוּמְאַת 
ים  The impurity of the land of the nations is :אֶרֶץ הָעַמִּ
already alluded to in the Prophets: “On impure land 
you will die” (Amos 7:17). However, in the mishna, this 
impurity is listed as one of the cases of uncertain im-
purity 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 in contact 
with the flesh of a corpse.

n2Glass vessels – לֵי זְכוּכִית  Various types of vessels are :כְּ
listed in the Torah along with the methods through 
which they become impure and pure. Among those 
listed are metal vessels, earthenware vessels, leather 
vessels and even woven items and strings. However, 
among those items not listed are those that are com-
pletely ritually pure even by rabbinical law and those 
that the Sages deemed impure due to their similarity 
to vessels impure by Torah law.

HALAKHA
h1The impurity of the land of the nations – טוּמְאַת 

ים  Their first decree was with regard to the :אֶרֶץ הָעַמִּ
soil of the land of the nations. The Sages decreed that 
anything, person or vessels, that comes into contact 
with that soil, or carries it, becomes impure for seven 
days, like the impurity of one who comes into contact 
with a corpse. He requires sprinkling of the water of 
a purification offering on the third and seventh days, 
and teruma that he touches is burned. Afterwards, 
they issued an additional decree that one who enters 
the airspace of the land of the nations is impure and 
is required to wait until sunset. Teruma that entered 
that airspace is in abeyance, i.e., it is neither eaten 
nor burned (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Met 11:2).

h2For six uncertain cases one burns the teruma – עַל 
רוּמָה ה סְפֵקוֹת שׂוֹרְפִין אֶת הַתְּ ָ שּׁ  The six cases are: (1) :שִׁ
Beit haperas; (2) 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 impurity transmitted is based on uncertainty, if 
teruma came into contact with them, 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 Hatumot 13:13).

h3Glass vessels – לֵי זְכוּכִית  Although glass vessels :כְּ
do not become impure by Torah law, the Sages de-
creed that they become impure. The rationale for the 
decree is that since glass is produced from sand like 
earthenware vessels, the Sages decreed that they 
should become impure like them. However, unlike 
earthenware vessels, glass vessels become impure 
from both their airspace and their outer side. How-
ever, although they decreed ritual impurity on glass 
vessels, it was not to the extent that the teruma and 
the consecrated items are burned. They are placed in 
abeyance (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:4).

BACKGROUND
b1The ordinances of Usha – א קָנוֹת אוּשָׁ  The town :תַּ
of Usha, in the Galilee, was, for a certain period of 
time, the seat of the Sanhedrin. Many ordinances 
were instituted there relating to various areas of ha-
lakha, 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, 
apparently these ordinances were instituted after the 
failure of the bar Kokhva rebellion, approximately 
seventy years after the destruction of the Temple.

b1The ordinances of Usha – א קָנוֹת אוּשָׁ  The town of Usha in the :תַּ
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.

Exile of the Sanhedrin

background

n2Glass vessels – לֵי זְכוּכִית  Various types of vessels are listed in :כְּ
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.

notes

h3Glass vessels – לֵי זְכוּכִית  Although glass vessels do not become :כְּ
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).

halakha
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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],b1 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,b2n1 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.n2 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,h1 like metal vessels. As 
we learned in a mishna: Metal vessels, both their flat vessels,n3 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.

טז.

Perek I
Daf 16  Amud a

לֵי חֶרֶס  נַן: כְּ ה תְּ מָּ ן, אַלָּ בָּ לָא לִיטְמוּ מִגַּ
אִין  מְּ מִיטַּ וָה;  שָׁ טוּמְאָתָן  נֶתֶר  וּכְלֵי 
אִין  מְּ וּמִיטַּ מֵאֲוִירֵיהֶן,  אִין  וּמְטַמְּ
יהֶן,  בֵּ מִגַּ אִין  מְּ מִיטַּ וְאֵין  מֵאֲחוֹרֵיהֶן 
וּכְלֵי  נֶתֶר  לֵי  כְּ ן.  מְטַהַרְתָּ בִירָתָן  וּשְׁ
אֲבָל  וָה,  שָׁ טוּמְאָתָן  דְּ הוּא  חֶרֶס 
כִי  יוָן דְּ י אַחֲרִינָא – לָא! אָמְרִי: כֵּ מִידֵּ
ינְהוּ  וִּ שַׁ  – נָה  קָּ תַּ לָהֶם  יֵּשׁ  רוּ  בְּ תַּ נִשְׁ

כוֹת. כְלֵי מַתָּ כִּ

נָה,  ה – יַחְזְרוּ לְטוּמְאָתָן יְשָׁ א מֵעַתָּ אֶלָּ
כוֹת,  מַתָּ לֵי  כְּ תְנַן:  דִּ כוֹת.  מַתָּ כְלֵי  כִּ
טְמֵאִין,   – לֵיהֶן  וּמְקַבְּ שׁוּטֵיהֶן  פְּ
לִים  ה מֵהֶן כֵּ רוּ – טָהֲרוּ, חָזַר וְעָשָׂ בְּ נִשְׁ
לֵי  י כְּ בֵּ נָה. וְאִילּוּ גַּ חָזְרוּ לְטוּמְאָתָן יְשָׁ
וּכְלֵי  עוֹר  וּכְלֵי  עֵץ  לֵי  כְּ נַן:  תְּ זְכוּכִית 
שׁוּטֵיהֶן טְהוֹרִין  עֶצֶם וּכְלֵי זְכוּכִית – פְּ
רוּ – טָהֲרוּ, חָזַר  בְּ לֵיהֶן טְמֵאִין, נִשְׁ וּמְקַבְּ
לִין טוּמְאָה  לִים – מְקַבְּ ה מֵהֶן כֵּ וְעָשָׂ
א – אִין,  וּלְהַבָּ אן  א. מִכָּ וּלְהַבָּ אן  מִכָּ

לְמַפְרֵעַ – לָא!

נַן, וְטוּמְאָה  רַבָּ לֵי זְכוּכִית דְּ טוּמְאַת כְּ
אוֹרַיְיתָא –  טוּמְאָה דְּ נַן, בְּ רַבָּ נָה דְּ יְשָׁ
טוּמְאָה  בְּ טוּמְאָה,  נַן  רַבָּ הּ  בָּ אַחִיתוּ 
נַן טוּמְאָה. נַן – לָא אַחִיתוּ לָהּ רַבָּ רַבָּ דְּ

b1Vessels made from natron – לֵי נֶתֶר -The natron men :כְּ
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.

b2The back of the vessels and their outer side – לִים ב כֵּ  גַּ
 :וַאֲחוֹרֵיהֶם

Illustration based on a vessel found at Megiddo. The hollow under the base 
is referred to as the outer side.

background

n1They 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 – אִין מְּ  מִיטַּ
יהֶן בֵּ אִין מִגַּ מְּ אִין מֵאֲחוֹרֵיהֶן וְאֵין מִיטַּ מְּ אִין מֵאֲוִירֵיהֶן, וּמִיטַּ  There is :וּמְטַמְּ
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).

n2However, with regard to other matters that is not the case – 
י אַחֲרִינָא לָא  ,By means of a precise reading of the mishna :אֲבָל מִידֵּ
it is also possible 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 

earthenware vessels. However, the Gemara did not seek to detail 
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 Ĥayya).

n3Metal vessels, both their flat vessels, etc. – שׁוּטֵיהֶן כוֹת, פְּ לֵי מַתָּ  כְּ
-Some explain that the impurity of flat metal vessels is de :וכו׳
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).

notes

h1Previous impurity in glass vessels – כְלֵי בִּ נָה  יְשָׁ  טוּמְאָה 
 Although the Sages decreed impurity on glass :זְכוּכִית
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).

halakha
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The Gemara asks further: Their flat vessels should in any case 
become impure.h2 Since the impurity of flat metal vessels is by 
Torah law, isn’t it 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,n4  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,h1 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 Shataĥ 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)? The Gemara answers: This ordinance of Shimon ben 
Shataĥ 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 Shataĥ’s 
sister, Shel Tziyyon the queen,p1 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.

שׁוּטֵי  הָא פְּ שׁוּטֵיהֶן מִיהָא לִיטְמָא, דְּ פְּ
אוֹרַיְיתָא נִינְהוּ! עָבְדִי  כוֹת דְּ לֵי מַתָּ כְּ
לאֹ  דְּ הֵיכִי  י  כִּ ירָא,  הֶכֵּ נַן  רַבָּ הוּ  בְּ

ים. רוּמָה וְקָדָשִׁ רוֹף עֲלַיְיהוּ תְּ לִשְׂ

NOTES
n1They become impure and they make food that 
enters their airspace impure from their airspace 
and they become impure from behind and do not 
become impure from their outer side – אִין מְּ  מִיטַּ
אִין מְּ מִיטַּ וְאֵין  מֵאֲחוֹרֵיהֶן  אִין  מְּ וּמִיטַּ מֵאֲוִירֵיהֶן,  אִין   וּמְטַמְּ
יהֶן בֵּ -There is a variant reading: They become im :מִגַּ
pure and make foods impure from their airspace, and 
they make others impure from behind. According to 
this version and this explanation, from behind means 
from their outer side (Ramban).

n2However, with regard to other matters that is not 
the case – י אַחֲרִינָא לָא  It is also possible to :אֲבָל מִידֵּ
explain that by means of a precise reading of the 
mishna, we learn that glass vessels do not become 
impure from their airspace, and indeed that is the 
halakha. If so, there is another distinction between 
glass vessels and earthenware vessels. However, the 
Gemara did not seek to detail all the differences. It suf-
ficed with showing that there is this difference, both 
in terms of impurity from their outer side and in terms 
of impurity from behind (Tziyyon leNefesh Ĥayya).

n3Metal vessels, both their flat vessels etc. – לֵי  כְּ
שׁוּטֵיהֶן וכו׳ כוֹת, פְּ  Some explain that the impurity :מַתָּ
of flat metal vessels is derived 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 
juxtaposition of wood and leather to a sack, which 
is a receptacle. With regard to metal vessels, there is 
no such juxtaposition (Rabbeinu Shimshon; Rosh).

n4The Sages made a distinction in them – ּהו  עָבְדִי בְּ
ירָא הֶכֵּ נַן  -We find that these distinctions are es :רַבָּ
pecially common with regard to halakhot of ritual 
impurity. With regard to other decrees, the Sages 
strictly observed the principle: Any ordinance insti-
tuted by the Sages, they institute in keeping with the 
Torah parallel. 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. That is the 
rationale in other places where the Sages introduced 
distinctions as well.

HALAKHA
h1Previous impurity in glass vessels – נָה יְשָׁ  טוּמְאָה 
כְלֵי זְכוּכִית  Although the Sages decreed impurity :בִּ
on glass vessels and they have status equal to that 
of metal vessels, the decree of old impurity does not 
apply to them. Consequently, if they become impure 
and they were liquefied and recast into new vessels, 
they do not reassume their previous impurity (Ram-
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 12:10).

h2The impurity of glass vessels – לֵי זְכוּכִית כְּ  :טוּמְאַת 
Teruma or consecrated items that come into contact 
with an impure glass vessel are not burned. Rather, 
they are held in abeyance (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 1:5).

h3Their flat vessels should in any case become im-
pure – שׁוּטֵיהֶן מִיהָא לִיטְמָא  Glass vessels become :פְּ
impure only when they are a receptacle; flat glass ob-
jects do not become impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 1:5).

BACKGROUND
b1Vessels made from white earth – לֵי נֶתֶר  The white :כְּ
earth here, which is apparently bisodium carbonate, 
is also found in crystal form. When mixed with mor-
tar, vessels were formed from these crystals. These 
vessels could not be used to hold liquids; however, 
in a dry climate, it is cocnceivable that they could do 
so for a limited period of time.

b2 The back of the vessel and behind them – לִים ב כֵּ  גַּ
 A side view of an earthenware vessel from :וַאֲחוֹרֵיהֶם
Megiddo. In the drawing, the outer side of the vessel 
and behind the vessel are marked.

טז:
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מוּ.  י אָמַר: לְעוֹלָם לִכְלֵי חֶרֶס דָּ רַב אַשִׁ
 – ן  בָּ מִגַּ לִיטְמוּ  לָא  לָךְ  יָא  קַשְׁ וּדְקָא 

בָרוֹ. הוֹאִיל וְנִרְאֶה תּוֹכוֹ כְּ

ה  ָ ה לָאִשּׁ תוּבָּ ן כְּ יקֵּ טָח תִּ ן שָׁ מְעוֹן בֶּ “שִׁ
לֵי  כְּ כוֹת״.  מַתָּ לֵי  כְּ עַל  טוּמְאָה  וְגָזַר 
כְתִיב:  דִּ נִינְהוּ!  אוֹרַיְיתָא  דְּ כוֹת –  מַתָּ
וגו׳!  סֶף״  הַכֶּ וְאֶת  הַזָּהָב  אֶת  “אַךְ 
נָה.  יְשָׁ לְטוּמְאָה  א  אֶלָּ נִצְרְכָה  לאֹ 
ה  מַעֲשֶׂ רַב:  אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר  דְּ
ה  תֶּ תָה מִשְׁ עָשְׂ ה שֶׁ לְכָּ ל צִיּוֹן הַמַּ שֶׁ בְּ
בָרָתַן  וּשְׁ לֶיהָ,  כֵּ ל  כָּ וְנִטְמְאוּ  לִבְנָהּ, 
מֵהֶן  ה  וְעָשָׂ כָן  וְרִיתְּ לַצּוֹרֵף  וּנְתָנָתַן 
ים, וְאָמְרוּ חֲכָמִים: יַחְזְרוּ  לִים חֲדָשִׁ כֵּ

נָה. לְטוּמְאָתָן יְשָׁ

n4The Sages made a distinction with regard to glass vessels – 
ירָא נַן הֶכֵּ הוּ רַבָּ  We find that these distinctions are especially :עָבְדִי בְּ
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.

notes

h2Their flat vessels should in any case become impure – שׁוּטֵיהֶן  פְּ
 Glass vessels become impure only when they are :מִיהָא לִיטְמָא
receptacles; flat glass objects do not become impure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:5).

halakha

h1Since its inner side looks like its outer side – ֹהוֹאִיל וְנִרְאֶה תּוֹכו 
בָרוֹ  The decree of impurity on glass vessels is based on the :כְּ
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).

halakha

p1Shel Tziyyon the queen – ה לְכָּ ל צִיּוֹן הַמַּ  She was a queen :שֶׁ
of the Hasmonean dynasty, the wife of King Alexander Yan-
nai, and the sister of Shimon ben Shataĥ. 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, 

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 Shataĥ guided 
daily life and religious life, were considered the happiest 
years for the people of Israel during the Second Temple  
period.

Personalities
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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,b1 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 
a vessel in 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 Shataĥ 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 Shataĥ’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 sufficienth2 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 will lead 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.

את  חַטָּ מֵי  דֶר  גֶּ וּם  מִשּׁ טַעְמָא?  מַאי 
הּ, נָגְעוּ בָּ

לְכָל  לאֹ  אָמַר  דְּ לְמַאן  הָנִיחָא 
ת  א לְטוּמְאַת הַמֵּ הַטּוּמְאוֹת אָמְרוּ אֶלָּ

י.ר פִּ לְבַד אָמְרוּ – שַׁ בִּ

הַטּוּמְאוֹת  “לְכָל  אָמַר  דְּ לְמַאן  א  אֶלָּ
אָמַר  לְמֵימַר?  א  אִיכָּ מַאי  אָמְרוּ״ 
כְדֵי  בִּ בֶנּוּ  יִקְּ לאֹ  א  מָּ שֶׁ זֵירָה  גְּ יֵי:  אַבַּ

טָהָרָתוֹ.

א יאֹמְרוּ טְבִילָה  מָּ זֵירָה שֶׁ רָבָא אָמַר: גְּ
ינַיְיהוּ?  בֵּ מַאי  לָהּ.  עוֹלָה  יוֹמָא  ת  בַּ

רְצַפִינְהוּ מִרְצַ.ף ינַיְיהוּ דִּ א בֵּ אִיכָּ

h2Decree lest they say that immersion on the same day is 
sufficient – ּת יוֹמָא עוֹלָה לָה א יאֹמְרוּ טְבִילָה בַּ מָּ זֵירָה שֶׁ  Any metal :גְּ
vessel that is impure, even if it was liquefied and recast, retains its 
previous impurity by rabbinic decree. The reason for his is as fol-

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  
Kelim 12:2).

halakha

b1Water of a purification offering – את  This is water :מֵי חַטָּ
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.

Background
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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 pipen1h3 in order to collect rainwater, the 
water collected in the vessels is considered drawn water. This is true 
both in 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 se’a, 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 Ĥananya 
ben Ĥizkiya 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,h4 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,h5 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 Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: The decree that the 
daughters of the Samaritans [kutim] are considered to already have 
the status of menstruating women from their cradle,n2 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: 

לִים  יחַ כֵּ נִּ תְנַן: הַמַּ וְאִידָךְ מַאי הִיא? דִּ
מִים  שָׁ גְּ מֵי  הֶן  בָּ ל  לְקַבֵּ ינוֹר  הַצִּ חַת  תַּ
לִים  כֵּ וְאֶחָד  דוֹלִים  גְּ לִים  כֵּ אֶחָד 
וּכְלֵי  אֲבָנִים  לֵי  כְּ וַאֲפִילּוּ  ים,  קְטַנִּ
אֶת  פּוֹסְלִין   – גְלָלִים  וּכְלֵי  אֲדָמָה 
וֹכֵחַ,  יחַ וְאֶחָד הַשּׁ נִּ קְוֶה. אֶחָד הַמַּ הַמִּ
אי. וּבֵית הִלֵל מְטַהֲרִין  מַּ ית שַׁ בְרֵי בֵּ דִּ
וְרַבּוּ  נִמְנוּ  מֵאִיר:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  שׁוֹכֵחַ.  בְּ
וּמוֹדִים  הִלֵל.  ית  בֵּ עַל  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ
הוּא  שֶׁ חָצֵר,  בֶּ שׁוֹכֵחַ  בְּ אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ
י יוֹסֵי: עֲדַיִין מַחֲלוֹקֶת  טָהוֹ.ר אָמַר רַבִּ

מְקוֹמָהּ עוֹמֶדֶת. בִּ

אָמְרִי:  רַב  בֵי  דְּ יָּא,  רְשִׁ מְשַׁ רַב  אָמַר 
עַת  שְׁ בִּ יחָם  הִנִּ שֶׁ כְּ מוֹדִים  הַכֹּל 
יזּוּר  עַת פִּ שְׁ וּר עָבִים – טְמֵאִים. בִּ קִישּׁ
בְרֵי הַכּלֹ טְהוֹרִין, לאֹ נֶחְלְקוּ  עָבִים – דִּ
וּר עָבִים,  עַת קִישּׁ שְׁ יחָם בִּ הִנִּ א שֶׁ אֶלָּ
סָבַר:  מָר  רוּ.  ְ וְנִתְקַשּׁ וְחָזְרוּ  זְּרוּ,  וְנִתְפַּ
טְלָה  בְתּוֹ, וּמָר סָבַר: לאֹ בָּ טְלָה מַחֲשַׁ בָּ

בְתּוֹ. מַחֲשַׁ

עֲדַיִין  מַחֲלוֹקֶת  אָמַר:  דְּ יוֹסֵי  י  וּלְרַבִּ
אָמַר  לְהוּ!  צְרִי  בָּ עוֹמֶדֶת,  מְקוֹמָהּ  בִּ
נוֹת כּוּתִים  ר יִצְחָק: אַף בְּ רַב נַחְמָן בַּ

זְרוּ. יּוֹם גָּ נִדּוֹת מֵעֲרִיסָתָן – בּוֹ בַּ

ל  כָּ תְנַן:  דִּ הִיא?  מַאי  וְאִידָךְ 
הַטּוּמְאָה  אֶת  מְבִיאִין  לְטְלִין  טַּ הַמִּ

י טַרְפוֹן: רְדֵעַ. אָמַר רַבִּ עוֹבִי הַמַּ בְּ

NOTES
n1One who places vessels under the pipe etc. – ַיח נִּ  הַמַּ
ינוֹר וכו׳ חַת הַצִּ לִים תַּ -Since the Sages prohibited add :כֵּ
ing drawn water to a ritual bath, and 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 
disqualifies the ritual bath. However, the question 
arises in cases where the water spills from the ves-
sel 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 the element of his desire to fill the vessels with 
water or lack thereof comes into play. In that sense it 
is parallel, to a degree, to the halakhot of water that 
renders produce liable to become ritually impure.

n2The daughters of Samaritans [Kutim] are consid-
ered to have the status of menstruating women 
from their cradle – נוֹת כּוּתִים נִדּוֹת מֵעֲרִיסָתָן  Some :בְּ
explain that the reason for the decree is not due to 
concern with regard to a rare instance of actual im-
purity of a menstruating woman, which might affect 
daughters of Kutim in their infancy. Rather, the Sages 
only issued this decree to separate the Jewish people 
from the Kutim (Tosafot).

HALAKHA
h1Since its inner side looks like its outer side – הוֹאִיל 
בָרוֹ -The decree of impurity on glass ves :וְנִרְאֶה תּוֹכוֹ כְּ

sels is based on the manufacture of glass from sand 
and their legal status was equated to that of earth-
enware vessels. Nevertheless, unlike earthenware 
vessels, they become impure from both inside and 
outside, like metal vessels (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 1:5).

h2A decree lest they say that immersion on the same 
day is sufficient for it – ת א יאֹמְרוּ טְבִילָה בַּ מָּ זֵירָה שֶׁ  גְּ
 Any metal vessel that is impure, even :יוֹמָא עוֹלָה לָהּ
if it was liquefied and recast, its previous impurity 
remains by rabbinic decree. The reason is because a 
person who sees them using the vessel on the same 
day, will conclude that immersion is effective im-
mediately, even before sunset (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 12:2).

h3One who places vessels under the pipe – יחַ :כֵּלִים נִּ  הַמַּ
הַצִּינוֹר  Vessels of any kind placed under a pipe תַּחַת 
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).

h4If he placed them at the time of the massing of 
the clouds – וּר עָבִים עַת קִישּׁ שְׁ יחָם בִּ הִנִּ שֶׁ  One who :כְּ
forgot vessels under the pipe when the clouds are 
massing, and, before they dispersed, rain fell and the 
vessels were filled; the water in them has the legal 
status of drawn water, since the vessels were filled 
in accordance with his will. This is according to the 
opinion of Beit Shammai, as that was decreed, and 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, as ap-
parently, the discussion in the Gemara followed his 
approach (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 4:4; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 201:41).

h5At the time of dispersal of the clouds – יזּוּר עַת פִּ שְׁ  בִּ
 If he forgot the vessels while the clouds were :עָבִים

dispersing, 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. The 
same is true if he placed them at the time of the 
massing of clouds, then the clouds dispersed, massed 
again, rain fell and the vessels were filled, the water is 
not considered drawn water, as even in that case, it 
is not considered that they were filled in accordance 
with his will. According to this opinion, Beit Shammai 
and Beit Hillel did not dispute this; rather Rabbi Yosei 
said this and the halakha is in accordance with his 
opinion (Kesef Mishna; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Mikvaot 4:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 201:41).

PERSONALITIES
p1Queen Shel Tziyyon – ה לְכָּ הַמַּ צִיּוֹן  ל   She was a :שֶׁ
queen of the Hasmonean dynasty, the wife of King 
Alexander Yannai and the sister of Shimon ben 
Shataĥ. Shel Tziyyon, or Shlomtziyyon and in some 
sources, Shalminon or Shlomit, was originally the 
wife of the Hasmonean king Aristobolos. After his 
death, his brother Yannai performed an act of levirate 
marriage with her. Although the Hasmonean kings, 
and specifically Alexander Yannai, had Sadducee ten-
dencies, Queen Shlomtziyyon followed the Phari-
sees, and even during her husband’s reign, 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 Shataĥ, guided daily life and 
religious life, were considered the happiest years for 
the people of Israel during the Second Temple period.

n1One who places vessels under the pipe, etc. – ַיח נִּ  הַמַּ
ינוֹר וכו׳ חַת הַצִּ לִים תַּ  Since the Sages prohibited adding :כֵּ
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.

n2The daughters of Samaritans [kutim] are considered 
to have the status of menstruating women from their 
cradle – נוֹת כּוּתִים נִדּוֹת מֵעֲרִיסָתָן  Others explain that :בְּ
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).

notes

h3One who places vessels under the pipe – לִים יחַ כֵּ נִּ  הַמַּ
ינוֹר חַת הַצִּ  If vessels of any kind are placed under a :תַּ
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).

h4If he placed them at the time of the massing of the 
clouds – וּר עָבִים עַת קִישּׁ שְׁ יחָם בִּ הִנִּ שֶׁ -If one forgot ves :כְּ
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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 201:41).

h5At the time of dispersal of the clouds – יזּוּר פִּ עַת  שְׁ  בִּ
-If one forgot the vessels while the clouds were dis :עָבִים
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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 201:41).

halakha
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I will bury my sonsn1 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 goadb1 was on his 
shoulder and one side of the ox goad coveredh1 the grave, the 
Sages deemed the ox goad itself impure due to the impurity of 
vessels that cover a corpse.n2 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 Naĥman 
bar Yitzĥak 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.h2  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?

יז.

Perek I
Daf 17  Amud a

חַת,  זּוֹ הֲלָכָה מְקוּפַּ נַי שֶׁ ח אֶת בָּ אֲקַפַּ
ר  הָאִיכָּ וְטָעָה:  וֹמֵעַ  הַשּׁ מַע  שָׁ שֶׁ
וְאִיהֵל  תֵפוֹ,  כְּ עַל  עוֹ  וּמַרְדְּ עוֹבֵר 
אוּ אוֹתוֹ  בֶר – טִימְּ צִדּוֹ אַחַת עַל הַקֶּ
ת. לִים הַמַאֲהִילִים עַל הַמֵּ וּם כֵּ מִשּׁ

יְּהוּ  ן שֶׁ י עֲקִיבָא: אֲנִי אֲתַקֵּ אָמַר רַבִּ
ל  כָּ יְּהוּ  שֶׁ קַיָּימִים;  חֲכָמִים  בְרֵי  דִּ
לְטְלִים מְבִיאִין אֶת הַטּוּמְאָה  הַמִטַּ
עוֹבִי  בְּ אוֹתָן  א  נּוֹשֵׂ שֶׁ הָאָדָם  עַל 
הֵן, וְעַל  כָל שֶׁ רְדֵעַ, וְעַל עַצְמָן – בְּ הַמַּ
פוֹתֵחַ טֶפַח. אָר אָדָם וְכֵלִים – בְּ שְׁ

אָמְרוּ  שֶׁ עַ  וּמַרְדֵּ אי:  יַנַּ י  רַבִּ וְאָמַר 
פוֹ טֶפַח,  הֶיקֵּ עָבְיוֹ טֶפַח וְיֵשׁ בְּ אֵין בְּ

וּם עָבְיוֹ. פוֹ מִשּׁ וְגָזְרוּ עַל הֶיקֵּ

אֶת  ח  “אֲקַפַּ אָמַר  דְּ טַרְפוֹן,  י  וּלְרַבִּ
צַרוּ  בְּ חַת״  מְקוּפַּ זוֹ  הֲלָכָה  שֶׁ נַי  בָּ
ר יִצְחָק: אַף  י נַחְמָן בַּ לְהוּ! אָמַר רַבִּ
בּוֹ  מֵעֲרִיסָתָן  נִדּוֹת  כּוּתִים  נוֹת  בְּ
לֵיהּ  סְבִירָא   – וּבְאִידָךְ  זְרוּ.  גָּ יּוֹם  בַּ

י מֵאִי.ר רַבִּ כְּ

אי אוֹמֵר:  מַּ ת, שַׁ וְאִידָךְ: הַבּוֹצֵר לַגַּ
.ר  הוּכְשַׁ לאֹ  אוֹמֵר:  ל  הִלֵּ ר,  הוּכְשַׁ
מָה  נֵי  מִפְּ אי:  מַּ לְשַׁ ל  הִלֵּ לוֹ  אָמַר 
מוֹסְקִין  וְאֵין  טָהֳרָה,  בְּ בּוֹצְרִין 

טָהֳרָה? בְּ

n1I will bury my sons – נַי ח אֶת בָּ  Some explain that it was so :אֲקַפַּ
clear to Rabbi Tarfon that the halakha was wrong that he swore 
on the life of his children (see Tosafot; Rav Tzvi Hirsch Ĥayyot).

n2The tent of the dead – ת -The laws of the impurity im :אהֶֹל הַמֵּ
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 
itself and 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).

notes

b1Farmer and his ox goad – ֹעו ר וּמַרְדְּ  :אִכָּ

Farmer uses his ox goad as he walks with his cattle

background

h1And his ox goad was on his shoulder, and it covered, etc. – 
תֵפוֹ, וְאִיהֵל וכו׳ עוֹ עַל כְּ  The Sages decreed that one carrying a :וּמַרְדְּ
round pole, 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).

h2One who harvests grapes to take them to the press – ת  :הַבּוֹצֵר לַגַּ
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).

halakha
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Shammai said to him: If you provoke men3 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,n4 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.b2 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.

As to 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 Ĥanina 
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 
Ze’iri said that Rabbi Ĥanina 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.n5 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 Naĥman 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]l1 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 Ĥanina 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 teruma 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.

גּוֹזְרַנִי   – קְנִיטֵנִי  תַּ אִם  לוֹ:  אָמַר 
סִיקָה. נָעֲצוּ חֶרֶב  טוּמְאָה אַף עַל הַמְּ
נֵס  יִכָּ כְנָס  הַנִּ אָמְרוּ:  דְרָשׁ,  הַמִּ בֵית  בְּ
הָיָה  הַיּוֹם  וְאוֹתוֹ  יֵצֵא.  אַל  וְהַיּוֹצֵא 
אֶחָד  אי כְּ מַּ ב לִפְנֵי שַׁ פוּף וְיוֹשֵׁ ל כָּ הִלֵּ
רָאֵל  ה לְיִשְׂ לְמִידִים, וְהָיָה קָשֶׁ מִן הַתַּ
אי  מַּ ה בּוֹ הָעֵגֶל. וְגַזוּר שַׁ עֲשָׂ נַּ יּוֹם שֶׁ כַּ
וְאָתוּ  יְיהוּ,  מִינַּ לוּ  קִבְּ וְלָא   – ל  וְהִלֵּ

יְיהוּ. לוּ מִינַּ זוּר וְקִבְּ לְמִידַיְיהוּ גַּ תַּ

זְעִירִי  י(  )רַבִּ אָמַר   – טַעְמָא?  מַאי 
א יִבְצְרֶנּוּ  מָּ זֵירָה שֶׁ י חֲנִינָא: גְּ אָמַר רַבִּ

קוּפּוֹת טְמֵאוֹת. בְּ

טָמֵא  לִי  “כְּ אָמַר:  דְּ לְמַאן  הָנִיחָא 
א  אֶלָּ יר,  פִּ שַׁ  – קִין״  מַשְׁ ב  חוֹשֵׁ
ב  טָמֵא חוֹשֵׁ לִי  כְּ “אֵין  אָמַר:  דְּ לְמַאן 
א  א לְמֵימַר? אֶלָּ קִין״ – מַאי אִיכָּ מַשְׁ
זֵירָה  גְּ חֲנִינָא:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  זְעִירִי  אָמַר 

פוֹת. קוּפּוֹת מְזוּפָּ א יִבְצְרֶנּוּ בְּ מָּ שֶׁ

כוֹת.  הַנּוֹשְׁ וּם  מִשּׁ זֵירָה  גְּ אָמַר:  רָבָא 
ר אֲבוּהּ:  ה בַּ אָמַר( רַב נַחְמָן אָמַר רַבָּ )דְּ
לֵידַע  לְכַרְמוֹ  הוֹלֵךְ  אָדָם  שֶׁ עָמִים  פְּ
לאֹ,  אוֹ  לִבְצִירָה  עֲנָבִים  יעוּ  הִגִּ אִם 
ף  כּוֹל עֲנָבִים לְסוֹחֲטוֹ, וּמְזַלֵּ וְנוֹטֵל אֶשְׁ
צִירָה עֲדַיִין  עַת בְּ י עֲנָבִים. וּבִשְׁ בֵּ עַל גַּ

קֶה טוֹפֵחַ עֲלֵיהֶם. מַשְׁ

וְאִידָךְ? אָמַר

NOTES
n1I will bury my sons – נַי ח אֶת בָּ  Some explain that :אֲקַפַּ
he swore by the life of his children that it was clear 
to him that the halakha was wrong (see Tosafot, Rav 
Tzvi Hirsch Ĥayyot).

n2The tent of the dead – ת  The laws of the :אהֶֹל הַמֵּ
impurity imparted by a corpse, including the laws 
of a tent covering a corpse, are very detailed and ap-
pear in tractate Ohalot. The essential laws 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 makes 
everything in that place impure. The Torah refers to a 
complete tent in which the corpse is located. How-
ever, 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 ru-
bric of law: The covering itself and what is under it be-
come impure with impurity imparted by the corpse. 
The decree with regard to the ox-goad was issued 
to somewhat expand this halakha, 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 did 
not originate in the halakhot of a tent over a corpse 
but was issued for a different reason. Only later was 
it equated with the laws of tents (Tosafot).

n3If you provoke me – קְנִיטֵנִי תַּ  This expression :אִם 
that Shammai said to Hillel must be understood. 
Although Shammai finds room to distinguish be-
tween gathering grapes and gathering olives, if Hillel 
proves that there is no distinction between the two, 
he will issue a decree conferring impurity on gather-
ing olives as well, and the decrees will be uniform 
(according to the geo’nim).

n4They stuck a sword in the study hall – נָעֲצוּ חֶרֶב 
דְרָשׁ בֵית הַמִּ  It is not clear to us what exactly took :בְּ
place in the study hall then. According to the tradi-

tion 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 was 
sitting bowed before Shammai because he tried to 
convince Shammai by discussing the issues with 
him like a student deliberating before his teacher. 
However, at that point the students of Beit Shammai 
outnumbered the students of Beit Hillel and the ha-
lakha was established in accordance with Shammai’s 
opinion (ge’onim).

n5Due to grapes that are stuck together – וּם  מִשּׁ
כוֹת -Some explain that when grapes are at :הַנּוֹשְׁ
tached to each other, liquid that seeps out does 
not drip to the ground and remains in the cluster 
(ge’onim). Others explain that people tend to bite 
the cluster, and thereby the juice that drips becomes 
capable of rendering the grapes liable to become 
impure (Rabbeinu Ĥananel).

HALAKHA
h1And his ox-goad was on his shoulder, and it cov-
ered etc. – תֵפוֹ, וְאִיהֵל וכו׳ עוֹ עַל כְּ -The Sages de :וּמַרְדְּ
creed that a person carrying a round pole, one end 
of which is over a corpse, becomes impure, like the 
impurity caused by a tent over a corpse. This applies 
only if its 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).

h2One who gathers for the press – ת  One :הַבּוֹצֵר לַגַּ
who gathers grapes to squeeze the liquid out of 
them in a wine press and the juice seeps out of 
them, it renders the grapes liable to become ritu-
ally impure. The reason for the stringency is because 
people squeeze these grapes for various needs and 
are interested that the liquids that come from them 

should not spill. Since he wants these liquids, they 
render the grapes liable to become impure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhlin 11:1).

BACKGROUND
b1A farmer and his ox-goad – ֹעו וּמַרְדְּ ר   A farmer :אִכָּ
using his ox-goad as he walks with his cattle

b2Like one of the students – לְמִידִים אֶחָד מִן הַתַּ  In the :כְּ
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. They considered the entire situation that de-
veloped, which apparently involved a certain amount 
of violence on the part of the students of Beit Sham-
mai, where the leader of Israel was forced to demean 
himself due to external pressure, as a tragic event, 
tantamount to the sin of the Golden Calf.

יז:

Perek I
Daf 17  Amud b

ידּוּלֵי  מוּאֵל: אַף גִּ א אָמַר שְׁ בָּ טָבִי רִישְׁ
מַאי  זְרוּ.  גָּ יּוֹם  בַּ בּוֹ  רוּמָה  תְּ תְרוּמָה 
וּם  זֵירָה מִשּׁ י חֲנִינָא: גְּ טַעְמָא? אָמַר רַבִּ

רָאֵל. יַד יִשְׂ רוּמָה טְהוֹרָה בְּ תְּ

n3If you provoke me – קְנִיטֵנִי  This expression, said :אִם תַּ
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 
(ge’onim).

n4They stuck a sword in the study hall – נָעֲצוּ חֶרֶב 
דְרָשׁ בֵית הַמִּ  It is not clear exactly what took place :בְּ
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 (ge’onim).

n5Due to the grapes that were stuck together – 
כוֹת וּם הַנּוֹשְׁ  Some explain that when grapes are :מִשּׁ
attached, the liquid that seeps out does not drip to 
the ground but remains in the cluster (ge’onim). Oth-
ers explain that people tend to bite the cluster, and 
therefore the juice that drips out renders the grapes 
susceptible to impurity (Rabbeinu Ĥananel).

notes

b2Like one of the students – לְמִידִים אֶחָד מִן הַתַּ  In the :כְּ
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.

background

l1Bird hunter [rishba] – א בָּ  ,According to Rashi :רִישְׁ
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 (ge’onim; see the Arukh).

language
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Rava said: 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,n1 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.h1 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 a result, 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 Ĥiyya 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 Aĥa bar Adda, as Rav Aĥa 
bar Adda said that Rabbi Yitzĥak said: The Sages issued a 
decree prohibiting eating their breadh2 due to their oil. And 
they issued a decree prohibiting their oil due to their wine.h3 
Consequently, there are two separate decrees.

י  ידִי לְהָכִי – אַפְרוּשֵׁ חֲשִׁ דַּ אֲמַר רָבָא: אִי 
רָבָא:  אֲמַר  א  )אֶלָּ לִיפְרְשׁוּ!  לָא  נַמִי 
ה אַחַת  ר לְמֶעֱבַד חִטָּ אֶפְשָׁ יוָן דְּ רָאֵל( כֵּ יִשְׂ
מוּאֵל, וְלָא קָעָבֵיד – הֵימוּנֵי מְהֵימְנֵי.  דִשְׁ כְּ
יַד  בְּ טְמֵאָה  רוּמָה  תְּ וּם  מִשּׁ זֵירָה  גְּ א:  אֶלָּ
לִידֵי  וְאָתֵי  יהּ  בֵּ גַּ לָהּ  הֵי  מַשְׁ ילְמָא  דִּ כּהֵֹן, 

לָה. קָּ תַּ

מֵיהּ  ְ ר אַמִי מִשּׁ י חִיָּיא בַּ וְאִידָךְ? אָמַר רַבִּ
נוֹתֵן  רֶךְ  דֶּ בַּ לוֹ  יךְ  הֶחְשִׁ שֶׁ מִי  אַף  א:  עוּלָּ דְּ

זְרוּ. יּוֹם גָּ יסוֹ לְגוֹי – בּוֹ בַּ כִּ

אלִי אָמַר אֲבִימִי סַנְוָותָאָה:  וְאִידָךְ אָמַר בַּ
מוֹנָה  ן מִשְׁ מְנָן וְיֵינָן וּבְנוֹתֵיהֶן – כּוּלָּ ן וְשַׁ תָּ פִּ
א  אֶלָּ מֵאִיר,  י  לְרַבִּ הָנִיחָא  הֵן.  בָר  דָּ ר  עָשָׂ
רַב  דְּ הָא  א  אִיכָּ הָוְיָין!  בְסְרֵי  שַׁ יוֹסֵי  י  לְרַבִּ
א  ר אַדָּ אָמַר רַב אַחָא בַּ א, דְּ ר אַדָּ אַחָא בַּ
מְנָן,  וּם שַׁ ן מִשּׁ תָּ זְרוּ עַל פִּ י יִצְחָק: גָּ אָמַר רַבִּ

וּם יֵינָן. מְנָן מִשּׁ וְעַל שַׁ

n1Since it is possible to perform the mitzva of teruma by 
separating merely one grain of wheat – ר לְמֶעֱבַד אֶפְשָׁ יוָן דְּ  כֵּ
ה אַחַת  The Torah does not explicitly state how much must :חִטָּ
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 ].

notes

h1Growths of teruma…due to impure teruma in the hand of 
a priest – יַד כּהֵֹן בְּ רוּמָה טְמֵאָה  וּם תְּ ידּוּלֵי תְרוּמָה…מִשּׁ  Produce :גִּ
that grows from seeds of teruma is fundamentally 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).

h2The Sages issued a decree on their bread – ן תָּ זְרוּ עַל פִּ  The :גָּ
Sages decreed a prohibition on eating bread baked by gentiles 
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 

millet is 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 Asurot 17:9 and 
12; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 112:1–2).

h3And their oil due to their wine – יֵינָן וּם  מְנָן מִשּׁ  Oil of :וְעַל שַׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 114:7).

halakha
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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 wineh4 due to the fact that it leads to familiarity, and 
people will come to marry their daughters. And they issued a decree 
prohibiting their daughtersh5 due to something else,n3 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 Naĥman bar Yitzĥak 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,n4h6 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.

MISHNA 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 vetchb1 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.h7 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,n5 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 only load 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 permith8 
doing so with

מְנָן״ מַאי אוּלְמֵיהּ  וּם שַׁ ן מִשּׁ תָּ “עַל פִּ
ן  תָּ פִּ עַל  זְרוּ  גָּ א:  אֶלָּ ת?!  מִפַּ מֶן  שֶׁ דְּ
וּם  מִשּׁ יֵינָן  וְעַל  יֵינָן,  וּם  מִשּׁ מְנָן  וְשַׁ
בָר  דָּ וּם  מִשּׁ נוֹתֵיהֶן  בְּ וְעַל  נוֹתֵיהֶן,  בְּ
בָר אַחֵ.ר  וּם דָּ בָר אַחֵר מִשּׁ אַחֵר, וְעַל דָּ
ר  בָר אַחֵר״? אָמַר רַב נַחְמָן בַּ מַאי “דָּ
א  טַמֵּ מְּ שֶׁ גּוֹי  ינוֹק  תִּ עַל  זְרוּ  גָּ יִצְחָק: 
רָאֵל רָגִיל  ינוֹק יִשְׂ לּאֹ יְהֵא תִּ זִיבָה, שֶׁ בְּ
י  לְרַבִּ הָכִי  אִי  זָכוּ.ר  ב  כַּ מִשְׁ בְּ אֶצְלוֹ 
אוֹכָלִין   – הָוְיָין!  סְרֵי  שַׁ תְּ נַמִי,  מֵאִיר 
חֲדָא  בַּ קִין  מַשְׁ בְּ טְמְאוּ  נִּ שֶׁ וְכֵלִים 

יב לְהוּ. חָשֵׁ

אֵין  אוֹמְרִים:  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ מתני׳ 
א  אֶלָּ ינִין  וְכַרְשִׁ נִים  וְסַמָּ יוֹ  דְּ שׁוֹרִין 
ל  הִלֵּ וּבֵית  יוֹם,  עוֹד  מִבְּ וֹרוּ  יִּשּׁ שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ
אֵין  אוֹמְרִים:  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ ירִין.  מַתִּ
נּוּר  ן לְתוֹךְ הַתַּ תָּ שְׁ פִּ ל  נוֹתְנִין אוּנִין שֶׁ
עוֹד יוֹם, וְלאֹ  ילוּ מִבְּ יַּהְבִּ דֵי שֶׁ א כְּ אֶלָּ
יִּקְלוֹט  דֵי שֶׁ א כְּ מֶר לַיוֹרָה אֶלָּ אֶת הַצֶּ

ירִין. ל מַתִּ הָעַיִן, וּבֵית הִלֵּ

פּוֹרְסִין  אֵין  אוֹמְרִים:  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ
א  אֶלָּ וְדָגִים  וְעוֹפוֹת  חַיָּה  מְצוּדוֹת 
ל  הִלֵּ וּבֵית  יוֹם,  עוֹד  מִבְּ יִּצּוֹדוּ  שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ
אֵין  אוֹמְרִים:  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ ירִין.  מַתִּ
וְאֵין  עִמּוֹ,  טוֹעֲנִין  וְאֵין  לְגוֹי,  מוֹכְרִין 
יעַ לְמָקוֹם  יַּגִּ דֵי שֶׁ א כְּ יהִין עָלָיו אֶלָּ מַגְבִּ
אי  מַּ ית שַׁ ירִין. בֵּ ל מַתִּ קָרוֹב, וּבֵית הִלֵּ
דָן,  לְעַבְּ עוֹרוֹת  נוֹתְנִין  אֵין  אוֹמְרִים: 
דֵי  כְּ א  אֶלָּ גּוֹי  לְכוֹבֵס  לִים  כֵּ וְלאֹ 
ל  ית הִלֵּ ן בֵּ עוֹד יוֹם, וּבְכוּלָּ יֵּעָשׂוּ מִבְּ שֶׁ

ירִין עִם מַתִּ

NOTES
n1Since it is possible to perform the mitzva of teruma 
by separating merely one grain of wheat – יוָן  כֵּ
ה אַחַת ר לְמֶעֱבַד חִטָּ אֶפְשָׁ  The Torah does not state :דְּ
explicitly how much must be separated for teruma, 
which is then given by the Jew to the priest. How-
ever, 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 has no 
fixed measure by Torah law and even according to 
the rabbinic ordinances; it remained dependent on 
the generosity of the giver, ranging from one forti-
eth of the crop, which is considered generous to as 
little as one sixtieth of the crop, which is 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 prohibition of 
untithed produce [tevel].

n2Due to something else – בָר אַחֵר וּם דָּ  Usually the :מִשּׁ
Talmud uses this expression to avoid explicit mention 
of matters that due to politeness or disgust are better 
left unmentioned, e.g., 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 un-
pleasant matters.

n3They issued a decree on a non-Jewish baby that he 
transmits impurity with the emission of a zav – ּזְרו  גָּ
זִיבָה א בְּ טַמֵּ מְּ ינוֹק גּוֹי שֶׁ -By Torah law, there is no im :עַל תִּ
purity for gentiles, and all halakhot of impurity apply 
specifically to Jews. However, for various reasons the 
Sages added several decrees of impurity on non-Jews 
for the purpose of separation. The decree on a non-
Jewish baby is twofold; first, the very perception of 
the non-Jew as impure, and, second, that a baby has 
the status of the impurity of the emission of a zav, 
even if he saw no emission.

n4For them to be trapped while it is still day – דֵי  כְּ
עוֹד יוֹם יִּצּוֹדוּ מִבְּ  In the Jerusalem Talmud, it explains :שֶׁ
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 
of for them to be trapped while it is still day.

HALAKHA
h1The growths of teruma…due to impure teruma 
in the hands of the priest – וּם ידּוּלֵי תְרוּמָה… מִשּׁ  גִּ
יַד כּהֵֹן רוּמָה טְמֵאָה בְּ  Produce that grows from seeds :תְּ
of teruma, is, fundamentally, not at all sacred. How-
ever, the Sages decreed that it should be prohibited 
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).

h2They issued a decree on their bread – ן תָּ זְרוּ עַל פִּ  :גָּ
The Sages decreed not to eat bread baked by non-
Jews due to concern that the good will 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 prohibited. This prohibition 
is restricted to bread baked from the five species of 
grain. However, bread baked from legumes, rice or 
millet is permitted. Some places where there is no 
Jewish baker are lenient and they buy bread from a 
non-Jewish baker. Some authorities are lenient even 
where Jewish-baked bread is available (Mordekhai, 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan, Terumat HaDeshen). However, ev-
eryone agrees that buying bread baked by a gentile 
homeowner for his own personal use is prohibited 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 
17:9 and 12; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 112:1–2).

h3And their oil due to their wine – וּם מְנָן מִשּׁ שַׁ  וְעַל 
 Oil of non-Jews is permitted. Although, at first, it :יֵינָן
was prohibited, Sages of a later generation rescinded 
the decree and permitted it (Rabbi Yehuda Nesia). 
One who rules it prohibited is guilty of disobeying 
the court that permitted it; a serious transgression 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 
17:22; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 114:7).

h4And their wine – וְעַל יֵינָן: A Jew is forbidden to drink 
the wine of non-Jews, even if there is no concern that 
it might have been poured as libation for idolatry, 
in order to discourage familiarity with gentiles. This 
applies specifically to wine fit for use as a libation 
for idolatry. Other alcoholic beverages, since there 
is no element of idolatry connected to them, were 
not included in the decree (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Assurot 11:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh 
De’a 123:1).

h5And their daughters – נוֹתֵיהֶן  The prohibition :וְעַל בְּ
against marrying a non-Jew is explicitly stated in 
the Torah along with its rationale; to distance Jews 
from idolatry. Nevertheless, in this case, the Sages 
instituted an added stringency: By Torah law, sexual 
relations with non-Jews is prohibited exclusively in 
the framework of marriage. The Sages prohibited 
all such contact. One is forbidden to be alone with 
them, and they have the menstruating woman status 
at all times, as far as separation is concerned (Ram-
bam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 12:8; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Even Ha’ezer 16:1).

h6They issued a decree on a non-Jewish baby that he 
transmits impurity with the emission of a zav – ּזְרו  גָּ
זִיבָה א בְּ טַמֵּ מְּ ינוֹק גּוֹי שֶׁ  The Sages decreed that all :עַל תִּ
non-Jewish 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 
them from Jewish children (Rambam Sefer Kedushha, 

Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:4; Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 
1:14 and Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 2:10).

h7Performing prohibited labor on Shabbat eve at 
nightfall – יכָה ת עִם חֲשֵׁ בָּ שַׁ יַית מְלָאכָה עֶרֶב   It is :עַשִּׂ
permitted to initiate a prohibited labor prior to Shab-
bat, 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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 252:1).

h8One may not give skins to a tanner…and in all of 
them Beit Hillel permits – .…דָן  אֵין נוֹתְנִין עוֹרוֹת לְעַבְּ
ירִין ל מַתִּ ית הִלֵּ ן בֵּ  On Shabbat eve while it is still :וּבְכוּלָּ
day, it is permissible for a Jew to give an item to a 
non-Jew so that the non-Jew 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 non-Jew is 
a regular employee of the Jew, it is prohibited (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:19; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 244:1).

LANGUAGE
l1Bird hunter [rishba] – א בָּ  ,According to Rashi :רִישְׁ
rishba is identical to the Aramaic nishba, which 
means a net. Rishba or nishba means the man who 
spreads the nets, a bird and animal hunter. However, 
some explain that rishba is an acronym for Reish Beit 
Abba, the head of a paternal household. It is a term 
of honor for a certain person who is the most promi-
nent member of his family (ge’onim, see the Arukh,).

BACKGROUND
b1Horse beans [karshinin] – ינִין רְשִׁ  The karshina or :כַּ
bikit karshina, Vicia ervilia wild (L.), is an annual plant 
of the legume family. It reaches a height of 10–50 
centimeters. The karshina is a winter and spring crop 
in the 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 millimeters.

h4And they issued a decree prohibiting their wine – יֵינָן  :וְעַל 
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 not included in the decree 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Asurot 11:3; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 123:1).

h5And they issued a decree prohibiting their daughters – וְעַל 
נוֹתֵיהֶן  The prohibition against marrying a gentile is explicitly :בְּ
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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 16:1).

h6They issued a decree on a gentile baby that he transmits 
impurity with the legal status of a great zav – ינוֹק גּוֹי זְרוּ עַל תִּ  גָּ
זִיבָה א בְּ טַמֵּ מְּ  ,The Sages decreed that all gentile children, male :שֶׁ
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).

h7Performing prohibited labor on Shabbat eve at nightfall – 

יכָה ת עִם חֲשֵׁ בָּ יַית מְלָאכָה עֶרֶב שַׁ  It is permitted to initiate a :עַשִּׂ
prohibited labor 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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 252:1).

h8One may not give skins to a tanner…and in all of them Beit 
Hillel permit – ירִין ל מַתִּ ית הִלֵּ בֵּ ן  דָן…וּבְכוּלָּ לְעַבְּ  :אֵין נוֹתְנִין עוֹרוֹת 
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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 244:1).

halakha

n3Due to something else – בָר אַחֵר וּם דָּ  Usually the :מִשּׁ
Talmud uses this expression to avoid explicit mention of 
matters that, due to politeness or disgust, are better left 
unmentioned, e.g., 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.

n4They issued a decree on a gentile baby that he trans-
mits impurity with the legal status of a great zav – 
זִיבָה א בְּ טַמֵּ מְּ ינוֹק גּוֹי שֶׁ זְרוּ עַל תִּ  By Torah law, there is no :גָּ
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 as im-
pure; second, that a baby has the status of the impurity 
of the emission of a zav, even if he saw no emission.

n5For them to be trapped while it is still day – ּיִּצּוֹדו דֵי שֶׁ  כְּ
עוֹד יוֹם  In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is explained that :מִבְּ
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.

notes

b1Vetch [karshinin] – ינִין רְשִׁ -The karshina or bikit karshi :כַּ
na, Vicia ervilia, is an annual plant of the legume family. 
It 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

background
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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 accustomedn1 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.

GEMARA 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, 
as it was taught in 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.h1 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?b1 
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.

יח.

Perek I
Daf 18  Amud a

מְלִיאֵל:  ן גַּ מְעוֹן בֶּ ן שִׁ מֶשׁ. אָמַר רַבָּ ֶ הַשּׁ
לֵי  הָיוּ נוֹתְנִין כְּ א שֶׁ ית אַבָּ נוֹהֲגִין הָיוּ בֵּ
קוֹדֶם  יָמִים  ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ גּוֹי  לְכוֹבֵס  לָבָן 
טּוֹעֲנִין  שֶׁ וָאֵלּוּ  אֵלּוּ  וִין  וְשָׁ ת.  בָּ ַ לַשּׁ

ת. ד וְעִגּוּלֵי הַגַּ ית הַבַּ קוֹרַת בֵּ

זוֹ  יוֹ  לַדְּ מַיִם  נְתִינַת  נָא  תַּ מַאן  גמ׳ 
י הִיא,  רִיָּיתָן? אָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף: רַבִּ הִיא שְׁ
מַח וְאֶחָד  תַנְיָא: “אֶחָד נוֹתֵן אֶת הַקֶּ דְּ
בְרֵי  יִם – הָאַחֲרוֹן חַיָּיב, דִּ נוֹתֵן אֶת הַמַּ
עַד  חַיָּיב  אֵינוֹ  אוֹמֵר:  יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ י.  רַבִּ

ל״. יְּגַבֵּ שֶׁ

אן לָא  יֵי: וְדִילְמָא עַד כָּ אָמַר לֵיהּ אַבַּ
בַר  דְּ קֶמַח  בְּ א  אֶלָּ  – יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ קָאָמַר 
יבּוּל  ר גִּ לָאו בַּ יוֹ דְּ יבּוּל הוּא, אֲבָל דְּ גִּ
סָלְקָא  לָא  לִיחַיֵּיב!  אֵימָא   – הוּא 
תַנְיָא: אֶחָד נוֹתֵן אֶת הָאֵפֶר  עֲתָךְ, דְּ דַּ
יִם – הָאַחֲרוֹן חַיָּיב,  וְאֶחָד נוֹתֵן אֶת הַמַּ
י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר:  רַבִּ י יוֹסֵי בְּ י. רַבִּ בְרֵי רַבִּ דִּ

ל. יְּגַבֵּ עַד שֶׁ

יבּוּל  בַר גִּ וְדִילְמָא: מַאי אֵפֶר – עָפָר, דְּ
עָפָר!  וְהָתַנְיָא:  אֵפֶר,  וְהָתַנְיָא:  הוּא. 

נְיָא?! י הֲדָדֵי תַּ בֵּ מִידֵי גַּ

n1The ancestral house of my father, the dynasty of Nesi’im 
from the house of Hillel, was accustomed – ית  נוֹהֲגִין הָיוּ בֵּ
א  Several times, the special customs of the ancestral house :אַבָּ
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.

notes

h1Soil which can be kneaded – יבּוּל הוּא גִּ בַר  דְּ  Everyone :עָפָר 
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).

halakha

b1Were they taught next to each other – נְיָא י הֲדָדֵי תַּ בֵּ  This :מִידֵי גַּ
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.g., 
the baraitot of Rabbi Ĥiyya, 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 Ĥullin, it is conceivable that one of the tanna’im was 
not sensitive to the distinction, and when he said ashes, he 
meant soil specifically.

background
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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 gardenh2 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.b2 
And one may place an eye salve [kilor]l1 on the eye and 
a bandage [ispelanit]l2 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.h3

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.n2 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 hookb3 and nets [kokrei],l3 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.

ה עֶרֶב  נַן: פּוֹתְקִין מַיִם לְגִינָּ נוּ רַבָּ תָּ
את  וּמִתְמַלֵּ יכָה,  חֲשֵׁ עִם  ת  בָּ שַׁ
יחִין  וּמַנִּ כּוּלּוֹ.  הַיּוֹם  ל  כָּ וְהוֹלֶכֶת 
)עֶרֶב  לִים  הַכֵּ חַת  תַּ מוּגְמָר 
ל  כָּ וְהוֹלְכִין  רִין  מְּ וּמִתְגַּ ת(  בָּ שַׁ
פְרִית  גָּ יחִין  וּמַנִּ כּוּלּוֹ  הַיּוֹם 
עִם  ת  בָּ שַׁ )עֶרֶב  לִים  הַכֵּ חַת  תַּ
ל  כָּ וְהוֹלְכִין  רִין  פְּ וּמִתְגַּ יכָה(  חֲשֵׁ
יחִין קִילוֹר עַל  הּ. וּמַנִּ ת כּוּלָּ בָּ ַ הַשּׁ
י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  לָנִית  וְאִיסְפְּ הָעַיִן,  י  בֵּ גַּ
יכָה(  חֲשֵׁ עִם  ת  בָּ שַׁ )עֶרֶב  ה  מַכָּ
הַיּוֹם  ל  כָּ וְהוֹלֶכֶת  את  וּמִתְרַפֵּ
ין לְתוֹךְ  כּוּלּוֹ. אֲבָל אֵין נוֹתְנִין חִטִּ
כְדֵי  בִּ א  אֶלָּ מַיִם  ל  שֶׁ הָרֵיחַיִם 

עוֹד יוֹם. חֲנוּ מִבְּ יִּטָּ שֶׁ

נֵי  מִפְּ ה:  רַבָּ אָמַר  טַעְמָא?  מַאי 
רַב  לֵיהּ  אָמַר  קוֹל.  מַעַת  שְׁ מַּ שֶׁ
בִיתַת  וּם שְׁ יוֹסֵף: וְלֵימָא מָר מִשּׁ
ר  אֲשֶׁ “וּבְכֹל  תַנְיָא:  דְּ לִים!  כֵּ
 – מֵרוּ״  ָ שּׁ תִּ אֲלֵיכֶם  י  אָמַרְתִּ
א אָמַר  לִים. אֶלָּ בִיתַת כֵּ לְרַבּוֹת שְׁ
לִים. בִיתַת כֵּ וּם שְׁ רַב יוֹסֵף: מִשּׁ

ל אִית  אָמְרַתְּ לְבֵית הִלֵּ א דְּ תָּ וְהָשְׁ
אוֹרַיְיתָא –  לִים דְּ בִיתַת כֵּ לְהוּ שְׁ
רוּ?  פְרִית וּמוּגְמָר, מַאי טַעְמָא שָׁ גָּ
ה. אוּנִין  לָא קָעָבֵיד מַעֲשֶׂ וּם דְּ מִשּׁ
רוּ?  שָׁ טַעְמָא  מַאי  ן  תָּ שְׁ פִּ ל  שֶׁ
ה, וּמֵינַח  לָא עָבֵיד מַעֲשֶׂ וּם דְּ מִשּׁ
נַיְיחָא. מְצוּדֹת חַיָּה וְעוֹף וְדָגִים, 
ה, מַאי טַעְמָא  קָא עָבֵיד מַעֲשֶׂ דְּ
וְקוֹקְרֵי,  חִי  לֶּ בַּ נַמִי,  הָתָם  רוּ?  שָׁ

ה. לָא קָעָבֵיד מַעֲשֶׂ דְּ

h2One may open a canal so that water will flow into a garden – 
ה לְגִינָּ  One may open a water canal into a garden :פּוֹתְקִין מַיִם 
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 252:5).

h3Placing wheat kernels in the water mill – ְין לְתוֹך חִטִּ  נוֹתְנִין 
ל מַיִם  One may place wheat kernels in a water mill :הָרֵיחַיִם שֶׁ
while it is still day so that they will be ground on their own 
on Shabbat. Some prohibited doing so because it is noisy and 
dishonors Shabbat (Taz). 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 Avraham; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 246:1).

halakha

b2Exposing silver vessels to sulfur – לִים יפּוּר כֵּ  ,Throughout the generations :גִּ
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.

b3 Fish hook – לֶחִי:

Reproduction of a fish hook from the First Temple period, found in Etzyon Gaver

background

l1Eye salve [kilor] – קִילוֹר: From the Greek κολλύριον, kollyrion, meaning a 
salve for the eyes.

l2Bandage [ispelanit] – לָנִית  From the Greek σπληνίον, splenion, meaning :אִיסְפְּ
a piece of cloth placed on a wound.

l3Nets [kokrei] – קוֹקְרֵי: 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 κροκύς or κροκίς, krokys or 
krokis, meaning a a fly trap. Alternatively, according to the ge’onim, 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 κρόκη, kroke, meaning a pebble.

Ancient Egyptian picture of fishing in Egypt. The fishermen are holding nets similar to the kokrei.

language

n2The resting of utensils – לִים כֵּ בִיתַת   The reason that the Gemara spoke :שְׁ
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 (ge’onim).

notes
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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 Shammain3 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]l1 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.n1 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,n2 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 waterh1 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 coalsn3 on Shabbat in order to accelerate the cooking.

אָמַר  עְיָא  אוֹשַׁ רַב  אָמַר  דְּ א  תָּ וְהָשְׁ
לִים  כֵּ בִיתַת  שְׁ נָא  תְּ מַאן  אַסִי:  רַב 
ית  אי הִיא וְלאֹ בֵּ מַּ ית שַׁ אוֹרַיְיתָא – בֵּ דְּ
ה  ין קָעָבֵיד מַעֲשֶׂ אי, בֵּ מַּ ית שַׁ ל. לְבֵּ הִלֵּ
ה – אָסוּ.ר לְבֵית  לָא קָעָבֵיד מַעֲשֶׂ ין דְּ בֵּ
רֵי.  ה – שָׁ קָעָבֵיד מַעֲשֶׂ ב דְּ ל, אַף עַל גַּ הִלֵּ
אי אַף עַל  מַּ ית שַׁ לְבֵּ : דִּ א דְאָמְרַתְּ תָּ וְהָשְׁ
ה – אָסוּר, אִי הָכִי לָא עָבֵיד מַעֲשֶׂ ב דְּ גַּ

NOTES
n1The ancestral house of my father, the dynasty 
of Nesi’im from the House of Hillel, were accus-
tomed – א ית אַבָּ -Several times, the spe :נוֹהֲגִין הָיוּ בֵּ
cial customs of the ancestral 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 
impose stringencies upon themselves alone, in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai.

n2The resting of utensils – לִים כֵּ בִיתַת   The reason :שְׁ
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 to rest one’s 
animal explicitly stated in the Torah. Since the Ge-
mara’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 perform-
ing labor with their utensils (ge’onim).

n3And now that you said that according to Beit 
Shammai etc. – אי וכו׳ מַּ בֵית שַׁ לְּ : דִּ אָמְרַתְּ א דְּ תָּ -Ear :וְהָשְׁ
lier, the Gemara cited this baraita to pose a difficulty 
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).

HALAKHA
h1Soil, which can be kneaded – יבּוּל הוּא גִּ בַר  דְּ  :עָפָר, 
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 (Shab-
bat 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 and according to Abaye; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:16).

h2One may open a canal so that water will flow into 
a garden – ה  One may open a water :פּוֹתְקִין מַיִם לְגִינָּ
canal into a garden on Shabbat eve so that the wa-
ter will continue to irrigate the garden on Shabbat. 
Similarly, one may place a thick medicinal drug [kilor] 
on his eye on Shabbat eve so that it will continuously 
cure the eye during Shabbat, although it is forbidden 
to administer the drug on Shabbat itself. It is also 

permitted to place incense on coals beneath cloth-
ing on Shabbat eve and they become perfumed on 
their own throughout Shabbat, in accordance with 
the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
3:2; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 252:5).

h3One may place wheat kernels in the water mill – 
ל מַיִם ין לְתוֹךְ הָרֵיחַיִם שֶׁ  One may place wheat :נוֹתְנִין חִטִּ
kernels in a water mill while it is still day so that they 
will be ground on their own on Shabbat. Some pro-
hibited doing so because it is noisy, and dishonors 
Shabbat (Taz). The custom was to permit this in a 
situation of monetary loss or, even in a case where 
there is no monetary loss, by means of renting the 
mill to a non-Jew (Rema, Magen Avraham). By renting 
the mill, a Jew’s utensils will not be involved in labor 
on Shabbat. Therefore, a Jew is permitted to lend or 
rent his utensils to a non-Jew, even if it is clear that 
they will be utilized to perform 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 non-Jew on Shabbat 
eve (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:16; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 246:1).

LANGUAGE
l1Eye salve [kilor] – קִילוֹר: The origin of the word is 
the Greek kolriyon, and it means a salve for the eyes.

l2Bandage [Ispelanit] – לָנִית  The origin of the :אִיסְפְּ
word is the Greek splinion and it means a piece of 
cloth that they place on a wound.

l3Nets [kokrei] – קוֹקְרֵי: The fisherman’s utensil is like 
the nets in the Gemara. The utensil is made like a 
basket with one wide side and one narrow side. The 
fish enter the wide side but are unable to exit the 
narrow side. The origin of the word kokrei, is unclear. 
It may be derived from the Greek kokoron, meaning, a 
box used to hunt animals. Alternatively, according to 
the ge’onim, 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.

Ancient Egyptian picture of fishing in Egypt with 
fishermen holding nets similar to the kokrei

BACKGROUND

b1Were they taught one next to the other – י  מִידֵי גַבֵּ
נְיָא תַּ  This common phrase comes to reject a :הֲדָדֵי 
proof based on differences in language and style be-
tween two baraitot. Although 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; that is not 
the case with baraitot. The question will always be: 
Were they taught one next to the other? There were 
different study halls where baraitot were edited, e.g., 
the baraitot of Rabbi Ĥiyya, the baraitot of Rabbi Os-
haya and many others. Therefore a difference in the 
formulation between two baraitot could be attribut-
able to nothing more than the different styles of the 
two editors. For our purposes, since the halakha was 
established in tractate Ĥullin that ashes have the legal 
status of soil, it is conceivable that one of the tanna’im 
was not sensitive to the distinction and when he said 
ashes, he specifically meant soil.

b2Exposing silver vessels to sulfur – לִים כֵּ יפּוּר   :גִּ
Throughout the generations, sulfur was used to 
beautify silver vessels. Since silver is a light hue and 
engravings are not easily visible, one manner to ac-
centuate the inscriptions was by means of sulfur. 
The silver vessels were placed in 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 and all the surfaces 
would be restored to their original silver sheen, while 
the recesses and sunken areas remained black. In 
modern times, similar methods are employed.

b3 Fish hook – לֶחִי

This fish hook from the First Temple period 
was found in Etzyon Gaver

יח:
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ית  בֵּ רוּ  שָׁ טַעְמָא  מַאי  וְגָפְרִית  מוּגְמָר 
וְנֵר  ית  יגִּ גִּ ח אַאַרְעָא.  מַנַּ אי? הָתָם  מַּ שַׁ
ית  בֵּ רוּ  שָׁ טַעְמָא  מַאי  פּוּד  וְשַׁ וּקְדֵרָה 

מַפְקַר לְהוּ אַפְקוֹרֵי. אי? דְּ מַּ שַׁ

א  מַלֵּ נַן: לאֹ תְּ תָנוּ רַבָּ נָא לְהָא, דְּ מַאן תְּ
יחַ  וְתַנִּ וְתוּרְמְסִין  עֲסָסִיּוֹת  קְדֵרָה  ה  ָ אִשּׁ
כָה.  חֲשֵׁ עִם  ת  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב  נּוּר  הַתַּ לְתוֹךְ 
כְדֵי  ת אֲסוּרִין בִּ בָּ וְאִם נְתָנָן – לְמוֹצָאֵי שַׁ
נַחְתּוֹם  א  יְמַלֵּ לאֹ  בּוֹ,  יּוֹצֵא  כַּ יֵּעָשׂוּ.  שֶׁ
נּוּר  הַתַּ לְתוֹךְ  יחַ  וְיַנִּ מַיִם  ל  שֶׁ חָבִית 
ן –  ה כֵּ כָה, וְאִם עָשָׂ ת עִם חֲשֵׁ בָּ עֶרֶב שַׁ
יֵּעָשׂוּ.  שֶׁ כְדֵי  בִּ אֲסוּרִין  ת  בָּ שַׁ לְמוֹצָאֵי 
ל!  ית הִלֵּ אי הִיא וְלאֹ בֵּ מַּ ית שַׁ לֵימָא בֵּ
א  מָּ שֶׁ זֵירָה  גְּ ל,  הִלֵּ ית  בֵּ ימָא  תֵּ אֲפִילּוּ 

חָלִים. גֶּ ה בַּ יַחְתֶּ

n3And now that you said that according to Beit 
Shammai, etc. – אי וכו׳ מַּ בֵית שַׁ לְּ אָמְרַתְּ דִּ א דְּ תָּ  :וְהָשְׁ
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).

notes

l1Spit [shapud] – פּוּד -The origin of the word is ap :שַׁ
parently the Greek εἰσπυτίζειν, eispytizein, mean-
ing to spit into frequently. In the language of the 
Mishna, as well as in Syrian, the word means a pole 
stuck through meat to facilitate its roasting.

language

n1Where he declares the utensils ownerless – מַפְקַר לְהוּ אַפְקוֹרֵי  :דְּ
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.

n2Pounded wheat and lupines – עֲסָסִיּוֹת וְתוּרְמְסִין: 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).

n3Decree lest the one cooking stoke the coals – ה יַחְתֶּ א  מָּ שֶׁ זֵירָה   גְּ
חָלִים גֶּ  Although this decree is accepted halakha, nevertheless :בַּ
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 VeĤiddush).

notes

h1A woman may not fill up a pot with pounded 
wheat…a baker may not fill a barrel of water – 
א נַחְתּוֹם חָבִית ה קְדֵרָה עֲסָסִיּוֹת…לאֹ יְמַלֵּ ָ א אִשּׁ מַלֵּ  לאֹ תְּ
 מַיִם  A person may not fill a pot with pounded :שֶׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
254:8–9).

halakha
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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,h2 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,h3 
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,h4 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 [barĥa]l2h5 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.

לִגְזוֹר!  נַמִי  וְגָפְרִית  מוּגְמָר  הָכִי,  אִי 
 – י  מְחַתֵּ אִי  דְּ לְהוּ,  י  מְחַתֵּ לָא  הָתָם 
י לְהוּ. אוּנִין  וְקָשֵׁ הוּ קוּטְרָא,  בְּ סָלֵיק 
יוָן  כֵּ הָתָם,  לִיגְזוֹר!  נַמִי  ן  תָּ שְׁ פִּ ל  שֶׁ
לֵיהּ.  מְגַלּוּ  לָא   – זִיקָא  לְהוּ  י  קָשֵׁ דְּ
מוּאֵל:  שְׁ אָמַר  לִיגְזוֹר!  לְיוֹרָה  צֶמֶר 
מֵגִיס  א  מָּ שֶׁ וְנֵיחוּשׁ  עֲקוּרָה.  יוֹרָה  בְּ

עֲקוּרָה וְטוּחָה. הּ! בַּ בָּ

ה  א יַחְתֶּ מָּ זֵירָה שֶׁ אָמַר מָר: גְּ א דְּ תָּ וְהָשְׁ
רֵי  שָׁ  – חַיְיתָא  קְדֵרָה  הַאי  חָלִים,  גֶּ בַּ
יכָה  חֲשֵׁ עִם  ת  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב  לְאַנּוּחָהּ 
לָא חֲזִי  יוָן דְּ תַנּוּרָא. מַאי טַעְמָא – כֵּ בְּ
יהּ,  עֲתֵיהּ מִינֵּ ח דַּ לְאוֹרְתָא אַסּוּחֵי מַסַּ
 – יל  וּבְשִׁ חָלִים.  גֶּ לְחַתּוֹיֵי  אָתֵי  וְלָא 
יל – אֲסֵי.ר  שִׁ יל וְלָא בְּ שִׁ מֵי, בְּ יר דָּ פִּ שַׁ
יר  פִּ שַׁ  – חַיָּיא  רְמָא  גַּ יהּ  בֵּ דָא  שְׁ וְאִי 

מֵי. דָּ

י  קָשֵׁ דְּ מִידֵי  ל  כָּ מָר:  אָמַר  דְּ א  תָּ וְהָשְׁ
רָא  שְׂ לֵיהּ זִיקָא – לָא מְגַלּוּ לֵיהּ, הַאי בִּ
בַרְחָא  דְּ מֵי,  דָּ יר  פִּ שַׁ רִיק –  וּשְׁ דְיָא  גַּ דְּ
רִיק,  דְיָא וְלָא שְׁ גַּ רִיק – אָסוּר, דְּ וְלָא שְׁ
רֵי, וְרַב  י – שָׁ רִיק, רַב אַשִׁ בַרְחָא וּשְׁ דְּ
י  אַשִׁ וּלְרַב  אָסֵי.ר   – י  יפְתִּ מִדִּ יִרְמְיָה 
צָל  ר בָּ שָׂ רֵי, )וְהָתַנְיָא:( אֵין צוֹלִין בָּ שָׁ דְּ
עוֹד יוֹם!  יִּצּוֹלוּ מִבְּ דֵי שֶׁ א כְּ וּבֵיצָה אֶלָּ

רִי.ק בַרְחָא וְלָא שְׁ הָתָם דְּ

h2Bundles of flax – ן תָּ שְׁ פִּ ל  -It is permitted to place bun :אוּנִין שֶׁ
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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 254:1).

h3Wool in the kettle – צֶמֶר לְיוֹרָה: 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 252:1).

h4This pot of raw meat – הַאי קְדֵרָה חַיְיתָא: 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 253:1).

h5Meat of a kid…of a ram – בַרְחָא דְיָא…דְּ גַּ רָא דְּ שְׂ  According to :בִּ
the second version of the dispute and according to the opinion 
of Rav Yirmeya from Difti, it is prohibited to place the meat of a 
goat or an ox in 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 fowl 

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 fowl is permitted only 
when it is roasted in an oven whose opening is covered, even 
though it is 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 254:1).

halakha

l2Ram [barĥa] – רְחָא -The origin of the word is un :בַּ
clear. Some think that it is from the Middle Persian 
warrag, which means a lamb or a ram. The word 
appears in New Persian as barra.

language
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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.h6 In that case, there is greater concern that he will come 
to stoke the coals. Ravina said: With regard to that raw gourd,N4 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 
an item to a gentile on Shabbat eve, and one may only load 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,h7 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 walln5 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.n6 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 gentileh8 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 eat leaven, it is 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: 

רִיק  שְׁ ין  בֵּ גַדְיָא,  דְּ אָמְרִי:  דְּ א  אִיכָּ
בַרְחָא  דְּ מֵי,  דָּ יר  פִּ שַׁ רִיק –  שְׁ ין לָא  בֵּ
 – לִיגִי  פְּ י  כִּ מֵי,  דָּ יר  פִּ שַׁ  – רִיק  וּשְׁ נַמִי 
רֵי,  שָׁ י  אַשִׁ רַב  דְּ רִיק;  שְׁ וְלָא  בַרְחָא  דְּ
י  י אָסֵי.ר וּלְרַב אַשִׁ פְתִּ וְרַב יִרְמְיָה מִדִּ
צָל  ר בָּ שָׂ רֵי, )וְהָתַנְיָא:( אֵין צוֹלִין בָּ שָׁ דְּ
עוֹד יוֹם!  יִּצּוֹלוּ מִבְּ דֵי שֶׁ א כְּ וּבֵיצָה אֶלָּ
רָא אַגּוּמְרֵי. אָמַר רָבִינָא:  בִשְׂ הָתָם בְּ
יוָן  כֵּ מֵי,  דָּ יר  פִּ שַׁ  – חִיָּיא  קָרָא  הַאי 
דְיָא  גַּ דְּ רָא  בִשְׂ כְּ זִיקָא,  לֵיהּ  י  קָשֵׁ דְּ

מֵי. דָּ

נוּ  אי אוֹמְרִים אֵין מוֹכְרִין״ תָּ מַּ ית שַׁ “בֵּ
אי אוֹמְרִים: לאֹ יִמְכּוֹר  מַּ ית שַׁ נַן, בֵּ רַבָּ
וְלאֹ  אִילֶנּוּ  יַשְׁ וְלאֹ  לְגוֹי,  חֶפְצוֹ  אָדָם 
דֵי  א כְּ נָה, אֶלָּ מַתָּ ן לוֹ בְּ יִתֵּ יַלְוֶנּוּ וְלאֹ 
אוֹמְרִים:  ל  הִלֵּ וּבֵית  לְבֵיתוֹ.  יעַ  יַגִּ שֶׁ
לַחוֹמָה.  מוּךְ  הַסָּ לְבַיִת  יעַ  יַגִּ שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ
תַח  יֵּצֵא מִפֶּ דֵי שֶׁ י עֲקִיבָא אוֹמֵר: כְּ רַבִּ
י יְהוּדָה: הֵן  רַבִּ י יוֹסֵי בְּ יתוֹ. אָמַר רַבִּ בֵּ
ית  בְרֵי בֵּ י עֲקִיבָא, הֵן הֵן דִּ בְרֵי רַבִּ הֵן דִּ
א לְפָרֵשׁ  י עֲקִיבָא אֶלָּ א רַבִּ ל, לאֹ בָּ הִלֵּ

ל. ית הִלֵּ בְרֵי בֵּ דִּ

לאֹ  אוֹמְרִים:  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ נַן,  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
ן  א אִם כֵּ יִמְכּוֹר אָדָם חֲמֵצוֹ לְגוֹי אֶלָּ
בְרֵי  דִּ סַח,  הַפֶּ יִּכְלֶה קוֹדֶם  שֶׁ בּוֹ  יוֹדֵעַ 
ל  כָּ ל אוֹמְרִים:  הִלֵּ וּבֵית  אי.  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ
לְמוֹכְרוֹ,  ר  מוּתָּ לְאוֹכְלוֹ  ר  מּוּתָּ שֶׁ זְמַן 

י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר: רַבִּ

NOTES
n1Where he declares the utensils ownerless – מַפְקַר  דְּ
 Tosafot wondered: How could he declare :לְהוּ אַפְקוֹרֵי
the utensils ownerless when the Sages clearly stated 
a halakha that in order to declare possessions owner-
less, one must relinquish ownership in front of three 
people? From the Gemara it is apparent that since 
everyone relinquishes ownership of his pots on Shab-
bat, everyone is aware that this obviates the need for 
a specific declaration rendering it ownerless. Others 
say that this is a relinquishing of ownership declared 
by the court since the court stipulates that all pots 
and bowls should be ownerless on Shabbat.

n2Pounded wheat and lupines – עֲסָסִיּוֹת וְתוּרְמְסִין: The 
common explanation is that the Gemara cited this 
example because pounded wheat and lupines take 
a long time to cook leading to concern that he may 
seek to accelerate their cooking by stoking the coals. 
Others say, to the contrary, these items were prohib-
ited because they cook very quickly, and as a result, 
he will constantly have them in mind and will come 
to deal with them on Shabbat (Rambam).

n3A decree lest the one cooking will come to stoke 
the coals – חָלִים גֶּ בַּ ה  יַחְתֶּ א  מָּ זֵירָה שֶׁ  Although this :גְּ
decree is accepted halakha, nevertheless, the ques-
tioner asked: Why did they apply it to pounded wheat 
and water. It did not seem reasonable to him that due 
to concern lest he stoke the coals, he will be forced 
to wait at the conclusion of Shabbat a period of time 
that would be sufficient for them to be prepared 
before consuming them (Derush VeĤiddush).

n4For him to reach a house adjacent to the wall – דֵי  כְּ
מוּךְ לַחוֹמָה יעַ לְבַיִת הַסָּ יַגִּ  If the non-Jew reaches the :שֶׁ
house adjacent to the wall of the city, he could place 
the object there. Consequently, he performed no 
prohibited labor on Shabbat. Although, there is no 
way to predict whether or not the non-Jew 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 non-Jew 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 non-Jew 
to do perform a prohibited labor for him on Shabbat.

n5That is the statement of Rabbi Akiva; that is the 
statement of Beit Hillel – י עֲקִיבָא, הֵן הֵן בְרֵי רַבִּ  הֵן הֵן דִּ
ל ית הִלֵּ בְרֵי בֵּ  ,At times, the most prominent tanna’im :דִּ
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 genera-
tions. Therefore, Rabbi Yossei son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
the student of Rabbi Akiva’s student, came to ex-
plain 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.

HALAKHA
h1A woman may not fill up a pot with pounded 
wheat…a baker may not fill a barrel of water – ֹלא 
ל נַחְתּוֹם חָבִית שֶׁ א  יְמַלֵּ ה קְדֵרָה עֲסָסִיּוֹת…לאֹ  ָ א אִשּׁ מַלֵּ  תְּ
 A person may not fill a pot with pounded wheat :מַיִם
or lupines and place it in an oven whose coals were 
not swept or covered with ashes (Magen 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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 254:8–9).

h2Bundles of flax – ן תָּ שְׁ פִּ ל   It is permitted to :אוּנִין שֶׁ
place bundles of flax in the oven on Shabbat eve. 
Since the wind harms them there is no room for 
concern that he might open the oven and stoke the 
coals (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:1; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 254:1).

h3Wool in the kettle –לְיוֹרָה -Even if the wool al :צֶמֶר 
ready absorbed the dye, one may only place wool 
in a boiling kettle on Shabbat eve if the kettle was 
removed from the fire and its cover was sealed so 
he will not be able to stoke the coals nor to stir the 
pot, as per the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:17; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 252:1).

h4This pot of raw meat – הַאי קְדֵרָה חַיְיתָא: It is permit-
ted to place raw meat in a pot on a stove or an oven 
on Shabbat eve adjacent to nightfall. The same is 
true regarding 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 253:1).

h5Of a kid… of a ram – בַרְחָא דְיָא…דְּ גַּ רָא דְּ שְׂ -Accord :בִּ
ing to the second version of the dispute and accord-
ing to the opinion of Rav Yirmeya from Difti, one is 
forbidden to place the meat of a goat or an ox in the 
oven to roast. Because they cook quickly, he is liable 
to stoke the coals to accelerate the process. That pro-
hibition 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 fowl that is cut into pieces, both 
covered and uncovered, is permitted, as there is no 
concern that he might stoke the coals, because that 
would cause them to be overcooked and ruined. The 
reason for this ruling is because it appears that 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 fowl 
is permitted only when it is roasted in an oven whose 
opening is covered, even though it is 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. It is permitted to roast 
the meat of a kid even if the cover is not sealed with 
clay (Rema based on the Tur, Beit Yosef, Sefer Mitzvot 
Gadol and others; see Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:13; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 254:1).

h6One may only roast meat, an onion and an egg 
etc. – א וכו׳ וּבֵיצָה אֶלָּ צָל  בָּ ר  שָׂ בָּ  Meat, even :אֵין צוֹלִין 
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 night-
fall, as there is concern lest he will stoke the coals. 
This is true, unless he placed them on the coals long 
enough before Shabbat to enable it 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 in a prohibited manner, 
they are prohibited at the conclusion of Shabbat for 
a time sufficient for them to be roasted (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:16; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 254:2–3).

h7A person may only sell his object to a non-Jew – 
 ,One may only lend, sell :לאֹ יִמְכּוֹר אָדָם חֶפְצוֹ לְגוֹי וכו׳
or make a gift of an object to a non-Jew on Shabbat 
eve at nightfall if there remains sufficient time for the 
non-Jew to carry it out of the Jew’s house while it 
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 246:2).

h8A person may only sell his leaven to a non-Jew – 
-As long as one is permit :לאֹ יִמְכּוֹר אָדָם חֲמֵצוֹ לְגוֹי וכו׳
ted to eat leaven, he may certainly sell it to a non-
Jew, as per the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Ĥametz UMatza 3:11; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim. 443:1).

LANGUAGE
l1Spit [shapud] – פּוּד -The origin of the word is ap :שַׁ
parently the Greek, foros, meaning ashes, embers 
or smoldering coals. In the language of the Mishna, 
as well as in Syrian, the word means a pole stuck 
through the meat to facilitate its roasting.

l2Ram [barĥa] – רְחָא -The origin of the word is un :בַּ
clear. Some think that it is from the middle Farsi, war-
rag, and in New Farsi barra. It means a goat or a ram.

h6Meat roasted directly on the coals – רָא אַגּוּמְרֵי בִשְׂ  ,Meat :בְּ
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 

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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 254:2–3).

h7A person may not sell his object to a gentile, etc. – לאֹ יִמְכּוֹר 
 One may only lend, sell, or make a gift of an :אָדָם חֶפְצוֹ לְגוֹי וכו׳
object to a gentile 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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 246:2).

h8A person may not sell his leaven to a gentile, etc. – לאֹ יִמְכּוֹר 
 As long as one is permitted to eat leaven, he :אָדָם חֲמֵצוֹ לְגוֹי וכו׳
may certainly sell it to a gentile, as per the opinion of Beit Hillel 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Ĥametz UMatza 3:11; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 443:1).

halakha

n4Gourd – קְרָא: 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

n4For him to reach a house adjacent to the wall – ַיע יַגִּ דֵי שֶׁ  כְּ
מוּךְ לַחוֹמָה -If the gentile reaches the house adja :לְבַיִת הַסָּ
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.

n5That is the statement of Rabbi Akiva; that is the state-
ment of Beit Hillel – ית בְרֵי בֵּ דִּ י עֲקִיבָא, הֵן הֵן  רַבִּ בְרֵי  דִּ  הֵן הֵן 
ל  At times, the most prominent tanna’im, Rabbi Akiva :הִלֵּ
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.

notes
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With regard to Babylonian kutaĥ,b1 a spice that contains leavened bread 
crumbs, and all kinds of kutaĥ, it is prohibited to sell it to a gentile 
thirty days before Passover. Because kutaĥ 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 dogn1 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 gentileh1 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 Ĥasid, that a 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 gentileh2 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]l1 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.

יט.

Perek I
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בְלִי וְכָל מִינֵי כּוּתָח – אָסוּר  כּוּתָח הַבַּ
סַח. ים יוֹם קוֹדֶם הַפֶּ לשִֹׁ לִמְכּוֹר שְׁ

לֶב  הַכֶּ לִפְנֵי  מְזוֹנוֹת  נוֹתְנִין  נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
חָצֵר, נְטָלוֹ וְיָצָא – אֵין נִזְקָקִין לוֹ. בֶּ

הַגּוֹי  לִפְנֵי  מְזוֹנוֹת  נוֹתְנִין  בּוֹ,  יּוֹצֵא  כַּ
לוֹ.  נִזְקָקִין  אֵין   – וְיָצָא  נְטָלוֹ  חָצֵר,  בֶּ
מַהוּ  הַךְ!  הַיְינוּ  לִי?  ה  לָמָּ תּוּ  הָא 
תֵימָא: הַאי – רְמִי עֲלֵיהּ, וְהַאי לָא  דְּ

מָע לָן. רְמִי עֲלֵיהּ, קָא מַשְׁ

לָיו לְגוֹי  כֵּ יר אָדָם  כִּ יַשְׂ נַן: לאֹ  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
.ר  י מוּתָּ רְבִיעִי וּבְחֲמִישִׁ ת, בִּ בָּ עֶרֶב שַׁ בְּ
יַד  רוֹת בְּ חִין אִיגְּ לְּ יּוֹצֵא בּוֹ, אֵין מְשַׁ כַּ
י  וּבְחֲמִישִׁ רְבִיעִי  בִּ ת,  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב  בְּ גּוֹי 
י יוֹסֵי הַכּהֵֹן,  .ר אָמְרוּ עָלָיו עַל רַבִּ מוּתָּ
לּאֹ  י יוֹסֵי הֶחָסִיד, שֶׁ וְאָמְרִי לָהּ עַל רַבִּ

יַד גּוֹי מֵעוֹלָם. תָב יָדוֹ בְּ נִמְצָא כְּ

יַד  בְּ רֶת  אִיגֶּ חִין  לְּ מְשַׁ אֵין  נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
קוֹצֵץ  ן  כֵּ אִם  א  אֶלָּ ת,  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב  גּוֹי 
דֵי  כְּ אוֹמְרִים:  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ מִים.  דָּ לוֹ 
יעַ  יַּגִּ דֵי שֶׁ ל: כְּ יעַ לְבֵיתוֹ, וּבֵית הִלֵּ יַּגִּ שֶׁ

מוּךְ לַחוֹמָה. יִת הַסָּ לַבַּ

הָכִי  ת,  שֶׁ שֵׁ רַב  אָמַר  קָצַץ!  וַהֲלאֹ 
אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ קָצַץ,  לאֹ  וְאִם  קָאָמַר: 
ל  יעַ לְבֵיתוֹ, וּבֵית הִלֵּ יַּגִּ אוֹמְרִים: עַד שֶׁ
מוּךְ  הַסָּ יִת  לַבַּ יעַ  יַּגִּ שֶׁ עַד  אוֹמְרִים: 

לַחוֹמָה.

לָא  חִין!  לְּ מְשַׁ אֵין  א  רֵישָׁ וְהָאָמְרַתְּ 
מָתָא,  י דּוֹאַר בְּ קְבִיעַ בֵּ יָא, הָא – דִּ קַשְׁ
מָתָא. י דּוֹאַר בְּ לָא קְבִיעַ בֵּ וְהָא – דְּ

b1Babylonian kutaĥ – בְלִי  Kutaĥ was made from :כּוּתָח הַבַּ
milk, water, salt, and bread crumbs and was very sour. 
Because of its sharp taste, kutaĥ was used mainly as a 
condiment. As a result, it kept for a long time. Kutaĥ 
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 kutaĥ.

background

n1One may put food before the dog – נוֹתְנִין מְזוֹנוֹת לִפְנֵי 
לֶב  Some say that one may give food even to a dog :הַכֶּ
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’iri) 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).

notes

h1One may put food before the dog in the courtyard… 
before the gentile – חָצֵר…לִפְנֵי לֶב בֶּ  נוֹתְנִין מְזוֹנוֹת לִפְנֵי הַכֶּ
 One may place food in the courtyard on Shabbat :הַגּוֹי
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 (Be’er Heitev, Shulĥan Arukh 
HaRav; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:21; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 325:1).

h2One may not send a letter in the hand of a gentile – 
יַד גּוֹי רֶת בְּ חִין אִיגֶּ לְּ  If a Jew set a price in advance :אֵין מְשַׁ
for a gentile 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; Shulĥan Arukh HaRav; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:20; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 247:1).

halakha

l1House of the mail carrier [bei doar] – י דּוֹאַר  The :בֵּ
origin of the word do’ar, mail, is from the Semitic root 
dvr, which incidentally appears in Arabic as dawr, دور. 

language
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The Sages taught: One may not set sail on a shipn2 fewer than three 
days before Shabbat,h3 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, 
if he 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.n3 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 Tosefta: One may not lay siege to cities of 
gentilesh4 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,n4 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 pressb2 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.

חוֹת  סְפִינָה פָּ נַן: אֵין מַפְלִיגִין בִּ נוּ רַבָּ תָּ
ה  מֶּ בַּ ת.  בָּ ַ לַשּׁ קוֹדֶם  יָמִים  ה  לשָֹׁ מִשְּׁ
בָרִים אֲמוּרִים – לִדְבַר הָרְשׁוּת, אֲבָל  דְּ
מֵי. וּפוֹסֵק עִמּוֹ  יר דָּ פִּ לִדְבַר מִצְוָה – שַׁ
בּוֹת, וְאֵינוֹ שׁוֹבֵת, דִבְרֵי  עַל מְנָת לִשְׁ
אוֹמֵר:  מְלִיאֵל  גַּ ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ ן  רַבָּ י.  רַבִּ
עֶרֶב  אֵינוֹ צָרִיךְ. וּמִצּוֹר לְצִידָן, אֲפִילּוּ בְּ

.ר ת מוּתָּ בָּ שַׁ

ל גּוֹיִם  נַן: אֵין צָרִין עַל עֲיָירוֹת שֶׁ נוּ רַבָּ תָּ
ת,  בָּ ַ לַשּׁ קוֹדֶם  יָמִים  ה  לשָֹׁ מִשְּׁ חוֹת  פָּ
וְאִם הִתְחִילוּ – אֵין מַפְסִיקִין. וְכֵן הָיָה 
אֲפִילוּ   – הּ״  רִדְתָּ “עַד  אוֹמֵר:  אי  מַּ שַׁ

ת. בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ

מְלִיאֵל נוֹהֲגִין  ן גַּ מְעוֹן בֶּ ן שִׁ “אָמַר רַבָּ
ךְ  י צָדוֹק: כָּ נְיָא, אָמַר רַבִּ הָיוּ וכו׳״. תַּ
מְלִיאֵל  גַּ ן  רַבָּ ית  בֵּ ל  שֶׁ מִנְהָגוֹ  הָיָה 
ה  לשָֹׁ לֵי לָבָן לַכּוֹבֵס שְׁ הָיוּ נוֹתְנִין כְּ שֶׁ
ת, וּצְבוּעִים אֲפִילּוּ  בָּ ַ יָמִים קוֹדֶם לַשּׁ
לָמַדְנוּ  בְרֵיהֶם  וּמִדִּ ת.  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב  בְּ
מִן  יוֹתֵר  סָן  לְכַבְּ ים  קָשִׁ בָנִים  הַלְּ ֶ שּׁ

בוּעִין. הַצְּ

מָנָא  הַהוּא  לֵיהּ  יָהֵיב  הֲוָה  יֵי  אַבַּ
ה  מָּ כַּ לֵיהּ:  אֲמַר  לְקָצְרָא,  צְבִיעָא  דִּ
דְחִיוָרָא.  וֵיהּ? אָמַר לֵיהּ: כִּ עֵית עִילָּ בָּ
אֲמַר  נַן.  רַבָּ קְדָמוּךָ  בָר  כְּ לֵיהּ:  אֲמַר 
יָהֵיב מָנָא לְקָצְרָא –  יֵי: הַאי מַאן דְּ אַבַּ
קוֹל  חָא נִשְׁ חָא נֵיתִיב לֵיהּ, וּבְמִשְׁ מִשְׁ בְּ
מְתַחֵיהּ,  אִי טְפֵי – אַפְסַדֵיהּ, דִּ יהּ. דְּ מִינֵּ

כְוַוצֵיהּ. צִיר – אַפְסַדֵיהּ, דִּ וְאִי בְּ

טּוֹעֲנִין כו׳״. מַאי  וִין אֵלּוּ וָאֵלּוּ שֶׁ “וְשָׁ
אי,  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ הוּ  בְּ גְזַרוּ  דִּ הוּ  כּוּלְּ נָא  שְׁ
וְעִיגּוּלֵי  ד  ית הַבַּ בֵּ נָא קוֹרוֹת  וּמַאי שְׁ
אִי עָבֵיד לְהוּ  זַרוּ? הָנַךְ דְּ לָא גְּ ת דְּ הַגַּ
הוּ  זַרוּ בְּ את – גְּ ת – מִיחַיַּיב חַטָּ בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ
כָה,  חֲשֵׁ עִם  ת  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ
אִי  דְּ ת  הַגַּ וְעִיגּוּלֵי  ד  הַבַּ ית  בֵּ קוֹרוֹת 
מִיחַיַּיב  לָא  ת  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ לְהוּ  עָבֵיד 

זַרוּ. את – לָא גְּ חַטָּ

n2One may not set sail on a ship – סְפִינָה  Many :אֵין מַפְלִיגִין בִּ
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, it is permitted (Rabbeinu Ĥananel). 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 
as if it is 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).

n3He must stipulate with the gentile ship captain on the 
condition that he rests, and he does not rest – ֹוּפוֹסֵק עִמּו 
וְאֵינוֹ שׁוֹבֵת בּוֹת,  לִשְׁ  The Sages already established :עַל מְנָת 
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 (ge’onim).

n4The Sages already preceded you – נַן בָר קְדָמוּךָ רַבָּ  With this :כְּ
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).

notes

h3One may not set sail on a ship fewer than three days before 
Shabbat – ת בָּ ַ לַשּׁ יָמִים קוֹדֶם  ה  לשָֹׁ חוֹת מִשְּׁ פָּ סְפִינָה  בִּ  :אֵין מַפְלִיגִין 
One who sails for a non-mitzva matter is not permitted 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 Ĥananel; Rosh; Tosafot; 
Vilna Gaon) and some ruled that it is prohibited (Ran; Rabbeinu 

Zeraĥya 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 248:1).

h4One may not lay siege to cities of gentiles, etc. – אֵין צָרִין עַל 

ל גּוֹיִם וכו׳  When initiating an optional war with a siege :עֲיָירוֹת שֶׁ
of cities of gentiles, 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, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 249).

halakha

b2Beams of the olive press – ד ית הַבַּ  In this picture, the  :קוֹרוֹת בֵּ
olives, in baskets, are placed on a slightly elevated surface. 
A long 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

background
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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 Ĥanina 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,h5 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 Elazarp1 the tanna. As 
we learned in a mishna: With regard to honeycombs that he 
crushed on Shabbat eveN1 and the honey came out on its own on 
Shabbat day, it is 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 Ĥanina, 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 liq-
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 Ĥanina did not know this barai-
ta.n2

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 Ĥanina, 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 Ĥanina said 
that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Here it is referring to items that lack 
grinding,h1 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 Ĥanina 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.

ילָא  מִמֵּ אָתֵי  דְּ י  מִידֵּ כָל  דְּ נָא  תְּ מַאן 
ר( חֲנִינָא:  י יוֹסֵי )בַּ מֵי? אָמַר רַבִּ יר דָּ פִּ שַׁ
וּם  הַשּׁ תְנַן:  דִּ הִיא.  מָעֵאל  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ
עוֹד  מִבְּ קָן  רִסְּ שֶׁ לִילוֹת  וְהַמְּ וְהַבּוֹסֶר 
יִגְמוֹר  אוֹמֵר:  מָעֵאל  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ יוֹם, 

י עֲקִיבָא אוֹמֵר: ךְ, וְרַבִּ חְשַׁ תֶּ ֶ מִשּׁ

NOTES
n1One may put food before the dog – נוֹתְנִין מְזוֹנוֹת 
לֶב  Some say that one may give food even to :לִפְנֵי הַכֶּ
a dog that does not belong to the homeowner, as it 
was already 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’iri) 
during the Plague of the First-born. The Gemara ex-
plains why the statement with regard to the non-Jew 
was necessary, but does not explain why it would not 
have been sufficient to state the halakha with regard 
to the non-Jew 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 non-Jew 
(Rav Elazar Moshe Horovitz).

n2One may not set sail on a ship – סְפִינָה  :אֵין מַפְלִיגִין בִּ
Many reasons were given for the prohibition to sail 
on a ship. Some explained that it is referring specifi-
cally to a ship that passes through water less than ten 
handbreadths deep, as then it is considered that he 
went beyond the Shabbat boundary. However, in the 
Mediterranean Sea and similar bodies of water, it is 
permitted (Rabbeinu Ĥananel). 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 (Tosafot). Based on the context, there 
were those who explained that the three days before 
Shabbat are already considered as if it is just before 
Shabbat. He 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, they prohibited him from 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 ex-
perience the enjoyment of Shabbat at all. Therefore, 
he must leave earlier (Rif, Rosh).

n3He must stipulate with the non-Jewish ship cap-
tain on the condition that he rests and he does 
not rest – בּוֹת, וְאֵינוֹ שׁוֹבֵת  The :וּפוֹסֵק עִמּוֹ עַל מְנָת לִשְׁ
Sages already established that a Jew need not even 
attempt to have a ship captained by a non-Jew rest 
on Shabbat. The reason for this ruling is due to defer-
ence towards Heaven; so that the non-Jew should 
not think that Jews are indifferent to the sanctity of 
Shabbat (Geonim).

n4The Sages already preceded you – נַן בָר קְדָמוּךָ רַבָּ  :כְּ
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).

HALAKHA
h1One may put food before the dog in the court-
yard… before the non-Jew – לֶב  נוֹתְנִין מְזוֹנוֹת לִפְנֵי הַכֶּ
לִפְנֵי הַגּוֹי חָצֵר…   One may place food on Shabbat :בֶּ
in the courtyard for a non-Jew or for a dog to eat. 
If the non-Jew picks up the food and goes out, the 
Jew need not react. However, one may not give the 
non-Jew objects, as that would appear to be a busi-
ness transaction. That is only permitted in exigent 
circumstances or for the purpose of fulfilling a mitzva 
(Be’er Heitev, Shulĥan Arukh HaRav; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:21; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 328:1).

h2One may not send a letter in the hand of a non-
Jew – גּוֹי יַד  בְּ רֶת  חִין אִיגֶּ לְּ  If a Jew set a price :אֵין מְשַׁ
in advance for a non-Jew to deliver a letter, the Jew 
may give the letter to the non-Jew on Shabbat eve at 
nightfall. In a case where he did not set a price in ad-
vance, 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 non-Jew even on 
Sunday. There are those who permit to do so when 
the letter’s destination is nearby (Magen Avraham). 
This halakha is in accordance with the version of the 
text that totally prohibits sending a letter. Others per-
mit sending a letter with a non-Jew on Wednesday 
and Thursday, based on our version of the Gemara 
(Rema, Magen Avraham). In exigent circumstances, 
one may rely on that opinion and send a letter with 
a non-Jew (Rema, Shulĥan Arukh HaRav; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:2; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 247:5).

h3One may not set sail on a ship fewer than three 
days before Shabbat – חוֹת פָּ סְפִינָה  בִּ מַפְלִיגִין   אֵין 
ת בָּ ַ לַשּׁ יָמִים קוֹדֶם  ה  לשָֹׁ -One who sails for a non :מִשְּׁ
mitzva matter is not permitted 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, Rab-
beinu Ĥananel, Rosh, Tosafot, Vilna Gaon) and some 
ruled that it is prohibited (Ran, Rabbeinu Zeraĥya 
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 Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
24:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 248:1).

h4One may not lay siege to cities of non-Jews 
etc. – ל גּוֹיִם וכו׳  When initiating :אֵין צָרִין עַל עֲיָירוֹת שֶׁ
an optional war with a siege of cities of non-Jews, it 
must be initiated three days before Shabbat. Once 
the siege began, it is not suspended on Shabbat, 
even in an optional war and it goes without saying 
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 Oraĥ Ĥayyim 249).

h5The garlic and the unripe grapes and the stalks 
that he crushed – קָן רִסְּ שֶׁ לִילוֹת  וְהַמְּ וְהַבּוֹסֶר  וּם   הַשּׁ
עוֹד יוֹם  If the weighted beam of the olive press :מִבְּ
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 21:16; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
252:5).

LANGUAGE
l1House of the mail-carrier [bei do’ar] – י דּוֹאַר  It :בֵּ
seems that the origin of the word, do’ar, mail, is from 
the Arabic dor, which means to go around. From this 
root came the word davar, which also passed also 
into Farsi, meaning the man hired to pass letters from 
city to city for pay (Geonim).

BACKGROUND
b1Babylonian kutaĥ – בְלִי הַבַּ  The kutaĥ was :כּוּתָח 
made from milk, water, salt and bread crumbs and 
was very sour. Because of its sharp taste, they used 
the kutaĥ mainly as a spice. As a result it kept for a 
long time. Because kutaĥ was a typical Babylonian 
food, many of the people of Eretz Yisrael could not 
get used to it; even those who did continued to call 
it, Babylonian kutaĥ.

b2Beams of the olive press – ד ית הַבַּ  ,The olives :קוֹרוֹת בֵּ
in baskets, are placed, in this picture, in a slightly el-
evated place. A long beam, one end of which is set in 
a hole in the wall, is placed on the baskets. Weights or 
large rocks were attached to the end of the beam that 
was placed on the baskets, which weighed it down 
and pressed the olives. In that way, oil was squeezed 
into containers prepared for that purpose.
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י  רַבִּ אָמַר:  אֶלְעָזָר  י  וְרַבִּ יִגְמוֹ.ר  לאֹ 
בַשׁ  דְּ חַלּוֹת  תְנַן:  דִּ הִיא.  אֶלְעָזָר 
ת וְיָצְאוּ מֵעַצְמָן –  בָּ עֶרֶב שַׁ קָן בְּ רִיסְּ שֶׁ

י.ר י אֶלְעָזָר מַתִּ אָסוּר, וְרַבִּ

ר חֲנִינָא מַאי טַעְמָא לָא  י יוֹסֵי בַּ וְרַבִּ
הָתָם  לָךְ:  אָמַר  אֶלְעָזָר?  י  רַבִּ כְּ אָמַר 
רָא אוֹכֶל וּלְבַסּוֹף אוֹכֶל,  מֵעִיקָּ הוּא דְּ
א  תָּ וְהָשְׁ אוֹכֶל  רָא  מֵעִיקָּ  – הָכָא 
הָא  לָךְ:  אָמַר  אֶלְעָזָר  י  וְרַבִּ קֶה.  מַשְׁ
אֲפִילּוּ  דַּ אֶלְעָזָר  י  לְרַבִּ לֵיהּ  מְעִינַן  שָׁ
י  כִּ הָא  דְּ רֵי,  שָׁ נַמִי  וַעֲנָבִים  זֵיתִים 
עָא, אֲתָא  הַרְדְּ עֲיָא מִנְּ אֲתָא רַב הוֹשַׁ
ידֵיהּ: זֵיתִים וַעֲנָבִים  וְאַיְיתִי מַתְנִיתָא בִּ
ת וְיָצְאוּ מֵעַצְמָן –  בָּ קָן מֵעֶרֶב שַׁ רִיסְּ שֶׁ
 – שִמְעוֹן  י  וְרַבִּ אֶלְעָזָר  י  רַבִּ אֲסוּרִין, 
רַיְיתָא  ר חֲנִינָא, בָּ י יוֹסֵי בַּ ירִין. וְרַבִּ מַתִּ

מִיעַ לֵיהּ. לָא שְׁ

אָמַר  לאֹ  טַעְמָא  מַאי  אֶלְעָזָר  י  וְרַבִּ
לָךְ:  אָמַר  חֲנִינָא?  ר  בַּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ כְּ
ר  בַּ רָבָא  אָמַר  עֲלָהּ,  מַר  אִיתְּ לָאו 
רִין  מְחוּסָּ בִּ יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  חֲנִינָא 
י  כִּ לִיגִי,  פְּ לָא  עָלְמָא  י  כוּלֵּ דְּ  – יכָה  דִּ
חִיקָה, וְהָנֵי נַמִי –  רִין שְׁ מְחוּסָּ לִיגִי – בִּ פְּ
י יוֹסֵי  מוּ. הוֹרָה רַבִּ יכָה דָּ רִין דִּ מְחוּסָּ כִּ

מָעֵאל. י יִשְׁ רַבִּ ר חֲנִינָא כְּ בַּ

h5The garlic and the unripe grapes and the stalks that he 
crushed while it was still day – לִילוֹת וְהַמְּ וְהַבּוֹסֶר  וּם   הַשּׁ
עוֹד יוֹם קָן מִבְּ רִסְּ  If the weighted beam of the olive press :שֶׁ
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 
21:16; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 252:5).

halakha

p1Rabbi Elazar – י אֶלְעָזָר  This is Rabbi Elazar ben Shamua, a :רַבִּ
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 Yoĥanan 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.

Personalities

n1Honeycombs that he crushed on Shabbat eve – ׁבַש  חַלּוֹת דְּ
ת בָּ עֶרֶב שַׁ קָן בְּ רִיסְּ  A honeycomb is a mass of hexagonal wax :שֶׁ
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

n2Did not know this baraita – ּמִיעַ לֵיה רַיְיתָא לָא שְׁ  Since there :בָּ
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.

notes

h1Items that lack grinding – יכָה דִּ רִין  מְחוּסָּ  Garlic, unripe :בִּ
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 Ĥanina and according to Rabbi Yoĥanan (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:13; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 321:19).

halakha
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Since the Gemara raised issues related to the olive press, it cites other 
connected matters: Oil of olive pressersn3h2 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,h3 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 Naĥman said: A goat raised for its milk, and a ewe that is raised 
for shearing its wool, and a chicken raised for its egg,h4 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 Ĥarta 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 Ravn4 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.

MISHNA 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,h5 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 may, ab initio, kindle the fire 
in the bonfire of the Chamber of the Hearthn5b2 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. 

ין,  דִּ דָּ ל בַּ ין וּמַחְצָלוֹת שֶׁ דִּ דָּ ל בַּ מֶן שֶׁ שֶׁ
י  רַכֵּ כְּ הָנֵי  רֵי.  שָׁ מוּאֵל  וּשְׁ אָסַר  רַב 
אָמַר  רֵי.  שָׁ מוּאֵל  וּשְׁ אָסַר  רַב  זוּזֵי,  דְּ
לְגִיזָתָהּ  וְרָחֵל  לַחֲלָבָהּ,  עֵז  נַחְמָן:  רַב 
דְרִידְיָא,  וְתוֹרֵי  לְבֵיצָתָהּ,  וְתַרְנְגוֹלֶת 
מוּאֵל  וְתַמְרֵי דְעִיסְקָא – רַב אָסַר, וּשְׁ
פְלוּגְתָא  בִּ לְגִי  וְקָמִיפַּ .ר  מוּתָּ אָמַר: 

מְעוֹן. י שִׁ י יְהוּדָה וְרַבִּ דְרַבִּ

א  חַרְתָּ בְּ אוֹרֵי  דְּ לְמִידָא  תַּ הַהוּא 
רַב  יהּ  מְתֵּ שַׁ מְעוֹן,  שִׁ י  רַבִּ כְּ אַרְגִיז  דְּ
סְבִירָא  מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ כְּ וְהָא  הַמְנוּנָא. 
עֵי לֵיהּ  רַב הֲוָה, לָא אִיבָּ אַתְרֵיהּ דְּ לָן! בְּ
חַד  לְמִידֵי,  תַּ רֵי  תְּ הָנֵי  הָכִי.  לְמֶיעֱבַד 
ע  אַרְבַּ בְּ יל  מַצִּ וְחַד  מָנָא  חַד  בְּ יל  מַצִּ
פְלוּגְתָא  בִּ לְגִי  וְקָמִיפַּ מָאנֵי.  וְחָמֵשׁ 

ר זַבְדָא וְרַב הוּנָא. ה בַּ רַבָּ דְּ

צָל וּבֵיצָה  ר בָּ שָׂ מתני׳ אֵין צוֹלִין בָּ
אֵין  יוֹם.  עוֹד  מִבְּ יִּצּוֹלוּ  שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ א  אֶלָּ
וְלאֹ  כָה  חֲשֵׁ עִם  נּוּר  לַתַּ ת  פַּ נוֹתְנִין 
דֵי  כְּ א  אֶלָּ חָלִים  גֶּ י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  חֲרָרָה 
י  רַבִּ יוֹם,  עוֹד  מִבְּ נֶיהָ  פָּ יִּקְרְמוּ  שֶׁ
חְתּוֹן  יִּקְרוֹם הַתַּ דֵי שֶׁ אֱלִיעֶזֶר אוֹמֵר: כְּ
נּוּר  תַּ בַּ סַח  הַפֶּ אֶת  לִין  שְׁ לְּ .מְשַׁ הּ  לָּ שֶׁ
הָאוּר  אֶת  וּמַאֲחִיזִין  כָה,  חֲשֵׁ עִם 

ית הַמּוֹקֵד, מְדוּרַת בֵּ בִּ

NOTES
n1He did not know this baraita – ּמִיעַ לֵיה רַיְיתָא לָא שְׁ  :בָּ
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.

n2Oil of olive pressers – ין דִּ דָּ בַּ ל  מֶן שֶׁ  According to :שֶׁ
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 object that assumed its present form on Shabbat 
[nolad], which, by definition was set aside from use, 
muktze, on Shabbat and the Festivals. According to 
this explanation, the connection between this prob-
lem and the previous matter is clear. Previously, the 
additional oil from the olive press in connection to 
the actual prohibited labor was discussed, and here 
the discussion is whether one is permitted to eat 
it and move it (Rabbeinu Ĥananel, Tosafot, Rashba 
and others).

n3In the place of Rav – רַב אַתְרֵיהּ דְּ  In general all of :בְּ
Jewish Babylonia was divided into the place of Rav, 
under Rav’s jurisdiction, and the place of Shmuel, 
under Shmuel’s jurisdiction. This division remained 
intact, despite many changes affecting different as-
pects of the situation, until the period of the ge’onim. 
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 is inappropriate to publicize an opin-
ion that was contrary to that Sage’s opinion. That is 
the case even if his halakhic opinion in the matter 
was not the accepted one. Residents in that Sage’s 
sphere of influence are obligated to follow him in all 
matters, even if his halakhic opinion was not univer-
sally accepted by the other Sages.

n4And one may kindle the fire in the bonfire of the 
Chamber of the Hearth – מְדוּרַת  וּמַאֲחִיזִין אֶת הָאוּר בִּ
ית הַמּוֹקֵד  The Chamber of the Hearth was one of :בֵּ
the chambers of the Temple and there was a bon-
fire to warm the priests in the chamber. Since the 
priests worked barefoot, wore light clothing, and 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 themselves. 
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 Tem-
ple, and the Temple area was governed exclusively 
by Torah law, without additional rabbinic restrictions 
and fences.

HALAKHA
h1Things that lack grinding – יכָה דִּ רִין  מְחוּסָּ  Garlic :בִּ
and 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 forbidden 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 Yossei son of 
Rabbi Ĥanina and according to Rabbi Yoĥanan (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:13; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 321:19).

h2Oil of olive pressers – ין דִּ דָּ ל בַּ מֶן שֶׁ  Oil that emerges :שֶׁ
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).

h3Carrying vessels that he is careful about – טִלְטוּל 
יד עֲלֵיהֶם לִים שֶמַקְפִּ  One is prohibited from moving :כֵּ
vessels or tools, which one takes measures to ensure 
not to damage them through use. This is similar to 
the legal status of items that are set aside [muktze] 
due to financial loss, as per the ruling of Rav (Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 308:1).

h4A goat for its milk, and a ewe for its shearing, and 
a chicken for its egg etc. – ּלְגִיזָתָה וְרָחֵל   עֵז לַחֲלָבָהּ, 
 Any detached food that is fit for :וְתַרְנְגוֹלֶת לְבֵיצָתָהּ וכו׳
consumption does not have muktze status on Shab-
bat, even if it was set aside for sale, as per the opin-
ions of Rabbi Shimon and Shmuel and the conclu-
sion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 24:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 310:2).

h5One may only place dough to bake into bread in 
the oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall – ת  אֵין נוֹתְנִין פַּ
כָה וכו׳ נּוּר עִם חֲשֵׁ  One may only place bread in the :לַתַּ
oven on Shabbat eve at nightfall if the side of the 
loaf stuck to the oven has formed 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 fac-
ing the fire. The bread is considered to have formed 
a crust when strings of dough no longer protrude 
from the loaf (see tractate Menaĥot 78b; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:18; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 310:5).

PERSONALITIES
p1Rabbi Elazar – י אֶלְעָזָר  This is Rabbi Elazar ben :רַבִּ
Shamua, a tanna in the generation before the redac-
tion 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 Kokhva’s rebellion, Rabbi Elazar was among 
the leaders of the generation. Despite the dire situ-
ation, many students studied with him. Among his 
main students was Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, Rabbi, 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 Yoĥanan 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 was a hundred and five 
years old when he was killed. He is listed among the 
ten martyrs murdered by Romans.

BACKGROUND
b1The Chamber of the Hearth – ית הַמּוֹקֵד -The Cham :בֵּ
ber of the Hearth was a large room along the north-
ern 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 pur-
pose 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.

n3Oil of olive pressers – ין דִּ דָּ בַּ ל  שֶׁ מֶן   According to :שֶׁ
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-
ject that 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 Ĥananel, Tosafot; Rashba; and others).

n4In the place of Rav – רַב דְּ אַתְרֵיהּ   In general, all of :בְּ
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 ge’onim. 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.

n5And one may kindle the fire in the bonfire of the 
Chamber of the Hearth – מְדוּרַת בִּ  וּמַאֲחִיזִין אֶת הָאוּר 
ית הַמּוֹקֵד  The Chamber of the Hearth was one of the :בֵּ
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.

notes

h2Oil of olive pressers – ין דִּ דָּ בַּ ל  מֶן שֶׁ  Oil that emerges from :שֶׁ
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).

h3Carrying vessels that he is careful about – יד מַקְפִּ לִים שֶׁ  טִלְטוּל כֵּ
 It is prohibited to move a vessel or tool that one values :עֲלֵיהֶם
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 

to financial loss, as per the ruling of Rav (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 308:1).

h4A goat for its milk, and a ewe for shearing its wool, and 
a chicken for its egg, etc. – וְתַרְנְגוֹלֶת לְגִיזָתָהּ  וְרָחֵל   עֵז לַחֲלָבָהּ, 
 Any detached food that is fit for consumption does :לְבֵיצָתָהּ וכו׳
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 310:2).

h5One may only place dough to bake into bread in the oven 

on Shabbat eve at nightfall – כָה נּוּר עִם חֲשֵׁ ת לַתַּ  One :אֵין נוֹתְנִין פַּ
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 Menaĥot 78b; Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:18; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 254:5).

halakha

b2The Chamber of the Hearth – ית הַמּוֹקֵד  The Chamber :בֵּ
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.

background
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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 amounth1 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.

GEMARA 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,p1h2 
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 Yoĥanan 
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.n1h3 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, 
Ĥananya 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 ovenb1 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.h4

כ.

Perek I
Daf 20  Amud a

הָאוּר  אֱחוֹז  תֶּ שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ  – בוּלִין  וּבַגְּ
פֶחָמִין  בְּ אוֹמֵר:  יְהוּדָה  י  רַבִּ רוּבּוֹ.  בְּ

הוּא. ל שֶׁ כָּ

אָמַר  אֶלְעָזָר  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  ה?  וְכַמָּ גמ׳ 
מַאֲכַל  עוֹד יוֹם כְּ יִּצּוֹלוּ מִבְּ דֵי שֶׁ רַב: כְּ
מַר נַמִי, אָמַר רַב אַסִי  רוֹסַאי. אִיתְּ ן דְּ בֶּ
מַאֲכַל  כְּ הוּא  שֶׁ ל  כָּ יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
וּלֵי  ישּׁ בִּ וּם  מִשּׁ בּוֹ  אֵין   – רוֹסַאי  דְּ ן  בֶּ
הוּא  ל שֶׁ נְיָא, חֲנַנְיָא אוֹמֵר: כָּ גּוֹיִם. תַּ
הוֹתוֹ  ר לְהַשְׁ רוֹסַאי מוּתָּ ן דְּ מַאֲכַל בֶּ כְּ
רוּפָה  אֵין גְּ י שֶׁ ירָה, וְאַף עַל פִּ י כִּ בֵּ עַל גַּ

וּקְטוּמָה.

עֲיָא  אִיבַּ ת כו׳״.  הַפַּ נוֹתְנִין אֶת  “אֵין 
נּוּר, אוֹ  תַּ י  גַבֵּ דְּ חְתּוֹן״ הָאֵיךְ  לְהוּ: “תַּ
י הָאוּר?  גַבֵּ חְתּוֹן״ הָאֵיךְ דְּ ילְמָא: “תַּ דִּ
דֵי  כְּ אוֹמֵר:  אֱלִיעֶזֶר  י  רַבִּ מַע,  שְׁ א  תָּ

נּוּ.ר תַּ קִין בַּ נֶיהָ הַמְדוּבָּ יִּקְרְמוּ פָּ שֶׁ

h1With coals of any amount – הוּא ל שֶׁ פֶחָמִין כָּ -Some authori :בְּ
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 Yeruĥam). Others 
differ (Beit Yosef; Taz; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
3:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 255:1-2).

h2Like the food of ben Drosai – רוֹסַאי ן דְּ מַאֲכַל בֶּ  On Shabbat, it :כְּ
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 3:16, 
9:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 254:2).

h3Like the food of ben Drosai no longer has a problem of the 
cooking of gentiles – וּלֵי גּוֹיִם ישּׁ וּם בִּ רוֹסַאי אֵין בּוֹ מִשּׁ ן דְּ מַאֲכַל בֶּ  :כְּ
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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 113:8).

h4So that its surface…will form a crust – ָנֶיה יִּקְרְמוּ פָּ  One may :שֶׁ
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, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer as the discussion 
in the Gemara was according to his opinion (Taz; Vilna Gaon; 
Shulĥan 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 (Shulĥan Arukh HaRav; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:18; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 254:5).

halakha

p1Ben Drosai – רוֹסַאי ן דְּ  Ben Drosai, mentioned here, is the name, or :בֶּ
nickname of a man who lived in Eretz Yisrael; he was a contemporary 
of the amora Rabbi Yoĥanan. 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.

Personalities

n1Of the cooking of gentiles – וּלֵי גּוֹיִם ישּׁ וּם בִּ  The main discussion :מִשּׁ
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.

notes

b1Bread in the oven – נּוּר תַּ ת בַּ  The ovens in those days were made :פַּ
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.

Oven with bread stuck to its sides

background
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We learned in the mishna that one may lower the Paschal lambh5 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 
or a lamb (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 fireh6 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 Ĥisda 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 
it is still day? Rather, Rav Ĥisda said, it should be understood as follows: 
When the verse came, it came to permit burning the limbs and fatsn2 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 areash7 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,n3 which are easier to kindle, and we will place them 
beneath the existing branches to accelerate their burning. Rav Ĥiyya 
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, 
it is  sufficient to ensure that the fire burns on its own (Tosafot).

סַח״. מַאי טַעְמָא?  לִין אֶת הַפֶּ שְׁ לְּ “מְשַׁ
בְנֵי חֲבוּרָה זְרִיזִין הֵן. הָא לָאו  וּם דִּ מִשּׁ
רִיק  ין שְׁ דְיָא, בֵּ הָכִי לָא? וְהָאָמַר מָר: גַּ
הָתָם  מֵי!  דָּ יר  פִּ שַׁ  – רִיק  שְׁ לָא  ין  בֵּ

ח. ח, הָכָא – לָא מִינַתַּ מִינַתַּ

מְנָהָנֵי  וכו’”  הָאוּר  אֶת  “וּמַאֲחִיזִין 
תְבַעֲרוּ  “לאֹ  הוּנָא:  רַב  אָמַר  י?  מִילֵּ
כָל  בְּ מוֹשְבוֹתֵיכֶם”,  כֹל  בְּ אֵשׁ 
מַבְעִיר,  ה  אַתָּ אִי   – מוֹשְבוֹתֵיכֶם 
ית  בֵּ מְדוּרַת  בִּ מַבְעִיר  ה  אַתָּ אֲבָל 
אִי  א:  חִסְדָּ רַב  לָהּ  מַתְקִיף  הַמּוֹקֵד. 
א אָמַר  ת נַמִי! אֶלָּ בָּ ַ שּׁ הָכִי – אֲפִילּוּ בַּ
רֵי  י אֲתָא – לְמִישְׁ א: קְרָא כִּ רַב חִסְדָּ
אֲתָא, וְכהֲֹנִים  אֵבָרִים וּפְדָרִים הוּא דַּ

זְרִיזִין הֵן.

מַאי  כו׳״.  אֱחוֹז  תֶּ שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ בוּלִין  “וּבַגְּ
וְאֶחָד.  ל אֶחָד  כָּ ן? אָמַר רַב: רוֹב  רוּבָּ
יֹאמְרוּ  לּאֹ  שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ אָמַר:  מוּאֵל  וּשְׁ
רַב  נָא  תְּ יהֶן.  חְתֵּ תַּ יחַ  וְנַנִּ עֵצִים  הָבֵא 
הֵא  תְּ דֵי שֶׁ מוּאֵל: כְּ חִיָּיא לְסַיּעֵיהּ לִשְׁ
הֵא  תְּ לְהֶבֶת עוֹלָה מֵאֵילֶיהָ, וְלאֹ שֶׁ שַׁ

בָר אַחֵ.ר לְהֶבֶת עוֹלָה עַל יְדֵי דָּ שַׁ

h5One may lower the Paschal lamb – לִין אֶת שְׁ לְּ  מְשַׁ
סַח  One is permitted to leave a whole lamb that :הַפֶּ
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).

h6And one may light the fire – וּמַאֲחִיזִין אֶת הָאוּר: 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).

h7Bonfire in the outlying areas – בוּלִין גְּ בַּ  It is :מְדוּרָה 
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 
3:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 255:1; Vilna Gaon).

halakha

n2It came to permit limbs and fats – וּפְדָרִים אֵבָרִים  רֵי   לְמִישְׁ
אֲתָא דַּ   It is clear from the Torah that there are offerings :הוּא 
sacrificed 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 

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.

n3Most of each and every one…so that they will not say: 
Bring branches, etc. – ּיֹאמְרו לּאֹ  שֶׁ דֵי  וְאֶחָד…כְּ אֶחָד  ל  כָּ  רוֹב 

וכו׳ עֵצִים   .Rav’s interpretation of the mishna is clear :הָבֵא 
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).

notes
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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 
branchh8 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 Ĥiyya 
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 [aĥ] was burning before him” ( Jeremiah 36:22). 
Amora’im disputed the question: What is the aĥn4 mentioned in 
the verse? Rav said that it means willow branch [aĥvana]. And 
Shmuel said: It is referring to wood that was lit with aĥvana, 
meaning with fraternity [aĥva], i.e., that each piece of wood is 
lit from another, even small ones from large ones. The meaning 
of the word aĥvana was forgotten; the Gemara relates that this 
man, who said to people in the marketplace: Who wants 
aĥvana? 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 [ĥotalot],b3 most of the seeds need to ignite 
before Shabbat. Rav Ĥisda 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, seedsh1 require that most of them ignite. And if he placed 
them in woven baskets, they do not require that most of them 
catch fire.

עֵץ יְחִידִי, רַב אָמַר: רוֹב עָבְיוֹ. וְאָמְרִי 
א:  פָּ פַּ רַב  אָמַר  פוֹ.  הֶיקֵּ רוֹב  בְּ לָהּ: 
רוֹב  וּבָעֵינָן  עָבְיוֹ,  רוֹב  עֵינָן  בָּ ךְ  הִלְכָּ
דֵי  כְּ י חִיָּיא אָמַר:  רַבִּ אֵי,  תַנָּ כְּ פוֹ.  הֶיקֵּ
ן.  הָאוּמָּ לֶאכֶת  מִמְּ הָעֵץ  חֵת  יִּשָׁ שֶׁ
דֵי  כְּ אוֹמֵר:  ירָא  תֵ  בְּ ן  בֶּ יְהוּדָה  י  רַבִּ
נִי צְדָדִין. וְאַף עַל  ְ תּאֹחַז הָאֵשׁ מִשּׁ שֶׁ
בָ.ר “אֵת  בָר זֵכֶר לַדָּ אֵין רְאָיָה לַדָּ י שֶׁ פִּ
נֵי קְצוֹתָיו אָכְלָה הָאֵשׁ וְתוֹכוֹ נָחָר  שְׁ

הֲיִצְלַח לִמְלָאכָה״.

וְהָאָח לְפָנָיו מְבעָֹרֶת״. מַאי אָח? אָמַר 
עֵצִים  אָמַר:  מוּאֵל  וּשְׁ אַחְוָונָא.  רַב: 
אֲמַר לְהוּ:  אַחְוָונָא. הַהוּא דַּ דְלְקוּ בְּ נִּ שֶׁ
ח עַרְבְתָא. כַּ תַּ עֵי אַחְוָונָא. אִשְׁ מַאן בָּ

צְרִיכִין  אֵין  קָנִים  הוּנָא:  רַב  אָמַר 
רְעִינִין אֵין  גַּ רוֹב, אֲגָדָן – צְרִיכִין רוֹב. 
חוֹתָלוֹת – צְרִיכִין  צְרִיכִין רוֹב, נְתָנָן בְּ
ה,  רַבָּ א: אַדְּ רוֹב. מַתְקִיף לָהּ רַב חִסְדָּ
דְרָן,  מִבַּ  – קָנִים  רָא.  בְּ מִסְתַּ כָא  אִיפְּ
דְרָן,  רְעִינִין – מִבַּ דְרָן: גַּ אֲגָדָן – לָא מִבַּ
מַר  דְרָן. אִיתְּ חוֹתָלוֹת – לָא מִבַּ נְתָנָן בְּ

נַמִי,

NOTES
n1The cooking of non-Jews – וּלֵי גּוֹיִם ישּׁ בִּ וּם   The :מִשּׁ
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 non-Jew. The 
reason for this prohibition is the concern that one 
may eat prohibited foods, as well as the desire to 
separate Jews from non-Jews. This does not apply 
to all foods; cooked foods that could be eaten un-
cooked and insignificant foods were not included 
in this prohibition.

n2It came to permit limbs and fats – רֵי אֵבָרִים  לְמִישְׁ
אֲתָא  It is clear from the Torah that there :וּפְדָרִים הוּא דַּ
are offerings sacrificed on Shabbat itself to which 
the prohibitions of Shabbat, i.e., slaughtering the of-
fering, preparing it for sacrifice and kindling the fire 
on the altar, do not apply at all. However, there were 
tasks in the Temple, which 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 prior to Shabbat. Since these 
limbs remained on the altar, therefore, 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.

n3Most of each one and every one…so that they will 
not say: Bring branches etc. – …ל אֶחָד וְאֶחָד כָּ  רוֹב 
לּאֹ יאֹמְרוּ הָבֵא עֵצִים וכו׳ דֵי שֶׁ  Rav’s interpretation of :כְּ
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 opin-
ion requires an explanation. In his opinion, most of 
the bonfire here does not mean a majority, but the 
phrase implies another meaning of the term, “a lot,” as 
in the verse: “According to the multitude [rov] of the 
years” (Leviticus 25:16). A large fire is one that burns 
untended (Rav Elazar Moshe Horovitz).

n4What is this aĥ? – מַאי אָח?: Some say that this pas-
sage does not belong here, but on the next page, 
which deals with the manner in which a willow can 
be used for burning (Rav Tzvi Hirsch Ĥayyot).

HALAKHA
h1With coals of the smallest quantity – ל כָּ פֶחָמִין   בְּ
הוּא  Some authorities ruled in accordance with :שֶׁ
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 
Yeruĥam). Others differ (Beit Yosef, Taz; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 255:2).

h2Like the food of Ben Drosai – רוֹסַאי ן דְּ מַאֲכַל בֶּ  On :כְּ
Shabbat, it is permissible to leave food on the fire that 
was cooked while it was still day like the food of Ben 
Drosai. Opinions differed with regard to the degree 
that the food of Ben Drosai was cooked. Some say 
that it is half-cooked (Rambam). Others say that it 
is one-third cooked (Rashi). On Shabbat, the ruling 
is stringent in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rambam (Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 3:16; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
254:2).

h3Like the food of Ben Drosai no longer has a prob-
lem of the cooking of non-Jews – – רוֹסַאי ן דְּ מַאֲכַל בֶּ  כְּ
גּוֹיִם וּלֵי  ישּׁ בִּ וּם   The situation discuseed is :אֵין בּוֹ מִשּׁ
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 non-Jew, only to be subsequently replaced 
on the fire by a non-Jew; one is permitted to eat the 
food and it does not have the legal status of food 
cooked by a non-Jew 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 non-Jew who 
completed the cooking. If it had not been cooked like 
the food of forty-less-one Drosai, the food is prohib-
ited (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 113:8).

h4So that its surface…will form a crust – ָנֶיה יִּקְרְמוּ פָּ  :שֶׁ
One may only place bread in the oven on Shabbat 
eve at nightfall if the side of the loaf stuck to the 
oven has formed 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 revolved around his opin-
ion (Taz, Vilna Gaon, Shulĥan 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 (Shulĥan Arukh, 
HaRav; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:18; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 254:5).

h5One may lower the Paschal lamb – לִין אֶת שְׁ לְּ  מְשַׁ
סַח  One is permitted to leave a whole lamb, which :הַפֶּ
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 forbidden, 
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).

h6And one may light the fire – וּמַאֲחִיזִין אֶת הָאוּר: 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).

h7A bonfire in the outlying areas – בוּלִין גְּ  It is :מְדוּרָה בַּ
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 opin-
ion of Shmuel, as there is a baraita that supports his 

opinion (Vilna Gaon; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 6:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 255:3).

h8A single branch – עֵץ יְחִידִי: One must light most of 
the width and most of the circumference of a single 
piece of wood before Shabbat, as per the conclusion 
of Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab-
bat 6:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 255:3).

PERSONALITIES
p1Ben Drosai – רוֹסַאי ן דְּ  ,Ben Drosai, mentioned here :בֶּ
is the name, or nickname of a man who lived in Eretz 
Yisrael; he was a contemporary of the amora Rabbi 
Yoĥanan. Ben Drosai was involved in various shady 
dealings. Nevertheless, apparently Ben Drosai was 
known to the Sages and used to obey them. Since 
they were familiar with him, they cite him as an ex-
ample of a person who eats partially cooked foods.

BACKGROUND
b1Bread in the oven – נּוּר תַּ בַּ ת   The ovens in those :פַּ
days were made of earthenware. The oven was ig-
nited from below and through a special opening 
they would stick the dough to the sides of the oven 
for baking. Since this is the way bread was baked in 
an oven, it was difficult to define which side was the 
bottom of the bread.

Side view of an oven with bread stuck to it

b2Woven baskets – חוֹתָלוֹת: The Geonim taught that 
these were woven baskets of dried palm leaves, and 
as a rule, they 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.

כ:
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 – אֲגָדָן  שֶׁ קָנִים  הֲנָא:  כָּ רַב  אָמַר 
צְרִיכִין רוֹב, לאֹ אֲגָדָן אֵין צְרִיכִין רוֹב. 
חוֹתָלוֹת –  רְעִינִין – צְרִיכִין רוֹב, נְתָנָן בְּ גַּ

אֵין צְרִיכִין רוֹב.

h8Single branch – עֵץ יְחִידִי: 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 255:1).

halakha

n4What is the aĥ – מַאי אָח: 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 
Ĥayyot).

notes

b3Woven baskets [ĥotalot]– חוֹתָלוֹת: The ge’onim 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.

background

h1Reeds…seeds, etc. – רְעִינִין וכו׳  If reeds and seeds were :קָנִים…גַּ
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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 255:3).

halakha
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Rav Yosef taught a baraita: Four bonfiresh2 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 Yoĥanan 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].l1 

אֵין  מְדוּרוֹת  ע  אַרְבַּ יוֹסֵף,  רַב  נֵי  תָּ
ל  פְרִית, וְשֶׁ ל גָּ ל זֶפֶת, וְשֶׁ צְרִיכִין רוֹב: שֶׁ
נָא: אַף  מַתְנִיתָא תָּ ל רְבָב. בְּ בִינָה, וְשֶׁ גְּ

בָבָא. ל גְּ ל קַשׁ וְשֶׁ שֶׁ

אֵין  בֶל  בָּ ל  שֶׁ עֵצִים  יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
צְרִיכִין רוֹב. מַתְקִיף לָהּ רַב יוֹסֵף: מַאי 
תִילָה  א פְּ תָּ הִיא? אִילֵימָא סִילְתֵי, הָשְׁ
יַּדְלִיק  שֶׁ צָרִיךְ  דְלִיק  הַמַּ א:  אָמַר עוּלָּ
א  אֶלָּ עֲיָא!  מִבָּ סִילְתֵי  הַיּוֹצֵא,  רוֹב  בְּ
ר  אַרְזָא. רָמִי בַּ אָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף: שׁוֹכָא דְּ

א אָמַר: זַאזָא. אַבָּ

הדרן עלך יציאות השבת

HALAKHA
h1Reeds… seeds etc. – רְעִינִין  If reeds and seeds :קָנִים… גַּ
were bundled and connected and he 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 con-
nected, there is no requirement that most of them 
are lit before Shabbat. This is based on the variant 
reading in the Rif and the Rambam of Rav Kahana’s 

statement. Others rule the opposite, based on that 
version of Rav Kahana’s statement (Rosh; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:21–22; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 255:3).

h2Bonfires – מְדוּרוֹת: It is sufficient to ignite even the 
slightest part of bonfires made of pitch, sulfur, straw 
and rakings, as well as fat and wax, according to the 
variant reading of the Rif, adjacent to Shabbat, as per 
the statement of Rav Yosef and the baraita (Ram-

bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:21–22; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 255:3).

LANGUAGE
l1Hyssop [Zaza] – זַאזָא: This word is apparently tied 
to the Farsi word, zaz, meaning grass. From there, its 
meaning expanded to include combustible grass-like 
materials. According to the ge’onim, zaza means the 
branch of a tree used for burning, and was conju-
gated from the Aramaic.

h2Bonfires – מְדוּרוֹת: It is 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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 255:3).

halakha

l1Hyssop [zaza] – זַאזָא: This word is perhaps related to the 
Middle Persian zāz, meaning grass. According to the ge’onim, 
zaza means the branch of a tree used for burning.

language



�  Perek I . 20b . ׳א רקפ כ: דף   93  93

Summary of 
Perek I

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.





Introduction to 
Perek 

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.
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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 a list of the substances that one may not use as fuel.

MISHNA With what may one light the Shab-
bat lamp, and with what may one 

not light n it? With regard to types of prohibited wicks,h one 
may light neither with cedar bast [lekhesh], nor with un-
combed flax [ĥosen], nor with raw silk [kalakh],lb 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,h 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 [ĥelev]. Naĥum 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.

GEMARA 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 ĥosen. 
Rav Yosef said: Ĥosen is tow, thin chaff that falls off the stalk 
of combed flax.n Abaye said to him: Isn’t it written: “And 
the ĥason shall be as tow” (Isaiah 1:31)? By inference, ĥosen 
is not tow. Rather, Abaye said: Ĥosen 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 Yitzĥak bar Ze’ira said: Kalakh 
is the cocoon of the silkworm [gushkera].l 

The Gemara relates that Ravin and Abaye were sitting be-
fore Rabbana Neĥemya, brother of the Exilarch. Ravin 
saw that Rabbana Neĥemya was wearing metaksa,l 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 shiral 
peranda.l 

The Gemara raises an objection from that which we learned: 
The shira’im, the kalakh, and the sirikin,l 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. 

כ:כ:
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אֵין  ה  וּבַמָּ מַדְלִיקִין  ה  מֶּ בַּ מתני׳ 
וְלאֹ  לֶכֶשׁ,  בְּ לאֹ  מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין  מַדְלִיקִין? 
פְתִילַת הָאִידָן,  כָלָךְ, וְלאֹ בִּ חוֹסֶן, וְלאֹ בְּ בְּ
עַל  ירוֹקָה שֶׁ ר, וְלאֹ בִּ דְבָּ פְתִילַת הַמִּ וְלאֹ בִּ
עֲוָה, וְלאֹ  שַׁ זֶפֶת, וְלאֹ בְּ יִם. וְלאֹ בְּ נֵי הַמַּ פְּ
וְלאֹ  רֵיפָה,  שְׂ מֶן  שֶׁ בְּ וְלאֹ  קִיק,  מֶן  שֶׁ בְּ
אוֹמֵר:  דִי  הַמָּ נַחוּם  חֵלֶב.  בְּ וְלאֹ  אַלְיָה,  בְּ
ל, וַחֲכָמִים אוֹמְרִים:  ָ חֵלֶב מְבוּשּׁ מַדְלִיקִין בְּ
ל – אֵין  ָ אֵינוֹ מְבוּשּׁ ל וְאֶחָד שֶׁ ָ אֶחָד מְבוּשּׁ

מַדְלִיקִין בּוֹ. 

שׁוֹכָא  אַרְזָא.  דְּ שׁוֹכָא   – “לֶכֶשׁ״  גמ׳ 
עַמְרָנִיתָא  בְּ הוּא!  עָלְמָא  בְּ עֵץ  אַרְזָא  דְּ

יהּ.  אִית בֵּ דְּ

ל  שֶׁ יוֹסֵף: נְעוֹרֶת  חוֹסֶן״. אָמַר רַב  בְּ “וְלאֹ 
“וְהָיָה  וְהָכְתִיב:  יֵי:  אַבַּ לֵיהּ  אֲמַר  ן.  תָּ שְׁ פִּ
חוֹסֶן לָאו נְעוֹרֶת  לָל דְּ הֶחָסוֹן לִנְעוֹרֶת״ מִכְּ
דַיִּיק וְלָא  נָא דְּ יתָּ יֵי: כִּ א אֲמַר אַבַּ הוּא! אֶלָּ

נְפִיץ. 

ינְהוּ  אִלְתִּ שְׁ מוּאֵל:  שְׁ אֲמַר  כָלָךְ״.  בְּ “וְלאֹ 
א  כּוּלְכָּ )לָהּ(:  וְאָמְרִי  א,  יַמָּ נָחוֹתֵי  לְכָל 
אֲמַר:  זְעִירָא  ר  בַּ יִצְחָק  רַב  מֵיהּ.  שְׁ

קְרָא.  גּוּשְׁ

נָא נְחֶמְיָה  רַבָּ יהּ דְּ יֵי הָווּ יָתְבִי קַמֵּ רָבִין וְאַבַּ
לָבֵישׁ  הֲוָה  דַּ חַזְיֵיהּ  לוּתָא,  גָּ רֵישׁ  דְּ אֲחוּהּ 
הַיְינוּ  יֵי:  לְאַבַּ רָבִין  לֵיהּ  אָמַר  סָא.  מְטַכְּ
רַנְדָא  פְּ ירָא  שִׁ אֲנַן  לֵיהּ:  אָמַר  תְנַן.  דִּ לָךְ  כָּ

קָרֵינַן לֵיהּ. 

וְהַסִירִיקִין  לָךְ  וְהַכָּ ירָאִים  ִ הַשּׁ מֵיתִיבֵי: 
א.  יוּבְתָּ רָבִין תְּ א דְּ יוּבְתָּ צִיצִית! תְּ חַיָּיבִין בְּ
ירָא  וְשִׁ לְחוּד  ירָא  שִׁ אֵימָא:  עֵית  אִיבָּ

רַנְדָא לְחוּד.  פְּ

With what may one light and with what may one not light, 
etc. – ה אֵין מַדְלִיקִין וכו׳ וּבַמָּ ה מַדְלִיקִין  מֶּ  Lighting the Shabbat :בַּ
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 – ן תָּ שְׁ ל פִּ  ,According to the Gemara :נְעוֹרֶת שֶׁ
the verse from Isaiah: “And the strong [ĥason] shall be as tow 
[ne’oret],” 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).

notes

Disqualifications of wicks – תִילוֹת פְּ סוּלֵי   One may not make :פְּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:1).

Disqualification of oils – מָנִים סוּל שְׁ  It is only permitted to light :פְּ
Shabbat lamps using oil that is drawn easily by the wick, as per the 
list in 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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:3).

halakha

Raw silk [kalakh] – ְלָך  Perhaps this word is related to the Persian :כָּ
kurg, which means a delicate, soft wool.

The cocoon of the silkworm [gushkera] – קְרָא  The source of :גּוּשְׁ
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 – סָא  This is a Greek word μέταξα, metaxa, meaning :מְטַכְּ
silk, especially raw silk.

Shira – ירָא  ,The words shira’in and shira are Aramaic. Apparently :שִׁ
their source is Chinese by way of the Greek σιρικόν, sirikon.

Peranda – רַנְדָא  From the Middle Persian parand, which means :פְּ
silk.

Sirikin – סִירִיקִין: From the Greek σιρικόν, sirikon, meaning a silk 
garment or silk.

language

Raw silk – ְלָך  :כָּ

Persian silk fabric

background
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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 
a wick.

It was taught in a baraita: The Sages added to the list of 
prohibited wicks in the mishna those made of wool and 
hairh 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,h 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.b 
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.h 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.

יֵי  פְתִילַת הָאִידָן״ אַחֲוִינָא. רָבִין וְאַבַּ “וְלאֹ בִּ
חָזֵינְהוּ  טַמְרוּרִיתָא,  דְּ א  פַקְתָּ בְּ קָאָזְלוּ  הָווּ 
יֵי: הַיְינוּ  תָא. אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבִין לְאַבַּ לְהָנְהוּ אַרְבָּ
עָלְמָא  בְּ עֵץ  הַהִיא  לֵיהּ:  אֲמַר  תְנַן.  דִּ אִידָן 
ינִי.  בֵינִי בֵּ הוּא! קְלַף וְאַחֲוֵי לֵיהּ עַמְרָנִיתָא דְּ

בְרָא. ר״ שַׁ פְתִילַת הַמִדְבָּ “וְלאֹ בִּ

עַל כו׳״. מַאי הִיא? אִילֵימָא  ירוֹקָה שֶׁ “וְלאֹ בִּ
א  חֲרִיצִי – אִיפְרוּכִי מְפָרְכַן! אֶלָּ מְתָא דַּ אוּכָּ

א.  אַרְבָּ מְתָא דְּ א: אוּכָּ פָּ אָמַר רַב פַּ

עָ.ר  שֵׂ ל  וְשֶׁ צֶמֶר  ל  שֶׁ עֲלֵיהֶן  הוֹסִיפוּ  נָא:  תָּ
 – עָר  שֵׂ וֵויץ,  כַּ מִכְוַוץ  צֶמֶר  ידַן:  דִּ א  וְתַנָּ

אִיחֲרוּכֵי מִיחֲרַךְ. 

 – עֲוָה  שַׁ א,  זִיפְתָּ  – זֶפֶת  זֶפֶת״.  בְּ “וְלאֹ 
תִילוֹת,  פְּ סוּל  פְּ  – אן  כָּ עַד  נָא:  תָּ קִירוּתָא. 
עֲוָה  יטָא! שַׁ שִׁ מָנִים. פְּ סוּל שְׁ אן וְאֵילָךְ – פְּ מִכָּ
תֵימָא: לִפְתִילוֹת נַמִי  אִיצְטְרִיכָא לֵיהּ, מַהוּ דְּ

מָע לָן.  לָא חַזְיָא, קָא מַשְׁ

סוֹלְתָא  פְּ  – עִטְרָנָא  אָבִין:  ר  בַּ רָמִי  אֲמַר 
א.  דוּבְשָׁ סוֹלְתָא דְּ עֲוָה – פְּ זִיפְתָא, שַׁ דְּ

NOTES
With what may one light and with what may one 
not light etc. – ה אֵין מַדְלִיקִין וכו וּבַמָּ ה מַדְלִיקִין  מֶּ  :’בַּ
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 per-
son will abandon the Shabbat lights, defeating the 
purpose, which is to enjoy their light (see Rambam).

Of combed flax – ן תָּ פִשְׁ ל  שֶׁ  According to :נְעוֹרֶת 
the Gemara, the verse from Isaiah: “And the strong 
[ĥason] shall be as tow [ne’oret],” refers to processing 
the flax. In the course of that process, 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
Disqualifications of wicks – תִילוֹת סוּלֵי פְּ  One may :פְּ
not make wicks for Shabbat lamps from material that 
will cause the flames to jump and flicker, as explained 
in the mishna and Gemara, regardless of where in 
the house they are lit. Even if the alternative is not 
fulfilling the mitzva at all, one may not light with the 
wicks listed in the mishna (Pri Megadim; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:5; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:1).

Disqualification of oils – מָנִים סוּל שְׁ -One is only per :פְּ

mitted to light Shabbat lamps using oil that is drawn 
easily by the wick, as per the list in the mishna. Even 
if the alternative is not fulfilling the mitzva at all, one 
may not light with the oils listed in the mishna (Pri 
Megadim; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
5:8; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:3).

The Sages added to the list wicks of wool and 
hair – עָר ל שֵׂ וְשֶׁ ל צֶמֶר   One may not :הוֹסִיפוּ עֲלֵיהֶן שֶׁ
fashion wicks from wool or hair for use on Shabbat, 
as per the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 5:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:1).

Lest you say it is also unfit for use for wicks – ּמַהו 
תֵימָא: לִפְתִילוֹת נַמִי לָא חַזְיָא  One is permitted to light :דְּ
a wax candle or one made of pitch 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 Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 5:8; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:7).

LANGUAGE
Raw silk – ְלָך  Apparently, this word is related to :כָּ
the Persian, kulk or kurg, which means a delicate, 
soft wool.

The cocoon of the silkworm [gushkera] – קְרָא  :גּוּשְׁ
The source of this word appears to be from the Per-
sian, xuskar, which means coarse flour or full of bran. 
This term was also used to connote a low-quality, 
coarse-silk fabric.

Metaksa – סָא  This is a Greek word that means :מְטַכְּ
silk, especially raw silk.

Shira – ירָא -The words, shira’in and shira, are Ara :שִׁ
maic and apparently their source is a Chinese word 
that came to them by way of the Greek, sirikon.

Peranda – רַנְדָא -The source of this word is the Per :פְּ
sian, parand, which means silk.

Sirikin – סִירִיקִין: The source of this word is the Greek, 
sorikon, meaning a silk garment or silk.

BACKGROUND 
Raw silk – ְלָך  כָּ

Persian silk fabric

Pitch and tar – וְעַטְרָן  Until approximately one :זֶפֶת 
hundred years ago, most pitch and tar were extracted 
from trees. The manufacture of wood coal employed 
a method of dry, destructive distillation of trees, the 
derivatives of which were pitch and tar. These materi-
als were used primarily for waterproofing utensils. 

כא.כא.
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.ר ח וּמִמְכָּ הּ? לְמִקָּ לְמַאי נָפְקָא מִינָּ

מַדְלִיקִין  “אֵין  אָמְרוּ  שֶׁ אֵלּוּ  ל  כָּ נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
ין  בֵּ מְדוּרָה,  מֵהֶן  ין  עוֹשִׂ אֲבָל  ת״  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ הֶן  בָּ
לְאוֹרָה,  שׁ  מֵּ תַּ לְהִשְׁ ין  בֵּ נֶגְדָהּ  כְּ ם  לְהִתְחַמֵּ
וְלאֹ  ירָה,  כִּ י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  ין  בֵּ קַרְקַע  י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  ין  בֵּ
לְבַד.  ר בִּ תִילָה לַנֵּ א לַעֲשׂוֹת מֵהֶן פְּ אָסְרוּ אֶלָּ

The Sages added to the list wicks of wool and hair – ּהוֹסִיפו 
עָר ל שֵׂ ל צֶמֶר וְשֶׁ  One may not fashion wicks from wool :עֲלֵיהֶן שֶׁ
or hair for use on Shabbat, as per the baraita (Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:1).

Lest you say it is also unfit for use for wicks – :תֵימָא דְּ  מַהוּ 
נַמִי לָא חַזְיָא  It is permitted to light a wax candle or :לִפְתִילוֹת 
one made of pitch 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:7).

halakha

Pitch and tar – וְעַטְרָן  Until approximately one hundred :זֶפֶת 
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. 

background

However, one may use them to make a bonfire – ה  אֲבָל עוֹשֶׂ
 It is permitted to light a bonfire for Shabbat using :מֵהֶן מְדוּרָה
all the materials that may not be used for making wicks for a 
Shabbat lamp (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:19; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 255:1).

halakha



�  Perek II . 21a . ׳ב רקפ ף כא.ד   99

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 Yitzĥak, 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]b 
of Jonah. Rabba bar bar Ĥana 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 oilh with which 
it is 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 Tosefta: 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 
a principle 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 
floatn 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,n 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,h 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.

מֶן קִיק?  שֶׁ מֶן קִיק וכו׳״. מַאי  שֶׁ בְּ “וְלאֹ 
נְחוּתֵי  לְכָל  ינְהוּ  אֵילְתִּ שְׁ מוּאֵל:  שְׁ אֲמַר 
י הַיָּם  כְרַכֵּ א וַאֲמַרוּ לִי: עוֹף אֶחָד יֵשׁ בִּ יַמָּ
יְהוּדָה  רַב  דְּ רֵיהּ  בְּ יִצְחָק  רַב  מוֹ.  שְׁ וְקִיק 
קָאזָא. רֵישׁ לָקִישׁ אָמַר:  חָא דְּ אָמַר: מִשְׁ
חָנָה:  ר  בַּ ר  בַּ ה  רַבָּ אֲמַר  יוֹנָה.  דְּ קִיקָיוֹן 
יוֹנָה, וְלִצְלוֹלִיבָא  לְדִידִי חֲזִי לִי קִיקָיוֹן דְּ
חָנוּתָא  פּוּם  וְעַל  רָבֵי,  קֵי  פְשְׁ וּמִדִּ מֵי,  דָּ
חָא,  רְצִידוֹהִי עָבְדִי מִשְׁ מַדְלָן יָתֵיהּ, וּמִפַּ

מַעַרְבָא.  רִיחֵי דְּ ל בְּ וּבְעַנְפוֹהִי נַיְיחָן כָּ

אָמְרוּ חֲכָמִים “אֵין  תִילוֹת שֶׁ ה: פְּ אָמַר רַבָּ
הָאוּר  שֶׁ נֵי  מִפְּ  – ת״  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ הֶן  בָּ מַדְלִיקִין 
אָמְרוּ חֲכָמִים  מָנִים שֶׁ הֶן, שְׁ מְסַכְסֶכֶת בָּ
כִין  אֵין נִמְשָׁ נֵי שֶׁ הֶן״ – מִפְּ “אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בָּ

תִילָה. אַחַר הַפְּ

אָמְרוּ  מָנִים שֶׁ ה: שְׁ יֵי מֵרַבָּ יהּ אַבַּ עָא מִינֵּ בְּ
מַהוּ  ת,  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ הֶן  בָּ מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין  חֲכָמִים 
הוּא וְיַדְלִיק? מִי  ל שֶׁ מֶן כָּ ן לְתוֹכָן שֶׁ יִּתֵּ שֶׁ
עֵינַיְיהוּ,  בְּ לְאַדְלוֹקֵי  אָתֵי  ילְמָא  דִּ זְרִינַן  גָּ
מַאי  מַדְלִיקִין.  אֵין  לֵיהּ:  אָמַר  לאֹ?  אוֹ 

אֵין מַדְלִיקִין. טַעְמָא; לְפִי שֶׁ

י  בֵּ דְלִיקִין בּוֹ עַל גַּ מַּ בָר שֶׁ רַךְ דָּ אֵיתִיבֵיהּ: כָּ
מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין   – בּוֹ  מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין  שֶׁ בָר  דָּ
ל  שֶׁ מְלִיאֵל:  גַּ ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ ן  רַבָּ )אָמַר(  בּוֹ. 
י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  תִילָה  פְּ כּוֹרְכִין  הָיוּ  א  אַבָּ ית  בֵּ
אֱגוֹז וּמַדְלִיקִין. קָתָנֵי מִיהַת “מַדְלִיקִין״!

מְעוֹן  ן שִׁ רַבָּ מוֹתְבַתְּ לִי מִדְּ אָמַר לֵיהּ: אַדְּ
א!  קַמָּ א  תַנָּ מִדְּ סַיְּיעִינְהוּ   – מְלִיאֵל  גַּ ן  בֶּ
מָקוֹם  ל  מִכָּ רַב.  ה  מַעֲשֶׂ יָא,  קַשְׁ לָא  הָא 
לאֹ,  לְהַדְלִיק?   – לָאו  מַאי  יָא!  קַשְׁ
טַעְמָא  מַאי   – לְהַקְפּוֹת  אִי  לְהַקְפּוֹת. 
ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ ן  רַבָּ הּ  כּוּלָּ א?  קַמָּ א  תַנָּ דְּ
וְהָכִי  רָא  מִיחַסְּ וְחַסּוּרֵי  הִיא,  מְלִיאֵל  גַּ
י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  בּוֹ  דְלִיקִין  מַּ שֶׁ בָר  דָּ רַךְ  כָּ קָתָנֵי: 
מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין   – בּוֹ  מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין  שֶׁ בָר  דָּ
לְהַדְלִיק,   – אֲמוּרִים  בָרִים  דְּ ה  מֶּ בַּ בּוֹ. 
ן  מְעוֹן בֶּ ן שִׁ רַבָּ ר, שֶׁ אֲבָל לְהַקְפּוֹת – מוּתָּ
א הָיוּ כּוֹרְכִין  ית אַבָּ ל בֵּ מְלִיאֵל אוֹמֵר: שֶׁ גַּ

י אֱגוֹז. בֵּ תִילָה עַל גַּ פְּ

Castor plant – קִיקָיוֹן: 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.

Castor plant

background

May one add to them any amount of oil – ן לְתוֹכָן יִּתֵּ  מַהוּ שֶׁ
הוּא ל שֶׁ מֶן כָּ  One may not light prohibited oils even if he :שֶׁ
adds a small amount of permitted oil to them (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:9; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 264:4).

However, to float it is permitted – ר  One :אֲבָל לְהַקְפּוֹת מוּתָּ
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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:2).

halakha

Because one may not light – אֵין מַדְלִיקִין -Many ex :לְפִי שֶׁ
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 Me’iri). Others explain that the 
answer is based on a decree. Since one may not use them in 
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 Ĥananel; ge’onim).

To float – לְהַקְפּוֹת: Some explain the term to mean thicken-
ing of the tip of the wick to produce more light (Rabbeinu 
Ĥananel; Rif ).

And it is incomplete – רָא -The following ex :וְחַסּוּרֵי מִיחַסְּ
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. 

notes
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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 fatn 
or fish innards that dissolvedh 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 Ĥama 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 Templeh 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 Ĥama 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 garmentsb that were tattered, they would unravel 
them into threads from which they would make wicksh 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 Ĥisda 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

רַב:  אָמַר  רוּנָא  בְּ רַב  וְהָאָמַר  אִינִי? 
מּוֹחוּ,  נִּ שֶׁ דָגִים  וְקִרְבֵי  ךְ  מְהוּתָּ חֵלֶב 
הוּא  שֶׁ ל  כָּ מֶן  שֶׁ לְתוֹכוֹ  נוֹתֵן  אָדָם 
עֵינַיְיהוּ,  בְּ כִי  מִימְשְׁ הָנֵי  וּמַדְלִיק! 
וּגְזַרוּ  עֵינַיְיהוּ  בְּ כִי  מִימְשְׁ לָא   – וְהָנֵי 
חֵלֶב  וּם  מִשּׁ ךְ  מְהוּתָּ חֵלֶב  עַל  נַן  רַבָּ
דָגִים  קִרְבֵי  וְעַל  ךְ,  מְהוּתָּ אֵינוֹ  שֶׁ
לּאֹ  שֶׁ דָגִים  קִרְבֵי  וּם  מִשּׁ מּוֹחוּ  נִּ שֶׁ
ךְ  מְהוּתָּ חֵלֶב  נַמִי  וְלִיגְזוֹר  מּוֹחוּ.  נִּ
לְתוֹכָן  תַן  נָּ שֶׁ מּוֹחוּ  נִּ שֶׁ דָגִים  וְקִרְבֵי 
ךְ וְקִרְבֵי דָגִים  וּם חֵלֶב מְהוּתָּ מֶן, מִשּׁ שֶׁ
מֶן! הִיא  לאֹ נָתַן לְתוֹכָן שֶׁ מּוֹחוּ שֶׁ נִּ שֶׁ
זֵירָה  זֵירָה, וַאֲנַן נֵיקוּם וְנִיגְזוֹר גְּ גּוּפָהּ גְּ

לִגְזֵירָה? 

מָנִים  וּשְׁ תִילוֹת  פְּ חָמָא:  ר  בַּ רָמִי  נֵי  תָּ
הֶן  בָּ מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין  חֲכָמִים  אָמְרוּ  שֶׁ
שׁ,  קְדָּ מִּ הֶן בַּ ת – אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בָּ בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ
מִיד״.  אֱמַר: “לְהַעֲלוֹת נֵר תָּ נֶּ וּם שֶׁ מִשּׁ
דֵי  כְּ לָהּ:  אָמַר  וְהוּא  לָהּ:  נֵי  תָּ הוּא 
מֵאֵילֶיהָ,  עוֹלָה  לְהֶבֶת  שַׁ הֵא  תְּ שֶׁ
הֵא עוֹלָה עַל יְדֵי דָבָר אַחֵ.ר תְּ וְלאֹ שֶׁ

לָאֵי מִכְנְסֵי כהֲֹנִים וּמֵהֶמְיָנֵיהֶם  נַן: מִבְּ תְּ
מְחַת  הָיוּ מַפְקִיעִין, וּמֵהֶן מַדְלִיקִין! שִׂ

אנֵי.  וֹאֵבָה שָׁ ית הַשּׁ בֵּ

גְדֵי  נָה: בִּ ר מַתָּ ה בַּ תָנֵי רַבָּ מַע, דְּ א שְׁ תָּ
לוּ מַפְקִיעִין אוֹתָן, וּמֵהֶן הָיוּ  בָּ ה שֶׁ כְהוּנָּ
לָאו  מַאי  שׁ.  קְדָּ לַמִּ תִילוֹת  פְּ ין  עוֹשִׂ

בוּץ.  כִלְאַיִם? לָא, דְּ דְּ

מָנִים  וּשְׁ תִילוֹת  פְּ הוּנָא:  רַב  אָמַר 
הֶן  בָּ מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין  חֲכָמִים  אָמְרוּ  שֶׁ
ה,  חֲנוּכָּ הֶן בַּ ת – אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בָּ בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ
חוֹל. אֲמַר רָבָא: מַאי  ין בַּ ת בֵּ בָּ ַ שּׁ ין בַּ בֵּ
בְתָה  כָּ קָסָבַר:   – הוּנָא  רַב  דְּ טַעְמָא 
שׁ לְאוֹרָה.  מֵּ תַּ ר לְהִשְׁ זָקוּק לָהּ, וּמוּתָּ
חוֹל,  הֶן בַּ א אָמַר: מַדְלִיקִין בָּ וְרַב חִסְדָּ

בְתָה ת, קָסָבַר: כָּ בָּ ַ שּׁ אֲבָל לאֹ בַּ

NOTES
Because one may not light – אֵין מַדְלִיקִין  Many :לְפִי שֶׁ
explanations were given for this cryptic answer. Some 
commentaries had a variant reading: Because they 
do not light, i.e., Rabba said that these oils do not 
ignite even in a mixture with other oils (Rambam; 
see Meiri). Others explain that the answer is based 
on a decree. Since one may not use them in 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, since the high quality oils 
would be drawn first, while the prohibited oil would 
not burn at all (Rabbeinu Ĥananel, ge’onim).

To float – לְהַקְפּוֹת: Some explain the term to mean 
thickening of the tip of the wick to produce more 
light (Rabbenu Ĥananel, Rif ).

And it is incomplete – רָא -It is incom :וְחַסּוּרֵי מִיחַסְּ
plete, is essentially an exegetical tool, i.e., adding 
words to clarify the statements of a mishna or a barai-
ta. 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 to contradict 
the statement that preceded it. These difficulties are 
reconciled by means of the tool: It is incomplete. 

Molten fat – ְך  The molten fat mentioned :חֵלֶב מְהוּתָּ
here is fat that is actually in a liquid form, not only 
fat that was previously cooked. This appears to be 
the understanding in the Jerusalem Talmud as well 
(Rashba).

The Celebration of Drawing Water – ית בֵּ מְחַת   שִׂ
וֹאֵבָה  According to Rashi, the Sages were not as :הַשּׁ
strict with regard to the Celebration of Drawing Water 
since it is not a Torah 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

One may use them to make a bonfire – ה  אֲבָל עוֹשֶׂ
 One is permitted to make a bonfire from :מֵהֶן מְדוּרָה
all of the materials that may not be used for making 
wicks for a Shabbat lamp (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat, 3:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
255:1).

May one add to them any amount of oil – ן יִּתֵּ  מַהוּ שֶׁ
הוּא ל שֶׁ מֶן כָּ  One may not light prohibited oils :לְתוֹכָן שֶׁ
even if he adds a small amount of permitted oil to 
them (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat, 3:9; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 255:4).

However, to float – it is permitted – – אֲבָל לְהַקְפּוֹת 
ר -One may wrap a permitted wick around mate :מוּתָּ
rial that is prohibited to use as a wick on Shabbat, if 
the individual did so to harden the wick or to cause 
it to float on the oil. If the purpose was to make the 
wick thicker and thereby produce light, it is prohib-
ited (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat, 3:6; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 255:2).

Molten fat or fish innards that dissolved – חֵלֶב 
ךְ וְקִרְבֵי דָגִים  One may not light a Shabbat lamp :מְהוּתָּ
with fuel made of molten fat or fish innards. How-
ever, if they are mixed together with permitted oil, 
one may light with them, as per the opinion of Rav 
Bruna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat, 3:9; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 255:5). 

Wicks…one may not light in the Temple – ...תִילוֹת פְּ
שׁ קְדָּ מִּ הֶן בַּ  All of the wicks that may not :אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בָּ
be utilized on Shabbat were also prohibited from use 
in the Temple candelabrum (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin 3:15).

Priestly garments that were tattered, they would 
unravel them into threads from which they would 
make wicks – ּלוּ מַפְקִיעִין אוֹתָן, וּמֵהֶן הָיו בָּ ה שֶׁ גְדֵי כְהוּנָּ  בִּ
תִילוֹת ין פְּ  Wicks for the lights of the Celebration of :עוֹשִׂ
Drawing Water were made from the tattered trousers 
and sashes of the priests. Wicks for the Temple can-
delabrum 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 8:6). 

BACKGROUND 

Castor plant – קִיקָיוֹן: The castor plant, Ricinus com-
munis L., is a plant of diverse shapes. It can be an 
annual plant, bush or tree. Its height ranges from 
1–4 meters. 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, and it is 
cultivated for that purpose. The castor plant grew in 
many countries, including Babylonia and Eretz Yisrael. 
In Aramaic, it is called tzeluliva.

Priestly garments – ה גְדֵי כְהוּנָּ  As described in the :בִּ
Torah, the priestly garments were made from differ-
ent materials. The sashes and pants were made from 
interwoven threads of multicolored linen and wool 
(Exodus 39:29), while the rest of their clothing was 
made exclusively from linen. Since it is prohibited 
to use priestly garments for mundane purposes and 
the priests were prohibited from wearing dirty cloth-
ing, the garments were not laundered. The tattered 
and dirty garments were used to fashion wicks for 
the Celebration of Drawing Water or for the Temple 
candelabrum.

Molten fat – ְך  The molten fat mentioned :חֵלֶב מְהוּתָּ
here is fat that is actually 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 – ית בֵּ מְחַת   שִׂ
וֹאֵבָה  According to Rashi, the Sages were not as :הַשּׁ
strict with regard to the Celebration of Drawing Water 
because it is not a Torah 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). 

notes

Molten fat or fish innards that dissolved – ְך  חֵלֶב מְהוּתָּ
 One may not light a Shabbat lamp with fuel :וְקִרְבֵי דָגִים
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 255:5). 

Wicks…one may not light in the Temple – …תִילוֹת פְּ
שׁ קְדָּ מִּ בַּ הֶן  בָּ  All of the wicks that may not :אֵין מַדְלִיקִין 
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 – ּוּמֵהֶן הָיו לוּ מַפְקִיעִין אוֹתָן,  בָּ שֶׁ ה  גְדֵי כְהוּנָּ  בִּ
תִילוֹת ין פְּ  Wicks for the lights of the Celebration of :עוֹשִׂ
Drawing 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). 

halakha

Priestly garments – ה גְדֵי כְהוּנָּ  As described in the :בִּ
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.

background
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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,h 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 ith and relight it, and it is prohibited to use its 
light.nh 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 Yoĥanan, 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 sunseth 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 
lighth the Hanukkah lights until traffic ceases. Alternatively, one could 
say that this is referring to the matter of its measure.nh 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 Ĥana said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Until the traffic of the people 
of Tadmor [tarmoda’ei]l 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.

כא:כא:

Perek II
Daf 21  Amud b

שׁ  מֵּ תַּ לְהִשְׁ ר  וּמוּתָּ לָהּ,  זָקוּק  אֵין 
רַב  אָמַר  זֵירָא  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  לְאוֹרָה. 
י זֵירָא אָמַר  נָה, וְאָמְרִי לָהּ אָמַר רַבִּ מַתָּ
אָמְרוּ חֲכָמִים  מָנִים שֶׁ תִילוֹת וּשְׁ רַב: פְּ
ת – מַדְלִיקִין  בָּ ַ שּׁ הֶן בַּ אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בָּ
ת.  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ ין  בֵּ חוֹל  ין בַּ בֵּ ה,  חֲנוּכָּ בַּ הֶן  בָּ
רַב –  י יִרְמְיָה: מַאי טַעְמָא דְּ אָמַר רַבִּ
וְאָסוּר  לָהּ,  זָקוּק  אֵין  בְתָה  כָּ קָסָבַר: 

שׁ לְאוֹרָה. מֵּ תַּ לְהִשְׁ

מֵיהּ  ְ מִשּׁ יֵי  אַבַּ דְּ יהּ  קַמֵּ נַן  רַבָּ אֲמַרוּהָ 
י אֲתָא  לָהּ. כִּ י יִרְמְיָה – וְלאֹ קִיבְּ רַבִּ דְּ
יֵי  אַבַּ דְּ יהּ  קַמֵּ נַן  רַבָּ אֲמָרוּהָ  רָבִין, 
לָה.  וְקִיבְּ  – יוֹחָנָן  י  רַבִּ דְּ מֵיהּ  ְ מִשּׁ
מָעֲתֵיהּ  לִשְׁ מִירְתֵיהּ  גְּ זְכַאי  אִי  אֲמַר: 
הּ  מִינָּ נָפְקָא  מַרָהּ!  גְּ וְהָא  רָא.  מֵעִיקָּ

יַנְקוּתָא. לְגִירְסָא דְּ

וּרְמִינְהוּ:  לָהּ?  זָקוּק  אֵין  וְכָבְתָה 
עַד  ה  הַחַמָּ קַע  שְׁ תִּ ֶ מִשּׁ מִצְוָתָהּ 
לָאו,  מַאי  וּ.ק  הַשּׁ מִן  רֶגֶל  כְלֶה  תִּ שֶׁ
לָא,  לָהּ!  מַדְלִיק  הֲדַר  בְתָה  כָּ אִי  דְּ
נַמִי:  וְאִי  מַדְלִי.ק   – אַדְלִיק  לָא  אִי  דְּ

יעוּרָהּ. לְשִׁ

וְעַד  וּק״,  הַשּׁ מִן  רֶגֶל  כְלֶה  תִּ שֶׁ “עַד 
י  ר חָנָה אָמַר רַבִּ ר בַּ ה בַּ ה? אָמַר רַבָּ מָּ כַּ
תַרְמוֹדָאֵי. כַלְיָא רִיגְלָא דְּ יוֹחָנָן: עַד דְּ

Wicks and oils…one may light with them on Hanukkah – 
ה חֲנוּכָּ הֶן בַּ מָנִים…מַדְלִיקִין בָּ תִילוֹת וּשְׁ -Wicks and oils that are pro :פְּ
hibited for use in lighting 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 Yoĥanan and Abaye agreed with that 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 
4:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 673:1).

If it is extinguished, he is not bound to attend to it – בְתָה  כָּ
 If the Hanukkah lights were extinguished, there is :אֵין זָקוּק לָהּ
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 Yoĥanan 
and Abaye agreed with that opinion (Rema; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 673:2). 

And it is prohibited to use its light – שׁ לְאוֹרָה מֵּ תַּ  :וְאָסוּר לְהִשְׁ
One may not use the light of the Hanukkah lights 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 VaĤanukka 4:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 673:1).

The mitzva is from sunset, etc. – ה וכו׳ קַע הַחַמָּ שְׁ תִּ ֶ  :מִצְוָתָהּ מִשּׁ
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 

Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:5; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 672:1).

That if one did not yet light – אִי לָא אַדְלִיק  If the marketplace :דְּ
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 Avraham; Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:5; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 672:2). 

Its measure – ּיעוּרָה -The Hanukkah lamp must contain suf :לְשִׁ
ficient oil to burn from sunset until the marketplace empties 
completely, i.e., half an hour (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Megilla VaĤanukka 4:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 672:2).

halakha

And it is prohibited to use its light – ׁש מֵּ תַּ  וְאָסוּר לְהִשְׁ
 The commentaries disagree about the rationale :לְאוֹרָה
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 – ּיעוּרָה -The Rif rules that after the Ha :לְשִׁ
nukkah lights have burned for half an hour, it is permit-
ted to use the oil or the light for other purposes.

notes

People of Tadmor [tarmoda’ei] – רְמוֹדָאֵי -One expla :תַּ
nation of the word tarmoda’ei is 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 
(ge’onim).

language
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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.n And the mehadrin,l 
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 oneh 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 Ĥana said that Rabbi Yoĥanan 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 a reason 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 househ on the outside, so 
that all can see it. If he lived upstairs, he places it at the window 
adjacent to the public domain. And in a time of danger,b when 
the gentiles issued 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,h 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.

ה נֵר אִישׁ וּבֵיתוֹ.  נַן: מִצְוַת חֲנוּכָּ נוּ רַבָּ תָּ
וְאֶחָד.  אֶחָד  לְכָל  נֵר   – רִין  וְהַמְהַדְּ
אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ רִין,  מִן הַמְהַדְּ רִין  וְהַמְהַדְּ
מֹנָה,  שְׁ מַדְלִיק  רִאשׁוֹן  יוֹם  אוֹמְרִים: 
ל  אן וְאֵילָךְ פּוֹחֵת וְהוֹלֵךְ; וּבֵית הִלֵּ מִכָּ
אַחַת,  מַדְלִיק  רִאשׁוֹן  יוֹם  אוֹמְרִים: 

אן וְאֵילָךְ מוֹסִיף וְהוֹלֵךְ.  מִכָּ

אֲמוֹרָאֵי  רֵי  תְּ הּ  בָּ לִיגִי  פְּ א:  עוּלָּ אֲמַר 
י יוֹסֵי  ר אָבִין וְרַבִּ י יוֹסֵי בַּ מַעְרְבָא, רַבִּ בְּ
בֵית  דְּ טַעְמָא  אָמַר:  חַד  זְבִידָא,  ר  בַּ
כְנָסִין, וְטַעְמָא  נֶגֶד יָמִים הַנִּ אי – כְּ מַּ שַׁ
נֶגֶד יָמִים הַיּוֹצְאִין. וְחַד  ל – כְּ בֵית הִלֵּ דְּ
רֵי  נֶגֶד פָּ אי – כְּ מַּ בֵית שַׁ אָמַר: טַעְמָא דְּ
מַעֲלִין  דְּ  – ל  הִלֵּ בֵית  דְּ וְטַעְמָא  הֶחָג, 

קּדֶֹשׁ וְאֵין מוֹרִידִין. בַּ

י יוֹחָנָן:  ר חָנָה אָמַר רַבִּ ר בַּ ה בַּ אָמַר רַבָּ
ה  עָשָׂ אֶחָד  צִידָן,  בְּ הָיוּ  זְקֵנִים  נֵי  שְׁ
ית  דִבְרֵי בֵּ ה כְּ אי וְאֶחָד עָשָׂ מַּ בֵית שַׁ כְּ
רֵי  נֶגֶד פָּ ל, זֶה נוֹתֵן טַעַם לִדְבָרָיו – כְּ הִלֵּ
מַעֲלִין  הֶחָג, וְזֶה נוֹתֵן טַעַם לִדְבָרָיו – דְּ

קּדֶֹשׁ וְאֵין מוֹרִידִין. בַּ

יחָהּ  לְהַנִּ מִצְוָה  ה  חֲנוּכָּ נֵר  נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
ר  דָּ הָיָה  חוּץ. אִם  מִבַּ יתוֹ  בֵּ תַח  פֶּ עַל 
מוּכָה  הַסְּ חַלּוֹן  בַּ יחָהּ  מַנִּ  – עֲלִיָּיה  בַּ
 – נָה  כָּ הַסַּ עַת  וּבִשְׁ ים.  הָרַבִּ לִרְשׁוּת 

לְחָנוֹ, וְדַיּוֹ.  יחָהּ עַל שֻׁ מַנִּ

שׁ  מֵּ תַּ אָמַר רָבָא: צָרִיךְ נֵר אַחֶרֶת לְהִשְׁ
א מְדוּרָה – לָא צְרִיךְ,  לְאוֹרָה. וְאִי אִיכָּ
ב  גַּ עַל  אַף  הוּא,  חָשׁוּב  אָדָם  וְאִי 
א מְדוּרָה – צָרִיךְ נֵר אַחֶרֶת. אִיכָּ דְּ

A light, a person, and his household – ֹנֵר אִישׁ וּבֵיתו: 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 (Penei 
Yehoshua).

notes

Mehadrin – רִין  Two different roots combine to form this :מְהַדְּ
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 I will exalt Him 
[ve’anvehu],” beautify yourself [hitna’e] before Him in mitzvot (see 
Rabbeinu Ĥananel).

language

On the first day one kindles one – יוֹם רִאשׁוֹן מַדְלִיק אַחַת: 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 VaĤanukka 4:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 671:2). 

It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp at the entrance to 
one’s house, etc. – יתוֹ וכו׳ בֵּ תַח  פֶּ יחָהּ עַל  לְהַנִּ ה מִצְוָה   Ab :נֵר חֲנוּכָּ
initio, one places the Hanukkah lamp outside 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 VaĤanukka 4:7–8; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 671:5). 

One must kindle another light in order to use its light – צָרִיךְ נֵר 
שׁ לְאוֹרָה מֵּ תַּ  In addition to the number of lights kindled :אַחֶרֶת לְהִשְׁ
each night to fulfill 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 VaĤanukka 
4:8; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 671:5). 

halakha

In a time of danger – נָה כָּ עַת הַסַּ שְׁ  Dangerous times are :בִּ
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 ĥabarim, passed the 

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 ĥabarim 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. 

background
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The Gemara asks: What is Hanukkah, and why are lights kindled 
on Hanukkah?n The Gemara answers: The Sages taught in Megillat 
Ta’anit: On the twenty-fifth of Kislev, the days of Hanukkah are 
eight. One may not eulogize on themh 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 
crusen 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.n The next year the Sages 
instituted those days and made them holidaysn 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 that is laden with 
flaxh 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 tenh 
handbreadths of the ground. As if it 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 Tanĥum: 

כִסְלֵיו  בְּ כ״ה  בְּ נַן:  רַבָּ תָנוּ  דְּ ה?  חֲנוּכָּ מַאי 
ד  לָא לְמִסְפַּ מָנְיָא אִינּוּן, דְּ ה תְּ חֲנוּכָּ יוֹמֵי דַּ
כְנְסוּ  נִּ שֶׁ כְּ שֶׁ הוֹן.  בְּ לְהִתְעַנּוֹת  וּדְלָא  הוֹן  בְּ
הֵיכָל,  בַּ מָנִים שֶׁ ְ ל הַשּׁ אוּ כָּ יְוָונִים לַהֵיכָל טִמְּ
חוּם,  מוֹנַאי וְנִצְּ ית חַשְׁ בְרָה מַלְכוּת בֵּ גָּ וּכְשֶׁ
מֶן  ל שֶׁ ךְ אֶחָד שֶׁ א פַּ דְקוּ וְלאֹ מָצְאוּ אֶלָּ בָּ
דוֹל, וְלאֹ  ל כּהֵֹן גָּ חוֹתָמוֹ שֶׁ ח בְּ הָיָה מוּנָּ שֶׁ
ה  נַעֲשָׂ אֶחָד,  יוֹם  לְהַדְלִיק  א  אֶלָּ בּוֹ  הָיָה 
נָה  מוֹנָה יָמִים. לְשָׁ נּוּ שְׁ בּוֹ נֵס וְהִדְלִיקוּ מִמֶּ
טוֹבִים  יָמִים  אוּם  וַעֲשָׂ קְבָעוּם  אַחֶרֶת 

ל וְהוֹדָאָה. הַלֵּ בְּ

ישׁ וְיָצָא  טִּ חַת הַפַּ ץ הַיּוֹצֵא מִתַּ נַן הָתָם: גֵּ תְּ
וְהוּא  ן,  תָּ שְׁ פִּ עוּן  טָּ שֶׁ מָל  גָּ חַיָּיב.   – וְהִזִּיק 
נוֹ  תָּ שְׁ פִּ וְנִכְנְסָה  ים,  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  בִּ עוֹבֵר 
חֶנְוָנִי,  ל  שֶׁ נֵרוֹ  בְּ וְדָלְקָה  הַחֲנוּת  לְתוֹךְ 
חַיָּיב.  מָל  הַגָּ עַל  בַּ  – ירָה  הַבִּ אֶת  וְהִדְלִיק 
חוּץ – חֶנְוָנִי חַיָּיב.  יחַ חֶנְוָנִי אֶת נֵרוֹ מִבַּ הִנִּ

טוּ.ר אָמַר  ה פָּ נֵר חֲנוּכָּ י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר: בְּ רַבִּ
נֵר  אוֹמֶרֶת:  זאֹת  ה(,  רַבָּ דְּ וּם  )מִשּׁ רָבִינָא 
אִי  רָה. דְּ תוֹךְ עֲשָׂ ה מִצְוָה לַהֲנִיחָהּ בְּ חֲנוּכָּ
לֵימָא   – רָה  מֵעֲשָׂ לְמַעְלָה  עֲתָךְ  דַּ סָלְקָא 
מָל וְרוֹכְבוֹ!  יחַ לְמַעְלָה מִגָּ לֵיהּ: הָיָה לְךָ לְהַנִּ
אָתֵי  טוּבָא  לֵיהּ  מִיטְרְחָא  אִי  וְדִילְמָא: 

צְוָה.  לְאִימְנוֹעֵי מִמִּ

מַנְיוּמִי  ר  בַּ נָתָן  רַב  רַשׁ  דָּ הֲנָא,  כָּ רַב  אָמַר 
נְחוּם: י תַּ רַבִּ מֵיהּ דְּ ְ מִשּׁ

NOTES
It is prohibited to use its light – ׁש מֵּ תַּ לְהִשְׁ  אָסוּר 
-The commentaries disagree about the ratio :לְאוֹרָה
nale for this prohibition. Some say that the reason, as 
explained below, 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 prohibi-
tion ensures to distinguish betwen lights kindled to 
fulfill a mitzva and other lights. Others explain that 
since the Hanukkah lights commemorate the Temple 
candelabrum, deriving benefit from their light is pro-
hibited just as priests benefiting from the light of the 
Temple candelabrum was prohibited (Ran, Rashba).

Its measure – ּיעוּרָה -The Rif rules that after the Ha :לְשִׁ
nukkah lights have burned for half an hour, it is per-
mitted to use the oil or the light for other purposes.

A light, a person and his household – ֹנֵר אִישׁ וּבֵיתו: 
Since the primary purpose of kindling the Hanukkah 
lights is to publicize the mitzva, which is accom-
plished by passers-by seeing the light, it is sufficient 
for one member of the household to light (Penei 
Yehoshua).

Why are lights lit on Hanukkah? – ר הַנֵס  מַדוּע מוּזְכָּ
נֵרוֹת? -The holiday of Hanukkah was instituted pri :בְּ
marily to commemorate the rededication of the al-
tar in the Temple. Nevertheless, the Sages instituted 
kindling lights as the mitzva of Hanukkah to under-
score that the Maccabees went to war to preserve the 
sanctity of the nation and the sanctity of the Temple, 
not to defend their lives (Baĥ).

And found only cruse – ךְ אֶחָד א פַּ -Ac :וְלאֹ מָצְאוּ אֶלָּ
cording to the fundamental halakha, kindling the 
Temple candelabrum with impure oil is permitted. 
Indeed, 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 (Pe-
nei Yehoshua).

Eight days – מוֹנָה יָמִים  :Some commentaries ask :שְׁ
Why couldn’t a supply of pure oil have been procured 
sooner? They answer that the pure oil came from 
Tekoa, in the tribal territory of Asher, and the round 
trip from Jerusalem took eight days (ge’onim). Others 
say that all the Jews were ritually impure from con-
tact with corpses and, therefore, they were required 
to wait seven days until they could complete the 
purification process (Rabbi Eliyahu Mizraĥi). 

The next year the Sages instituted it and made 
those days holidays – אוּם וַעֲשָׂ נָה אַחֶרֶת קְבָעוּם   לְשָׁ
 Since there was sufficient oil to burn for :יָמִים טוֹבִים
one day, the miracle lasted only seven days. Why, 
then, is Hanukkah celebrated for eight days? Many 
answers have been suggested. Rabbi Yosef Karo an-
swered that only one-eighth of the oil burned on the 

first day, so it was immediately clear that a miracle 
had been performed (Beit Yosef   ). 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 (Meiri). Yet oth-
ers 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 (She’erit Kenesset HaGedola). There 
is also an opinion that the eight days commemo-
rate the reinstitution of the mitzva of circumcision, 
banned by the Greeks, which is performed on the 
eighth day after birth (Sefer HaItim).

HALAKHA
Wicks and oils…one may light with them on Ha-
nukkah – ה חֲנוּכָּ הֶן בַּ מָנִים...מַדְלִיקִין בָּ תִילוֹת וּשְׁ  Wicks :פְּ
and oils that are prohibited to light on Shabbat are 
permitted to light on Hanukkah, including on the 
Shabbat during Hanukkah, in accordance with the 
statement of Rabbi Zeira in the name of Rav, as Rabbi 
Yoĥanan and Abaye accepted that opinion (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:6; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 673:1).

If it is extinguished, he is not bound to attend to 
it – ּבְתָה אֵין זָקוּק לָה -If the Hanukkah lights are ex :כָּ
tinguished, 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 Yoĥanan and 
Abaye agreed with that opinion (Rema; Rambam Se-
fer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:5; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 673:2). 

And it is prohibited to use its light – ׁש מֵּ תַּ  וְאָסוּר לְהִשְׁ
 One may not use the light of the Hanukkah :לְאוֹרָה
lights for any purpose, not even an inconsequential 
one, e.g., counting money. In addition, the lights 
may not be utilized in performing a mitzva or for 
studying Torah. Other authorities permit using the 
light for sacred purposes (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 673:1).

The mitzva is from sunset, etc. – קַע שְׁ תִּ ֶ  מִצְוָתָהּ מִשּׁ
ה וכו׳  The proper time to perform the mitzva :הַחַמָּ
of lighting the Hanukkah lights is at sunset, which 
means the end of the sunset period, when the stars 
come out (Magen Avraham). Ab initio, one may light 
neither later nor earlier than that time. If one forgot 
to light the lights 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 Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla 
VaĤanukka 4:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 672:1).

If one has not yet lit – אִי לָא אַדְלִיק -If the mar :דְּ
ketplace 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 Mai-
moniyot; Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 672:2). 

Its measure – ּיעוּרָה  The Hanukkah lamp must :לְשִׁ
contain sufficient oil to burn from sunset until the 
marketplace empties completely, which is half 
an hour (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla 
VaĤanukka 4:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 672:2).

On the first day one lights one – יוֹם רִאשׁוֹן מַדְלִיק 
-Today, all Jews adopt the mehadrin min hame :אַחַת
hadrin custom when kindling the Hanukkah lights, 
i.e., they light one light on the first night and add 
one light for each additional night of Hanukkah. Con-
sequently, 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 Hanukkah lamp 
and adds one light corresponding to the 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 
VaĤanukka 4:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 671:2). 

It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp at the 
entrance of one’s house etc. – ּיחָה ה מִצְוָה לְהַנִּ  נֵר חֲנוּכָּ
יתוֹ וכו׳ תַח בֵּ  Ab initio, one places the Hanukkah :עַל פֶּ
lamp outside 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 VaĤanukka 4:7–8; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 671:5). 

One must light another light in order to use its 
light – שׁ לְאוֹרָה מֵּ תַּ  In addition to :צָרִיךְ נֵר אַחֶרֶת לְהִשְׁ
the number of lights kindled each night to fulfill 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 additional 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 
VaĤanukka 4:7–8; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 671:5). 

The days of Hanukkah…one may not eulogize on 
them etc. – הוֹן וכו׳ ד בְּ לָא לְמִסְפַּ ה...דְּ חֲנוּכָּ -Hanuk :יוֹמֵי דַּ
kah 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 on 
Hanukkah (Megillat Ta’anit). However, performing 
labors that are prohibited on Shabbat is permitted on 
Hanukkah (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla 
VaĤanukka 3:1–2; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 670:1). 

A camel laden with flax – ן תָּ שְׁ עוּן פִּ טָּ מָל שֶׁ  If a camel :גָּ
is walking 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, causing 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 store, as the ha-
lakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda who said that the storekeeper is exempt in 
the case of a Hanukkah lamp (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, 
Hilkhot Nizkei Mamon 14:13; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen 
Mishpat 418:12).

It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp within 
ten – רָה תוֹךְ עֲשָׂ ה מִצְוָה לַהֲנִיחָהּ בְּ -It is a mitz :נֵר חֲנוּכָּ
va to place the Hanukkah lamp within ten hand-
breadths of the ground, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rava. Although no support was cited for 
his statement, his opinion is reasonable. If one placed 
the lamp higher than ten handbreadths, he fulfilled 
the mitzva, as long as he did not place them higher 
than twenty cubits. One who lives on the second 
floor may place the Hanukkah lamp in a window ab 
initio, even though it is higher than ten handbreadths 
(Magen Avraham; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 671:6).

LANGUAGE
People of Tadmor [tarmoda’ei] – רְמוֹדָאֵי -One ex :תַּ
planation of the word, tarmuda’ei, is related to tad-
mari, 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 (ge’onim).

Mehadrin – רִין  Two different roots combine :מְהַדְּ
to form this word. The Aramaic root, hadar, which 
means courted, as in one who courts a mitzva to 
ensure it is performed properly, combines with the 
Hebrew root, hadar, meaning beauty. Accordingly, 
mehader refers to a person who seeks to perform 
the mitzva as esthetically as possible. This is in ac-
cordance with the homiletic interpretation of the 
verse: “This is my God and I will exalt Him [ve’anvehu],” 
beautify yourself [hitna’e] before Him in mitzvot (see 
Rabbeinu Ĥananel).

BACKGROUND
In dangerous times – נָה כָּ הַסַּ עַת  שְׁ  Dangerous :בִּ
times are defined as periods of religious persecution, 
when it is decreed that the Jewish people may not 
observe the mitzvot. However, as Tosafot comments, 
the dangerous times in this context are the occasions 
when the Zoroastrian priests of the Persian fire reli-
gion, the ĥabarim, passed the fire from their temples 
to the homes of their worshippers. At those times, 
they prohibited lighting fires anywhere outside the 
temples. Since the ĥabarim had significant influence 
on the authorities and the violators whom they re-
ported were severely punished, the Jews dared not 
kindle lights that could be seen from the street. 

Why is the miracle commemorated with lights – מַדוּע 
נֵרוֹת ר הַנֵס בְּ  The holiday of Hanukkah was instituted :מוּזְכָּ
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 (Baĥ).

And found only one cruse – ךְ אֶחָד פַּ א   :וְלאֹ מָצְאוּ אֶלָּ
According to the fundamental halakha, kindling 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 – יָמִים מוֹנָה   :Some commentaries ask :שְׁ
Why couldn’t a supply 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 (ge’onim). 
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 Mizraĥi). 

The next year the Sages instituted it and made those 
days holidays – אוּם יָמִים טוֹבִים נָה אַחֶרֶת קְבָעוּם וַעֲשָׂ  :לְשָׁ
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 (Me’iri). 
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 (She’erit 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 HaItim).

notes

The days of Hanukkah…one may not eulogize on them, etc. – 
הוֹן וכו׳ ד בְּ לָא לְמִסְפַּ ה…דְּ חֲנוּכָּ  Hanukkah is a time of joy and :יוֹמֵי דַּ
celebration, as well as a time for offering praise and thanks to God. 
Therefore, it is prohibited to eulogize the deceased and to fast 
on Hanukkah (Megillat Ta’anit). However, performing labors that 
are prohibited on Shabbat is permitted on Hanukkah (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 3:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 670:1). 

Camel laden with flax – ן תָּ שְׁ עוּן פִּ טָּ מָל שֶׁ  If a camel walks down :גָּ
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 

store, as the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who said that the storekeeper is exempt in the case 
of a Hanukkah lamp (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Nizkei Mamon 
14:13; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 418:12).

It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp within ten – ה  נֵר חֲנוּכָּ
רָה תוֹךְ עֲשָׂ בְּ לַהֲנִיחָהּ   It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah :מִצְוָה 
lamp 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 Avraham; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 671:6).

halakha
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A Hanukkah lamp that one placed above twenty cubitsh 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 Tanĥum: 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 
Aĥa, son of Rava, said: On the right side of the entrance. Rav Shmuel 
from Difti said: On the left.h And the halakha is to place it on the left 
so that the Hanukkah lamp will be on the leftn 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 moneyn opposite a Hanukkah light.h Rav Yehuda relates: When 
I said this halakha before Shmuel, he said to me: Does the Hanukkah 
light have sanctityn 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. 

כב.כב.

Perek II
Daf 22  Amud a

רִים  מֵעֶשְׂ לְמַעֲלָה  יחָהּ  הִנִּ שֶׁ ה  חֲנוּכָּ ל  שֶׁ נֵר 
רַב  וְאָמַר  וּכְמָבוֹי.  ה  סוּכָּ כְּ סוּלָה,  פְּ  – ה  אַמָּ
רַב  דְּ מֵיהּ  ְ מִשּׁ מַנְיוּמִי  ר  בַּ נָתָן  רַב  רַשׁ  דָּ הֲנָא,  כָּ
כְתִיב: “וְהַבּוֹר רֵק אֵין בּוֹ מָיִם״.  נְחוּם, מַאי דִּ תַּ
אֵין  אֱמַר: “וְהַבּוֹר רֵק״ אֵינִי יוֹדֵעַ שֶׁ נֶּ מַע שֶׁ שְׁ מִמַּ
בּוֹ  “אֵין  לוֹמַר:  לְמוּד  תַּ מַה  א  אֶלָּ מַיִם?  בּוֹ 
ים  וְעַקְרַבִּ ים  נְחָשִׁ אֲבָל  בּוֹ,  אֵין  מַיִם   – מָיִם״ 

יֵשׁ בּוֹ. 

טֶפַח  בְּ לַהֲנִיחָהּ  מִצְוָה  ה  חֲנוּכָּ נֵר  ה:  רַבָּ אָמַר 
אַחָא  רַב  לֵיהּ?  ח  מַנַּ וְהֵיכָא  תַח.  לַפֶּ מוּכָה  הַסְּ
י  פְתִּ מוּאֵל מִדִּ רָבָא אָמַר: מִיָּמִין, רַב שְׁ רֵיהּ דְּ בְּ
דֵי  כְּ מֹאל,  מִשְּׂ  – וְהִילְכְתָא  מֹאל.  מִשְּׂ אָמַר: 

מאֹל וּמְזוּזָה מִיָּמִין.  ה מִשְּׂ הֵא נֵר חֲנוּכָּ תְּ שֶׁ

אָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה אָמַר רַב אַסִי אָמַר רַב: אָסוּר 
אָמְרִיתָהּ  י  כִּ ה.  חֲנוּכָּ נֵר  נֶגֶד  כְּ לְהַרְצוֹת מָעוֹת 
יֵשׁ  ה  ָ קְדוּשּׁ נֵר  וְכִי  לִי:  אֲמַר  מוּאֵל,  שְׁ דִּ יהּ  קַמֵּ
יֵשׁ  ה  ָ קְדוּשּׁ וְכִי דָם  יוֹסֵף:  רַב  לָהּ  מַתְקִיף  הּ!  בָּ
פַךְ  ָ שּׁ שֶׁ ה  מֶּ בַּ  – ה״  וְכִסָּ פַךְ  “וְשָׁ תַנְיָא:  דְּ בּוֹ? 
מִצְוֹת  יְהוּ  לּאֹ  שֶׁ רֶגֶל,  בָּ נּוּ  יְכַסֶּ לּאֹ  שֶׁ ה,  יְכַסֶּ
מִצְוֹ�ת  יְהוּ  לּאֹ  שֶׁ  – נַמִי  הָכָא  עָלָיו.  זוּיוֹת  בְּ

זוּיוֹת עָלָיו. בְּ

Hanukkah lamp that one placed above twenty cubits – ה ל חֲנוּכָּ  נֵר שֶׁ
ה רִים אַמָּ יחָהּ לְמַעֲלָה מִעֶשְׂ הִנִּ  One who places the Hanukkah lamp more :שֶׁ
than twenty cubits, 9–12 m, off the ground does not fulfill the mitzva 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:7; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 671:6).

It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp in the handbreadth 
adjacent to the entrance…on the left – טֶפַח ה מִצְוָה לַהֲנִיחָהּ בְּ  נֵר חֲנוּכָּ
מאֹל תַח…מִשְּׂ מוּכָה לַפֶּ  When lighting the Hanukkah lamp outside the :הַסְּ
house, it is a mitzva to place it within one handbreadth adjacent to the 

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 VaĤanukka 4:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 671:7).

It is prohibited to count money opposite a Hanukkah light – אָסוּר 
ה נֶגֶד נֵר חֲנוּכָּ  One may not use the light emanating from :לְהַרְצוֹת מָעוֹת כְּ
the Hanukkah lights for any purpose, even for an inconsequential 
one like counting money (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla 
VaĤanukka 4:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 673:1).

halakha

The Hanukkah lamp will be on the left – מאֹל ה מִשְּׂ  Since :נֵר חֲנוּכָּ
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 – לְהַרְצוֹת מָעוֹת: 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 – ּה ה יֵשׁ בָּ ָ -In prin :וְכִי נֵר קְדוּשּׁ
ciple, the sanctity of the vessels used in the Temple, i.e., a Torah scroll, 

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).

notes
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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!n 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 Tosefta in tractate Sukka: With 
regard to one who roofed the sukka in accordance with its halakhic require-
ments, and decorated it with colorful curtainsh and sheets, and hung in it 
ornamental nuts, peaches, almonds, and pomegranates, and grape branch-
es [parkilei],l 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 Rav and 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 himself in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. He ruled: 
One may light from one Hanukkah lamp to another lamp,h and one may 
untie ritual fringes from garment to garment,h and the halakha is in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the case of dragging.h 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 
is in 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

ן לֵוִי: מַהוּ  עַ בֶּ י יְהוֹשֻׁ יהּ מֵרַבִּ עוּ מִינֵּ בָּ
בְעָה?  שִׁ ל  כָּ ה  סוּכָּ מִנּוֹיֵי  ק  פֵּ לְהִסְתַּ
אָמַר לֵיהּ: הֲרֵי אָמְרוּ, אָסוּר לְהַרְצוֹת 
ה. אָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף:  נֶגֶד נֵר חֲנוּכָּ מָעוֹת כְּ
דְלָא  בִּ נְיָא  תַּ לֵי  תָּ אַבְרָהָם!  דְּ מָרֵיהּ 
לָא   – ה  חֲנוּכָּ נְיָא,  תַּ  – ה  סוּכָּ נְיָא.  תַּ
הִלְכָתָהּ,  כְּ כָהּ  סִכְּ תַנְיָא:  דְּ נְיָא.  תַּ
קְרָמִים וּבִסְדִינִין הַמְצוּיָּירִין,  רָהּ בִּ וְעִיטְּ
קֵדִים  שְׁ אֲפַרְסְקִין  אֱגוֹזִים  הּ  בָּ וְתָלָה 
ל  ילֵי עֲנָבִים, וַעֲטָרוֹת שֶׁ וְרִמּוֹנִים וּפַרְכִּ
מָנִים וּסְלָתוֹת –  ל( שְׁ לִים, יֵינוֹת )שֶׁ בֳּ שִׁ
ק מֵהֶן עַד מוֹצָאֵי יוֹם  פֵּ אָסוּר לְהִסְתַּ
הִתְנָה  וְאִם  חָג,  ל  שֶׁ הָאַחֲרוֹן  טוֹב 
א אֲמַר  נָאוֹ. אֶלָּ תְּ לְפִי  עֲלֵיהֶן – הַכּלֹ 

ם.  הוּ דָּ כוּלְּ רַב יוֹסֵף: אֲבוּהוֹן דְּ

ר  מִנֵּ מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין  אָמַר:  רַב  מַר,  אִיתְּ
רַב  מַדְלִיקִין.  אָמַר:  מוּאֵל  וּשְׁ ר,  לְנֵּ
גֶד לְבֶגֶד,  ירִין צִיצִית מִבֶּ אָמַר: אֵין מַתִּ
לְבֶגֶד.  גֶד  מִבֶּ ירִין  מַתִּ מוּאֵל אָמַר:  וּשְׁ
מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ כְּ הֲלָכָה  אֵין  אָמַר:  רַב 
י  רַבִּ מוּאֵל אָמַר: הֲלָכָה כְּ גְרִירָה, וּשְׁ בִּ

גְרִירָה. מְעוֹן בִּ שִׁ

רַב,  מָר עָבֵיד כְּ י דְּ ל מִילֵּ יֵי: כָּ אָמַר אַבַּ
מוּאֵל:  שְׁ כִּ עָבֵיד  דְּ לָת  תְּ מֵהָנֵי  לְבַר 
גֶד  מִבֶּ ירִין  וּמַתִּ ר,  לַנֵּ ר  מִנֵּ מַדְלִיקִין 
גְרִירָה.  מְעוֹן בִּ י שִׁ רַבִּ לְבֶגֶד, וַהֲלָכָה כְּ
מְעוֹן אוֹמֵר: גּוֹרֵר אָדָם  י שִׁ תַנְיָא: רַבִּ דְּ
לּאֹ  שֶׁ וּבִלְבַד  וְסַפְסָל,  א  סֵּ כִּ ה  מִטָּ

ין לַעֲשׂוֹת חָרִיץ.  וֵּ יִתְכַּ

א  אַדָּ רַב  דְּ יהּ  קַמֵּ נַן  מֵרַבָּ הַהוּא  יְתֵיב 
טַעְמָא  וְקָאָמַר:  וְיָתֵיב  אַהֲבָה,  ר  בַּ
יזּוּי מִצְוָה. אֲמַר לְהוּ:  וּם בִּ רַב – מִשּׁ דְּ
וּם  רַב – מִשּׁ צִיתוּ לֵיהּ, טַעְמֵיהּ דְּ לָא תַּ
ינַיְיהוּ?  בֵּ מַאי  מִצְוָה.  מַכְחִישׁ  קָא  דְּ
רָגָא  ְ קָא מַדְלִיק מִשּׁ ינַיְיהוּ: דְּ א בֵּ אִיכָּ
יזּוּי  בִּ וּם  מִשּׁ אָמַר  דְּ מַאן  רָגָא.  לִשְׁ
מַדְלִיק,  א  רָגָּ לִשְׁ רָגָא  ְ מִשּׁ  – מִצְוָה 
וּם אַכְחוֹשֵי מִצְוָה –  אָמַר מִשּׁ מַאן דְּ

א נַמִי אָסוּ.ר רָגָּ רָגָא לִשְׁ ְ מִשּׁ

ל מֵתִיב רַב אָוְיָא: סֶלַע שֶׁ

NOTES
The Hanukkah lamp will be on the left – ה  נֵר חֲנוּכָּ
מאֹל  Since the Temple candelabrum was on the :מִשְּׂ
left side of the Sanctuary, the Hanukkah lamp is 
placed on the left side as well (Rabbi Elazar Moshe 
Horowitz).

To count money – לְהַרְצוֹת מָעוֹת: The Gemara cites 
this example because it is a negligible use of the 
Hanukkah lights that does not diminish their sanctity. 
Nevertheless, it is prohibited (Ran).

Does the Hanukkah light have sanctity – נֵר  וְכִי 
הּ ה יֵשׁ בָּ ָ  In principle, the sanctity of the vessels :קְדוּשּׁ
used in the Temple, a Torah scroll, phylacteries and 
the like is an inherent sanctity, unlike the sanctity 
of items used to perform a mitzva. The principle is: 
Sanctified items, no longer in use, maintain their 
sanctity and must be buried. On the other hand, 
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 answers that while the mitzva is still being 
fulfilled, one must treat items used for a mitzva with 
added deference, despite the fact that they do not 
retain their sanctity after the fulfillment of the mitzva 
(Ramban).

Master of Avraham – אַבְרָהָם דְּ -This expres :מָרֵיהּ 
sion of astonishment was commonly used by Rav 
Yosef. It is explained elsewhere that after Rav Yosef 
fell ill, he forgot his Torah knowledge. Therefore, he 
was uncertain whether or not he remembered Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi’s halakha accurately, because the 
way he remembered it did not make sense (Rashi).

HALAKHA
A Hanukkah lamp that one placed above twenty 
cubits – ה יחָהּ לְמַעֲלָה מִעֶשְרִים אַמָּ הִנִּ שֶׁ ה  ל חֲנוּכָּ  :נֵר שֶׁ

One who places the Hanukkah lamp more than 
twenty cubits, 30–40 feet, off the ground does not 
fulfill the mitzva (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Megilla VaĤanukka 4:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
673:1).

It is a mitzva to place the Hanukkah lamp in the 
handbreadth adjacent to the entrance…on the 
left – ...תַח לַפֶּ מוּכָה  הַסְּ טֶפַח  בְּ לַהֲנִיחָהּ  מִצְוָה  ה  חֲנוּכָּ נֵר 
מאֹל  When lighting the Hanukkah lamp outside :מִשְּׂ
the house, it is a mitzva to place them within one 
handbreadth adjacent to the left-hand 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 
VaĤanukka 4:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 673:7).

It is prohibited to count money opposite a Hanuk-
kah light – ה נֵר חֲנוּכָּ נֶגֶד  כְּ  One :אָסוּר לְהַרְצוֹת מָעוֹת 
may not use the light of the Hanukkah lights for any 
purpose, even for an inconsequential one like count-
ing money (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla 
VaĤanukka 4:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 673:1).

One who roofed the sukka in accordance with its 
halakha and decorated it with colorful curtain – 
קְרָמִים רָהּ בִּ הִלְכָתָהּ, וְעִיטְּ כָהּ כְּ  No sukka decorations :סִכְּ
may be used for any other purpose during the festi-
val of Sukkot. If one explicitly stipulated prior to the 
beginning of the Festival that he will use the deco-
rations for a different purpose during the Festival 
(Rema), that use is permitted. Later commentaries 
wrote that the custom today is to refrain from mak-
ing that stipulation (Magen Avraham). In general, 
the custom is to refrain from using the decorations 
hanging from the roofing of the sukka; however, or-
naments 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 638:2).

One may light from lamp to lamp – ר ר לְנֵּ  :מַדְלִיקִין מִנֵּ

Lighting one Hanukkah lamp directly from another 
is permitted. However, a lamp may not be kindled 
by means of a non-Hanukkah lamp, as Shmuel 
agrees that when there is an action that displays 
contempt for the mitzva, it is prohibited. Others hold 
that Shmuel would permit lighting from one lamp 
to another even under those circumstances, as he 
rejected both explanations of Rav’s opinion (Taz). 
Currently, the custom is to be stringent with Hanuk-
kah 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 en-
hance the mitzva. Therefore, lighting one lamp from 
another involves contempt for the mitzva (Rema; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 
4:9; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 674:1). 

One may untie from garment to garment – ירִין  מַתִּ
גֶד לְבֶגֶד  It is permitted to remove ritual fringes :מִבֶּ
from one garment for no purpose other than attach-
ing them to a different garment (Magen Avraham), as 
per Shmuel’s statement and Rabba’s custom (Ram-
bam Sefer Ahava Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:13; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 15:1).

The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Shimon 
in the case of dragging – גְרִירָה מְעוֹן בִּ י שִׁ רַבִּ  :הֲלָכָה כְּ
It is 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 prohib-
ited to drag at all (Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 337:1).

LANGUAGE
Branches [ parkilei  ] – ילֵי רְכִּ  The origin of this word :פַּ
appears to be from the Greek, öñá÷å´ëëéïí, parkhili-
yon, meaning young, soft branches. 

Master of Abraham – אַבְרָהָם דְּ -This ex :מָרֵיהּ 
pression of astonishment was commonly used 
by Rav Yosef. It is explained elsewhere that after 
Rav Yosef fell ill, 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).

notes

One who roofed the sukka in accordance 
with its halakhic requirements and decorat-
ed it with colorful curtains – ,ּהִלְכָתָה כְּ כָהּ   סִכְּ
קְרָמִים בִּ רָהּ   No sukka decorations may be :וְעִיטְּ
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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 638:2).

One may light from lamp to lamp – מַדְלִיקִין 
ר לְנֵּ ר   Lighting one Hanukkah lamp directly :מִנֵּ
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 VaĤanukka 4:9; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 674:1). 

One may untie from garment to garment – 
גֶד לְבֶגֶד ירִין מִבֶּ -It is permitted to remove rit :מַתִּ
ual fringes 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 
1:13; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 15:1).

The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi 
Shimon in the case of dragging – י רַבִּ  הֲלָכָה כְּ
גְרִירָה בִּ מְעוֹן   It is permitted to drag even :שִׁ
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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 337:1).

halakha

Branches [ parkilei  ] – ילֵי רְכִּ  The origin :פַּ
of this word appears to be from the Greek 
φραγέλλιον, phragellion, from the Latin fla-
gellum, meaning young, soft branches

language
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the second tithe, one may not weigh gold dinars with ith 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,n as one may not derive benefit from tithe money. The Gemara 
discusses this matter: Granted, if you say that when Rav and 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.n 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, 
it is 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,b 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 lightn 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 
a wood chip and lighting the rest of the lamps from the westernmost 
lamp. Consequently, it is 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.h 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. 

כב:כב:

Perek II
Daf 22  Amud b

נְרֵי זָהָב,  נֶגְדוֹ דִּ נִי אֵין שׁוֹקְלִין כְּ ר שֵׁ מַעֲשֵׂ
נִי אַחֵ.ר אִי  ר שֵׁ ל עָלָיו מַעֲשֵׂ וַאֲפִילּוּ לְחַלֵּ
מוּאֵל  וּשְׁ רַב  לִיגִי  פְּ י  כִּ לָמָא  שְׁ בִּ אָמְרַתְּ 
מוּאֵל –  קִינְסָא אָסַר שְׁ ר, אֲבָל בְּ ר לְנֵּ מִנֵּ
א אִי אָמַרְתְּ  א. אֶלָּ יוּבְתָּ הֱוֵי תְּ הָא לָא תֶּ
א!  יוּבְתָּ תְּ הֱוֵי  תֶּ הָא  רֵי,  שָׁ נַמִי  קִינְסָא  בְּ
ין  יְכַוֵּ לאֹ  א  מָּ שֶׁ זֵירָה  גְּ ה:  רַבָּ אָמַר 
ין.  יק לְהוּ לְחוּלִּ קְלוֹתָיו, וְקָא מַפֵּ מִשְׁ

ת: “מִחוּץ לְפָרוֹכֶת הָעֵדוּת  שֶׁ מְתִיב רַב שֵׁ
וַהֲלאֹ  צָרִיךְ?  הוּא  לְאוֹרָה  וְכִי  יַעֲרוֹךְ״ 
רָאֵל  יִשְׂ נֵי  בְּ הָלְכוּ  שֶׁ נָה  שָׁ עִים  אַרְבָּ ל  כָּ
א  אֶלָּ לְאוֹרוֹ;  א  אֶלָּ הָלְכוּ  לאֹ  ר  דְבָּ מִּ בַּ
כִינָה  ְ הַשּׁ שֶׁ עוֹלָם  לְבָאֵי  הִיא  עֵדוּת 
רָאֵל. מַאי עֵדוּת? אָמַר רַב:  יִשְׂ בְּ שׁוֹרָה 
ת  מִדַּ כְּ מֶן  שֶׁ הּ  בָּ נּוֹתֵן  שֶׁ מַעֲרָבִי,  נֵר  זוֹ 
ה הָיָה מַדְלִיק וּבָהּ הָיָה  נָּ חַבְרוֹתֶיהָ, וּמִמֶּ
נֵרוֹת  קְבִיעִי  דִּ יוָן  כֵּ הָכָא,  וְהָא  מְסַיֵּים. 
יָא  קִיל וְאַדְלוֹקֵי, קַשְׁ לָא מִשְׁ לָא סַגְיָא דְּ
זּוּי מִצְוָה, וּבֵין  וּם בִּ אָמַר מִשּׁ ין לְמַאן דְּ בֵּ
וּם אַכְחוֹשֵי מִצְוָה! אָמַר מִשּׁ לְמַאן דְּ

אֲרוּכּוֹת.  פְתִילוֹת  בִּ א  פָּ פַּ רַב  מָא  רְגְּ תִּ
י  וּם אַכְחוֹשֵׁ אָמַר מִשּׁ סוֹף סוֹף, לְמַאן דְּ

יָא.  יָא! קַשְׁ מִצְוָה קַשְׁ

The second tithe, one may not weigh gold dinars with it – 
נְרֵי זָהָב נֶגְדוֹ דִּ נִי אֵין שׁוֹקְלִין כְּ ר שֵׁ  The coins used to redeem the :מַעֲשֵׂ
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 – ש הַמִקְדָּ מְנוֹרַת  בִּ  :הַדְלָקָה 
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  
3:14).

halakha

To redeem other second-tithe produce with it – ל  לְחַלֵּ
נִי אַחֵר ר שֵׁ  As opposed to the fruits of the first :עָלָיו מַעֲשֵׂ
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 – זֵירָה  גְּ
קְלוֹתָיו ין מִשְׁ א לאֹ יְכַוֵּ מָּ  The ge’onim and the Rambam :שֶׁ
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 (Me’iri).

And does God require its light – ְוְכִי לְאוֹרָה הוּא צָרִיך: 
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).

notes

The lamps of the Temple candelabrum – נֵרוֹת מְנוֹרַת 
שׁ  In this depiction of the Temple candelabrum, all :הַמִקְדָּ
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

background
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In summary, the Gemara asks: What is the halakhic conclusion reachedn 
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 lampb 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,h 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: 

A lantern that continued to burnh 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. 

רֵיהּ  בְּ הוּנָא  רַב  אָמַר  עֲלָהּ?  הָוֵי  מַאי 
ה  עַ: חָזֵינָא אִי הַדְלָקָה עוֹשָׂ רַב יְהוֹשֻׁ דְּ
חָה  הַנָּ וְאִי  ר,  לַנֵּ ר  מִנֵּ מַדְלִיקִין   – מִצְוָה 
.ר  ר לַנֵּ ה מִצְוָה – אֵין מַדְלִיקִין מִנֵּ עוֹשָׂ

ה מִצְוָה אוֹ  עֲיָא לְהוּ: הַדְלָקָה עוֹשָׂ אִיבַּ דְּ
ה מִצְוָה? חָה עוֹשָׂ הַנָּ

נֵר  פוּשׂ  תָּ הָיָה  רָבָא:  אָמַר  דְּ מַע.  שְׁ א  תָּ
כְלוּם.  וְלאֹ  ה  עָשָׂ לאֹ   – וְעוֹמֵד  ה  חֲנוּכָּ
ה מִצְוָה. הָתָם:  חָה עוֹשָׂ הּ: הַנָּ מַע מִינָּ שְׁ
נָקֵיט  דְּ הוּא  “לְצוֹרְכּוֹ  אוֹמֵר  הָרוֹאֶה 

לָהּ״. 

פְנִים  אָמַר רָבָא: הִדְלִיקָה בִּ מַע. דְּ א שְׁ תָּ
ה כְלוּם. אִי אָמְרַתְּ  וְהוֹצִיאָהּ – לאֹ עָשָׂ
ה מִצְוָה – הַדְלָקָה  לָמָא הַדְלָקָה עוֹשָׂ שְׁ בִּ
ה  עָשָׂ לאֹ  הָכִי  וּם  מִשּׁ עֵינַן,  בָּ מְקוֹמוֹ  בִּ
ה  עוֹשָׂ חָה  “הַנָּ אָמְרַתְּ  אִי  א  אֶלָּ כְלוּם. 
כְלוּם?  וְלאֹ  ה  עָשָׂ לאֹ  אי  אַמַּ מִצְוָה״ 
הָתָם נַמִי; הָרוֹאֶה הוּא אוֹמֵר “לְצוֹרְכּוֹ 

אַדְלְקָהּ״.  הוּא דְּ

ן לֵוִי: עַ בֶּ י יְהוֹשֻׁ אָמַר רַבִּ מַע, דְּ א שְׁ תָּ

NOTES
To redeem other second tithe produce with it – 
נִי אַחֵר ר שֵׁ ל עָלָיו מַעֲשֵׂ  As opposed to the fruits of :לְחַלֵּ
the first tithe that are given to the Levites, the fruits 
of the second 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 fruit of the second 
tithe to be redeemed with money, which would then 
be used to purchase food in Jerusalem (see Deuter-
onomy 14:22–27).

A decree lest the weights will not be precisely 
equal – קְלוֹתָיו ין מִשְׁ א לאֹ יְכַוֵּ מָּ זֵירָה שֶׁ  The ge’onim and :גְּ
Rambam wrote that there is room for concern lest the 
weights will not be precise, and he is consequently 
undervaluing the weight of the tithe. A variant text 
reads: Lest the weights will be precisely equal. That 
reading suggests that one might discover that the 
coins used to redeem the tithe or even the fruits 
themselves are precise weights. The concern is that 
he will use them to weigh non-sacred items (Me’iri).

And does God require its light? – וְכִי לְאוֹרָה הוּא 
 Some commentaries explain the assumption :צָרִיךְ?
that the phrase: Outside the veil of testimony, which 
seems extraneous, teaches that the purpose of the 
candelabrum was to provide light for the priests in-
side 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 the 
light for the priests (see Tosafot).

What conclusion was reached? – ?ּמַאי הָוֵי עֲלָה: This 
question is standard at the end of a discussion 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 re-
mained 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 accordance with the 
opinion of Shmuel. Although Rabba’s custom was in 
accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, the rule in 
ritual, as opposed to civil, cases is that the halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav (Rosh). 

HALAKHA
The second tithe, one may not weigh gold dinars 
with it – נְרֵי זָהָב נֶגְדוֹ דִּ נִי אֵין שׁוֹקְלִין כְּ ר שֵׁ  The coins :מַעֲשֵׂ
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 redeem other 
second-tithe produce (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot 
Ma’aser Sheni VeNeta Revai 3:19).

Lighting the Temple candelabrum – מְנוֹרַת  הַדְלָקָה בִּ
ש -The priests lit one lamp in the Temple can :הַמִקְדָּ
delabrum from the western lamp by pulling the wick 
of the unlit lamp to the burning western lamp, kin-
dling it and restoring the wick to its place (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:14).

One who was holding a burning Hanukkah lamp 
in his hand and standing – ה וְעוֹמֵד פוּשׂ נֵר חֲנוּכָּ  :הָיָה תָּ
One who holds a Hanukkah lamp in his hand, lights it 
and then remains standing with it, did not fulfill the 
mitzva. Similarly, one who lit a Hanukkah lamp inside 
his house and then placed it outside did not fulfill 
the mitzva (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla 
VaĤanukka 4:9; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 675:1).

BACKGROUND 
The lamps of the Temple candelabrum – נֵרוֹת מְנוֹרַת 
שׁ  ,In this depiction of the Temple candelabrum :הַמִקְדָּ
all of the wicks and flames face the middle branch, 

which, according to this opinion, is the western lamp 
with the branches of the candelabrum aligned along 
a north-south axis.

Lamp – נֵר

Earthenware lamp from the talmudic period 

כג.
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וְהוֹלֶכֶת  דּוֹלֶקֶת  הָיְתָה  שֶׁ ית  שִׁ עֲשָׁ
ה  מְכַבָּ ת  בָּ שַׁ לְמוֹצָאֵי  כּוּלּוֹ,  הַיּוֹם  ל  כָּ
לָמָא הַדְלָקָה  שְׁ וּמַדְלִיקָהּ. אִי אָמְרַתְּ בִּ
א אִי אָמְרַתְּ  י.ר אֶלָּ פִּ שַׁ ה מִצְוָה –  עוֹשָׂ
הּ  “מְכַבָּ הַאי  מִצְוָה,  ה  עוֹשָׂ חָה  הַנָּ
יחָהּ  וּמַנִּ יהָהּ  וּמַגְבִּ הּ  וּמַדְלִיקָהּ״? “מְכַבָּ
קָא  מִדְּ וְעוֹד,  לֵיהּ!  עֵי  מִיבָּ וּמַדְלִיקָהּ״ 
נוּ  מִצְותָֹיו וְצִוָּ נוּ בְּ ר קִדְשָׁ מְבָרְכִינַן “אֲשֶׁ
הּ:  מִינָּ מַע  שְׁ ה״  חֲנוּכָּ ל  שֶׁ נֵר  לְהַדְלִיק 

הּ. מַע מִינָּ ה מִצְוָה, שְׁ הַדְלָקָה עוֹשָׂ

What is the conclusion about this matter – 
 This question is standard at the end :מַאי הָוֵי עֲלָהּ
of a discussion 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). 

notes

Lamp – נֵר:

Earthenware lamp from the talmudic period 

background

One who was holding a burning Hanukkah 
lamp in his hand and was standing – ׂפוּש  הָיָה תָּ
ה וְעוֹמֵד  One who holds a Hanukkah lamp :נֵר חֲנוּכָּ
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 VaĤanukka 4:9; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 675:1).

halakha

Lantern that continued to burn, etc. – ית שִׁ  עֲשָׁ
הָיְתָה דּוֹלֶקֶת וְהוֹלֶכֶת וכו׳ -One who wants to ful :שֶׁ
fill his obligation with a lantern 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 
is accomplished by lighting the lights, as per the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:9; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 675:1).

halakha
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And, the Gemara remarks, now that we say that lighting ac-
complishes the mitzva, there are practical ramifications. If a 
deaf-mute,n 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 womanh certainly may light, as Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi said: Women are obligated in lighting the 
Hanukkah light, as they too were included in that miraclen of 
being saved from the decree of persecution.

Rav Sheshet said: A guest is obligated in lighting the Hanuk-
kah lighth 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],l 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 selecth of the oils. 
Abaye said: At first, my Master, Rabba, would seek sesame oil, 
as he 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,hb 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 Ĥiyya 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.h 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 let us 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. 

מִצְוָה,  ה  עוֹשָׂ הַדְלָקָה  אָמְרִינַן  דְּ א  תָּ וְהָשְׁ
ה וְלאֹ  לִיקָהּ חֵרֵשׁ שׁוֹטֶה וְקָטָן – לאֹ עָשָׂ הִדְּ
י  רַבִּ אָמַר  דְּ מַדְלִיקָה,  אי  וַדַּ ה  ָ אִשּׁ לוּם.  כְּ
ה,  נֵר חֲנוּכָּ ים חַיָּיבוֹת בְּ ן לֵוִי: נָשִׁ עַ בֶּ יְהוֹשֻׁ

ס. אוֹתוֹ הַנֵּ אַף הֵן הָיוּ בְּ שֶׁ

ה.  נֵר חֲנוּכָּ ת: אַכְסְנַאי חַיָּיב בְּ שֶׁ אָמַר רַב שֵׁ
רַב  י  בֵּ הָוֵינָא  י  כִּ מֵרֵישׁ  זֵירָא:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
תַר  יזָא. בָּ פִּ הֲדֵי אוּשְׁ פְרִיטֵי בַּ פְנָא בִּ תַּ תַּ מִשְׁ
אי לָא  א וַדַּ תָּ תָא אָמִינָא: הָשְׁ נְסִיבִי אִיתְּ דִּ
יתַאי.  גוֹ בֵּ קָא מַדְלִיקִי עֲלַי בְּ צְרִיכְנָא, דְּ

ן  מָנִים כּוּלָּ ְ ל הַשּׁ ן לֵוִי: כָּ עַ בֶּ י יְהוֹשֻׁ אָמַר רַבִּ
יֵי:  מֶן זַיִת מִן הַמּוּבְחָ.ר אָמַר אַבַּ ר, וְשֶׁ יָפִין לַנֵּ
מֵי,  שׁוּמְשְׁ חָא דְּ שְׁ ר מָר אַמִּ מֵרֵישׁ הֲוָה מְהַדַּ
מַע לָהּ  שְׁ יוָן דִּ ךְ נְהוֹרֵי טְפֵי. כֵּ אֲמַר: הַאי מָשַׁ
חָא  שְׁ ר אַמִּ ן לֵוִי מְהַדַּ עַ בֶּ י יְהוֹשֻׁ רַבִּ לְהָא דְּ

זֵיתָא, אֲמַר: הַאי צְלִיל נְהוֹרֵיהּ טְפֵי. דְּ

מָנִים  ְ הַשּׁ ל  כָּ לֵוִי:  ן  בֶּ עַ  יְהוֹשֻׁ י  רַבִּ וְאָמַר 
עֲיָא  מֶן זַיִת מִן הַמּוּבְחָ.ר אִיבַּ יוֹ, וְשֶׁ יָפִין לִדְּ
תָנֵי  דְּ מַע,  שְׁ א  תָּ ן?  ֵ לְעֲשּׁ אוֹ  ל  לְגַבֵּ לְהוּ: 
יָפִין  מָנִים  ְ הַשּׁ ל  כָּ רֵי:  זוּטְּ ר  בַּ מוּאֵל  שְׁ רַב 
ין  ל בֵּ ין לְגַבֵּ מֶן זַיִת מִן הַמּוּבְחָ.ר בֵּ יוֹ וְשֶׁ לִדְּ
ל  ר זוּטְרָא מַתְנֵי הָכִי: כָּ מוּאֵל בַּ ן, רַב שְׁ ֵ לְעֲשּׁ
מֶן זַיִת מִן הַמּוּבְחָ.ר  יוֹ וְשֶׁ נִים יָפִין לִדְּ הָעֲשָׁ
רָף  יוֹ, וּשְׂ רָפִין יָפִין לִדְּ ל הַשְּׂ אָמַר רַב הוּנָא: כָּ

ם. קְטָף יָפֶה מִכּוּלָּ

דְלִיק  י אָמַר רַב: הַמַּ ר אַשִׁ אָמַר רַב חִיָּיא בַּ
ה צָרִיךְ לְבָרֵךְ. וְרַב יִרְמְיָה אָמַר:  ל חֲנוּכָּ נֵר שֶׁ
ה צָרִיךְ לְבָרֵךְ. אָמַר רַב  ל חֲנוּכָּ הָרוֹאֶה נֵר שֶׁ
יִם,  תַּ יְהוּדָה: יוֹם רִאשׁוֹן – הָרוֹאֶה מְבָרֵךְ שְׁ
 – וְאֵילָךְ  אן  מִכָּ לשֹׁ  שָׁ מְבָרֵךְ  וּמַדְלִיק 
יִם, וְרוֹאֶה מְבָרֵךְ אַחַת.  תַּ מַדְלִיק מְבָרֵךְ שְׁ
וְנִימְעוֹט נֵס! נֵס  זְמַן.  מַאי מְמַעֵט? מְמַעֵט 

ל יוֹמֵי אִיתֵיהּ. כָּ

If a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor kindles it…a 
woman – ה ָ לִיקָהּ חֵרֵשׁ שׁוֹטֶה וְקָטָן…אִשּׁ -A woman’s obliga :הִדְּ
tion to kindle the Hanukkah lights is the same as a man’s. 
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 VaĤanukka 4:9; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 675:3). 

A guest is obligated in lighting the Hanukkah light – 
ה נֵר חֲנוּכָּ  A guest whose family is not lighting :אַכְסְנַאי חַיָּיב בְּ
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 VaĤanukka 4:11; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 677:1).

And olive oil is the most select – מֶן זַיִת מִן הַמּוּבְחָר  Olive :וְשֶׁ
oil is the preferred oil for kindling lights, especially Hanuk-
kah lights (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:11; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:6, 673:1).

All the oils are suitable for making ink – יָפִין מָנִים  ְ ל הַשּׁ  כָּ
יוֹ  Ab initio, sacred texts are written with ink made from :לִדְּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 32:3).

The blessings over the Hanukkah light – רְכּוֹת הַנֵר  On :בִּ
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 VaĤanukka 3:4; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 676:1–3).

halakha

A deaf-mute – ׁחֵרֵש: When the Sages employ the unmodi-
fied term ĥeresh 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 HaĤasid ). 

As they too were included in that miracle – ּאַף הֵן הָיו  שֶׁ
ס אוֹתוֹ הַנֵּ  The Torah principle is that women are exempt :בְּ
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). 

notes

Host [ushpiza] – יזָא פִּ  ,From the Middle Persian aspinj :אוּשְׁ
meaning hotel or hospitality.

language
Making ink – ֹיו דְּ יַית   In talmudic times, various writing :עֲשִׂ
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 

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. 

background
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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?hn 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 
Neĥemya 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 uncertaintyn 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.h 

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.

נוּ  שָׁ קִדְּ ר  “אֲשֶׁ מְבָרֵךְ  מְבָרֵךְ?  מַאי 
ה״.  ל חֲנוּכָּ נוּ לְהַדְלִיק נֵר שֶׁ מִצְותָֹיו וְצִוָּ בְּ
מִ״לאֹ  אָמַר:  אָוְיָא  רַב  נוּ?  צִוָּ וְהֵיכָן 
אָבִיךָ  אַל  “שְׁ אָמַר:  נְחֶמְיָה  רַב  תָסוּר״. 

דְךָ זְקֵנֶיךָ וְיאֹמְרוּ לָךְ״.  וְיַגֵּ

בּוֹ  מְעָרְבִין  מַאי  הַדְּ עַמְרָם:  רַב  מְתִיב 
נִין  וּמְזַמְּ עָלָיו  וּמְבָרְכִין  בּוֹ  פִין  תְּ תַּ וּמִשְׁ
וּבֵין  עָרוֹם  אוֹתוֹ  ין  וּמַפְרִישִׁ עָלָיו, 
עֵי  נַן בָּ רַבָּ : כּלֹ מִדְּ מָשׁוֹת. וְאִי אָמְרַתְּ ְ הַשּׁ
י קָאֵי עָרוֹם, הֵיכִי מְבָרֵךְ?  רָכָה, הָכָא כִּ בְּ
א!  עֵינַן “וְהָיָה מַחֲנֶיךָ קָדוֹשׁ״ וְלֵיכָּ וְהָא בָּ
רָכָה,  עֵי בְּ דִבְרֵיהֶם – בָּ אי דְּ יֵי: וַדַּ אֲמַר אַבַּ

רָכָה.  עֵי בְּ דִבְרֵיהֶם – לָא בָּ סָפֵק דְּ

בְרֵיהֶם הוּא,  סָפֵק דִּ נִי, דְּ וְהָא יוֹם טוֹב שֵׁ
לָא לְזִילְזוּלֵי  י הֵיכִי דְּ רָכָה! הָתָם כִּ וּבָעֵי בְּ
רִין  י הָאָרֶץ מְעַשְּׂ הּ. רָבָא אָמַר: רוֹב עַמֵּ בָּ

הֵן. 

And where did He command us – ּנו  This question is often :וְהֵיכָן צִוָּ
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 – דִבְרֵיהֶם  :סָפֵק דְּ

Demai refers to crops or fruit that were acquired from an am ha’aretz. 
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 a am 
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, demai is always a case of a rabbinic ordinance instituted due 
to uncertainty (Penei Yehoshua).

notes

And where did He command us – ּנו צִוָּ -Per :וְהֵיכָן 
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 – אי  וַדַּ
רָכָה עֵי בְּ דִבְרֵיהֶם לָא בָּ רָכָה, סָפֵק דְּ עֵי בְּ דִבְרֵיהֶם בָּ  One :דְּ
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 (ge’onim; 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 VaĤanukka 3:5).

halakha
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Rav Huna said: A courtyard that has two entrancesh 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.n 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? 
As it was taught in a Tosefta that Rabbi Shimon said: On account of four 
things the Torah said that one should leave pe’a,n crops for the poor in 
the corner of his field, specifically at the end of his field.h 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. 

תָחִים –  נֵי פְּ יֵּשׁ לָהּ שְׁ אָמַר רַב הוּנָא: חָצֵר שֶׁ
אֲמַרַן  לָא  רָבָא:  )וְאָמַר(  נֵרוֹת.  י  תֵּ שְׁ צְרִיכָה 
י רוּחוֹת, אֲבָל מֵרוּחַ אַחַת – לָא  תֵּ א מִשְׁ אֶלָּ
דָא,  וּם חֲשָׁ צְרִיךְ. מַאי טַעְמָא? אִילֵימָא מִשּׁ
עָלְמָא –  דְּ דָא  חֲשָׁ אִילֵימָא  מַאן?  דְּ דָא  חֲשָׁ
דָא  חֲשָׁ אִי  עֵי,  לִיבָּ נַמִי  אַחַת  רוּחַ  בְּ אֲפִילּוּ 
לָא  נַמִי  רוּחוֹת  נֵי  ְ מִשּׁ אֲפִילוּ   – מָתָא  בְנֵי  דִּ
מָתָא,  בְנֵי  דִּ דָא  חֲשָׁ וּם  מִשּׁ לְעוֹלָם  עֵי!  לִיבָּ
הַאי,  בְּ חָלְפִי  וְלָא  הַאי  בְּ פִי  מִחַלְּ דְּ וְזִימְנִין 
יתְחָא לָא אַדְלִיק,  בְהַאי פִּ י הֵיכִי דִּ וְאָמְרִי: כִּ

יתְחָא נַמִי לָא אַדְלִי.ק  הַךְ פִּ בְּ

תַנְיָא,  דְּ  – ד  לַחֲשָׁ ינַן  חָיְישִׁ דְּ ימְרָא  תֵּ וּמְנָא 
בָרִים  דְּ עָה  אַרְבָּ בִיל  שְׁ בִּ מְעוֹן:  שִׁ י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
נֵי  דֵהוּ: מִפְּ סוֹף שָׂ יאָה בְּ יחַ פֵּ אָמְרָה תּוֹרָה לְהַנִּ
ד,  נֵי הַחֲשָׁ יטּוּל עֲנִיִּים, וּמִפְּ נֵי בִּ זֶל עֲנִיִּים, וּמִפְּ גֶּ
לּאֹ  זֶל עֲנִיִּים – שֶׁ נֵי גֶּ ה״. מִפְּ כַלֶּ ל תְּ וּם “בַּ וּמִשּׁ
וְיֹאמַר  נוּיָיה,  פְּ עָה  שָׁ יִת  הַבַּ עַל  בַּ יִרְאֶה 

אָה. לִקְרוֹבוֹ עָנִי: הֲרֵי זוֹ פֵּ

NOTES
As they too were included in that miracle – אַף  שֶׁ
ס אוֹתוֹ הַנֵּ  The Torah principle is that women :הֵן הָיוּ בְּ
are exempt from time-bound positive mitzvot. There 
are exceptions, and lighting the Hanukkah lights is 
among them. 

They, too, were included in that miracle can be un-
derstood in another way: The miracle was caused due 
to the merit of women (Tosafot). Various commentar-
ies connect the episode of Judith and Holofernes, as 
well as the story of Ĥannah 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 exemption from time-bound posi-
tive 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). 

And where did He command us – ּנו צִוָּ  This :וְהֵיכָן 
question is often asked with regard to blessings re-
cited over mitzvot of rabbinic origin. Here, the Ge-
mara 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 negative, mitzva and therefore 
cited the verse: “Ask your father” (Rabbi Elazar Moshe 
Horowitz).

A rabbinic ordinance instituted due to uncertain-
ty – דִבְרֵיהֶם  Demai refers to crops or fruit that :סָפֵק דְּ
were acquired from an am ha’aretz. Even though the 
separation of tithes is a mitzva by Torah law, bless-
ings are only by rabbinic law. Therefore, the ques-
tion whether or not to recite a blessing when tithing 
demai, which is produce acquired from a am ha’aretz, 
is a case involving uncertainty with regard to rab-
binic law (Ritva). Others say, since by Torah law, the 
buyer is exempt from tithing, demai is always a case 
of a rabbinic ordinance instituted due to uncertainty 
(Penei Yehoshua).

And Rava said: We only said this in a case where 
the two entrances face two different directions 
etc. – (י רוּחוֹת וכו׳ תֵּ א מִשְׁ  Most :וְאָמַר( רָבָא: לָא אֲמַרַן אֶלָּ
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 reason 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 opinion as well.

The mitzva of pe’a – אָה  And when you reap“ :מִצְוָות פֵּ
the harvest of 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: I 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 pe’a, collected in tractate Pe’a. They 
even determined the percentage of the field that 
must be left as pe’a. Legally, pe’a is the property of 
all poor people, and the owner of the property is 
not allowed to give the pe’a to specific poor people 
whom he seeks to aid.

HALAKHA
A lantern that continued to burn etc. – ית שִׁ  עֲשָׁ
הָיְתָה דּוֹלֶקֶת וכו׳ -One who wants to fulfill his ob :שֶׁ
ligation with a lantern or lamp that was lit during 
the day, must first extinguish it and then relight it 
as a Hanukkah light. The ruling in the dispute in the 
Gemara is: The mitzva is accomplished by lighting the 
lights, as per the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 
4:9; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 675:1).

If a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor lit…a 
woman – ה ָ לִיקָהּ חֵרֵשׁ שׁוֹטֶה וְקָטָן…אִשּׁ  A woman’s :הִדְּ
obligation to light the Hanukkah lights is the same as 
a man’s. Indeed, a woman may recite the blessings on 
his behalf (Magen Avraham). A deaf-mute, an imbe-
cile or a minor who lit accomplished nothing. Some 
rule that a minor who has reached the age of train-
ing is permitted to light Hanukkah lights. However, 
according to our custom, where each family member 
lights Hanukkah lights, a minor who has reached 
the age of training is obligated to light (Rema; Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:9; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 675:3). 

A guest is obligated in lighting the Hanukkah 
light – ה נֵר חֲנוּכָּ  A guest whose family :אַכְסְנַאי חַיָּיב בְּ
is not lighting for him at home is obligated to light 
Hanukkah lights where he is sleeping, assuming he 
has a lamp and a separate entrance where he could 
light (Mishna Berura). Alternatively, he could con-
tribute a peruta to defray the cost of the light and 
have the host light for him (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:11; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 263:7, 677:1).

And olive oil is the most select – מֶן זַיִת מִן הַמּוּבְחָר  :וְשֶׁ
Olive oil is the preferred oil for lighting lamps, es-
pecially Hanukkah lamps (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 5:11; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 263:7 and 673:8).

All types of oil are suitable for making ink – ל  כָּ
יוֹ לִדְּ יָפִין  מָנִים  ְ  Ab initio, sacred texts are written :הַשּׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 32:3).

The blessings over the Hanukkah light – רְכּוֹת הַנֵר  :בִּ
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. 
One who did not light, does not plan to light and on 
whose behalf no one is lighting in his home, then 
when he 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 VaĤanukka 3:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 676:1–3).

And where did He command us – ּנו צִוָּ -Per :וְהֵיכָן 
formance of all rabbinic ordinances is preceded 
by a blessing: Who has made us holy through His 
mitzvot and has commanded us. In all those cases, 
the question arises: Where did He command 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 (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Berakhot 3:5).

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, a blessing is not required – אי  וַדַּ
רָכָה בְּ עֵי  בָּ דִבְרֵיהֶם – לָא  דְּ רָכָה, סָפֵק  בְּ עֵי  בָּ דִבְרֵיהֶם –   :דְּ
One does not recite a blessing on an ordinance in-
stituted 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, so that the day will 
not be treated with contempt. Blessings are recited 
over all other rabbinic ordinances that were not insti-
tuted 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 (Ge’onim, Ramban) ruled 
in accordance with the ruling of the Rambam in this 
case. Everyone agrees that blessings are not recited 
when there is uncertainty with regard to a rabbinic 
ordinance (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla 
VaĤanukka 3:5).

A courtyard that has two entrances etc. – ׁיֵּש  חָצֵר שֶׁ
תָחִים וכו׳ פְּ  One whose house or courtyard :לָהּ שְנֵי 
has two entrances facing in different directions is 
required 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 required to 
light in both houses (Rema in the name of Kolbo). 
In any case, one who lights in two entrances, recites 
the blessings only once (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 671:8).

The Torah said to leave pe’a at the end of his field – 
דֵהוּ סוֹף שָׂ יאָה בְּ פֵּ יחַ  -The pe’a is sepa :אָמְרָה תּוֹרָה לְהַנִּ
rated only at the end of a field because of the reasons 
cited by Rabbi Shimon. If one separates pe’a from 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 pe’a from the end of 
the field. The calculation is based on what remained 
in the field after he separated the first pe’a from the 
middle. The ab initio halakha was established in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, and, 
apparently, there is no dispute with regard to that 
aspect of the halakha (Kesef Mishna; Rambam Sefer 
Zera’im, Hilkhot Mattenot Anyiim 2:12).

LANGUAGE
Guest [ushpiza] – יזָא פִּ  The origin of this word is :אוּשְׁ
the Persian word, ispanj, meaning hotel.

BACKGROUND
Making ink – ֹיו דְּ  In talmudic times, various :עֲשִיָית 
writing utensils and colored inks were used for writ-
ing 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 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 paper. 

Courtyard that has two entrances, etc. – תָחִים וכו׳ נֵי פְּ יֵּשׁ לָהּ שְׁ  :חָצֵר שֶׁ
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 Kolbo). In any 
case, one who lights in two entrances recites the blessings only once 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:10; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 671:8).

The Torah said to leave pe’a at the end of his field – אָמְרָה תּוֹרָה 

דֵהוּ סוֹף שָׂ יאָה בְּ יחַ פֵּ  The pe’a is separated only at the end of a field :לְהַנִּ
because of the reasons cited by Rabbi Shimon. If one separates pe’a 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 pe’a 
at the end of the field. The calculation is based on what remained in 
the field after he separated the first pe’a 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).

halakha

And Rava said: We only said this in a case where the two entrances 
face two different directions, etc. – י תֵּ א מִשְׁ  וְאָמַר רָבָא: לָא אֲמַרַן אֶלָּ
 Most commentaries explain that Rava disagrees with Abaye :רוּחוֹת וכו׳
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 – אָה  And when you reap the harvest of“ :מִצְוָות פֵּ

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: I 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 pe’a col-
lected in tractate Pe’a. They even determined the percentage of the 
field that must be left as pe’a. Legally, pe’a is the property of all poor 
people, and the owner of the property is not allowed to give the pe’a 
to specific poor people whom he seeks to aid.

notes
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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’a 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 Yitzĥak bar Redifa said that Rav Huna said: Lighting an oil 
lamp that has two spouts,hb 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,h 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,h 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,h 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.

כג:כג:

Perek II
Daf 23  Amud b

עֲנִיִּים  יְהוּ  לּאֹ  שֶׁ  – עֲנִיִּים  יטּוּל  בִּ נֵי  וּמִפְּ
עַל  בַּ יחַ  מַנִּ יו  “עַכְשָׁ רִין:  מְּ וּמְשַׁ בִין  יוֹשְׁ
לּאֹ יִהְיוּ  ד – שֶׁ נֵי חֲשָׁ אָה״. וּמִפְּ יִת פֵּ הַבַּ
מְאֵרָה  בֹא  תָּ אוֹמְרִים:  בִין  וְשָׁ עוֹבְרִין 
וּם  דֵהוּ. וּמִשּׁ שָׂ אָה בְּ יחַ פֵּ לּאֹ הִנִּ לְאָדָם שֶׁ
וּם  מִשּׁ לָאו  הוּ  כּוּלְּ אַטּוּ  ה״.  כַלֶּ תְּ ל  “בַּ
נֵי  מִפְּ רָבָא:  אָמַר  נִינְהוּ?  ה״  כַלֶּ תְּ ל  “בַּ

אִין. הָרַמָּ

רַב  אָמַר  רְדִיפָה  ר  בַּ יִצְחָק  רַב  אָמַר 
עוֹלָה   – יּוֹת  פִּ נֵי  שְׁ לָהּ  יֵּשׁ  שֶׁ נֵר  הוּנָא: 
א קְעָרָה  נֵי אָדָם. אָמַר רָבָא: מִילֵּ נֵי בְּ לִשְׁ
לִי –  פָה עָלֶיהָ כְּ תִילוֹת, כָּ יפָהּ פְּ מֶן וְהִקִּ שֶׁ
עָלֶיהָ  פָה  כָּ נֵי אָדָם, לאֹ  בְּ ה  לְכַמָּ עוֹלָה 
וַאֲפִילּוּ  מְדוּרָה,  מִין  כְּ אָהּ  עֲשָׂ  – לִי  כְּ

לְאֶחָד נַמִי אֵינָהּ עוֹלָה. 

וְנֵר  יתוֹ  בֵּ נֵר  לִי:  יטָא  שִׁ פְּ רָבָא,  אָמַר 
לוֹם  שְׁ וּם  מִשּׁ עָדִיף,  יתוֹ  בֵּ נֵר   – ה  חֲנוּכָּ
יתוֹ  יתוֹ וְקִידּוּשׁ הַיּוֹם – נֵר בֵּ יתוֹ. נֵר בֵּ בֵּ
רָבָא:  עֵי  בָּ יתוֹ.  בֵּ לוֹם  שְׁ וּם  מִשּׁ עָדִיף, 
קִידּוּשׁ  מַהוּ?  הַיּוֹם  וְקִידּוּשׁ  ה  חֲנוּכָּ נֵר 
נֵר  ילְמָא:  דִּ אוֹ  תָדִיר,  דְּ  – עָדִיף  הַיּוֹם 
תַר  א? בָּ רְסוֹמֵי נִיסָּ וּם פַּ ה עָדִיף, מִשּׁ חֲנוּכָּ
ה עָדִיף,  טָהּ: נֵר חֲנוּכָּ שַׁ עֲיָא הֲדַר פְּ אִבַּ דְּ

רְסוֹמֵי נִיסָא.  וּם פַּ מִשּׁ

Oil lamp that has two spouts – יּוֹת נֵי פִּ יֵּשׁ לָהּ שְׁ  A pottery :נֵר שֶׁ
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 Avraham; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:4; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 671:3).

One who filled a bowl with oil and placed wicks all around 
it – תִילוֹת יפָהּ פְּ מֶן וְהִקִּ א קְעָרָה שֶׁ  One who overturned a :מִילֵּ
vessel onto a bowl of oil with 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 VaĤanukka 
4:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 671:4).

Lamp for his home or a Hanukkah lamp – ה יתוֹ וְנֵר חֲנוּכָּ  :נֵר בֵּ
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 VaĤanukka 4:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 263:3; 
678:1).

Hanukkah lamp and kiddush of Shabbat day – ה  נֵר חֲנוּכָּ
 One who lacks the means to purchase both :וְקִידּוּשׁ הַיּוֹם
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 VaĤanukka 
4:13; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 296:5; 678:1).

halakha

Oil lamp that has two spouts – יּוֹת נֵי פִּ יֵּשׁ לָהּ שְׁ :נֵר שֶׁ

Pottery lamp

background

Two spouts for wicks  
in the same pottery lamp
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Rav Huna said: One who is accustomed to kindle lightsn 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 
Ĥiyya bar Avin, his two oldest sons, emerged from their family. On a 
similar note, the Gemara relates: Rav Ĥisda 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 Ĥisda said: A great person will emerge from here. Indeed, 
Rav Sheizvi emerged from them.n 

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.h

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 
Sagesn 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 oil? 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. 

נֵר – הָוְיָין לֵיהּ  אָמַר רַב הוּנָא: הָרָגִיל בְּ
מְזוּזָה –  לְמִידֵי חֲכָמִים, הַזָּהִיר בִּ נִים תַּ בָּ
צִיצִית – זוֹכֶה  זוֹכֶה לְדִירָה נָאָה, הַזָּהִיר בְּ
 – הַיּוֹם  קִידּוּשׁ  בְּ הַזָּהִיר  נָאָה,  ית  לְטַלִּ
י יַיִן. רַב הוּנָא הֲוָה רָגִיל  רְבֵּ א גַּ זוֹכֶה וּמְמַלֵּ
אָבִין  י  רַבִּ דְּ תְחָא  אַפִּ וְתָנֵי  חָלֵיף  הֲוָה  דַּ
טוּבָא,  רָגֵי  שְׁ בִּ רָגִיל  הֲוָה  דַּ חֲזָא  רָא,  נַגָּ
מֵהָכָא.  נָפְקִי  רַבְרָבֵי  בְרֵי  גַּ רֵי  תְּ אֲמַר: 
וְרַב  אָבִין  ר  בַּ אִידִי  רַב  יְיהוּ  מִינַּ נָפְקִי 
רָגִיל  הֲוָה  א  חִסְדָּ רַב  אָבִין.  ר  בַּ חִיָּיא 
א  נָשָׁ דְבֵי  יתְחָא  אַפִּ וְתָנֵי  חָלֵיף  הֲוָה  דַּ
רָגֵי  שְׁ בִּ רָגִיל  הֲוָה  דַּ חֲזָא  יזְבִי,  שֵׁ רַב  דְּ
מֵהָכָא.  נָפַק  א  רַבָּ בְרָא  גַּ אָמַר:  טוּבָא, 

יזְבִי. יְיהוּ רַב שֵׁ נְפַק מִינַּ

מְאַחֲרָה  הֲוַת  יוֹסֵף  רַב  דְּ בֵיתְהוּ  דְּ
נְיָא:  וּמַדְלְקָת לָהּ, אָמַר לָהּ רַב יוֹסֵף, תַּ
וְעַמּוּד  יוֹמָם  הֶעָנָן  עַמּוּד  יָמִישׁ  “לאֹ 
לִים  עַמּוּד עָנָן מַשְׁ ד שֶׁ הָאֵשׁ לָיְלָה״ מְלַמֵּ
לִים  מַשְׁ הָאֵשׁ  וְעַמּוּד  הָאֵשׁ,  לְעַמוּד 
אֲמַר  לְאַקְדוֹמָהּ,  סְבַרָה  הֶעָנָן.  לְעַמוּד 
לּאֹ  שֶׁ וּבִלְבַד  נֵינָא,  תָּ סָבָא:  הַהוּא  לָהּ 

לּאֹ יְאַחֵ.ר  ים וְשֶׁ יַקְדִּ

נִין  נַן – הָווּ לֵיהּ בְּ רָחֵים רַבָּ אֲמַר רָבָא: דְּ
נַן – הָווּ לֵיהּ חֲתָנְוָותָא  מוֹקִיר רַבָּ נַן, דְּ רַבָּ
הָוֵי  גּוּפֵיהּ  הוּא   – נַן  מֵרַבָּ דָחֵיל  דְּ נַן,  רַבָּ
ר הָכִי הוּא –  נַן, וְאִי לָאו בַּ צוּרְבָא מֵרַבָּ

נַן.  צוּרְבָא מֵרַבָּ יהּ כְּ מְעָן מִילֵּ תַּ מִשְׁ

מֶן  שֶׁ מַאי  וכו.׳  רֵיפָה״  שְׂ מֶן  שֶׁ בְּ “וְלאֹ 
רוּמָה  תְּ ל  שֶׁ מֶן  שֶׁ ה:  רַבָּ אָמַר  רֵיפָה?  שְׂ
רֵיפָה –  מֶן שְׂ אי קָרוּ לָהּ שֶׁ טְמְאָה. וְאַמַּ נִּ שֶׁ
מַאי  ת  בָּ ַ וּבַשּׁ עוֹמֵד.  רֵיפָה  וְלִשְׂ הוֹאִיל 
צְוָה עָלָיו לְבַעֲרוֹ,  מִּ טַעְמָא לָא – מִתּוֹךְ שֶׁ
א  יֵי: אֶלָּ ה. אָמַר לֵיהּ אַבַּ א יַטֶּ מָּ זֵרָה שֶׁ גְּ
נַן:  ה תְּ מָּ רִי! אַלָּ תְּ יוֹם טוֹב לִישְׁ ה, בְּ מֵעַתָּ
יוֹם טוֹב!  רֵיפָה בְּ מֶן שְׂ שֶׁ אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בְּ

ת.  בָּ זֵרָה יוֹם טוֹב אַטּוּ שַׁ גְּ

One who is accustomed to kindle lights – נֵר בְּ  Some :הָרָגִיל 
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, Iyyun 
Ya’akov).

Lights and their reward – כָרָם וּשְׂ -Various commentar :הַנֵרוֹת 
ies attempt to explain what led Rav Huna to say two great 
people would emerge from that home, while Rav Ĥisda spoke 
of only one great person. According to the variant reading 

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’iri).

One who loves the Sages…one who honors the Sages…
one who stands in awe of the Sages – מוֹקִיר נַן…דְּ רַבָּ רָחֵים   דְּ
נַן דָחֵיל מֵרַבָּ נַן…דְּ  Each reward mentioned here is measure for :רַבָּ

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).

notes

As long as he neither lights too early nor 
too late – לּאֹ יְאַחֵר ים וְשֶׁ לּאֹ יַקְדִּ  One may not :שֶׁ
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 haminĥa] 
and accept all of the Shabbat prohibitions im-
mediately (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 263:4).

halakha
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Rav Ĥisda 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,n 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 Ĥanina 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 
Ĥisda. 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 Hanukkahn in Grace after 
Meals?n 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 Seĥora 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.h

לָא   – ה״  יַטֶּ א  מָּ לְ״שֶׁ אֲמַר:  א  חִסְדָּ רַב 
חָל  שֶׁ טוֹב  יוֹם  בְּ הָכָא  א,  אֶלָּ ינַן.  חָיְישִׁ
אֵין  שֶׁ לְפִי  עָסְקִינַן,  ת  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב  לִהְיוֹת 
קָתָנֵי  מִדְּ וְהָא  יוֹם טוֹב,  בְּ ים  קָדָשִׁ שׂוֹרְפִין 
יוֹם  רֵיפָה בְּ מֶן שְׂ שֶׁ סֵיפָא: “אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בְּ
יוֹם טוֹב עָסְקִינַן!  א לָאו בְּ רֵישָׁ לָל דְּ טוֹב״ מִכְּ
עַם״ קָאָמַר:  אָמַר רַב חֲנִינָא מִסּוּרָא: “מַה טַּ
יוֹם  רֵיפָה בְּ מֶן שְׂ שֶׁ עַם אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בְּ מַה טַּ
יוֹם  בְּ ים  קָדָשִׁ שׂוֹרְפִין  אֵין  שֶׁ לְפִי   – טוֹב 

טוֹב.

NOTES
One who is accustomed to kindle lights – הָרָגִיל 
נֵר  Some commentaries explain that this statement :בְּ
refers to the Hanukkah 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, Iyyun Ya’akov).

Lights and their reward – כָרָם -Various com :הַנֵרוֹת וּשְׂ
mentaries attempt to explain what led Rav Huna 
to say two great people would emerge from that 
home, while Rav Ĥisda spoke of only one great per-
son. According to the variant reading of the Rif and 
that of 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’iri).

One who loves the Sages…one who honors the 
Sages…one who stands in awe of the Sages – 
נַן מֵרַבָּ דָחֵיל  נַן…דְּ רַבָּ מוֹקִיר  נַן…דְּ רַבָּ רָחֵים   Each reward :דְּ
mentioned here is measure for 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 significant 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 beyond 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).

Because one may not burn consecrated items on 
a Festival – יוֹם טוֹב בְּ ים  אֵין שׂוֹרְפִין קָדָשִׁ  According :שֶׁ
to some commentaries, Rabba ruled that the pro-
hibition 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 pemitted on a Festival, if not for 
the decree. Another opinion suggests that it was 
prohibited only when burned in a bonfire kindled 
for no purpose other than burning teruma (Me’iri). 

HALAKHA
A lamp that has two spouts – יּוֹת פִּ נֵי  יֵּשׁ לָהּ שְׁ  :נֵר שֶׁ
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 only one 
light each night. However, according to the mehadrin 
min hamehadrin custom that calls for each person to 
add a light for each night, two people may not use 
the same two-spouted pottery lamp (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:4; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 671:3).

One filled a bowl and placed wicks all around it – 
תִילוֹת יפָהּ פְּ מֶן וְהִקִּ א קְעָרָה שֶׁ  One who overturned :מִילֵּ
a vessel onto a bowl of oil with 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 VaĤanukka 
4:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 671:4).

A lamp for his home or a Hanukkah lamp – ֹיתו  נֵר בֵּ
ה  One who lacks the means to purchase oil :וְנֵר חֲנוּכָּ
to kindle both the Shabbat and the Hanukkah lights 

should purchase and light the Shabbat lights (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:14; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 263:3; 678:1).

A Hanukkah lamp and Shabbat kiddush – ה  נֵר חֲנוּכָּ
 One who lacks the means to purchase :וְקִידּוּשׁ הַיּוֹם
both oil for the Hanukkah lights and wine for kiddush 
should purchase oil for Hanukkah, due to the require-
ment to publicize the miracle, as per the opinion of 
Rava. The same is true when the choice is betwen oil 
for Hanukkah and wine for havdala (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 4:14; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 296:5; 678:1).

As long as he does not light too early or too late – 
יְאַחֵר לּאֹ  וְשֶׁ ים  יַקְדִּ לּאֹ   One may neither light the :שֶׁ
Shabbat lights too early nor too late. Lighting Shab-
bat lights before the required time is prohibited for 
one who does not accept all of the prohibitions of 
Shabbat at that time. However, for one who lights 
the Shabbat lights less than one-and-a-quarter hours 
before sunset [  pelag haminĥa] and accepts all of the 
Shabbat prohibitions immediately, it is permitted 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla VaĤanukka 
4:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 296:5; 678:4).

BACKGROUND
A lamp with two spouts into which wicks can be 
inserted – תִילוֹת הֵם מַכְנִיסִים פְּ יּוֹת בָּ נֵי פִּ עַל שְׁ :נֵר בַּ

Two spouts for wicks in the same lamp

כד.כד.

Perek II
Daf 24  Amud a

אָמְרוּ  ל אֵלּוּ שֶׁ א: כָּ רַב חִסְדָּ וָותֵיהּ דְּ נְיָא כְּ תַּ
הֶן  ת – מַדְלִיקִין בָּ בָּ ַ שּׁ הֶן בַּ אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בָּ
אֵין  רֵיפָה, לְפִי שֶׁ מֶן שְׂ ֶ יוֹם טוֹב, חוּץ מִשּׁ בְּ

יוֹם טוֹב.  ים בְּ שׂוֹרְפִין קָדָשִׁ

ה  חֲנוּכָּ ל  שֶׁ יר  לְהַזְכִּ מַהוּ  לְהוּ:  עֲיָא  אִיבַּ
נָן הוּא – לָא  רַבָּ מִדְּ יוָן דְּ זוֹן? כֵּ ת הַמָּ בִרְכַּ בְּ
רְסוֹמֵי נִיסָא  וּם פַּ ילְמָא: מִשּׁ רִינַן, אוֹ דִּ מַדְכַּ
סְחוֹרָה  רַב  אָמַר  רָבָא  אָמַר  רִינַן?  מַדְכַּ
א  בָּ וְאִם  יר,  מַזְכִּ אֵינוֹ  הוּנָא:  רַב  אָמַר 
ר  בַּ הוּנָא  רַב  הוֹדָאָה.  בְּ יר  מַזְכִּ  – יר  לְהַזְכִּ
לְאַדְכּוּרֵי  סָבַר  רָבָא,  לְבֵי  אִיקְלַע  יְהוּדָה 
ת:  שֶׁ שֵׁ רַב  לְהוּ  אֲמַר  לַיִם״.  יְרוּשָׁ ״בּוֹנֵה  בְּ
ת  רְכַּ הוֹדָאָה, אַף בִּ ה – בְּ פִלָּ ה, מַה תְּ תְפִלָּ כִּ

הוֹדָאָה.  זוֹן – בְּ הַמָּ

Because one may not burn consecrated items on 
a Festival – יוֹם טוֹב ים בְּ אֵין שׂוֹרְפִין קָדָשִׁ  According to :שֶׁ
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 (Me’iri). 

notes

The topic of Hanukkah – ה  Tosafot wondered why the :עִנְיַן חֲנוּכָּ
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).

What is the ruling with regard to the obligation to mention 
Hanukkah in Grace after Meals – ת בִרְכַּ בְּ ה  ל חֲנוּכָּ יר שֶׁ  מַהוּ לְהַזְכִּ
זוֹן -Since the essence of the holiday is publicizing the mira :הַמָּ
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).

notes

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 – הוֹדָאָה, אַף ה בְּ פִלָּ  מַה תְּ
הוֹדָאָה זוֹן בְּ ת הַמָּ רְכַּ  Throughout the eight days of Hanukkah, the :בִּ
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 

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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 682:1).

halakha
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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 Meals?h 
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 Ĥanina 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 eventh 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],b 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 daysh 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.h 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 prayerh 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-
haps it is 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 Naĥman and Rabbi Yoĥanan both 
said: One mentions it. 

רֹאשׁ  יר  לְהַזְכִּ מַהוּ  לְהוּ:  עֲיָא  אִיבַּ
ימְצֵי  תִּ אִם  זוֹן?  הַמָּ ת  בִרְכַּ בְּ חוֹדֶשׁ 
צְרִיךְ,  לָא  נַן  רַבָּ דְּ ה  חֲנוּכָּ בַּ לוֹמַר 
אוֹ  צְרִיךְ,   – אוֹרַיְיתָא  דְּ חוֹדֶשׁ  ראֹשׁ 
יַּית  עֲשִׂ בַּ אָסוּר  לָא  דְּ יוָן  כֵּ ילְמָא:  דִּ
אָמַר:  רַב  רִינַן?  מַזְכַּ לָא   – מְלָאכָה 
י.ר  י חֲנִינָא אָמַר: אֵינוֹ מַזְכִּ יר, רַבִּ מַזְכִּ
ידָךְ,  בִּ רַב  דְּ נְקוֹט  זְרִיקָא:  רַב  אֲמַר 
תָנֵי  דְּ וָותֵיהּ.  כְּ עְיָא  אוֹשַׁ י  רַבִּ קָאֵי  דְּ
ן  קָרְבַּ הֶן  בָּ יֵּשׁ  שֶׁ יָמִים  עְיָא:  י אוֹשַׁ רַבִּ
ל  שֶׁ וְחוּלּוֹ  חוֹדֶשׁ  ראֹשׁ  גוֹן  כְּ מוּסָף, 
וּמִנְחָה  חֲרִית  וְשַׁ עַרְבִית   – מוֹעֵד 
רֵה, וְאוֹמֵר מֵעֵין  מוֹנֶה עֶשְׂ ל שְׁ לֵּ מִתְפַּ
וְאִם לאֹ אָמַר –  עֲבוֹדָה,  בַּ הַמְאוֹרָע 
ה עַל  ָ הֶן קְדוּשּׁ מַחֲזִירִין אוֹתוֹ, וְאֵין בָּ
זוֹן.  ת הַמָּ בִרְכַּ רָה בְּ הֶן הַזְכָּ הַכּוֹס, וְיֵשׁ בָּ
נִי  גוֹן שֵׁ ן מוּסָף, כְּ הֶן קָרְבַּ אֵין בָּ יָמִים שֶׁ
נִי(, וְתַעֲנִיּוֹת וּמַעֲמָדוֹת. י )וְשֵׁ וַחֲמִישִׁ

עֲבִידְתַיְיהוּ?  מַאי  י  וַחֲמִישִׁ נִי  שֵׁ
עֲנִיּוֹת  ל תַּ נִי שֶׁ י וְשֵׁ נִי וַחֲמִישִׁ א: שֵׁ אֶלָּ
וּמִנְחָה  חֲרִית  וְשַׁ עַרְבִית  וּמַעֲמָדוֹת. 
רֵה, וְאוֹמֵר מֵעֵין  מוֹנֶה עֶשְׂ ל שְׁ לֵּ מִתְפַּ
ה״, וְאִם לאֹ  פִלָּ ״שׁוֹמֵע תְּ הַמְאוֹרָע בְּ
הֶן  אָמַר – אֵין מַחֲזִירִין אוֹתוֹ. )וְאֵין בָּ
רָה  הַזְכָּ הֶן  בָּ וְאֵין  הַכּוֹס(  עַל  ה  ָ קְדוּשּׁ

זוֹן.  ת הַמָּ בִרְכַּ בְּ

ל  שֶׁ יר  לְהַזְכִּ מַהוּ  לְהוּ:  עֲיָא  אִיבַּ
יהּ  בֵּ לֵית  דְּ יוָן  כֵּ מוּסָפִין?  בְּ ה  חֲנוּכָּ
אוֹ  רִינַן,  מַדְכַּ לָא   – דִידֵיהּ  בְּ מוּסָף 
ע  אַרְבַּ בְּ חַיָּיב  שֶׁ הוּא  יוֹם  ילְמָא:  דִּ
אָמְרִי  פִלּוֹת? רַב הוּנָא וְרַב יְהוּדָה דְּ תְּ
י  וְרַבִּ נַחְמָן  רַב  יר,  מַזְכִּ אֵינוֹ  רְוַיְיהוּ:  תַּ

י.ר  רְוַיְיהוּ: מַזְכִּ אָמְרִי תַּ יוֹחָנָן דְּ

What is the ruling with regard to the obligation to mention 
the New Moon in Grace after Meals – ׁיר ראֹשׁ חוֹדֶש לְהַזְכִּ  מַהוּ 
זוֹן ת הַמָּ בִרְכַּ -One mentions the New Moon in the added para :בְּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 424:1). 

The New Moon and the intermediate days of the Festival…
one recites a…passage pertaining to the event – ׁראֹשׁ חוֹדֶש 
 On the New Moon or during :וְחוֹלוֹ שֶל מוֹעֵד…וְאוֹמֵר מֵעֵין הַמְאוֹרָע
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 422:1; 490:2). 

Mention on fast days – תַעֲנִיּוֹת רָה בְּ  On fast days, one adds :הַזְכָּ
the paragraph: Answer us, to each of the Amida prayers. The 
custom, based on the opinion of the ge’onim, 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 morning 
prayer. The Rema disagrees (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 
2:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 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 – וְאִם לאֹ אָמַר אֵין 
 One who failed to recite: Answer us, on a communal :מַחֲזִירִין אוֹתוֹ
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 (Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 565:2).

What is the ruling with regard to the obligation to mention 
Hanukkah in the additional prayer – ה חֲנוּכָּ ל  שֶׁ יר  לְהַזְכִּ  מַהוּ 
מוּסָפִין  One mentions Hanukkah in the additional prayer on :בְּ
Shabbat and on the New Moon of Tevet, as per the opinions of 
Rav Naĥman and Rabbi Yoĥanan and the subsequent explicit 
ruling of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 2:13; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 682:2).

halakha

Non-priestly watches [ma’amadot] – מַעֲמָדוֹת: In the Temple 
era, priests and Levites were divided into twenty-four watch-
es. Each 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-

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.

background
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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 Aĥadvoi 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 
serviceb 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;h 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]h 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,h 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. 

רַב הוּנָא  יֵי לְרַב יוֹסֵף: הָא דְּ אָמַר אַבַּ
רַב  אָמַר  דְּ הוּא,  רַב  דְּ  – יְהוּדָה  וְרַב 
חָל  שֶׁ חֹדֶשׁ  רֹאשׁ  רַב:  אָמַר  ל  ידֵּ גִּ
בִיא  נָּ בְּ פְטִיר  הַמַּ  – ת  בָּ שַׁ בְּ לִהְיוֹת 
ל ראֹשׁ  יר שֶׁ ת אֵינוֹ צָרִיךְ לְהַזְכִּ בָּ שַׁ בְּ
ת – אֵין נָבִיא  בָּ אִילְמָלֵא שַׁ חֹדֶשׁ, שֶׁ

ראֹשׁ חֹדֶשׁ.  בְּ

דְראֹשׁ חֹדֶשׁ  מֵי?! הָתָם – נָבִיא בִּ מִי דָּ
עַרְבִית  בְּ לָל, הָכָא – אִיתֵיהּ  כְּ א  לֵיכָּ
מְיָא:  דָּ א, לְהָא  וּמִנְחָה! אֶלָּ חֲרִית  וְשַׁ
נָה  מַתָּ רַב  אָמַר  אַחַדְבוֹי  רַב  אָמַר  דְּ
לִהְיוֹת  חָל  שֶׁ טוֹב  יוֹם  רַב:  אָמַר 
מִנְחָה  בְּ בִיא  נָּ בַּ פְטִיר  הַמַּ  – ת  בָּ שַׁ בְּ
יוֹם  ל  שֶׁ יר  לְהַזְכִּ צָרִיךְ  אֵינוֹ  ת  בָּ שַׁ בְּ
נָבִיא  אֵין   – ת  בָּ שַׁ אִילְמָלֵא  שֶׁ טוֹב, 

יוֹם טוֹב. מִנְחָה בְּ בְּ

NOTES
The topic of Hanukkah – ה -Tosafot won :עִנְיַן חֲנוּכָּ
dered why the laws of Hanukkah were not discussed 
all together and are instead interrupted by unrelated 
matters. Some commentaries explain that based on 
Rabba’s reasoning, the Sages were especially con-
cerned that one might come to adjust the flame 
when using using burnt oil. Since the same prohibi-
tion applies to Hanukkah lights kindled just before 
Shabbat, it is a Hanukkah related issue as well (Ritva).

What is the ruling with regard to the obligation 
to mention Hanukkah in Grace after Meals – ּמַהו 
זוֹן ת הַמָּ בִרְכַּ בְּ ה  ל חֲנוּכָּ יר שֶׁ  Since the essence of :לְהַזְכִּ
the holiday is publicizing the miracle, all authorities 
agree that Hanukkah should be mentioned during 
the prayers that are conducted in public. However, 
the Sages were uncertain with regard to Grace after 
Meals, which is an individual matter, as to whether or 
not Hanukkah must be mentioned (Ritva).

HALAKHA
Just as in prayer he mentions Hanukkah in the 
blessing of thanksgiving, so too in the Grace after 
Meals he mentions Hanukkah in the blessing of 
thanksgiving – – זוֹן ת הַמָּ רְכַּ בִּ הוֹדָאָה, אַף  ה בְּ פִלָּ תְּ  מַה 
הוֹדָאָה  ,Throughout the eight days of Hanukkah :בְּ
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 one forgot to recite it and 
concluded the Amida prayer or Grace after Meals, he 
need not repeat them, because it 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 blessing and includes the 
addition for Hanukkah. Once one recited the words: 
Blesssed are You, even if he did not yet recite the 
the word Lord, he does not recite the blessing again 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 12:13; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 682:1).

What is the ruling regarding the obligation to 
mention the New Moon in Grace after Meals – 
זוֹן הַמָּ ת  בִרְכַּ בְּ יר ראֹשׁ חוֹדֶשׁ  לְהַזְכִּ  One mentions :מַהוּ 
the New Moon in the added paragraph: 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 he 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
424:1, 490:2). 

The New Moon and the intermediate days of the 
Festival…one recites a passage pertaining to the 
event – ראֹשׁ חוֹדֶשׁ וְחוֹלוֹ שֶל מוֹעֵד…וְאוֹמֵר מֵעֵין הַמְאוֹרָע: 
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 Fes-
tival, is added to the Amida prayer. One who omitted 
that paragraph must recite the Amida prayer again. 
The only exception is the evening prayer on the New 
Moon. 

If one remembered: May there rise and come, 
before starting the blessing of thanksgiving: We give 
thanks, 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: Find favor, and include the 
paragraph that he omitted. 

If one remembered after he finished the Amida 
prayer, however, he did not yet move his feet and 
is reciting the entreaties that he customarily recites 
there, he must repeat the Amida prayer from the be-
ginning of the blessing of Temple service: Find favor, 
and include the paragraph that he omitted.

If one completed the Amida prayer and is uncer-
tain whether or not he recited: May there rise and 
come, he need not repeat the Amida (Rema). The 
Mishna Berura writes that many authorities disagree 
with the Rema on this point and conclude that he 
must repeat the Amida prayer. Later commentar-
ies 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 
uncertainty arose immediately after he concluded 
the Amida prayer, he is required to repeat it (Tosefta; 
Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 2:10; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 422:1; 490:2). 

Mention on fast days – תַעֲנִיּוֹת רָה בְּ  ,On fast days :הַזְכָּ
one adds the paragraph: Answer us, to each of the 
Amida prayers. The custom, based on the opinion of 
the ge’onim, is that an individual adds that paragraph 
to the afternoon prayer, due to the concern lest he 
fail to complete the fast, which would contradict 
what he recited in that prayer. During a communal 
fast, even an individual recites: Answer us, in the 
morning prayer. The Rema disagrees (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 2:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
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 – ֹוְאִם לאֹ אָמַר – אֵין מַחֲזִירִין אוֹתו: 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 re-
cites: Answer us, at that point without the concluding 
blessing (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 565:2).

What is the ruling regarding the obligation to 
mention Hanukkah during the additional prayer – 
מוּסָפִין ה בְּ ל חֲנוּכָּ יר שֶׁ -One mentions Hanuk :מַהוּ לְהַזְכִּ
kah in the additional prayer on Shabbat and on 
the New Moon of Tevet, as per the opinions of Rav 
Naĥman and Rabbi Yoĥanan and the subsequent 
explicit ruling of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefilla 2:13; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 682:2).

BACKGROUND
Non-priestly watches [ma’amadot] – מַעֲמָדוֹת: 
In Temple times, priests and Levites were divided 
into twenty-four watches. Each 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 corresponding non-priestly watch were dis-
patched to Jerusalem to serve in the Temple and 
others would assemble in various cities throughout 
the land. The representatives of the people’s 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 can be found in various prayer books. 

Portion from the Prophets [haftara] during the 
afternoon service – מִנְחָה ּ  The mishna states :הַפְטָרָה בְִ
explicitly that the Torah is read during the afternoon 
service on Shabbat, but no portion from the Proph-
ets [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. This reading was always from the chapters of 
consolation in the book of Isaiah, and was comprised 
of ten verses each time. The 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 
ge’onim.

כד:כד:
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מַעֲתָתָא,  שְׁ הָנֵי  כָל  כְּ הִילְכְתָא  וְלֵית 
ן  בֶּ עַ  יְהוֹשֻׁ י  רַבִּ אָמַר  דְּ הָא  י  כִּ א  אֶלָּ
ת  בָּ שַׁ חָל לִהְיוֹת בְּ פּוּרִים שֶׁ לֵוִי: יוֹם הַכִּ
ל  שֶׁ יר  לְהַזְכִּ צָרִיךְ  נְעִילָה  ל  לֵּ תְפַּ הַמִּ
ע  אַרְבַּ בְּ תְחַיֵּיב  נִּ שֶׁ הוּא  יוֹם  ת,  בָּ שַׁ

פִלּוֹת. תְּ

 : יָא הִילְכְתָא אַהִילְכְתָא! אָמְרַתְּ קַשְׁ
ן לֵוִי, וְקַיְּימָא  עַ בֶּ י יְהוֹשֻׁ רַבִּ הִילְכְתָא כְּ
רָבָא:  אָמַר  דְּ רָבָא.  כְּ הִילְכְתָא  לָן: 
לִיחַ  ת, שְׁ בָּ שַׁ חָל לִהְיוֹת בְּ יוֹם טוֹב שֶׁ
עַרְבִית  יבָה  הַתֵּ לִפְנֵי  הַיּוֹרֵד  צִיבּוּר 
טוֹב,  יוֹם  ל  שֶׁ יר  לְהַזְכִּ צָרִיךְ  אֵינוֹ 
צִבּוּר  לִיחַ  שְׁ אֵין  ת  בָּ שַׁ אִילְמָלֵא  שֶׁ

יוֹם טוֹב.  יוֹרֵד עַרְבִית בְּ

Portion from the Prophets [haftara] during the afternoon ser-
vice – מִנְחָה ּ  The mishna states explicitly that the Torah :הַפְטָרָה בְִ
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 ge’onim.

background

And the halakha is not in accordance with any of these 
halakhot – מַעֲתָתָא כָל הָנֵי שְׁ  It is not clear to which :וְלֵית הִילְכְתָא כְּ
of the aforementioned halakhot 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 284:2).

On Yom Kippur that falls on Shabbat, one who recites the clos-
ing prayer [ne’ila], etc. – ל לֵּ תְפַּ ת הַמִּ בָּ שַׁ חָל לִהְיוֹת בְּ פּוּרִים שֶׁ  יוֹם הַכִּ
-When Yom Kippur occurs on Shabbat, Shabbat is men :נְעִילָה וכו׳
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 623:3).

Festival that occurs on Shabbat – ת בָּ שַׁ חָל לִהְיוֹת בְּ  In :יוֹם טוֹב שֶׁ
the blessing abridged from the seven blessings 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 268:9, 619:3).

halakha
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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 tailb or with fat. Naĥum 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.b 
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.

MISHNA 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]h in deference to Shabbat because tar smells bad 
and disturbs those in the house. And the Rabbis permit lighting 
with all oilsh 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].b 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.

GEMARA 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.h 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?n Ĥizkiya said, and one of 
the Sages from the school of Ĥizkiya 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. 

הוּא  דִין  בְּ  – הָתָם  א!  תָּ הָשְׁ הָכִי 
נַן  וְרַבָּ ת נַמִי לָא צְרִיךְ,  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ אֲפִילּוּ  דַּ
אֲבָל  נָה,  סַכָּ וּם  מִשּׁ תַקּוּנֵי  דְּ הוּא 
ע  אַרְבַּ בְּ תְחַיֵּיב  נִּ שֶׁ הוּא  יוֹם   – הָכָא 

פִלּוֹת.  תְּ

א  נָּ אַלְיָה כו׳״. חֲכָמִים הַיְינוּ תַּ “וְלאֹ בְּ
רוּנָא אָמַר  רַב בְּ ינַיְיהוּ דְּ א בֵּ א! אִיכָּ קַמָּ

רַב, וְלָא מְסַיְּימִי. 

רֵיפָה  מֶן שְׂ שֶׁ מתני׳ אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בְּ
אֵין  מָעֵאל אוֹמֵר:  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ יוֹם טוֹב.  בְּ
ת.  בָּ ַ בוֹד הַשּׁ נֵי כְּ עִטְרָן, מִפְּ מַדְלִיקִין בְּ
מֶן  שֶׁ מָנִים; בְּ ְ כָל הַשּׁ ירִין בְּ וַחֲכָמִים מַתִּ
מֶן  שֶׁ בְּ אֱגוֹזִים,  מֶן  שֶׁ בְּ מִין,  שׁוּמְשְׁ
קּוּעוֹת,  מֶן פַּ שֶׁ גִים, בְּ מֶן דָּ שֶׁ צְנוֹנוֹת, בְּ
י טַרְפוֹן אוֹמֵר: אֵין  עִטְרָן וּבְנֵפְטְ. רַבִּ בְּ

לְבַד.  מֶן זַיִת בִּ שֶׁ א בְּ מַדְלִיקִין אֶלָּ

אֵין שׂוֹרְפִין  גמ׳ מַאי טַעְמָא? לְפִי שֶׁ
י? אָמַר  יוֹם טוֹב. מְנָהָנֵי מִילֵּ ים בְּ קָדָשִׁ
אָמַר  חִזְקִיָּה,  בֵי  דְּ נָא  תָּ וְכֵן  חִזְקִיָּה, 
בֹּקֶר  עַד  נּוּ  מִמֶּ תוֹתִירוּ  “וְלאֹ  קְרָא: 
לְמוּד  אֵין תַּ נּוּ עַד בֹּקֶר״, שֶׁ וְהַנּוֹתָר מִמֶּ
לְמוּד לוֹמַר ‘עַד  לוֹמַר ‘עַד בֹּקֶ׳ר מַה תַּ
נִי  ן לוֹ בֹּקֶר שֵׁ תוּב לִיתֵּ א הַכָּ בֹּקֶ׳ר – בָּ

רֵיפָתוֹ.  לִשְׂ

ת  בָּ יֵי אָמַר, אָמַר קְרָא: “עוֹלַת שַׁ אַבַּ
ת,  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ חוֹל  עוֹלַת  וְלאֹ   – תּוֹ״  בַּ שַׁ בְּ

יוֹם טוֹב.  וְלאֹ עוֹלַת חוֹל בְּ

Sheep’s tail [alya] – אַלְיָה: 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 – וְלָא מְסַיְּימִי: 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] – ְנֵפְט: 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 26a, 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.

background

One may not light with tar [itran] – עִטְרָן  One :אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בְּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:3).

With all oils – מָנִים ְ כָל הַשּׁ  One is permitted to light the :בְּ
Shabbat lamp with any oil. However, everyone agrees that 
olive oil is preferred (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 5:11; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:6).

Burning consecrated items on a Festival – ים דָשִׁ קֳּ רֵיפָת   שְׂ
יוֹם טוֹב -On a Festival, one may not burn ritually impure con :בְּ
secrated items (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 3:8).

halakha

From where are these matters derived – י מִילֵּ  It :מְנָהָנֵי 
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). 

notes
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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.n 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:n “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 
a mitzva 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 Naĥman, as Rav 
Naĥman 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.h 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.

לְבַדּוֹ  “הוּא  קְרָא:  אָמַר  אָמַר,  רָבָא 
ירִין,  ה לָכֶם״, ‘הוּא׳ – וְלאֹ מַכְשִׁ יֵעָשֶׂ
הּ,  זְמַנָּ בִּ לאֹ  שֶׁ מִילָה  וְלאֹ   – ‘לְבַדּוֹ׳ 

קַל וָחוֹמֶ.ר  אָתְיָא בְּ דְּ

תוֹן׳ –  בָּ ת׳( ‘שַׁ בָּ י אָמַר: )‘שַׁ רַב אַשִׁ

NOTES
From where are these matters derived – מְנָהָנֵי 
י  It would have been appropriate to ask, why is :מִילֵּ
burning consecrated items and specifically burning 
teruma prohibited on a Festival? First of all, there is 
a positive mitzva to burn consecrated 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 permit-
ted as well (Rashba). 

It is based on an a fortiori inference – קַל אָתְיָא בְּ  דְּ
 Many commentaries discussed the essence :וָחוֹמֶר
of this a fortiori inference (see Tosafot). Contrary to 
the majority of the commentaries, who explained 
that the Gemara means that if not for the verse, cir-
cumcision 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 and, 
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 burning con-
secrated items, which lacks a defined time and the 
thirteen covenants of circumcision do not apply to 
it, would be prohibited on a Festival (Rav Hai Gaon).

HALAKHA
And the halakha is not in accordance with any of 
these halakhot – מַעֲתָתָא כָל הָנֵי שְׁ  It is :וְלֵית הִילְכְתָא כְּ
not clear which of the aforementioned halakhot are 
rejected by this statement. Certainly, those halakhot 
concerning prayers are rejected. However, some 
authorities rule that mention of the New Moon in 

the blessings recited after the portion read from the 
Prophets [haftara] on Shabbat is not required, be-
cause Rav Giddel’s statement was not categorically 
rejected. Other commentaries explain that although 
one need not mention the New Moon at the conclu-
sion 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 284:2 and 425:3).

When Yom Kippur falls on Shabbat, one who re-
cites the closing prayer [ne’ila], etc. – פּוּרִים  יוֹם הַכִּ
ל נְעִילָה וכו׳ לֵּ תְפַּ ת הַמִּ בָּ שַׁ חָל לִהְיוֹת בְּ -When Yom Kip :שֶׁ
pur occurs on Shabbat, Shabbat is mentioned 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 623:3).

A Festival that occurs on Shabbat – חָל  יוֹם טוֹב שֶׁ
ת בָּ שַׁ  In the blessing abridged from the seven :לִהְיוֹת בְּ
blessings 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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 268:2 and 619: 3).

One may not light with tar [itran] – מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין 
עִטְרָן  One may not use tar as fuel for lighting the :בְּ
Shabbat lamp because it has a foul odor. Conse-
quently, 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:3).

All oils – מָנִים ְ כָל הַשּׁ  One is permitted to light the :בְּ
Shabbat lamp with any oil. However, everyone agrees 
that olive oil is the best (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefilla 5:11; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:6).

Burning consecrated items on a Festival – רֵיפָת  שְׂ
יוֹם טוֹב בְּ ים  דָשִׁ  On a Festival, one may not burn :קֳּ
ritually impure consecrated items (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 3:8).

BACKGROUND
The opinions are not defined – וְלָא מְסַיְּימִי: This ex-
pression 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 attempts to determine which of the 
Sages stated which opinion.

Naphtha [neft] – ְהַנֵפְט: 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). From the description in the 
Gemara, apparently, not only did they use crude oil 
that burst from the ground, like the people of Cap-
padocia that have nothing but naphtha, as described 
below on 26a; 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 products 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 ap-
pear in other sources approximately 500 years after 
the talmudic period

כה.

Perek II
Daf 25  Amud a

וְלאֹ  ה  עֲשֵׂ יוֹם טוֹב  לֵיהּ  וַהֲוָה  ה,  עֲשֵׂ
לאֹ  אֶת  דּוֹחֶה  ה  עֲשֵׂ וְאֵין  ה,  תַעֲשֶׂ

ה.  ה וַעֲשֵׂ תַעֲשֶׂ

חוֹל –  בַּ אֲסִיר, הָא  דַּ יוֹם טוֹב הוּא  בְּ
רַב:  אָמַר  טַעְמָא?  מַאי  מֵי,  דָּ יר  פִּ שַׁ
ים  דָשִׁ הַקֳּ רוֹף  לִשְׂ צְוָה  מִּ שֶׁ ם  שֵׁ כְּ
אֶת  רוֹף  לִשְׂ מִצְוָה  ךְ  כָּ טְמְאוּ,  נִּ שֶׁ
תּוֹרָה:  וְאָמְרָה  טְמֵאת.  נִּ שֶׁ רוּמָה  הַתְּ
הֵיכָן  ה.  נָּ מִמֶּ יהֱנֵי  תֶּ יעוּרָהּ  בִּ עַת  שְׁ בִּ
אָמַר  דְּ נַחְמָן.  רַב  מִדְּ תּוֹרָה?  אָמְרָה 
אֲבוּהּ:  ר  בַּ ה  רַבָּ אָמַר  נַחְמָן  רַב 
אֶת  לְךָ  י  נָתַתִּ ה  הִנֵּ “וַאֲנִי  קְרָא  אָמַר 
רוּמוֹת  תְּ י  תֵּ שְׁ בִּ רוּמוֹתָי״  תְּ מֶרֶת  מִשְׁ
רוּמָה טְהוֹרָה  ר, אַחַת תְּ תוּב מְדַבֵּ הַכָּ
רוּמָה טְמֵאָה. וְאָמַר רַחֲמָנָא  וְאַחַת תְּ
חַת  תַּ יקָהּ  לְהַסִּ הֵא,  תְּ ךָ  לְּ שֶׁ  – ‘לְךָ׳ 

ילְךָ.  בְשִׁ תַּ

Derived by means of an a fortiori inference – קַל אָתְיָא בְּ  דְּ
 Many commentaries discussed the essence of this a :וָחוֹמֶר
fortiori inference (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 to it, is prohibited on a Festival (Rav Hai Gaon).

notes

Positive mitzva and a prohibition – ה ה וְלאֹ תַעֲשֶׂ  The :עֲשֵׂ
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.

notes

Benefiting from teruma that is ritually impure – תְרוּמָה  הַנָאָה בִּ
 Although eating ritually impure teruma is prohibited, a :טְמֵאָה
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 

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; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh 
De’a 331:19, and in the comment of the Rema).

halakha
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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 Yoĥanan 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 itn 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 fortiori inference? 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 seeb that led you to conclude 
that “from it” comes to exclude teruma? Perhaps “from it” comes 
to exclude consecrated items. The Gemara replies: It is 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 mnemonicbn 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. 

אָמַר  הוּ, דְּ י אַבָּ רַבִּ עֵית אֵימָא – מִדְּ וְאִיבָּ
י  י יוֹחָנָן: “וְלאֹ בִעַרְתִּ הוּ אָמַר רַבִּ י אַבָּ רַבִּ
ה מַבְעִיר,  נּוּ אִי אַתָּ טָמֵא״ – מִמֶּ נּוּ בְּ מִמֶּ
רוּמָה  תְּ ל  שֶׁ מֶן  שֶׁ מַבְעִיר  ה  אַתָּ אֲבָל 
ה  אַתָּ אִי  נּוּ  מִמֶּ וְאֵימָא:  טְמֵאת.  נִּ שֶׁ
ל  שֶׁ מֶן  שֶׁ מַבְעִיר  ה  אַתָּ אֲבָל  מַבְעִיר, 

טְמָא! נִּ קדֶֹשׁ שֶׁ

ל  ר הַקַּ עֲשֵׂ מַּ לָאו קַל וָחוֹמֶר הוּא? מַה 
טָמֵא״,  נּוּ בְּ י מִמֶּ אָמְרָה תּוֹרָה “לאֹ בִעַרְתִּ

ן?  כֵּ ל שֶׁ קדֶֹשׁ חָמוּר לאֹ כָּ

רוּמָה נַמִי, לֵימָא: קַל וָחוֹמֶר  אִי הָכִי, תְּ
נּוּ.׳ תִיב ‘מִמֶּ הוּא! הָא כְּ

לָא  קֹדֶשׁ  רָא,  בְּ מִסְתַּ רָאִיתָ?  וּמָה 
עכ״ס:  פנ״ק  סִימָן  ן  כֵּ שֶׁ מְמַעֵיטְנָא 
ן מְעִילָה, וְכָרֵת, אָסוּר  יגּוּל, נוֹתָר, קָרְבַּ פִּ

לְאוֹנֵן. 

The Talmud’s approach to the matter of “from it” – יטַת  שִׁ
נּוּ״ עִנְיָן ״מִמֶּ בְּ לְמוּד  -The fundamental difficulty in this deri :הַתַּ
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 secondֹֹ-
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 I destroy from it”, as opposed to: And I did not destroy, 
or: I 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 – סִימָן: 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, 
ĥet, peh, and zayin, is an acronym for mita, ĥomesh, pidyon,  
and zarim.

notes

And what did you see – ָוּמָה רָאִית: 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 – סִימָן: 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 
a mnemonic 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). 

background
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The Gemara rejects this: On the contrary, it is teruma that I would 
not exclude from the prohibition, as, with regard to teruma, there 
are many stringent elements represented by the acronym mem, ĥet, 
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. Ĥomesh: 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.n In this regard, the Torah is more stringent vis-à-vis 
consecrated items than it is vis-à-vis teruma. Rav Naĥman bar 
Yitzĥak 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 Shabbath 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 Naĥman 
bar Rav Zavda said, and others say that it was Rav Naĥman bar 
Rava who said that Rav said: Kindling the Shabbat lamps is an 
obligation, whereas washing one’s hands and feet with hot waterh 
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. 

ן  כֵּ רוּמָה לָא מְמַעֵיטְנָא, שֶׁ ה, תְּ רַבָּ אַדְּ
מחפ״ז סִימָן: מִיתָה, חוֹמֶשׁ,

כה:כה:

Perek II
Daf 25  Amud b

הָנַךְ  לְזָרִים.  וַאֲסוּרָה  דְיוֹן,  פִּ לָהּ  וְאֵין 
ן.  נְפִישָׁ

ן  כֵּ שֶׁ חָמוּר,  קדֶֹשׁ  אֵימָא:  עֵית  וְאִיבָּ
ר יִצְחָק אָמַר:  רֵת. רַב נַחְמָן בַּ עָנוּשׁ כָּ
ן לוֹ״, ‘לוֹ׳ וְלאֹ לְאוּרוֹ,  תֵּ אָמַר קְרָא “תִּ

בַת אוּרוֹ הוּא. לָל דְּ מִכְּ

מַאי  כו׳״.  אוֹמֵר  מָעֵאל  יִשְׁ י  “רַבִּ
רֵיחוֹ  שֶׁ מִתּוֹךְ  רָבָא:  אָמַר  טַעְמָא? 
אֲמַר  וְיֵצֵא.  הּ  יחֶנָּ יַנִּ א  מָּ שֶׁ זֵרָה  גְּ רַע, 
אֲנִי  שֶׁ לֵיהּ,  אֲמַר  וְיֵצֵא!  יֵי:  אַבַּ לֵיהּ 
חוֹבָה,   – ת  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ נֵר  הַדְלָקַת  אוֹמֵר: 
ר רַב זַבְדָא, וְאָמְרִי  אָמַר רַב נַחְמָן בַּ דְּ
ר רָבָא אָמַר רַב:  לָהּ אָמַר רַב נַחְמָן בַּ
רְחִיצַת  ת – חוֹבָה,  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ נֵר  הַדְלָקַת 
ין עַרְבִית – רְשׁוּת,  חַמִּ יָדַיִם וְרַגְלַיִם בְּ

וַאֲנִי אוֹמֵר: מִצְוָה. 

Karet and death at the hand of Heaven – ידֵי רֵת וּמִיתָה בִּ  כָּ
מַיִם  There are significantly diverse definitions for karet :שָׁ
and death at the hand of Heaven (see Tosafot on 25a, 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.

notes

Kindling a lamp on Shabbat – ת בָּ ַ שּׁ  Kindling the :הַדְלָקַת נֵר בַּ
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 5:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 263:2).

Washing one’s hands and feet with hot water – רְחִיצַת יָדַיִם 
ין חַמִּ  It is a mitzva to wash one’s entire body with hot :וְרַגְלַיִם בְּ

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 (Sha’arei Teshuva in the name of the Rabbi Yitzĥak 
Luria; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 30:2; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 260:1 and in the comment of the Rema).

halakha
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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 
in linen cloaks with ritual fringes,n and he was like an angel of the Lordn 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 
Sages issued a decree that one may not do so due to garments worn at night.h 
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 Yoĥanan said: That is the lack of opportunity to engage 
in washing one’s hands and feet in hot water. Rabbi Yitzĥak Nappaĥa 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 
a wife 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?n 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].hb 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: 

רַב:  אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר  דְּ מִצְוָה?  מַאי 
ר אֶלְעַאי,  י יְהוּדָה בַּ ל רַבִּ ךְ הָיָה מִנְהָגוֹ שֶׁ כָּ
מְלֵאָה  עֲרֵיבָה  לוֹ  מְבִיאִים  ת  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב 
ף  וּמִתְעַטֵּ וְרַגְלָיו,  יָדָיו  נָיו  פָּ וְרוֹחֵץ  ין,  חַמִּ
סְדִינִין הַמְצוּיָּיצִין, וְדוֹמֶה לְמַלְאַךְ  ב בִּ וְיוֹשֵׁ
נּוּ  מִמֶּ ין  מְחַבִּ לְמִידָיו  תַּ וְהָיוּ  צְבָאוֹת,  ה׳ 
נִיתִי  ךְ שָׁ נַי, לאֹ כָּ נְפֵי כְסוּתָן, אָמַר לָהֶן: בָּ כַּ
פּוֹטְרִין  אי  מַּ שַׁ ית  בֵּ צִיצִית,  בְּ סָדִין  לָכֶם, 
ית  בֵּ דִבְרֵי  כְּ וַהֲלָכָה  מְחַיְּיבִין.  ל  הִלֵּ וּבֵית 
סוּת  וּם כְּ זֵירָה מִשּׁ ל! וְאִינְהוּ סָבְרִי – גְּ הִלֵּ

לַיְלָה.

יתִי טוֹבָה״. מַאי  י נָשִׁ לוֹם נַפְשִׁ ָ זְנַח מִשּׁ “וַתִּ
הוּ:  י אַבָּ י״? אָמַר רַבִּ לוֹם נַפְשִׁ ָ זְנַח מִשּׁ “וַתִּ
 – טוֹבָה״  יתִי  “נָשִׁ ת.  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ נֵר  הַדְלָקַת  זוֹ 
)אָמַר  רְחָץ.  הַמֶּ ית  בֵּ זוֹ  יִרְמְיָה:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
ין.  חַמִּ י יוֹחָנָן(: זוֹ רְחִיצַת יָדַיִם וְרַגְלַיִם בְּ רַבִּ
ה נָאָה וְכֵלִים  חָא אָמַר: זוֹ מִטָּ י יִצְחָק נַפָּ רַבִּ
ה  מִטָּ זוֹ  אָמַר:  א  אַבָּ י  רַבִּ עָלֶיהָ.  שֶׁ נָאִים 
לְתַלְמִידֵי  טֶת  ֶ מְקוּשּׁ ה  ָ וְאִשּׁ עַת  מוּצַּ

חֲכָמִים.

יֵּשׁ לוֹ נַחַת  יר? כּלֹ שֶׁ נַן: אֵיזֶהוּ עָשִׁ נוּ רַבָּ תָּ
י מֵאִי.ר סִימָן מ״ט  רוֹ, דִבְרֵי רַבִּ עָשְׁ רוּחַ בְּ
יֵשׁ לוֹ מֵאָה  י טַרְפוֹן אוֹמֵר: כּלֹ שֶׁ ק״ס. רַבִּ
עֲבָדִים  וּמֵאָה  דוֹת,  שָׂ וּמֵאָה  רָמִים  כְּ
יֵּשׁ  ל שֶׁ י עֲקִיבָא אוֹמֵר: כָּ הֶן. רַבִּ עוֹבְדִין בָּ שֶׁ
י יוֹסֵי אוֹמֵר:  ים. רַבִּ מַעֲשִׂ ה נָאָה בְּ ָ לוֹ אִשּׁ
א סָמוּךְ לְשׁוּלְחָנוֹ. סֵּ ית הַכִּ יֵשׁ לוֹ בֵּ כּלֹ שֶׁ

אֵין  אֶלְעָזָר אוֹמֵר:  ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ נְיָא,  תַּ
ה:  צֳרִי. מַאי טַעְמָא? אֲמַר רַבָּ מַדְלִיקִין בָּ
ק  פֵּ יִסְתַּ א  מָּ שֶׁ זֵרָה  גְּ נוֹדֵף,  רֵיחוֹ  שֶׁ מִתּוֹךְ 

יֵי: נּוּ. אֲמַר לֵיהּ אַבַּ מִמֶּ

NOTES
Karet and death at the hand of Heaven – רֵת וּמִיתָה  כָּ
מַיִם ידֵי שָׁ  There are significantly diverse definitions :בִּ
for karet and death at the hand of Heaven (see Tosafot 
on the previous amud). Nevertheless, it is clear from 
the Torah that karet is the most severe punishment 
and consequently a transgression punishable by 
karet is correspondingly egregious.

In linen cloaks with ritual fringes – צוּיָּיצִין סְדִינִין הַמְּ  :בִּ
The commentaries differed significantly 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 
Yehuda had ritual fringes on their garments but 
they were not dyed sky blue [tekhelet]. The fringes 
themselves may be made of linen; however, every-
one 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 the diverse kinds 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 similar to an angel of the Lord – וְדוֹמֶה 
 The simple understanding is that since :לְמַלְאַךְ ה׳
he was wrapped in a white sheet with ritual fringes, 
Rabbi Yehuda resembled an angel, described as: “The 
man clothed in linen” (Ezekiel 9:11; see Rashi).

Who is wealthy – יר  Each Sage based his :אֵיזֶהוּ עָשִׁ
statement on his own personal experience. For Rabbi 
Meir, to be wealthy is to be satisfied with his portion. 
Rabbi Tarfon who was, in fact, very wealthy, quanti-
fied that wealth. Rabbi Akiva, whose wife Raĥel was 
responsible for his greatness, praised the wife. Rabbi 
Yosei, who suffered from intestinal disease, said that 
from his perspective, to be wealthy is to be suffi-
ciently comfortable in that regard (Panim Masbirot).

BACKGROUND
Tzori – צֳרִי: According to many scholars, 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 meters in height. The tree has extremely thin 
branches, complex leaves and small white flowers. 

The highest quality balsamic perfume is that 
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 oil evaporates, leaving a sticky resi-
due. Even though it is also quite fragrant, it was used 
for medicinal purposes, as incense and as fragrant oil. 

During the second Temple period, the finest bal-
sam grew in the Jordan Valley. It was so highly valued 
that it was literally worth its weight in gold. 

Balsam branch 

HALAKHA
Kindling the Shabbat lights – ת בָּ ַ שּׁ -Kin :הַדְלָקַת נֵר בַּ
dling the lights is one of the obligations of Shabbat 
and it takes precedence even over wine for kiddush. 
One who only has the means to purchase either wine 
for kiddush or oil for the lamp, one should purchase 
oil. However, if the choice is between bread for the 
Shabbat meal and oil for the lamp, one should pur-
chase bread. Other foods do not take precedence 
over the Shabbat lights, because their light is one 
of the essential components of the mitzva to enjoy 
Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
5:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 263:2).

Washing one’s hands and feet with hot water – 
ין חַמִּ  It is a mitzva to wash one’s :רְחִיצַת יָדַיִם וְרַגְלַיִם בְּ
entire body with hot water before Shabbat as prepa-
ration for fulfillment of the mitzva to enjoy Shabbat. If 
one does not have the opportunity to wash his entire 
body, then minimally, he should wash his face, hands 
and feet in that order (Sha’arei Teshuva in the name 
of the Rabbi Yitzĥak Lurya; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 30:2; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
260:1 and in the Rema).

The Sages decreed due to garments worn at 
night – סוּת לַיְלָה וּם כְּ זֵירָה מִשּׁ  The authorities :סָבְרִי – גְּ
disputed the definition of daytime versus nighttime 
garments with regard to ritual fringes. 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 garment 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 designation is for nighttime use is 
considered to be a nighttime garment even if it is 
worn during the day, while a garment whose primary 
designation is for daytime use is considered to be a 
daytime garment, even if it is worn at night. 

Given their dispute in this matter, one recites a 
blessing only over a garment that is both worn dur-
ing the day and is designated for daytime use, as one 
does not recite the blessing in a case of uncertainty 
(Rema in the name of Hagahot Maimoniyot). On the 
other hand, one may not wear a nighttime garment 
during the day without ritual fringes (Mishna Berura; 
Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:7; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 18:1).

One may not light with sap from balsam trees [tzo-
ri] – צֳרִי  One may not light with balsam :אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בָּ
oil on Shabbat because its pleasant fragrance may 
lead one to unwittingly use some of it. Furthermore, 
balsam oil is also dangerous because it is volatile and 
sticks to the walls of the house when it burns. There-
fore, there is concern that a person who is anxious 
to protect his property might come to extinguish 
the flame on Shabbat (Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 264:3). 

In linen cloaks with ritual fringes – סְדִינִין  בִּ
צוּיָּיצִין -The commentaries differed signifi :הַמְּ
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 similar to an angel of the Lord – 
 The simple understanding is :וְדוֹמֶה לְמַלְאַךְ ה׳
that since Rabbi 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 – יר עָשִׁ  Each Sage :אֵיזֶהוּ 
based his statement on his own personal 
experience. For Rabbi Meir, to be wealthy is 
to be satisfied with one’s portion. Rabbi Tar-
fon who was, in fact, very wealthy, quantified 
that wealth. Rabbi Akiva, whose wife Raĥel 
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).

notes

The Sages issued a decree due to garments worn at night – זֵירָה  סָבְרִי גְּ
סוּת לַיְלָה וּם כְּ  With regard to ritual fringes, the authorities disputed :מִשּׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 18:1).

One may not light with sap from balsam trees [tzori] – אֵין 
צֳרִי בָּ -One may not light with balsam oil on Shabbat be :מַדְלִיקִין 
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 5:10; Shulĥan Arukh,  
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:3). 

halakha

Balsam – אֲפַרְסְמוֹן: 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 
though it is 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 

background
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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 [ĥilazon], from which the sky blue dye is 
produced in the north of the country, in the area between 
the Promontory of Tyre and Ĥaifa. 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]nh 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 naphthah 
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. 
Just as with regard to teruma that is 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,n 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. 

כו.כו.

Perek II
Daf 26  Amud a

קָאָמַר,  וְעוֹד  חֲדָא  עָף״!  הוּא  שֶׁ נֵי  “מִפְּ מָר:  לֵימָא 
ק  פֵּ א יִסְתַּ מָּ זֵירָה שֶׁ הוּא עָף, וְעוֹד: גְּ נֵי שֶׁ חֲדָא – מִפְּ

נּוּ.  מִמֶּ

אֲמַרָה  תָהּ,  לְכַלָּ לָהּ  סְנִיאָה  הֲוַת  דַּ חֲמָתָא  הַהִיא 
אֲזַלָא  אֲפַרְסְמָא.  דַּ חָא  מִשְׁ בְּ יט  אִיקְשִׁ זִיל  לָהּ: 
רָגָא!  י אֲתָת, אֲמַרָה לָהּ: זִיל אִיתְלִי שְׁ כִּ יט.  אִיקְשִׁ
הּ.  הּ נוּרָא וַאֲכַלְתָּ רָגָא, אִינְפַח בָּ אֲזַלָא אַתְלָא שְׁ

חִים  טַבָּ רַב  נְבוּזַרְאֲדָן  אִיר  הִשְׁ הָאָרֶץ  ת  לַּ “וּמִדַּ
אֵלּוּ  יוֹסֵף:  רַב  נֵי  תָּ ‘כּוֹרְמִים׳  וּלְיוֹגְבִים״.  לְכוֹרְמִים 
דִי וְעַד רָמָתָא. ‘יוֹגְבִים׳ –  טֵי אֲפַרְסְמוֹן מֵעֵין גֶּ מְלַקְּ
ל צוֹר וְעַד חֵיפָה. מוֹת שֶׁ זוֹן, מִסּוּלָּ אֵלּוּ צַיָּידֵי חִלָּ

חוֹל, וְאֵין צָרִיךְ  טֶבֶל טָמֵא בַּ נַן: אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בְּ נוּ רַבָּ תָּ
לָבָן  נֵפְטְ  בְּ מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין  בּוֹ:  יּוֹצֵא  כַּ ת.  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ לוֹמַר 
לָמָא נֵפְטְ לָבָן –  שְׁ ת. בִּ בָּ ַ שּׁ חוֹל, וְאֵין צָרִיךְ לוֹמַר בַּ בַּ
הוּא עָף, אֲבָל טֶבֶל טָמֵא, מַאי טַעְמָא?  נֵי שֶׁ מִפְּ

מֶרֶת  מִשְׁ אֶת  לְךָ  י  נָתַתִּ ה  הִנֵּ “וַאֲנִי  קְרָא:  אָמַר 
אַחַת  ר,  מְדַבֵּ תוּב  הַכָּ תְרוּמוֹת  י  תֵּ שְׁ בִּ רוּמוֹתָי״  תְּ
רוּמָה  רוּמָה טְמֵאָה. מַה תְּ רוּמָה טְהוֹרָה וְאַחַת תְּ תְּ
עַת הֲרָמָה וְאֵילָךְ,  ְ א מִשּׁ הּ אֶלָּ טְהוֹרָה – אֵין לְךָ בָּ
עַת  ְ מִשּׁ א  אֶלָּ הּ  בָּ לְךָ  אֵין   – טְמֵאָה  רוּמָה  תְּ אַף 

הֲרָמָה וְאֵילָךְ. 

מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין  אֶלְעָזָר אוֹמֵר:  ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ גּוּפָא, 
צֳרִי  אוֹמֵר:  אֶלְעָזָר  ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ הָיָה  וְכֵן  צֳרִי.  בָּ
מָעֵאל אוֹמֵר:  י יִשְׁ טָ.ף רַבִּ רָף מֵעֲצֵי הַקְּ א שְׂ אֵינוֹ אֶלָּ
מָעֵאל  י יִשְׁ כּלֹ הַיּוֹצֵא מִן הָעֵץ אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בּוֹ. רַבִּ
מִן  יּוֹצֵא  בַּ א  אֶלָּ מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין  אוֹמֵר:  רוֹקָה  בְּ ן  בֶּ
מֶן  שֶׁ א בְּ י טַרְפוֹן אוֹמֵר: אֵין מַדְלִיקִין אֶלָּ רִי. רַבִּ הַפְּ

לְבַד. זַיִת בִּ

Using untithed produce – טֶבֶל ימוּש בְּ  It is prohibited :שִׁ
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 – טָף רָף מֵעֲצֵי הַקְּ  In :שְׂ
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).

notes

One may not light with untithed produce – אֵין מַדְלִיקִין 
טֶבֶל  This applies to lighting a lamp with ritually impure :בְּ
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 
Ma’aser 6:2; Shulĥan Arukh Yoreh De’a 331:116).

One may not light with white naphtha – ְנֵפְט  אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בְּ
 One may neither light with white naphtha on Shabbat :לָבָן
nor may he do so during the week because it is dangerous 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:10).

halakha
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The Gemara relates: Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri 
stood on his feetn 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 oil,b 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:h 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 oilb 
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.h Even if it is three by three 
fingerbreadths, it is not considered sufficiently large 
to become ritually impure. And, therefore, one may 
roof his sukkah 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: 

ן נוּרִי עַל רַגְלָיו וְאָמַר: מַה יַּעֲשׂוּ  י יוֹחָנָן בֶּ עָמַד רַבִּ
מִין,  מֶן שׁוּמְשְׁ א שֶׁ אֵין לָהֶם אֶלָּ בֶל שֶׁ י בָּ אַנְשֵׁ
מֶן  שֶׁ א  אֶלָּ לָהֶם  אֵין  שֶׁ מָדַי  י  אַנְשֵׁ יַּעֲשׂוּ  וּמַה 
אֵין  שֶׁ רִיָּא  סַנְדְּ אֲלֶכְּ י  אַנְשֵׁ יַּעֲשׂוּ  וּמַה  אֱגוֹזִים, 
י  אַנְשֵׁ יַּעֲשׂוּ  וּמַה  צְנוֹנוֹת,  מֶן  שֶׁ א  אֶלָּ לָהֶם 
א  אֶלָּ ךְ  כָּ וְלאֹ  ךְ  כָּ לאֹ  לָהֶם  אֵין  שֶׁ קַפּוֹטְקִיָא 
אָמְרוּ חֲכָמִים  ֶ א מַה שּׁ א: אֵין לְךָ אֶלָּ נֵפְטְ? אֶלָּ

אֵין מַדְלִיקִין. 

מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ וּבְעִטְרָן,  גִים  דָּ מֶן  שֶׁ בְּ וּמַדְלִיקִין 
קּוּעוֹת וּבְנֵפְטְ,  מֶן פַּ שֶׁ זוּרִי אוֹמֵר: מַדְלִיקִין בְּ שְׁ
אֵין  ר  שָׂ הַבָּ מִן  הַיּוֹצֵא  כּלֹ  אוֹמֵר:  סוּמָכוֹס 
גִים. סוּמָכוֹס הַיְינוּ  מֶן דָּ שֶׁ א בְּ מַדְלִיקִין בּוֹ, אֶלָּ
אָמַר  רוּנָא  בְּ רַב  דְּ ינַיְיהוּ  בֵּ א  אִיכָּ א!  קַמָּ א  נָּ תַּ

רַב, וְלָא מְסַיְּימִי.

ן אֶלְעָזָר אוֹמֵר: כּלֹ הַיּוֹצֵא  מְעוֹן בֶּ י שִׁ נְיָא, רַבִּ תַּ
לשֹׁ,  שָׁ עַל  לשֹׁ  שָׁ וּם  מִשּׁ בּוֹ  אֵין   – הָעֵץ  מִן 

יֵי: ן. אָמַר אַבַּ תָּ שְׁ כִין בּוֹ, חוּץ מִפִּ וּמְסַכְּ

NOTES
Using untithed produce – טֶבֶל ימוּש בְּ -One is pro :שִׁ
hibited from eating produce from which the teruma 
and tithes have not been separated. Tevel is not a 
unique halakhic status attributed to untithed pro-
duce. It is, rather, considered a mixture of teruma and 
unconsecrated produce. One who separates teruma 
retroactively determines which part is teruma. There-
fore, the legal status of the produce before tithing is 
according to the teruma it contains and not as an 
independent halakhic entity.

Sap that emerges from balsam trees – רָף מֵעֲצֵי  שְׂ
טָף  According to the Jerusalem Talmud and Rashi’s :הַקְּ
first explanation, 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 refers to the nature of the sap from balsam 
trees as an aside and not specifically in the context 
of Shabbat (Tosafot).

Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri stood on his feet – עָמַד 
רַגְלָיו ן נוּרִי עַל  בֶּ י יוֹחָנָן   All of the Sages sat in the :רַבִּ
study hall and voiced their opinions on different top-
ics while seated. Since certain Sages wanted to rule 
stringently with regard to adornment of the mitzva, 
Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri stood to emphasize his ob-
jection 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. 

HALAKHA

One may not light with untithed produce – אֵין 
טֶבֶל בְּ  This applies to lighting a lamp with :מַדְלִיקִין 
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 Ma’aser 6:2; Shulĥan 
Arukh Yoreh De’a 331:116).

One may not light with white naphtha – אֵין מַדְלִיקִין 
נֵפְטְ לָבָן  One may not light with white naphtha on :בְּ
Shabbat because it is dangerous (Rambam Sefer Ze-
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:10).

You have only those which the Sages said – ָאֵין לְך 
אָמְרוּ חֲכָמִים ֶ א מַה שּׁ  The halakha is in accordance :אֶלָּ
with the Sages and with Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri, 
who stated with regard to the laws of wicks and oils 
on Shabbat that the halakha is never more stringent 
than the guidelines established by the Sages. This is 
according to the unattributed mishna and the discus-
sion in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 5:11; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:6).

Anything that comes from a tree with regard to 
ritual impurity – הַיּוֹצֵא מִן הָעֵץ לְעִנְיַן טוּמְאָה: Anything 
that comes from a tree, with the exception of flax, 
cannot become 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 gar-
ment can become ritually impure with all forms of 
ritual impurity, except for the ritual impurity imparted 
by treading. The Gemara elaborates in a later discus-
sion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 22:1).

Something that comes from a tree with regard to 
roofing for the sukka – הַיּוֹצֵא מִן הָעֵץ לְסִיכוּך: Any-
thing that comes from a tree may be used as roofing 
for the sukka unless it has been crafted into a ves-

sel, as per the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 629:1).

BACKGROUND
Radish oil – מֶן צְנוֹנוֹת -This oil is produced from rad :שֶׁ
ish seeds, probably from the radish species, Raphunus 
sativus var. oleifer, whose seeds contain a high con-
centration of oil. Ancient writers indicate that radish 
oil was prevalent in Egypt during the talmudic period.

Gourd oil – קּוּעוֹת מֶן פַּ  The gourds mentioned in the :שֶׁ
Bible and the Mishna have been identified with the 
plant known as the bitter apple, the Citrullus colocyn-
this 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 some-
what similar to grape leaves and round fruits that are 
approximately 10cm 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, gener-
ally as much as 15 per cent of the weight of the seeds. 
The oil can be used for food or light. 

 
Bitter apple 

Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri stood on his feet – ן נוּרִי עַל י יוֹחָנָן בֶּ  עָמַד רַבִּ
 All of the Sages sat in the study hall and voiced their opinions :רַגְלָיו
on different topics while seated. Since certain Sages wanted to rule 
stringently with regard to enhancement of the mitzva, Rabbi Yoĥanan 
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. 

notes

Radish oil – מֶן צְנוֹנוֹת -This oil is produced from radish seeds, prob :שֶׁ
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 – קּוּעוֹת מֶן פַּ  The gourds mentioned in the Bible and the :שֶׁ
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 

background

You have only those which the Sages said – א  אֵין לְךָ אֶלָּ
אָמְרוּ חֲכָמִים ֶ שּׁ  The halakha is in accordance with the :מַה 
Sages and with Rabbi Yoĥanan 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:6).

Anything that emerges from the tree with regard to 
ritual impurity – הַיּוֹצֵא מִן הָעֵץ לְעִנְיַן טוּמְאָה: 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 elaborates in a 
later discussion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 22:1).

Anything that emerges from the tree with regard to 
roofing for the sukka – הַיּוֹצֵא מִן הָעֵץ לְסִיכוּך: 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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 629:1).

halakha
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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, 
or a linen garment” (Leviticus 13:47), the conclusion can be drawn: Just as 
below, when it mentions a garment in the case of leprosy,b 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 threeb 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.h 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 garmentn in which there will be the 
plague of leprosy” (Leviticus 13:47).h 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 threen 
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 threen 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.

כו:כו:

Perek II
Daf 26  Amud b

י  בֵי רַבִּ א דְּ ן אֶלְעָזָר וְתַנָּ מְעוֹן בֶּ י שִׁ רַבִּ
מְעוֹן  י שִׁ בָר אֶחָד. רַבִּ מָעֵאל אָמְרוּ דָּ יִשְׁ
בֵי  דְּ א  נָּ תַּ אֲמַרַן,  דַּ הָא   – אֶלְעָזָר  ן  בֶּ
בֵי  דְּ תָנֵי  דְּ מָעֵאל מַאי הִיא –  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ
גָדִים  מָעֵאל: הוֹאִיל וְנֶאֶמְרוּ בְּ י יִשְׁ רַבִּ
אֶחָד  תוּב בְּ תּוֹרָה סְתָם, וּפָרַט לְךָ הַכָּ בַּ
ן – צֶמֶר  הַלָּ ים״, מַה לְּ תִּ מֵהֶן “צֶמֶר וּפִשְׁ

ים. תִּ ים, אַף כּלֹ – צֶמֶר וּפִשְׁ תִּ וּפִשְׁ

אָר  שְׁ ה בִּ לשָֹׁ ה עַל שְׁ לשָֹׁ רָבָא אָמַר: שְׁ
מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ דְּ ינַיְיהוּ,  בֵּ א  אִיכָּ גָדִים  בְּ
י  רַבִּ בֵי  דְּ א  לְתַנָּ לֵיהּ,  אֶלְעָזָר אִית  ן  בֶּ

מָעֵאל – לֵית לֵיהּ.  יִשְׁ

לשֹׁ  לשֹׁ עַל שָׁ י עָלְמָא מִיהַת שָׁ כוּלֵּ דְּ
נְגָעִים,  בִּ א  מֵּ מִיטַּ ים  תִּ וּפִשְׁ צֶמֶר  בְּ
א  אֶלָּ לִי  אֵין  גֶד׳  ‘בֶּ תַנְיָא:  דְּ מְנָלַן? 
לְמוּד  תַּ יִן?  מִנַּ לשֹׁ  שָׁ עַל  לשֹׁ  שָׁ גֶד,  בֶּ
ה  לשָֹׁ גֶד.׳ וְאֵימָא לְרַבּוֹת שְׁ לוֹמַר: ‘וְהַבֶּ
הוּא?  וָחוֹמֶר  קַל  לָאו   ! ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ עַל 
ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ א,  מֵּ מִיטַּ וָעֵרֶב  תִי  שְׁ א  תָּ הָשְׁ

עְיָא! ה מִיבָּ לשָֹׁ עַל שְׁ

Leprosy of clothing – נִגְעֵי בְגָדִים: 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 – ה לשָֹׁ וּשְׁ לשֹׁ   :שָׁ
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 × 6 cm or, according 
to another opinion, 7.5 × 7.5 cm. Three by three 
handbreadths equal 24 × 24 cm or 30 × 30 cm, 
according to the alternate opinion. 

background

The measure of a garment with regard to ritual 
impurity from leprosy – גֶד לְעִנְיַן טוּמְאַת יעוּר הַבֶּ  שִׁ
 The minimal size of a garment that can :נְגָעִים
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 – טוּמְאַת נְגָעִים גֶד בְּ  Leprosy can :סוּגֵי בֶּ
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).

halakha

The verse states: “And the garment” – גֶד וְהַבֶּ לוֹמַר  לְמוּד  -Al :תַּ
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 – ה לשָֹׁ ה עַל שְׁ לשָֹׁ -It is apparent from the discus :שְׁ
sion in the Gemara that the fact that a cloth that is three by three 

handbreadths is considered a garment requires no derivation. Since 
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 – ה עַל לשָֹׁ א…שְׁ מֵּ תִי וָעֵרֶב מִיטַּ א שְׁ תָּ  הָשְׁ
ה לשָֹׁ  Some commentaries say that it is not self-evident that the :שְׁ
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 Ĥayya).

notes
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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. 

לַיְתִי  נַמִי  לשֹׁ  שָׁ עַל  לשֹׁ  שָׁ הָכִי,  אִי 
ה  לשָֹׁ ה עַל שְׁ לשָֹׁ א: שְׁ קַל וָחוֹמֶר! אֶלָּ בְּ
ין לַעֲנִיִּים – אָתֵי  ירִים בֵּ ין לַעֲשִׁ חֲזוּ בֵּ דַּ
לשֹׁ – לַעֲנִיִּים  לשֹׁ עַל שָׁ קַל וָחוֹמֶר, שָׁ בְּ
ירִים לָא חַזְיָין, לָא  חַזְיָין, לַעֲשִׁ הוּא דְּ
כְתַבֵיהּ  דִּ טַעְמָא  וָחוֹמֶ.ר  קַל  בְּ אָתֵי 
לָא   – קְרָא  תַבֵיהּ  כְּ לָא  הָא  קְרָא, 

קַל וָחוֹמֶר,  מְרִינַן בְּ גָּ

ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ עַל  ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ לְרַבּוֹת  וְאֵימָא: 
גֶד  “בֶּ קְרָא:  אֲמַר  גָדִים!  בְּ אָר  שְׁ בִּ
ים –  תִּ גֶד צֶמֶר וּפִשְׁ ים״, בֶּ תִּ צֶמֶר וּפִשְׁ
י  כִּ וְאֵימָא:  לָא.   – אַחֲרִינֵי  י  מִידֵּ אִין, 
אֲבָל  לשֹׁ,  שָׁ עַל  לשֹׁ  מִשָׁ  – אִימְעוּט 
רֵי  תְּ א!  מֵּ מִיטַּ  – ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ עַל  ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ
בֶגֶד[  גֶד צֶמֶר אוֹ ]בְּ תִיבִי: “בֶּ מִיעוּטֵי כְּ
עַל  לשֹׁ  מִשָׁ לְמַעוּטֵי   – חַד  ים״,  תִּ שְׁ פִּ
עַל  ה  לשָֹׁ מִשְׁ לְמַעוּטֵי   – וְחַד  לשֹׁ,  שָׁ

ה,  לשָֹׁ שְׁ

ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ עַל  ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ אָמַר:  דְּ וּלְרָבָא, 
י  לְרַבִּ ינַיְיהוּ,  בֵּ א  אִיכָּ גָדִים  בְּ אָר  שְׁ בִּ
א  ן אֶלְעָזָר – אִית לֵיהּ, לְתַנָּ מְעוֹן בֶּ שִׁ
ה  לשָֹׁ מָעֵאל – לֵית לֵיהּ, שְׁ י יִשְׁ בֵי רַבִּ דְּ

גָדִים אָר בְּ שְׁ ה בִּ לשָֹׁ עַל שְׁ

NOTES
The verse states: “And the garment” – לְמוּד לוֹמַר  תַּ
גֶד  ,Although, in the study hall of Rabbi Yishmael :וְהַבֶּ
the general practice was not to derive halakhot 
from unclear amplifications in the Torah 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 sim-
ply read: Garment. Therefore, the prefix, “and the,” is 
an uncommon linguistic form whose purpose is to 
teach that the garment should be understood in its 
broadest sense.

Three by three – ה לשָׁ ה עַל שְׁ לשָֹׁ  It is apparent from :שְׁ
the discussion in the Gemara that the fact that a fab-
ric that is three by three handbreadths is considered 
a garment requires no derivation. Since it is fit for 
use by both wealthy and poor people, a garment of 
three by three handbreadths is indeed an article of 
clothing. If not, what is the limit? 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 ritu-
ally impure, a cloth that is three by three – א תָּ  הָשְׁ
ה לשָׁ ה עַל שְׁ לשָֹׁ א, שְׁ מֵּ תִי וָעֵרֶב מִיטַּ -Some commentar :שְׁ
ies say that it is not self-evident 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 language in the verse, appar-
ently, each case is derived independently (Tziyyun 
LeNefesh Ĥayya).

HALAKHA
The measure of a garment regarding ritual impu-
rity from leprosy – גֶד לְעִנְיַן טוּמְאַת נְגָעִים יעוּר הַבֶּ  The :שִׁ
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 Tu-
mat Tzara’at 12:10 and Hilkhot Kelim 22:12).

Types of garments regarding ritual impurity from 

leprosy – נְגָעִים טוּמְאַת  גֶד בְּ בֶּ  Leprosy can only :סוּגֵי 
transmit ritual impurity to woolen or linen garments 
and not to clothing fashioned from other materi-
als, as per the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Tzara’at 13:1).

BACKGROUND
Three feminine and masculine – ה לשָׁ לשֹׁ וּשְׁ -Mea :שָׁ
sures mentioned by the Sages in the feminine, when 
referring to garments, are fingerbreadths, and are cu-
bits everywhere else. Those measurements referred 
to in the masculine are handbreadths.

The thumb is the basic measure of the finger, and 
is measured at its widest part. The handbreadth is 
the size of a clenched fist, which equals four finger-
breadths. Three by three fingerbreadths is equal to 6 
× 6 cm or, according to another opinion, 7.5 × 7.5 cm. 
Three by three handbreadths equal 24 × 24 cm or 30 
× 30 cm, according to the alternate opinion. 

כז.כז.

Perek II
Daf 27  Amud a

תַנְיָא:  מְנָא לֵיהּ? נָפְקָא מֵ׳אוֹ בֶגֶד׳, דְּ
ה עַל  לשָֹׁ גֶד, שְׁ א בֶּ ‘בֶגֶד׳ – אֵין לִי אֶלָּ
לְמוּד  יִּין? תַּ גָדִים מִנַּ אָר בְּ שְׁ ה בִּ לשָֹׁ שְׁ

לוֹמַר: ‘אוֹ בֶגֶד.׳ 
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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 impureh 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,n 
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’ hairh and rabbits’ wool, goats’ hairb 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 thisn statement and not Rava. Since Rav Pappa was the 
primary disciple of Rava, the Gemara attributed his statement to Rava.

יֵי, הַאי ‘אוֹ בֶגֶד׳ מַאי עָבֵיד לֵיהּ?  וְאַבַּ
לשֹׁ  שָׁ עַל  לשֹׁ  שָׁ לְרַבּוֹת  לֵיהּ  עֵי  מִיבָּ
רָצִים.  שְׁ א בִּ מְטַמֵּ ים דִּ תִּ צֶמֶר וּפִשְׁ בְּ

וְהוּא  נְגָעִים,  י  גַבֵּ רַחֲמָנָאּ  לֵי  גָּ וְרָבָא: 
רָצִים.  ין לִשְׁ הַדִּ

נְגָעִים –  א לְמִיפְרַךְ; מַה לִּ יֵי: אִיכָּ וְאַבַּ
הֶם.  א בָּ מֵּ תִי וָעֵרֶב מִטַּ ן שְׁ כֵּ שֶׁ

נְגָעִים  עֲתָךְ  דַּ סָלְקָא  אִי  וְאִידָךְ: 
רָצִים –  י שְׁ בֵּ חֲמִירִי, לִכְתּוֹב רַחֲמָנָא גַּ

יְיהוּ. וְלַיְתוּ נְגָעִים מִינַּ

אָתוּ,  לָא  רָצִים  ְ מִשּׁ נְגָעִים  וְאִידָךְ: 
ן  כֵּ שֶׁ רָצִים  שְׁ לִּ מַה  לְמִיפְרַךְ:  א  אִיכָּ דְּ

ה.  כַעֲדָשָׁ א בְּ מֵּ מְטַּ

י  רַבִּ בֵי  דְּ א  נָּ תַּ הַאי  יֵי:  אַבַּ אָמַר 
י  בֵי רַבִּ א דְּ נָּ יק מֵאִידָךְ תַּ מָעֵאל מַפֵּ יִשְׁ
מָעֵאל:  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ בֵי  דְּ תָנֵי  דְּ מָעֵאל.  יִשְׁ
ים,  תִּ גֶד צֶמֶר וּפִשְׁ א בֶּ ‘בֶגֶד׳ אֵין לִי אֶלָּ
וְצֶמֶר  ים  מַלִּ גְּ צֶמֶר  לְרַבּוֹת  יִין  מִנַּ
ירָיִן  ִ וְהַשּׁ עִזִּים  ל  שֶׁ נוֹצָה  אַרְנָבִים 
לוֹמַר  לְמוּד  תַּ  – רִיקִין  וְהַסְּ לָךְ  וְהַכָּ

“אוֹ בֶגֶד״. 

בֵי  א דְּ נָּ י לֵית לֵיהּ לְהַךְ תַּ רָבָא אָמַר: כִּ
לשֹׁ  גָדִים – שָׁ אָר בְּ שְׁ מָעֵאל בִּ י יִשְׁ רַבִּ
ה – אִית  לשָֹׁ ה עַל שְׁ לשָֹׁ לשֹׁ, שְׁ עַל שָׁ

לֵיהּ. 

עַל  ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ אֲמַר  דַּ הוּא  רָבָא  וְהָא 
מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  לְרַבִּ גָדִים  בְּ אָר  שְׁ בִּ ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ
י  בֵי רַבִּ א דְּ ן אֶלְעָזָר – אִית לֵיהּ, לְתַנָּ בֶּ
יהּ רָבָא  מָעֵאל – לֵית לֵיהּ! הֲדַר בֵּ יִשְׁ
עֵית אֵימָא: הָא – רַב  מֵהַהִיא. וְאִי בָּ

א אֲמַרָהּ.  פָּ פַּ

The size for a garment to become ritually im-
pure – גָדִים בְּ יעוּר טוּמְאַת   All garments, other than :שִׁ
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. – ים וכו׳ מַלִּ גְּ יִין לְרַבּוֹת צֶמֶר  -Gar :מִנַּ
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 
1:11).

halakha

Makes one ritually impure even in a case where it is 
a lentil-bulk – ה כַעֲדָשָׁ א בְּ מֵּ  With regard to creeping :מְטַּ
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 – ּא אֲמַרָה פָּ פַּ -This phrase ap :רַב 
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).

notes

Goats’ hair – ל עִזִּים  The Torah and the Sages do :נוֹצָה שֶׁ
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).

background
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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,h 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,n and he 
did not say it.

Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak 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;h 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 Naĥman bar Yitzĥak 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 noth of their own type. Whereas with regard to 
other types, a garment of their own type, they exempt;h 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. 

א אָמַר: אַף כּלֹ – לְאַתּוֹיֵי  פָּ רַב פַּ
תִיבִי  כְּ הֶדְיָא  בְּ לְאַיִם,  כִּ לְאַיִם.  כִּ
צֶמֶר  עַטְנֵז  שַׁ שׁ  תִלְבַּ “לאֹ  יהּ  בֵּ
עֲתָךְ  דַּ סָלְקָא  יו״!  יַחְדָּ ים  תִּ וּפִשְׁ
ה,  רֶךְ לְבִישָׁ י – דֶּ אָמִינָא: הָנֵי מִילֵּ
מִינֵי  רֵי  תְּ ל  כָּ  – הַעֲלָאָה  בְּ אֲבָל 

אָסוּ.ר 

וּמַה  הוּא?  וָחוֹמֶר  קַל  וְלָאו 
י גּוּפֵיהּ  י כּוּלֵּ קָא מִיתְהַנֵּ ה, דְּ לְבִישָׁ
ים –  תִּ : צֶמֶר וּפִשְׁ לְאַיִם, אָמְרַתְּ מִכִּ
אִין, מִידֵי אַחֲרִינָא – לָא, הַעֲלָאָה 
א  פָּ פַּ רַב  דְּ א,  אֶלָּ ן!  כֵּ שֶׁ ל  כָּ לאֹ 

דוּתָא הִיא.  בְּ

אַף  אָמַר:  יִצְחָק  ר  בַּ נַחְמָן  רַב 
כּלֹ –

NOTES
Makes one ritually impure even in a case where 
it is the size of a lentil-bulk – ה כַעֲדָשָׁ א בְּ מֵּ  With :מְטַּ
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 impu-
rity, e.g., a corpse, 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 the size of a lentil at birth.

Rav Pappa said this – ּא אֲמַרָה פָּ -This phrase ap :רַב פַּ
pears several times in the Gemara. Rav Pappa was the 
preeminent student of Rava and after his death, even 
succeeded him at the head of the yeshiva. When 
Rav Pappa cited a statement without attribution, the 
students attributed it to to Rava (see Rashi).

Is a false – דוּתָא הִיא  There is a variant reading in :בְּ

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: It is external, 
indicating that it is an outside opinion and should not 
be introduced into the study hall (Arukh). 

HALAKHA
The size for a garment to become ritually impure – 
גָדִים בְּ יעוּר טוּמְאַת   All garments, other than those :שִׁ
made of wool and linen, can only become ritually im-
pure if they are at least three by three handbreadths, 
as per the baraita cited in the Gemara. Apparently, 
Abaye’s rejection 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 a garment 
made of camel hair etc. – ים וכו׳ מַלִּ יִין לְרַבּוֹת צֶמֶר גְּ  :מִנַּ
Garments woven from anything that grows on land, 

i.e., from both plants and animals, are considered gar-
ments in terms of ritual impurity, as per the tanna of 
the school of Rabbi Yishmael (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 1:11).

To include diverse kinds – לְאַיִם כִּ -The pro :לְאַתּוֹיֵי 
hibition 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 10:1; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 298:1).

BACKGROUND
Goats’ hair – ל עִזִּים  The Torah and the Sages :נוֹצָה שֶׁ
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 feath-
ers (Rashi).

כז:כז:
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הֶדְיָא  בְּ צִיצִית,  צִיצִית.  לְאַתּוֹיֵי 
צֶמֶר  עַטְנֵז  שַׁ שׁ  תִלְבַּ “לאֹ  תִיב:  כְּ
ה  עֲשֶׂ דִילִים תַּ ים״ וּכְתִיב: “גְּ תִּ וּפִשְׁ
אָמִינָא  עֲתָךְ  דַּ סָלְקָא  לָךְ״! 
תִיב  כְּ רָמֵי:  רָבָא  דְּ דְרָבָא,  כִּ
“צֶמֶר  וּכְתִיב  נָף,  כָּ מִין   – נָ׳ף  ‘הַכָּ
יצַד? צֶמֶר  יו״ הָא כֵּ ים יַחְדָּ תִּ וּפִשְׁ
ין  בֵּ ן  מִינָּ בְּ ין  בֵּ פּוֹטְרִין  ים  תִּ וּפִשְׁ
ן –  מִינָּ אָר מִינִין, בְּ ן; שְׁ מִינָּ לּאֹ בְּ שֶׁ
ן – אֵין פּוֹטְרִין.  מִינָּ לּאֹ בְּ פּוֹטְרִין, שֶׁ
קָא   – דְרָבָא  כִּ עֲתָךְ  דַּ סָלְקָא 

מַע לָן.  מַשְׁ

To include diverse kinds – לְאַיִם  The prohibition of a :לְאַתּוֹיֵי כִּ
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 10:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 298:1).

halakha

Is a mistake – דוּתָא הִיא  There is a variant reading in several :בְּ
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: 
It is external, indicating that it is an outside opinion and should 
not be introduced into the study hall (Arukh). 

notes

To include ritual fringes – לְאַתּוֹיֵי צִיצִית: Dating back to the 
ge’onim, 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 Naĥman bar Yitzĥak 
that the mitzva by Torah law applies only to garments made 
of wool or linen. This is the ruling of the Shulĥan 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 9:1).

Wool and linen exempt whether it is of their own type, 
whether it is not of their own type – ין ים פּוֹטְרִין בֵּ תִּ  צֶמֶר וּפִשְׁ
ן מִינָּ לּאֹ בְּ ין שֶׁ ן בֵּ מִינָּ  Ritual fringes made from wool or linen may :בְּ
be placed on all garments. The exceptions are wool fringes on 
a linen 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 
3:3, 5–6; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 9:2).

Other types, a garment of their own type, they exempt – 
ן פּוֹטְרִין מִינָּ אָר מִינִין, בְּ  All authorities agree that ritual fringes :שְׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 9:3).

halakha
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Rav Aĥa, 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 personh 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 sayb 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: I include 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.b 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 threadh 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 h 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.

י:  אַשִׁ לְרַב  רָבָא  דְּ רֵיהּ  בְּ אַחָא  רַב  אָמַר 
נָא לְעִנְיַן  מָעֵאל מַאי שְׁ י יִשְׁ בֵי רַבִּ א דְּ לְתַנָּ
כְתִיב  דִּ  – גָדִים  בְּ אָר  שְׁ י  מְרַבֵּ דִּ טוּמְאָה 
אָר  שְׁ לְרַבּוֹת  לֵימָא:  נַמִי  הָכָא  בֶגֶד׳  ‘אוֹ 
הַהוּא   – הּ״  בָּ ה  כַסֶּ תְּ ר  מֵ״אֲשֶׁ גָדִים  בְּ
אֲתָא,  דַּ הוּא  סוּמָא  סוּת  כְּ לְאַתּוֹיֵי 
לִכְסוּת  רָט  פְּ  – “וּרְאִיתֶם אוֹתוֹ״  תַנְיָא:  דְּ
רָט לִכְסוּת לַיְלָה, אוֹ  ה אוֹמֵר פְּ לַיְלָה. אַתָּ
הוּא  שֶׁ כְּ סוּמָא?  לִכְסוּת  רָט  פְּ א  אֶלָּ אֵינוֹ 
סוּת  כְּ הֲרֵי   – הּ״  בָּ ה  כַסֶּ תְּ ר  “אֲשֶׁ אוֹמֵר: 
סוּמָא אָמוּר, הָא מָה אֲנִי מְקַיֵּים “וּרְאִיתֶם 

רָט לִכְסוּת לַיְלָה.  אוֹתוֹ״ – פְּ

סוּת  וּמָה רָאִיתָ לְרַבּוֹת סוּמָא וּלְהוֹצִיא כְּ
נָהּ  יֶּשְׁ סוּת סוּמָא – שֶׁ ה אֲנִי כְּ לַיְלָה? מְרַבֶּ
סוּת  רְאִיָּיה אֵצֶל אֲחֵרִים, וּמוֹצִיא אֲנִי כְּ בִּ
רְאִיָּיה אֵצֶל אֲחֵרִים.  אֵינָה בִּ לַיְלָה – שֶׁ

רָא:  בְּ מִסְתַּ גָדִים!  בְּ אָר  שְׁ לְרַבּוֹת  וְאֵימָא 
צֶמֶר  ה  מְרַבֶּ  – ים  תִּ וּפִשְׁ צֶמֶר  בְּ קָאֵי 
ה  מְרַבֶּ  - ים  תִּ וּפִשְׁ צֶמֶר  בְּ קָאֵי  ים,  תִּ וּפִשְׁ

גָדִים?! אָר בְּ שְׁ

ן אֶלְעָזָר וְסוּמָכוֹס  מְעוֹן בֶּ י שִׁ יֵי: רַבִּ אָמַר אַבַּ
ן אֶלְעָזָר –  מְעוֹן בֶּ י שִׁ בָר אֶחָד. רַבִּ אָמְרוּ דָּ
סוּמָכוֹס  תַנְיָא,  דְּ סוּמָכוֹס,  אֲמַרַן,  דַּ הָא 
נֵי  מִפְּ סוּלָה,  פְּ  – טָווּי  בְּ כָהּ  סִיכְּ אוֹמֵר: 

נְגָעִים.  אָה בִּ מְּ טַּ מִּ שֶׁ

וָעֵרֶב  תִי  שְׁ תְנַן:  דִּ א,  נָּ תַּ הַאי  י  כִּ  – מַאן  כְּ
י  י מֵאִי.ר וְרַבִּ בְרֵי רַבִּ נְגָעִים מִיָּד, דִּ א בִּ מֵּ מִטַּ
וְהָעֵרֶב  לֶה,  ָ יִּשּׁ ֶ מִשּׁ תִי  ְ הַשּׁ אוֹמֵר:  יְהוּדָה 

נוּ. יִּתְלַבְּ ֶ ן מִשּׁ תָּ שְׁ ל פִּ מִיָּד, וְהָאוֹנִין שֶׁ

The garment of a blind person – סוּת סוּמָא  A blind man is :כְּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 17:1).

Sukka that he roofed with spun thread – טָווּי כָהּ בְּ  Spun :סִיכְּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 629:4).

Warp and woof can become ritually impure from leprosy – 
נְגָעִים בִּ א  מֵּ וָעֵרֶב מִטַּ תִי   Immediately after being spun, the :שְׁ
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).

halakha

Do you say, etc. – ה אוֹמֵר וכו׳  This didactic method of :אַתָּ
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 – בָר אֶחָד  This phrase refers :אָמְרוּ דָּ
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. 

background
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MISHNA Of all substances that emerge from the tree, one 
may light only with flaxb 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.h 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. 

GEMARA 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.h 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 foldedn 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. 

 – הָעֵץ  מִן  הַיּוֹצֵא  ל  כָּ מתני׳ 
ן.  תָּ שְׁ פִּ א  אֶלָּ בּוֹ,  מַדְלִיקִין  אֵין 
א  מֵּ וְכָל הַיּוֹצֵא מִן הָעֵץ אֵינוֹ מִטַּ
ן.  תָּ שְׁ א פִּ טוּמְאַת אהָֹלִים אֶלָּ

עֵץ?  אִיקְרִי  ן  תָּ פִשְׁ דְּ מְנָלַן  גמ׳ 
קְרָא:  אָמַר  דְּ זוּטְרָא,  מָר  אָמַר 
טְמְנֵם  וַתִּ גָה  הַגָּ הֶעֱלָתַם  “וְהִיא 

י הָעֵץ״.  תֵּ פִשְׁ בְּ

א  מֵּ מִטַּ אֵינוֹ  הָעֵץ  מִן  “וְהַיּוֹצֵא 
ן״.  תָּ שְׁ פִּ א  אֶלָּ אֹהָלִים  טוּמְאַת 
מַר  גָּ אֶלְעָזָר:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  מְנָלַן? 

‘אהֶֹל׳ ‘אהֶֹל׳

HALAKHA
To include ritual fringes – לְאַתּוֹיֵי צִיצִית: Dating back 
to the ge’onim, there is a halakhic dispute whether 
or not one is obligated 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 Naĥman bar Yitzĥak that the 
Torah law only applies to garments made of wool 
or linen. This is the ruling of the Shulĥan 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 9:1).

Wool and linen exempt whether it is of their own 
type or not – ֹלּא שֶׁ ין  בֵּ ן  מִינָּ בְּ ין  בֵּ ים פּוֹטְרִין  תִּ וּפִשְׁ  צֶמֶר 
ן מִינָּ  Ritual fringes made from wool or linen may :בְּ
be placed on all garments. The exceptions are wool 
fringes on a linen garment or linen fringes on a wool 
garment. Since there is no universally accepted sky 
blue dye today, these combinations violate the prohi-
bition 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 wrongdo-
ing (Rema; Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 9:2).

Other types, a garment of their own type, they 
exempt – פּוֹטְרִין ן –  מִינָּ בְּ מִינִין,  אָר   All authorities :שְׁ
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 3:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 9:3).

The garment of a blind person – סוּת סוּמָא  A blind :כְּ
man is obligated by Torah law in the mitzva of ritual 
fringes. This ruling is based on the baraita, which was 
apparently accepted throughout the Talmud (Ram-
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:7; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 17:1).

A sukka that he roofed with spun thread – ּכָה  סִיכְּ
טָווּי  Spun flax may not be used for the roofing of :בְּ
a sukka because it can become ritually impure. The 
same is true with regard to half-processed flax, be-
cause it no longer looks like something that grows 
in the ground (Rambam) and is suitable for stuffing 
for a pillow. Therefore, it can become ritually impure 
(Ra’avad) and is disqualified for use in roofing of a 
sukka (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Sukka 5:4; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 629:4).

The warp and woof can become ritually impure 
from leprosy – נְגָעִים א בִּ מֵּ תִי וָעֵרֶב מִטַּ  Immediately :שְׁ
after being spun, the warp and woof threads from 
either wool or linen can become ritually impure from 
leprosy, as per the unattributed mishna. How large 
must a skein of spun thread be for it to become im-
pure with the ritual impurity of leprosy? There must 
be enough thread in the skein to weave a swath 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).

And of all substances that emerges from the 
tree, the only substance that becomes ritually 
impure with impurity transmitted by tents over 
a corpse, etc. – א טוּמְאַת מֵּ ל הַיּוֹצֵא מִן הָעֵץ אֵינוֹ מִטַּ  כָּ
 Any material made from plant fibers and :אהָֹלִים וכו׳
is suspended over a dead body does not become 
ritually impure, with the exception of linen. Some 
commentaries say that this law applies specifically 
to a permanent tent (Tosafot; Ra’avad; Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 5:12). 

BACKGROUND
Do you say etc. – ה אוֹמֵר וכו׳  This method of :אַתָּ
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 – אֶחָד בָר  דָּ  This :אָמְרוּ 

phrase refers to the consolidation of several opinions 
into a single view, which the Talmud calls a shitta, a 
halakhic position. There is an ancient, controversial 
and not universally accepted tradition that asserts: 
The halakha is not established in accordance with 
a shitta. According to that tradition, when several 
opinions are consolidated into a shitta, the purpose 
is to highlight those Sages whose statements were 
not accepted. As mentioned above, the validity of 
that principle is not universally accepted and many 
commentaries partially or completely dispute it. 

Flax – ן תָּ שְׁ  Cultivated flax, Linum usitatissimum, is an :פִּ
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 is cut, the stalks are soaked in wa-
ter, 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. 
Afterwards 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

כח.כח.
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“זֹאת  הָכָא:  תִיב  כְּ ן;  כָּ שְׁ מִמִּ
אֹהֶל״  בְּ יָמוּת  י  כִּ אָדָם  הַתּוֹרָה 
וּכְתִיב הָתָם: “וַיִפְרוֹשׁ אֶת הָאהֶֹל 
ל  שֶׁ  – ן  הַלָּ לְּ מַה  ן״.  כָּ שְׁ הַמִּ עַל 
ל  אן – שֶׁ ן קָרוּי אהֶֹל, אַף כָּ תָּ שְׁ פִּ
ן –  הַלָּ ן קָרוּי אהֶֹל. אִי מַה לְּ תָּ שְׁ פִּ
אַף  ה,  ּ שָׁ שִׁ פוּל  כָּ וְחוּטָן  זוּרִין  שְׁ
ה?  ּ שָׁ שִׁ פוּל  כָּ וְחוּטָן  זוּרִין  שְׁ אן  כָּ
‘אֹהֶל׳  ‘אֹהֶל׳,  לוֹמַר:  לְמוּד  תַּ
ה,  רִיבָּ אֹהֶל  אֹהֶל  אִי  ה.  רִיבָּ
ן,  כֵּ אִם  נַמִי!  י  מִילֵּ ל  כָּ אֲפִילּוּ 

וָה מַאי אַהֲנִי לֵיהּ?  זֵירָה שָׁ גְּ

Flax – ן תָּ שְׁ  Cultivated flax, Linum usitatissimum, is an annual :פִּ
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 is 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

background

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. – ל הַיּוֹצֵא מִן הָעֵץ  כָּ
א טוּמְאַת אהָֹלִים וכו׳ מֵּ  The only material made from :אֵינוֹ מִטַּ
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). 

halakha

What is considered a tent – מַהוּ הַקָרוּי אהֶֹל: 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 
a tent and does not become ritually impure when it extends 
over a corpse (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 5:12).

halakha

Twisted and the threads were folded – פוּל זוּרִין וְחוּטָן כָּ  :שְׁ
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 
spun into one. This is based on various derivations, including 
a verbal analogy and the juxtaposition of verses.

notes
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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 teĥashimn 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 taĥash 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 taĥash 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 taĥash 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 teĥashim. Rabbi Neĥemya says: There was only one covering 
for the Tabernacle, half of which was made of rams’ hides and half from the 
hides of teĥashim. And teĥashim were similar to the species of undomesti-
cated animals called tela ilan.b The Gemara asks: But isn’t a tela ilan a non-
kosher creature? The Gemara emends this statement: This is what Rabbi 
Neĥemya 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 taĥash as sasgona,l 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,h 
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,h 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 
of leprosy. 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? 

אן  כָּ אַף  ים,  קְרָשִׁ ן  הַלָּ לְּ מַה  וְאֵימָא: 
ים  קְרָשִׁ יתָ  “וְעָשִׂ קְרָא:  אָמַר  ים!  קְרָשִׁ
וְאֵין  ן,  כָּ מִשְׁ קָרוּי   – ן  כָּ מִשְׁ ן״,  כָּ שְׁ לַמִּ
ה  מֵעַתָּ א  אֶלָּ ן.  כָּ מִשְׁ קְרוּיִין  ים  קְרָשִׁ
יתָ מִכְסֶה לָאהֶֹל״ הָכִי נַמִי, מִכְסֶה  “וְעָשִׂ
י  רַבִּ בָעֵי  דְּ הָא  א  אֶלָּ אֹהֶל!  רִי  אִיקְּ לָא 
מֵא  יִּטָּ הֵמָה טְמֵאָה מַהוּ שֶׁ אֶלְעָזָר: עוֹר בְּ
הֵמָה טְהוֹרָה  א עוֹר בְּ תָּ ת? הָשְׁ אהֶֹל הַמֵּ בְּ
עֲיָא?!  הֵמָה טְמֵאָה מִיבָּ א, עוֹר בְּ מֵּ לָא מִטַּ
כְתִיב:  הֲדַר אֲהַדְרֵיהּ קְרָא, דִּ אנֵי הָתָם דַּ שָׁ
ן וְאֶת אהֶֹל  כָּ שְׁ אוּ אֶת יְרִיעוֹת הַמִּ “וְנָשְׂ
ר  אֲשֶׁ חַשׁ  הַתַּ וּמִכְסֵה  מִכְסֵהוּ  מוֹעֵד 
חְתּוֹן  חְתּוֹן, מַה תַּ ישׁ עֶלְיוֹן לַתַּ עָלָיו״ מַקִּ

קָרוּי אהֶֹל – אַף עֶלְיוֹן קָרוּי אהֶֹל.

הֵמָה  בְּ עוֹר  אֶלְעָזָר:  י  רַבִּ עֵי  בָּ גּוּפָא, 
אהָֹלִין?  טוּמְאַת  מֵא  יִּטָּ שֶׁ מַהוּ  טְמֵאָה, 
א  אַדָּ רַב  אָמַר   – לֵיהּ?  עֲיָא  קָמִיבָּ מַאי 
ה  משֶֹׁ ימֵי  בִּ הָיָה  שֶׁ חַשׁ  תַּ אַהֲבָה:  ר  בַּ
עֲיָא לֵיהּ, טָמֵא הָיָה אוֹ טָהוֹר הָיָה?  קָמִיבָּ
נֵינָא:  עֵי לֵיהּ? תָּ יבָּ אָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף: מַאי תִּ
א עוֹר  מַיִם אֶלָּ רוּ לִמְלֶאכֶת שָׁ לאֹ הוּכְשְׁ

לְבַד! הֵמָה טְהוֹרָה בִּ בְּ

נֵי  י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר: שְׁ א, רַבִּ י אַבָּ מְתִיב רַבִּ
אֵילִים  עוֹרוֹת  ל  שֶׁ אֶחָד  הָיוּ,  מִכְסָאוֹת 
י  ים. רַבִּ חָשִׁ ל עוֹרוֹת תְּ מִים וְאֶחָד שֶׁ מְאָדָּ
נְחֶמְיָה אוֹמֵר: מִכְסֶה אֶחָד הָיָה, וְדוֹמֶה 
לָא אִילָן טָמֵא  לָא אִילָן. וְהָא תְּ מִין תְּ כְּ
לָא אִילָן הוּא,  מִין תְּ הוּא! הָכִי קָאָמַר: כְּ
אִילָן,  לָא  תְּ וְלאֹ  ה,  הַרְבֵּ וָונִין  גְּ בּוֹ  יֵּשׁ  שֶׁ
טָהוֹ.ר   – וְהָכָא  טָמֵא,   – הָתָם  אִילּוּ  דְּ
מִינַן  מְתַרְגְּ אָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף: אִי הָכִי הַיְינוּ דִּ

ה. גְוָונִין הַרְבֵּ שׂ בִּ שָּׂ “סַסְגּוֹנָא״ – שֶׁ

א  מֵּ מִטַּ הֵמָה טְמֵאָה דְּ רָבָא אָמַר: עוֹר בְּ
‘עוֹ׳ר  תַנְיָא:  דְּ מֵהָכָא,  ת  הַמֵּ אֹהֶל  בְּ
טְמֵאָה,  הֵמָה  בְּ עוֹר  ה  רִיבָּ  – בָעוֹ׳ר  ‘אוֹ 
ה  וְעָשָׂ ן  מִכּוּלָּ קָצַץ  כּהֵֹן.  יַד  בְּ קָה  לָּ וְשֶׁ
כָל  לְמוּד לוֹמַר: ‘אוֹ בְּ יִן? תַּ אַחַת מֵהֶן מִנַּ
מַה  לְמִיפְרַךְ:  א  וְאִיכָּ עוֹ.׳ר  מְלֶאכֶת 
הֶן!  תִי וָעֵרֶב טָמֵא בָּ ן שְׁ כֵּ נְגָעִים – שֶׁ לִּ

The hides of teĥashim – ים חָשִׁ תְּ  In :עוֹרוֹת 
the Jerusalem Talmud, the Sages disputed 
whether or not the taĥash 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.

notes

Tela ilan – אִילָן לָא   There are divergent :תְּ
opinions as to the identity of this creature. 
According to the ge’onim, 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 

background

Sasgona – סַסְגּוֹנָא: It is assumed that the ori-
gin of this word, which is the Aramaic transla-
tion of the biblical taĥash, is from the Persian 
word gōn, meaning color. The word sasgona 
is conceivably a form of the word shast-gon, 
meaning possessing sixty colors, or in other 
words, multicolored. 

language

That was afflicted in the hands of a priest – 
יַד כּהֵֹן קָה בְּ לָּ -The Torah teaches that a gar :וְשֶׁ
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 
Tzara’at 6:7). 

One cut and made of them a single 
cloth – מֵהֶן אַחַת  ה  וְעָשָׂ ן  מִכּוּלָּ  If one :קָצַץ 
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 Tzara’at 12:12).

halakha
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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 leprosy, 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?

א  תַנְיָא: ‘עוֹ׳ר אֵין לִי אֶלָּ רָצִים, דְּ ְ מַר מִשּׁ א: גָּ אֶלָּ
 – יִן  מִנַּ טְמֵאָה  הֵמָה  בְּ עוֹר  טְהוֹרָה,  הֵמָה  בְּ עוֹר 
מַה  לְמִיפְרַךְ:  א  וְאִיכָּ עוֹ.׳ר  ‘אוֹ  לוֹמַר:  לְמוּד  תַּ
נְגָעִים   – ה  כַעֲדָשָׁ בְּ אִין  מְטַמְּ ן  כֵּ שֶׁ  – רָצִים  שְׁ לִּ
וְלאֹ  זֶה,  רְאִי  כִּ זֶה  רְאִי  לאֹ  ין,  הַדִּ וְחָזַר  יוֹכִיחוּ. 
עוֹר  שֶׁ  – הֶן  בָּ שֶׁ וֶה  ָ הַשּׁ ד  הַצַּ זֶה,  רְאִי  כִּ זֶה  רְאִי 
הֵמָה  עוֹר בְּ הֵמָה טְמֵאָה כְּ ה עוֹר בְּ הֶן, וְעָשָׂ טָמֵא בָּ
עוֹר טָמֵא  ת, שֶׁ טְהוֹרָה, אַף אֲנִי אָבִיא אהֶֹל הַמֵּ
הֵמָה  בְּ עוֹר  כְּ טְמֵאָה  הֵמָה  בְּ בּוֹ עוֹר  ה  וְנַעֲשָׂ בּוֹ, 

טְהוֹרָה. 

א  אִיכָּ י:  אַשִׁ לְרַב  רְנִישׁ  מִבַּ רָבָא  לֵיהּ  אֲמַר 
ן טְמֵאִין  כֵּ הֶן – שֶׁ בָּ וֶה שֶׁ ָ ד הַשּׁ הַצַּ לְמִיפְרַךְ, מַה לְּ
א  א אֶלָּ אֵינוֹ מְטַמֵּ מֵת שֶׁ זַּיִת, תּאֹמַר בְּ פָחוֹת מִכַּ בְּ

כַזַּיִת!  בְּ

רְנִישׁ: א אָמַר רָבָא מִבַּ אֶלָּ

NOTES
Twisted and the threads were folded – זוּרִין וְחוּטָן  שְׁ
פוּל -The key discussion of this issue appears else :כָּ
where 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 spun into one. This 
is based on various derivations, including a verbal 
analogy, and by means of the juxtaposition of verses.

The hides of teĥashim – ים חָשִׁ -In the Jeru :עוֹרוֹת תְּ
salem Talmud, the Sages disputed whether or not 
the taĥash was a kosher or a non-kosher animal. The 
resolution to Rabbi Elazar’s dilemma here depends 
on the resolution of that tannaitic dispute.

HALAKHA
What is considered a tent – מַהוּ הַקָרוּי אהֶֹל: 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 a tent and does 
not become ritually impure when it extends over a 
corpse (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 5:12).

That was afflicted in the hands of a priest – קָה לָּ  וְשֶׁ
כּהֵֹן יַד   The Torah teaches that a garment, with a :בְּ
leprous-like growth on it, is to be brought before a 
priest. Upon inspection the priest could quarantine 
it. However, if before he quarantines it, clear signs of 
ritual impurity appear on the garment, he confirms 
the leprosy immediately. The garment need not have 
been leprous before it was brought to the priest 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara’at 6:7). 

One cut and made of them a single cloth – קָצַץ 
ה אַחַת מֵהֶן וְעָשָׂ ן   If one takes swaths made of :מִכּוּלָּ
various materials, none of which is three by three fin-
gerbreadths, and sews them together, the resulting 
fabric can become ritually impure because a sewn 
garment has the same legal status as a woven gar-
ment (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara’at 
12:12).

LANGUAGE
Sasgona – סַסְגּוֹנָא: It is assumed that the origin of this 
word, which is the Aramaic translation of the biblical 
taĥash, is from the Persian word gon, meaning color. 
The word, sasgona, is conceivably a form of the word 
sast-gon, meaning possessing sixty colors, or in other 
words, multi-colored. 

BACKGROUND 
Tela ilan – לָא אִילָן  The source and meaning of this :תְּ
name are unclear. Some think it is Greek, although 
vocalized differently. Others say it is a distortion of 
the Greek, kala ilan, or galaktinon. There are also di-
vergent opinions as to the identity of this creature. 
According to the ge’onim, the tela ilan belongs to 
the Genetta species, and it is possibly the Genetta 
terrasanctae, unique to Eretz Yisrael. The tela is ap-
proximately 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 

כח:כח:

Perek II
Daf 28  Amud b

א  מֵּ אֵין מִטַּ ל עִזִּים שֶׁ קַל וָחוֹמֶר מִנּוֹצָה שֶׁ אָתְיָא בְּ
הֵמָה טְמֵאָה  ת, עוֹר בְּ אהֶֹל הַמֵּ א בְּ מֵּ נְגָעִים – מִטַּ בִּ
אהֶֹל  אָה בְּ מְּ טַּ מִּ ין שֶׁ נְגָעִים – אֵינוֹ דִּ אָה בִּ מְּ טַּ מִּ שֶׁ

ת. הַמֵּ
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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 halakha is that relevant,n as it is clearly 
not relevant to the Tabernacle? The Gemara replies: This halakha 
was stated with regard to phylacteries,bh 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 
explicitlyn 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 leatherh 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 phylacteriesh 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 squareh is a halakha transmit-
ted to Moses from Sinai, as is the requirement that they must be 
tied with their hairh and sewn with their sinews.h 

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 Yitzĥak say: The straps of the phylacteries must be 
blackh 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.

רוּ  הוּכְשְׁ לאֹ  יוֹסֵף:  רַב  תָנֵי  דְּ הָא  א  וְאֶלָּ
הֵמָה טְהוֹרָה  א עוֹר בְּ מַיִם אֶלָּ מְלֶאכֶת שָׁ בִּ
ין?!  פִילִּ ין. תְּ לְבַד, לְמַאי הִלְכְתָא? לִתְפִילִּ בִּ
הְיֶה תּוֹרַת ה׳  הוּ: “לְמַעַן תִּ תִיב בְּ הֶדְיָא כְּ בְּ

פִיךָ.  פִיךָ״ – מִן הַמּוּתָר בְּ בְּ

ל  שֶׁ שי״ן  יֵי:  אַבַּ וְהָאָמַר  לְעוֹרָן.  א  אֶלָּ
ינַי!  ה מִסִּ ין הֲלָכָה לְמשֶֹׁ פִילִּ תְּ

גִידָן. הָא  עָרָן וּלְתוֹפְרָן בְּ שְׂ א לְכוֹרְכָן בִּ אֶלָּ
תַנְיָא:  דְּ הוּא,  ינַי  מִסִּ ה  לְמשֶֹׁ הֲלָכָה  נַמִי 
ינַי,  מִסִּ ה  לְמשֶֹׁ הֲלָכָה  עוֹת  מְרוּבָּ ין  פִילִּ תְּ

גִידָן. רוֹת בְּ עָרָן וְנִתְפָּ שְׂ נִכְרָכוֹת בִּ

י יִצְחָק: רְצוּעוֹת  א לִרְצוּעוֹת. וְהָאָמַר רַבִּ אֶלָּ
גְמִירִי  ינַי. נְהִי דִּ ה מִסִּ חוֹרוֹת הֲלָכָה לְמשֶֹׁ שְׁ

מִירִי?  חוֹרוֹת – טְהוֹרוֹת מִי גְּ שְׁ

For what halakha is that relevant – הִלְכְתָא  :לְמַאי 
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 taĥash. Consequently, it is pos-
sible to ask: For what halakha is Rav Yosef’s statement 
relevant? (Rav Hai Gaon).

Phylacteries is written explicitly – תִיב הֶדְיָא כְּ ין בְּ פִילִּ  :תְּ
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 taĥash 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? 

notes

With regard to phylacteries – ין  The Torah portions of :לִתְפִילִּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 32:12 and Yoreh De’a 271:1).

With regard to their leather – לְעוֹרָן: 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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 32:37).

The shin on the phylacteries – ין פִילִּ ל תְּ  It is a halakha :שי”ן שֶׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 32:42).

Phylacteries must be square – עוֹת ין מְרוּבָּ פִילִּ  The boxes of :תְּ
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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 32:39).

Tied with their hair – עָרָן שְׂ  Each Torah portion placed :נִכְרָכוֹת בִּ
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 (Be’er 
Hetev; Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 3:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 32:44).

Sewn with their sinews – גִידָן רוֹת בְּ -The boxes of the phy :וְנִתְפָּ
lacteries are sewn shut using the sinews of a kosher 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 32:49). 

Straps of the phylacteries must be black – ִחוֹרוֹת  The :רְצוּעוֹת שְׁ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 33:3).

halakha

Phylacteries – ין פִילִּ -The boxes housing the phylacter :תְּ
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

background
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The Gemara asks: What is the halakhic conclusion reached about 
this matter of the taĥashb that existed in the days of Moses? Rab-
bi Ela said that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said that Rabbi Meir 
used to say: The taĥash 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 taĥash 
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 taĥash was suppressed and is no longer 
found. 

The Gemara comments: From the fact that it is said that the taĥash 
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,n 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 Naĥman bar Yitzĥak 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 
kereshbh which is a type of undomesticated animal, and it has 
only a single horn, it is also possible to say that the taĥash is a type 
of undomesticated animal. This dilemma was not resolved.

MISHNA The wick of a 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 ith 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.

GEMARA The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard 
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. 

ה?  ימֵי משֶֹׁ הָיָה בִּ תַחַשׁ שֶׁ מַאי הָוֵי עֲלָהּ דְּ
ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ אָמַר  אֶלְעָא  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
הָיָה  חַשׁ שֶׁ י מֵאִיר : תַּ לָקִישׁ, אוֹמֵר הָיָה רַבִּ
וְלאֹ  הָיָה,  עַצְמָהּ  פְנֵי  בִּ רִיָּה  בְּ ה  משֶֹׁ ימֵי  בִּ
הוּא  חַיָּה  מִין  אִם  חֲכָמִים  הּ  בָּ הִכְרִיעוּ 
הָיְתָה  אַחַת  וְקֶרֶן  הוּא,  הֵמָה  בְּ מִין  אִם 
ה,  לְמשֶֹׁ לוֹ  ן  מֵּ נִזְדַּ עָה  שָׁ וּלְפִי  מִצְחוֹ,  בְּ לוֹ 

ן וְנִגְנַז.  כָּ נּוּ מִשְׁ ה מִמֶּ וְעָשָׂ

 – מִצְחוֹ  בְּ לוֹ  הָיְתָה  אַחַת  קֶרֶן  קָאָמַר  מִדְּ
אָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה:  הּ טָהוֹר הָיָה, דְּ מַע מִינָּ שְׁ
אַחַת  קֶרֶן  הָרִאשׁוֹן  אָדָם  הִקְרִיב  שֶׁ שׁוֹר 
לַה׳  “וְתִיטַב  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ מִצְחוֹ,  בְּ לוֹ  הָיְתָה 
י  רְתֵּ תַּ ‘מַקְרִין׳  מַפְרִיס״.  מַקְרִין  ר  פָּ וֹר  מִשּׁ
רֶן׳  ‘מִקֶּ יִצְחָק:  ר  בַּ נַחְמָן  מַע! אָמַר רַב  מַשְׁ
הֵמָה הוּא!  מִין בְּ יהּ דְּ תִיב. וְלִיפְשׁוֹט מִינֵּ כְּ
וְלֵית  הוּא,  חַיָּה  מִין  דְּ קֶרֶשׁ  א  אִיכָּ דְּ יוָן  כֵּ
מִין  לְמֵימַר  א  אִיכָּ קֶרֶן –  א חֲדָא  אֶלָּ לֵיהּ 

חַיָּה הוּא. 

וְלאֹ  לָהּ  יפְּ קִּ שֶׁ גֶד  הַבֶּ תִילַת  פְּ מתני׳ 
י אֱלִיעֶזֶר אוֹמֵר: טְמֵאָה הִיא  הִבְהֲבָהּ, רַבִּ
אוֹמֵר:  עֲקִיבָא  י  רַבִּ הּ,  בָּ מַדְלִיקִין  וְאֵין 

הּ.  טְהוֹרָה הִיא וּמַדְלִיקִין בָּ

לִיגִי,  הָא פְּ לָמָא לְעִנְיַן טוּמְאָה – בְּ שְׁ גמ׳ בִּ
מוֹעִיל,  אֵינוֹ  קִיפּוּל  סָבַר:  אֱלִיעֶזֶר  י  רַבִּ דְּ
י עֲקִיבָא  תֵיהּ קַמַיָּיתָא קָיְימָא. וְרַבִּ וּבְמִילְּ

טֵיל. י בָּ סָבַר: קִיפּוּל מוֹעִיל וּבַטּוּלֵּ

Taĥash – ׁחַש  The identity of the taĥash is a matter of :תַּ
great controversy and was never resolved. Some authori-
ties explain that the taĥash 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 taĥash 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 – ׁקֶרֶש: Apparently, from the Greek word κέρας, 
keras, which means horn. Similarly, the Greek word 
μονόκερως, monokeros, refers to a one-horned animal. 
It 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.

background

The ox of Adam, the first man – שׁוֹרוֹ שֶל אָדָם הָרִאשׁוֹן: The ox that 
Adam sacrificed is explained metaphorically. The horn is a general 
symbol of strength and basic faith. This statement teaches that af-

ter his banishment from the Garden of Eden, Adam reestablished 
his world on the basis of one fundamental principle, symbolized 
by the single horn, namely, the belief in God (Rashba). 

notes

Since there is the keresh – ׁא קֶרֶש אִיכָּ  Although the keresh only :דְּ
has a single horn, it is considered a non-domesticated animal 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Asurot 1:12; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 80:4).

The wick of a garment, that one folded it, but did not yet 
singe it – ּלָהּ וְלאֹ הִבְהֲבָה יפְּ קִּ גֶד שֶׁ תִילַת הַבֶּ  One is not required :פְּ
to singe the wick before lighting it. However, it is customary  

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 
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:9 and in the comment of  
Rema).

halakha
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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]B 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 
protrudesh 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, that is 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 
Adda bar Ahava interpretedn 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 [muktze]. 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.

מַאי  בְּ הַדְלָקָה  לְעִנְיַן  א  אֶלָּ
רַב  אָמַר  אֶלְעָזָר  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  לִיגִי?  פְּ
ר  בַּ א  אַדָּ רַב  אָמַר  וְכֵן  עְיָא,  אוֹשַׁ
לשֹׁ  שָׁ עַל  לשֹׁ  שָׁ בְּ הָכָא  אַהֲבָה: 
טוֹב  וּבְיוֹם  עָסְקִינַן,  מְצוּמְצָמוֹת 
עָסְקִינַן,  ת  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב  לִהְיוֹת  חָל  שֶׁ
י  רַבִּ דְּ לְהוּ  אִית  עָלְמָא  י  כּוּלֵּ דְּ
כֵלִים  בְּ יקִין  מַסִּ אָמַר:  דְּ יְהוּדָה, 
י  כוּלֵּ בְרֵי כֵלִים, וּדְּ שִׁ יקִין בְּ וְאֵין מַסִּ
אָמַר  דְּ א,  עוּלָּ דְּ לְהוּ  אִית  עָלְמָא 
יַּדְלִיק  שֶׁ צָרִיךְ  דְלִיק  הַמַּ א:  עוּלָּ
סָבַר:  אֱלִיעֶזֶר  י  רַבִּ הַיּוֹצֵא.  רוֹב  בְּ
אַדְלִיק  קִיפּוּל אֵינוֹ מוֹעִיל, וְכֵיוָן דְּ
בֶר  שֶׁ לֵיהּ  הָוְיָא   – א  פּוּרְתָּ יהּ  בֵּ
בֶר  שֶׁ בְּ  – מַדְלִיק  קָא  וְכִי  לִי,  כְּ
סָבַר:  עֲקִיבָא  י  וְרַבִּ קָמַדְלִי.ק  לִי  כְּ
לִי  כְּ תּוֹרַת  וְאֵין  מוֹעִיל,  קִיפּוּל 
עָלְמָא  עֵץ בְּ עָלָיו, וְכִי קָמַדְלִיק – בְּ

קָמַדְלִי.ק 

תָנֵינָא:  דְּ הַיְינוּ  יוֹסֵף,  רַב  אָמַר 
לשֹׁ מְצוּמְצָמוֹת״ וְלָא  לשֹׁ עַל שָׁ “שָׁ

יָדַעֲנָא לְמַאי הִלְכְתָא. 

ר אַהֲבָה  א בַּ קָא מְתָרֵץ רַב אַדָּ וּמִדְּ
הּ  מַע מִינָּ י יְהוּדָה – שְׁ רַבִּ א דְּ יבָּ אַלִּ
י יְהוּדָה סְבִירָא לֵיהּ; וּמִי אָמַר  רַבִּ כְּ
ר אַהֲבָה הָכִי? וְהָאָמַר  א בַּ רַב אַדָּ

ר אַהֲבָה: א בַּ רַב אַדָּ

NOTES
For what halakha is that relevant – לְמַאי הִלְכְתָא: 
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 a verbal 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 taĥash. Consequently, 
it is possible to ask: For what halakha is Rav Yosef’s 
statement relevant? (Rav Hai Gaon).

Phylacteries? It is written explicitly – הֶדְיָא ין?! בְּ פִילִּ  תְּ
תִיב  The Tosafot asked: What is so surprising about :כְּ
this? Rav Yosef is certainly permitted to repeat a 
principle that was derived in the baraita regarding 
phylacteries. Some explain that Rav Yosef meant to 
say that the laws of the taĥash are the source from 
which the fact that only kosher animals were permit-
ted was derived. On this basis, the Gemara asked with 
regard to phylacteries: Wasn’t this halakha derived 
directly from an explicit verse in the Torah and not 
from the Tabernacle? 

The ox of Adam, the first man – אָדָם שֶל   שׁוֹרוֹ 
 The ox that Adam sacrificed is explained :הָרִאשׁוֹן
metaphorically. The horn is a general symbol of 
strength and basic faith. This statement teaches that 
after his banishment from the Garden of Eden, Adam 
reestablished his world on the basis of one funda-
mental principle, symbolized by the single horn, 
namely, the belief in God (Rashba). 

From the fact that Rav Adda bar Ahava interpreted, 
etc. – א וכו׳ קָא מְתָרֵץ רַב אַדָּ  The fact that a given :וּמִדְּ
mishna is interpreted according to 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, appar-
ently, that is Rav Adda’s opinion as well.

HALAKHA
Phylacteries – ין  The Torah portions of the :לִתְפִילִּ
phylacteries, a Torah scroll, and other sacred writ-
ings that contain the names of God may be written 
only on parchment made from the hides of kosher 
animals. However, 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, as per the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:10 and 10:1; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 32:12 and Yoreh De’a 27:1).

With regard to the leather – לְעוֹרָן: 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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 32:37).

The shin on the phylacteries – ין פִילִּ ל תְּ  It is :שי”ן שֶׁ

a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that the 
box of the phylacteries 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 stan-
dard letter shin, while the one on the left side has four 
heads (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 3:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 32:42).

Square phylacteries – עוֹת ין מְרוּבָּ פִילִּ  The boxes of :תְּ
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 insisted that the 
height of the box must also equal its length and its 
width (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 3:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 32:39).

Tied with their hair – עָרָן שְׂ -Each Torah por :נִכְרָכוֹת בִּ
tion 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 (Be’er Hetev; Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:1; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 32:44).

They are sewn with their sinews – גִידָן רוֹת בְּ  The :וְנִתְפָּ
boxes of the phylacteries are sewn shut using the sin-
ews of a kosher domesticated 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 Tefil-
lin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:9; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 32:49). 

With regard to the straps…black – …לִרְצוּעוֹת
חוֹרוֹת  The leather straps of the phylacteries are :שְׁ
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 UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:14–15; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 33:3).

Since there is the keresh – ׁא קֶרֶש אִיכָּ  Although :דְּ
the keresh only has a single horn, it is considered a 
non-domesticated animal (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma’akhalot Asurot 1:12; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh 
De’a 80:4).

The wick of a garment, that one folded it, but did 
not yet singe it – ּלָהּ וְלאֹ הִבְהֲבָה יפְּ קִּ שֶׁ גֶד  תִילַת הַבֶּ  :פְּ
One is not required to singe the wick before light-
ing it. However, it is customary to light the wick and 
extinguish it immediately to perforate 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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264:9 
and in the Rema).

One who lights must light most of the wick that 
protrudes – רוֹב הַיּוֹצֵא בְּ יַּדְלִיק  שֶׁ צָרִיךְ  דְלִיק   One :הַמַּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264: 8).

BACKGROUND
Phylacteries – ין פִילִּ -The boxes housing the phy :תְּ
lacteries are sewn using the sinews of animals. The 
parchments 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 a Torah portion from inside the 
phylacteries

Taĥash – ׁחַש  The identity of the taĥash is a matter :תַּ
of great controversy and was never resolved. Accord-
ing to the Arabic cognate, it seems that the taĥash is 
a type of sea mammal, the dugong or dugon.

Some authorities explain that the taĥash is a mon-
odon or narwhal, a species of whale. Narwhals travel 
in small groups, especially in northern ocean waters. 
It can grow to six meters 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 three meters 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 were trapped 
there. The narwhal’s appearance closely parallels the 
descriptions here: It is spotted like the tela ilan; com-
pare it to the depiction in the Gemara (28a). It has a 
single horn on its forehead and the Sages were un-
able to determine its precise nature: domesticated or 
non-domesticated; kosher or non-kosher.

Dugong

Keresh – ׁקֶרֶש: The origin of this word is apparently 
from the Greek word, keres, which means horn. 
Similarly the Greek word, monokarus, refers to a 
one-horned animal. It 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.

כט.כט.

Perek II
Daf 29  Amud a

רָאֵל  יִשְׂ בְקַעַת,  בִּ קַב  חָקַק  שֶׁ גּוֹי 
נוֹלָד  אי?  וְאַמַּ טוֹב.  יוֹם  בְּ יקָהּ  מַסִּ
אֱלִיעֶזֶר  י  רַבִּ דְּ לְדִבְרֵיהֶם  הוּא! 
י עֲקִיבָא קָאָמַר לֵיהּ, וְלֵיהּ לָא  וְרַבִּ

סְבִירָא לֵיהּ.

One who lights must light most of the wick that protrudes – 
רוֹב הַיּוֹצֵא יַּדְלִיק בְּ דְלִיק צָרִיךְ שֶׁ  One must light most of the wick that :הַמַּ
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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 264: 8).

halakha

From the fact that Rav Adda bar Ahava interpreted, etc. – קָא  וּמִדְּ
א וכו׳ -The fact that a given mishna is interpreted in ac :מְתָרֵץ רַב אַדָּ
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.

notes

Came into being [nolad ] – נוֹלָד: In the context of the halakhot of 
Shabbat and Festivals, this describes an object that came into being 
or assumed 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.

background
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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,h 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,bn 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;h 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 datesh on a Fes-
tival, and if he ate them, he may not kindle 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 may kindle 
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 novel idea. 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 Ĥiyya 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 himn or did he not accept it 
from him? 

י  רַבִּ דְּ טַעְמָא  הַיְינוּ  אָמַר:  רָבָא 
פְתִילָה  אֵין מַדְלִיקִין בִּ אֱלִיעֶזֶר – לְפִי שֶׁ
סְמַרְטוּטִין  בִּ וְלאֹ  מְחוֹרֶכֶת,  אֵינָה  שֶׁ
רַב  תָנֵי  דְּ הָא  א  אֶלָּ מְחוֹרָכִין.  אֵינָן  שֶׁ
מְצוּמְצָמוֹת״  לשֹׁ  שָׁ עַל  לשֹׁ  “שָׁ יוֹסֵף: 
תְנַן:  לְמַאי הִלְכְתָא? לְעִנְיַן טוּמְאָה, דִּ
מִן  חוּץ   – אָמְרוּ  שֶׁ לשֹׁ  שָׁ עַל  לשֹׁ  שָׁ
וַחֲכָמִים  מְעוֹן.  שִׁ י  רַבִּ בְרֵי  דִּ לָל,  הַמְּ
נוֹת. לשֹׁ מְכוּוָּ לשֹׁ עַל שָׁ אוֹמְרִים: שָׁ

יקִין  מַסִּ רַב:  אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר 
כֵלִים,  בְרֵי  שִׁ בְּ יקִין  מַסִּ וְאֵין  כֵלִים  בְּ
י.ר  מַתִּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  וְרַבִּ יְהוּדָה,  י  רַבִּ בְרֵי  דִּ
יקִין  תְמָרִין, אֲכָלָן – אֵין מַסִּ יקִין בִּ מַסִּ
י  וְרַבִּ יְהוּדָה,  י  רַבִּ בְרֵי  דִּ גַרְעִינֵיהֶן,  בְּ
אֳגוֹזִים,  בֶּ יקִין  מַסִּ י.ר  מַתִּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ
קְלִיפּוֹתֵיהֶן,  בִּ יקִין  מַסִּ אֵין   – אֲכָלָן 
י.ר  מְעוֹן מַתִּ י שִׁ י יְהוּדָה, וְרַבִּ בְרֵי רַבִּ דִּ

 – יָּיתָא  קַמַּ מַעִינַן  אַשְׁ אִי  דְּ וּצְרִיכָא, 
וּם  מִשּׁ  – יְהוּדָה  י  רַבִּ קָאָמַר  הַהִיא  בְּ
לִי,  כְּ בֶר  שֶׁ א  תָּ וְהָשְׁ לִי  כְּ רָא  מֵעִיקָּ דְּ
אֲבָל  וְאָסוּ.ר   – נוֹלָד  לֵיהּ  וַהֲוָה 
א  תָּ וְהָשְׁ רְעִינִין  גַּ רָא  מֵעִיקָּ דְּ מָרִים,  תְּ
וְאִי  מֵי.  דָּ יר  פִּ שַׁ אֵימָא   – רְעִינִין  גַּ
אָמִינָא:  הֲוָה   – רְעִינִין  גַּ מַעִינַן  אַשְׁ
מִיגְלַיָין.  א  תָּ וְהָשְׁ מִכְסְיָין,  רָא  מֵעִיקָּ דְּ
מִיגְלוּ  רָא  מֵעִיקָּ דְּ אֱגוֹזִין,  י  קְלִיפֵּ אֲבָל 
מֵי,  דָּ יר  פִּ שַׁ אֵימָא   – מִיגְלוּ  א  תָּ וְהָשְׁ

צְרִיכָא. 

מַר,  אִיתְּ פֵירוּשׁ  בְּ לָאו   – רַב  דְּ וְהָא 
אֲכַל  רַב  דְּ מַ.ר  אִיתְּ לָלָא  מִכְּ א  אֶלָּ
יְיתָא לְבוּכְיָא, אָמַר  קַשַׁ דָא  וּשְׁ מְרֵי  תַּ
יוֹם  נֶגְדוֹ בְּ י, כְּ חֲתֵּ ר פַּ י חִיָּיא: בַּ לֵיהּ רַבִּ
לאֹ  אוֹ  יהּ  מִינֵּ לָהּ  קִיבְּ אָסוּ.ר   – טוֹב 

יהּ? לָהּ מִינֵּ קִיבְּ

Three by three exactly – נוֹת לשֹׁ מְכוּוָּ לשֹׁ עַל שָׁ -Ac :שָׁ
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 – בְרֵי כֵלִים שִׁ בְּ יקִין  וְאֵין מַסִּ כֵלִים  בְּ יקִין   A vessel :מַסִּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 501:6). 

One may kindle a fire with dates – תְמָרִין בִּ יקִין   :מַסִּ
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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 501:7).

halakha

Excludes the hem – לָל  ,According to Rabbi Shimon :חוּץ מִן הַמְּ
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.

Did he accept it from him –  ּיה לָהּ מִינֵּ -Since the fundamen :קִיבְּ
tal assertion was that Rav did not explicitly 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 Ĥiyya, 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 

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 Ĥiyya’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 Penei Yehoshua).

notes

The hem – לָל  When the edge of the fabric, where :הַמְּ
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

background
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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 Ĥiyya, 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.n

Rav Shmuel bar bar Ĥana 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,h 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,h 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,N 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 Ĥana said that Rabbi Yoĥanan 
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. 

אֲכַל  לְבָבֶל  רַב  אֲתָא  כִי  דְּ מַע,  שְׁ א  תָּ
מַאי  לְחֵיוָתָא.  יְיתָא  קַשַׁ דָא  וּשְׁ מְרֵי  תַּ
לָא,  לָהּ!  קִיבְּ וְלאֹ  פַרסָיָיאתָא  בְּ לָאו 
יְיהוּ.  ב אִימַּ אַרְמָיָאתָא – הוֹאִיל וַחֲזִי אַגַּ בְּ

לְרַב  חָנָה  ר  בַּ ר  בַּ מוּאֵל  שְׁ רַב  לֵיהּ  אָמַר 
כֵלִים  בְּ יקִין  “מַסִּ אָמַר  דְּ יְהוּדָה  י  לְרַבִּ יוֹסֵף: 
אַדְלֵיק  דְּ יוָן  כֵּ כֵלִים״  בְרֵי  שִׁ בְּ יקִין  מַסִּ וְאֵין 
וְכִי  כֵלִים,  בְרֵי  שִׁ לֵיהּ  הֲוָה   – א  פּוּרְתָּ הוּ  בְּ
עֲבַד  דַּ ךְ!  מְהַפֵּ קָא  אִיסּוּרָא  בְּ  – ךְ  מְהַפֵּ קָא 
רַב:  אָמַר  נָה  מַתָּ רַב  אָמַר  דְּ נָה,  מַתָּ דְרַב  כִּ
טוֹב  יוֹם  בְּ נּוּר  לַתַּ קֶל  הַדֶּ מִן  רוּ  שְׁ נָּ שֶׁ עֵצִים 

יקָן. ה עֵצִים מוּכָנִין, וּמַסִּ מַרְבֶּ

ה עַל  לשָֹׁ פָחוֹת מִשְׁ רַב הַמְנוּנָא אָמַר: הָכָא בְּ
אן. נוּ כָּ י מַטְלָנִיּוֹת שָׁ ה עָסְקִינַן, מִקּוּלֵּ לשָֹׁ שְׁ

עֲקִיבָא  י  וְרַבִּ לְטַעְמֵיהּ  אֱלִיעֶזֶר  י  רַבִּ וְאָזְדָא 
ה  לשָֹׁ ה עַל שְׁ לשָֹׁ חוֹת מִשְׁ תְנַן: פָּ לְטַעְמֵיהּ, דִּ
רְחָץ, וּלְנַעֵר בּוֹ  הִתְקִינוּ לִפְקֹק בּוֹ אֶת הַמֶּ שֶׁ
ין  חַ בּוֹ אֶת הָרֵחַיִים – בֵּ דֵירָה, וּלְקַנֵּ אֶת הַקְּ
טָמֵא,   – הַמּוּכָן  מִן  אֵין  שֶׁ וּבֵין  הַמּוּכָן  מִן 
ין  בֵּ אוֹמֵר:  עַ  יְהוֹשֻׁ י  וְרַבִּ אֱלִיעֶזֶ.ר  י  רַבִּ בְרֵי  דִּ
י  לּאֹ מִן הַמּוּכָן – טָהוֹ.ר רַבִּ מִן הַמּוּכָן וּבֵין שֶׁ
לּאֹ מִן  וְשֶׁ עֲקִיבָא אוֹמֵר: מִן הַמּוּכָן – טָמֵא 
ה  א, וְאִיתֵימָא רַבָּ הַמּוּכָן – טָהוֹ.ר וְאָמַר עוּלָּ
י יוֹחָנָן, הַכּלֹ מוֹדִים: זְרָקוֹ  ר חָנָה אָמַר רַבִּ ר בַּ בַּ

בְרֵי הַכּלֹ טָהוֹר, ה – דִּ פָּ אַשְׁ בָּ

NOTES
Excluding the hem – לָל הַמְּ מִן   According to :חוּץ 
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 
able to become ritually impure.

Did he accept it from him? – ?ּיה לָהּ מִינֵּ  Since the :קִיבְּ
fundamental assertion was that Rav did not explicitly 
prohibit the use of date pits on a Festival due to muk-
tze, the Gemara cites as proof the action of Rav and 
that which his uncle and teacher, Rabbi Ĥiyya, said to 
him. Had that been the extent of it, together with the 
added information that Rav generally rules according 
to Rabbi Yehuda (see Tosafot), it would 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 Ĥiyya’s opinion or did 
he not? This question 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 conclusion 
is that there is no proof either (see Penei Yehoshua).

HALAKHA
Three by three exactly – נוֹת לשֹׁ מְכוּוָּ לשֹׁ עַל שָׁ -Ac :שָׁ
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 vessels – 
בְרֵי כֵלִים שִׁ בְּ יקִין  מַסִּ וְאֵין  כֵלִים  בְּ יקִין   A vessel that :מַסִּ
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 [muktze], 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 (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:12; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 501:6). 

One may light using dates – תְמָרִין בִּ יקִין   One :מַסִּ
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 (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:12; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 501:7).

Once they are ignited a bit…he turns them over 
in a prohibited manner – …א הוּ פּוּרְתָּ אַדְלֵיק בְּ דְּ יוָן  כֵּ
ךְ אִיסּוּרָא קָא מְהַפֵּ  One who placed whole vessels :בְּ
into a fire on a Festival may not stoke the fire after 
they catch fire, unless he adds wood already des-
ignated to be burnt (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
501:6). 

Branches that fell from a palm tree into an oven 
on a Festival – יוֹם טוֹב בְּ נּוּר  קֶל לַתַּ רוּ מִן הַדֶּ שְׁ נָּ שֶׁ  :עֵצִים 
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 Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 
2:11; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 507:2).

BACKGROUND 
The hem – לָל  When the edge of the fabric, where :הַמְּ
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.

Once they are ignited a bit…he turns them over in a prohibited 
manner – ְך אִיסּוּרָא קָא מְהַפֵּ א…בְּ הוּ פּוּרְתָּ אַדְלֵיק בְּ יוָן דְּ  One who placed :כֵּ
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 
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 501:6 and the comment of the Rema). 

Branches that fell from a palm tree into an oven on a Festival – עֵצִים 

יוֹם טוֹב נּוּר בְּ קֶל לַתַּ רוּ מִן הַדֶּ שְׁ נָּ  When palm branches fall from a tree into :שֶׁ
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-
manim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:11; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 507:2).

halakha

Date – מָר -The date palm Phoenix dacty :תָּ
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 
are 3–5 m 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.

Remnants of dates and pits found in Qumran

Millstone – רֵחַיִים: Millstones are stones used 
for grinding wheat and other grains.

Millstone

Notes
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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,h 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 
a garment? 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.

MISHNA 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 eggshellhn and fill it with oil, and place it 
over the mouth of a lampb 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 
a bowlh 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. 

כט:כט:

Perek II
Daf 29  Amud b

לאֹ  טָמֵא,  הַכּלֹ  בְרֵי  דִּ  – קוּפְסָא  בְּ יחוֹ  הִנִּ
יחוֹ  הִנִּ מָגוֹד אוֹ שֶׁ לָאוֹ בְּ תְּ א שֶׁ נֶחְלְקוּ אֶלָּ
לָא  י אֱלִיעֶזֶר סָבַר: מִדְּ לֶת. רַבִּ לַאֲחוֹרֵי הַדֶּ
וֵיהּ, וּמַאי קָרֵי  עֲתֵיהּ עִילָּ ה – דַּ פָּ אַשְׁ זְרָקוֹ בָּ
קוּפְסָא  י  לְגַבֵּ דִּ  – הַמּוּכָן׳  מִן  לּאֹ  ‘שֶׁ לֵיהּ 
לָא  עַ סָבַר: מִדְּ י יְהוֹשֻׁ לָאו מוּכָן הוּא. וְרַבִּ
וּמַאי  טְלֵיהּ,  בַּ טּוּלֵי  בַּ  – קוּפְסָא  בְּ יחוֹ  הִנִּ
ה מוּכָן הוּא.  פָּ י אַשְׁ לְגַבֵּ קָרֵי לֵיהּ ‘מוּכָן׳ – דִּ
י  רַבִּ מָגוֹד – סָבַר כְּ תְלָאוֹ בְּ י עֲקִיבָא, בִּ וְרַבִּ
לֶת – סָבַר לָהּ  יחוֹ אֲחוֹרֵי הַדֶּ הִנִּ אֱלִיעֶזֶר, בְּ

עַ.  י יְהוֹשֻׁ רַבִּ כְּ

עַ.  י יְהוֹשֻׁ רַבִּ יהּ דְּ י עֲקִיבָא לְגַבֵּ יהּ רַבִּ וַהֲדַר בֵּ
תִילַת  ‘פְּ קָתָנֵי  מִדְּ רָבָא:  אָמַר  אי?  מִמַּ
גֶד׳,  תִילַת הַבֶּ תָנֵי ‘פְּ גֶד׳, מַאי אִירְיָא דְּ הַבֶּ
תִילַת  ‘פְּ מַאי  גֶד״!  בֶּ ל  שֶׁ תִילָה  “פְּ לִיתְנֵי 

גֶד הוּא. עֲדַיִין בֶּ גֶד׳ – דַּ הַבֶּ

יצָה  ל בֵּ מתני׳ לאֹ יִקּוֹב אָדָם שְפוֹפֶרֶת שֶׁ
בִיל  שְׁ ר בִּ י הַנֵּ הּ עַל פִּ נֶנָּ מֶן וְיִתְּ ה שֶׁ אֶנָּ וִימַלְּ
חֶרֶס,  ל  שֶׁ הִיא  וַאֲפִילּוּ  פֶת,  מְנַטֶּ הֵא  תְּ שֶׁ
רָהּ הַיּוֹצֵר  י.ר אֲבָל אִם חִבְּ י יְהוּדָה מַתִּ וְרַבִּ
לִי אֶחָד.  הוּא כְּ נֵי שֶׁ ר, מִפְּ ה – מוּתָּ חִלָּ מִתְּ
הּ  נֶנָּ וְיִתְּ מֶן  שֶׁ ל  שֶׁ קְעָרָה  אָדָם  א  יְמַלֵּ לאֹ 
תוֹכָהּ  בְּ תִילָה  הַפְּ ראֹשׁ  ן  וְיִתֵּ ר  הַנֵּ צַד  בְּ
יְהוּדָה  י  וְרַבִּ שׁוֹאֶבֶת,  הֵא  תְּ שֶׁ בִיל  שְׁ בִּ

י.ר מַתִּ

One hung it on a dryer – מָגוֹד לָאוֹ בְּ תְּ  The Rambam :שֶׁ
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. – לאֹ יִקּוֹב 
יצָה וכו׳ ל בֵּ  One may not place a pierced :אָדָם שְפוֹפֶרֶת שֶׁ
eggshell or any 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; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 265:1).

A person may not fill a bowl – א אָדָם קְעָרָה  It :לאֹ יְמַלֵּ
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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 265:2).

halakha

A person may not pierce an eggshell, etc. – לאֹ יִקּוֹב אָדָם שְפוֹפֶרֶת 
יצָה וכו׳ ל בֵּ -In the Babylonian Talmud, the rationale for this ha :שֶׁ
lakha 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 one in its place. Only in the case of an oil lamp 

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.

notes

Lamp and a tube – נֵר וּשְפוֹפֶרֶת: 

Oil lamp with a receptacle attached to supply it with additional oil

background
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GEMARA 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 the upper story of the house of Nit’za in the city of Lod. And they 
brought us an eggshell, and we filled it with oil, and pierced it, and left it over 
the lamp in order to extend its burning. And Rabbi Tarfon and other Elders 
were there and they did not say anything to us. Apparently, there is no prohibi-
tion. The Rabbis said to him: Do you bring proof from there?b The legal status 
of the Elders who were sitting in the house of Nit’za is different. They are vigilant. 
There is no room for concern lest they use the oil in the eggshell and accelerate 
the extinguishing of the lamp. However,  in every other circumstance, doing so is 
prohibited.  

The Gemara relates: Avin from the city of Tzippori dragged a bench in an upper 
story, whose floor was made of marble, before Rabbi Yitzĥak ben Elazar. Rab-
bi Yitzĥak ben Elazar said to him: If I remain silent and say nothing to you, as 
Rabbi Tarfon and the members of the group of Elders were silent and said 
nothing to Rabbi Yehuda, damage will result, as it will lead to unfounded leni-
ency in the future. Had they told Rabbi Yehuda at that time that it is prohibited 
to puncture the eggshell, he would not have disagreed with the Rabbis. He would 
not have mistakenly derived a general leniency. So too, here the Sages issued a 
decree on a marble-floored upper story due to a standard upper story with an 
earth floor. One who drags a bench on an earth floor will create a furrow. 

On the topic of dragging, the Gemara relates that the Head of the Kenessetb of 
Batzra dragged a bench before Rabbi Yirmeya the Great on Shabbat. Rabbi 
Yirmeya said to him: In accordance with whose opinion do you permit yourself 
to drag a bench on Shabbat? Is it in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shi-
mon? Say that Rabbi Shimon said his statement specifically with regard to large 
benches that are impossible to move from place to place in any other way, but in 
the case of small benches did he say that one is permitted to drag them? And this 
disagrees with the opinion of Ulla, as Ulla said: The dispute with regard to 
dragging is in the case of small benches; however, in the case of large benches, 
everyone agrees that one is permitted to drag them, as there is no other way to 
move them. 

מַעִינַן  אַשְׁ אִי  דְּ וּצְרִיכָא,  גמ׳ 
הָא קָאָמְרִי  בְּ יצָה –  בֵּ ל  שֶׁ פוֹפֶרֶת  שְׁ
אָתֵי   – מְאִיסָא  לָא  דְּ כֵיוָן  דְּ נָן  רַבָּ
חֶרֶס  ל  שֶׁ אֲבָל  הּ,  מִינָּ פּוֹקֵי  לְאִסְתַּ
י  לְרַבִּ לֵיהּ  מוֹדוּ  אֵימָא   – מְאִיסָא  דִּ
הָא  ל חֶרֶס – בְּ מַעִינַן שֶׁ יְהוּדָה, וְאִי אַשְׁ
 – הַהִיא  בְּ אֲבָל  יְהוּדָה,  י  רַבִּ קָאָמַר 
מַעִינַן  נַן, וְאִי אַשְׁ אֵימָא מוֹדֵי לְהוּ לְרַבָּ
י יְהוּדָה  הָנֵי קָאָמַר רַבִּ י – בְּ רְתֵּ הָנַךְ תַּ
קְעָרָה  אֲבָל  מִיפְסַק,  לָא  דְּ וּם  מִשּׁ
נַן,  מִיפְסְקָא – אֵימָא מוֹדֵי לְהוּ לְרַבָּ דְּ
הַהִיא  בְּ  – הַהִיא  בְּ מַעִינַן  אַשְׁ וְאִי 
 – י  רְתֵּ תַּ הָנֵי  בְּ אֲבָל  נַן,  רַבָּ קָאָמְרִי 
י יְהוּדָה, צְרִיכָא. אֵימָא מוֹדוּ לְרַבִּ

ר  מוּתָּ ה  חִלָּ מִתְּ הַיּוֹצֵר  רָהּ  חִבְּ “וְאִם 
סִיד  בְּ רָהּ  חִבְּ אִם  נָא:  תָּ וכו׳״. 
נַן!  ר, וְהָאֲנַן ‘יוֹצֵ׳ר תְּ וּבְחַרְסִית – מוּתָּ

עֵין יוֹצֵ.ר מַאי יוֹצֵר – כְּ

אַחַת  עַם  פַּ יְהוּדָה:  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  נְיָא,  תַּ
לוֹד  בְּ נִתְזָה  ית  בֵּ עֲלִיַּית  בַּ תֵינוּ  בָּ שַׁ
יצָה  בֵּ ל  שֶׁ פוֹפֶרֶת  שְׁ לָנוּ  וְהֵבִיאוּ 
חְנוּהָ עַל  מֶן וּנְקַבְנוּהָ וְהִנַּ אנוּהָ שֶׁ וּמִלֵּ
וּזְקֵנִים  טַרְפוֹן  י  רַבִּ ם  שָׁ וְהָיָה  ר  הַנֵּ י  פִּ
ם  ָ בָ.ר אָמְרוּ לוֹ: מִשּׁ וְלאֹ אָמְרוּ לָנוּ דָּ
זְרִיזִין הֵן.  ית נִתְזָה דִּ אנֵי בֵּ רְאָיָה?! שָׁ

סַפְסָלָא  גְרַר  צִיפּוֹרָאָה  אָבִין 
י  מֵרַבִּ לְעֵילָא  א  ישָׁ שֵׁ דְּ יתָא  עִילִּ בְּ
אִי  לֵיהּ:  אָמַר  אֶלְעָזָר,  ן  בֶּ יִצְחָק 
חַבְרַיָּא  לֵיהּ  תִיקוּ  דִשְׁ כְּ לָךְ  תוֹקִי  שְׁ
א:  חוּרְבָּ יהּ  מִינֵּ נָפֵיק  יְהוּדָה  י  לְרַבִּ
יתָא  א אַטּוּ עִלִּ ישָׁ שֵׁ יתָא דְּ זֵירָה עִלִּ גְּ

עָלְמָא. דְּ

סַפְסָלָא  גְרַר  בָצְרָה  דְּ א  תָּ נִישְׁ כְּ רֵישׁ 
ה, אָמַר לֵיהּ:  י יִרְמְיָה רַבָּ לְעֵילָא מֵרַבִּ
אֲמַר  מְעוֹן? אֵימַר דַּ י שִׁ רַבִּ מַאן – כְּ כְּ
ר,  אֶפְשָׁ לָא  דְּ גְדוֹלִים,  בִּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ
א,  עוּלָּ דְּ וּפְלִיגָא  מִי אֲמַר?!  ים  קְטַנִּ בִּ
ים,  קְטַנִּ בִּ  – מַחֲלוֹקֶת  א:  עוּלָּ אָמַר  דְּ
.ר  בְרֵי הַכּלֹ מוּתָּ גְדוֹלִים – דִּ אֲבָל בִּ

Do you bring proof from there – ם ָ  מִשּׁ
 This common phrase is employed :רְאָיָה
when one seeks to reject a proof from a 
certain source. It indicates that there is a 
significant difference between the case un-
der discussion and the source cited as proof.

The Head of the Kenesset – א תָּ נִישְׁ כְּ  :רֵישׁ 
The Head of the Kenesset was the title given 
to a significant leader in the Jewish com-
munity. The Head of the Kenesset was in 
charge of all synagogue matters, honors, 
and appointments. In Jewish communities 
in the Diaspora, the Head of the Kenesset 
was apparently the head of the local Jewish 
community. There was a Head of the Kenes-
set in the Temple, who was subject to the 
authority of the Deputy High Priest.

background
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Rav Yosef raised an objection from what was taught in a baraita, Rabbi 
Shimon says: One may drag a bed, a chair, and a bench across the floor 
on Shabbat even though it creates a furrow, as long as he does not intend 
to create a furrow. This baraita teaches about large objects, like a bed, 
and teaches about small objects, like a chair. If so, this is difficult for both 
Rabbi Yirmeya the Great and for Ulla. Rabbi Yirmeya holds that Rabbi 
Shimon prohibits dragging even small furniture. Ulla holds that even 
Rabbi Yehuda permits dragging large pieces of furniture. According to his 
opinion, there is no need for Rabbi Shimon to state that it is permitted. 

The Gemara answers that Ulla reconciles the objection in accordance 
with his reasoning and Rabbi Yirmeya the Great reconciles the objec-
tion in accordance with his reasoning. The Gemara explains: Ulla rec-
onciles the objection in accordance with his reasoning: A bed, similar 
to a chair; the baraita is referring here to a small bed that can be carried 
like a chair, with regard to which there is a dispute between Rabbi Shimon 
and Rabbi Yehuda. And Rabbi Yirmeya the Great reconciles the objec-
tion in accordance with his reasoning: A chair, similar to a bed; the 
baraita is referring to dragging a heavy chair that cannot be moved in any 
other way. 

Rabba raised an objection to Rabbi Yirmeya’s statement from that which 
we learned in a mishna: Clothing merchantsh who sell garments made of 
diverse kinds, a prohibited mixture of wool and linen, may sell them as 
they normally wouldn to gentiles, and they may place the garments that 
they are selling on their shoulders and need not be concerned about the 
prohibition against wearing diverse kinds, as long as the merchant does 
not intendn to benefit from the garments in the sun as protection from 
the sun, or in the rain as protection from the rain. However, the modest 
people, those who are particularly fastidious in performing mitzvot, would 
suspend the wool and linen garments on a stick behind them. And here, 
in the case of dragging benches, where it is possible to act like the mod-
est people, as the clothes are similar to small benches, and nevertheless, 
when one does not intend to perform the prohibited action, Rabbi Shi-
mon permitsh dragging even ab initio. Rabbi Shimon holds that one who 
does not intend to violate a prohibition need not take an alternative course 
of action due to concern that resulting from his action, the prohibited act 
might come to be performed. Based on that principle, it is clear that 
Rabbi Shimon would permit dragging small benches since one does not 
intend to create a furrow in dragging them. This is a conclusive refutation 
of the statement of Rabbi Yirmeya the Great, who held that dragging 
small objects is prohibited according to Rabbi Shimon. The Gemara con-
cludes: Indeed, it is a conclusive refutation.

MISHNA One who extinguishes the lamph on Shabbat be-
cause he is afraid due to gentiles, from whom he 

is hiding in his home, and due to thieves, or if one is afraid due to an evil 
spirit, i.e., he is depressed and prefers sitting in the dark, or if he extin-
guished the flame due to the sick person so that he will sleep, he is ex-
empt. However, in a case where he extinguishes the flame in order to spare 
the lamp, spare the oil, or spare the wick, he is liable. Rabbi Yosei ex-
empts him in all of those cases, as in his opinion no labor prohibited by 
Torah law is being performed by extinguishing the flame, except for the 
case where he seeks to spare the wick. Only in that case is extinguishing 
a creative action because he makes the wick into charcoal by extinguish-
ing the flame. 

מְעוֹן אוֹמֵר: גּוֹרֵר  י שִׁ מְתִיב רַב יוֹסֵף, רַבִּ
לּאֹ  א וְסַפְסָל וּבִלְבַד שֶׁ סֵּ ה כִּ אָדָם מִטָּ
דוֹלִים  גְּ קָתָנֵי  חָרִיץ.  לַעֲשׂוֹת  ין  וֵּ יִתְכַּ

יָא לְתַרְוַויְיהוּ!  ים, קַשְׁ וְקָתָנֵי קְטַנִּ

יִרְמְיָה  י  וְרַבִּ לְטַעֲמֵיהּ,  מְתָרֵץ  א  עוּלָּ
מְתָרֵץ  א  עוּלָּ לְטַעֲמֵיהּ.  מְתָרֵץ  ה  רַבָּ
י  וְרַבִּ א.  כִסֵּ דְּ דּוּמְיָא  ה  מִטָּ לְטַעֲמֵיהּ: 
א  סֵּ כִּ לְטַעֲמֵיהּ:  מְתָרֵץ  ה  רַבָּ יִרְמְיָה 

ה. מִטָּ דּוּמְיָא דְּ

מוֹכְרִין  סוּת  כְּ מוֹכְרֵי  ה:  רַבָּ מְתִיב 
ה  חַמָּ בַּ ין  וֵּ יִתְכַּ לּאֹ  שֶׁ וּבִלְבַד  ן,  דַרְכָּ כְּ
מִים,  שָׁ נֵי הַגְּ מִים מִפְּ שָׁ ה וּבַגְּ נֵי הַחַמָּ מִפְּ
ל לַאֲחוֹרֵיהֶן.  מַקֵּ ילִין בְּ נוּעִין מַפְשִׁ וְהַצְּ
צְנוּעִין,  ר לְמֶיעֲבַד כִּ אֶפְשָׁ וְהָא הָכָא, דְּ
רֵי  ין – שָׁ וֵּ מֵי, וְכִי לאֹ מִתְכַּ ים דָּ כִי קְטַנִּ דְּ
י  רַבִּ א דְּ יוּבְתָּ ה! תְּ חִלָּ מְעוֹן לְכַתְּ י שִׁ רַבִּ

א. יוּבְתָּ ה! תְּ יִרְמְיָה רַבָּ

נֵי  מִפְּ ר  הַנֵּ אֶת  ה  הַמְכַבֶּ מתני׳ 
נֵי  וּמִפְּ גּוֹיִם  נֵי  מִפְּ מִתְיָרֵא  הוּא  שֶׁ
נֵי הַחוֹלֶה  נֵי רוּחַ רָעָה, מִפְּ לִיסְטִים, מִפְּ
חָס עַל  ר, כְּ חָס עַל הַנֵּ טוּ.ר כְּ ן – פָּ יִּישַׁ שֶׁ
י  תִילָה – חַיָּיב. רַבִּ חָס עַל הַפְּ מֶן, כְּ ֶ הַשּׁ
תִילָה,  הַפְּ מִן  חוּץ  ן,  כוּלָּ בְּ פּוֹטֵר  יוֹסֵי 

חָם. ה פֶּ הוּא עוֹשֶׂ נֵי שֶׁ מִפְּ

NOTES
A person may not pierce an eggshell etc. – לאֹ יִקּוֹב 
-In the Babylonian Talmud, the ra :אָדָם שְפוֹפֶרֶת וכו׳
tionale for this halakha is the concern lest he come 
to use the additional oil. However, in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, the Sages questioned this reason and offer 
a different one in its place. Only in the case of an oil 
lamp with a wick can one claim that the burning 
of each and every drop of oil began before Shab-
bat and merely continues on Shabbat. However, oil 
added from an eggshell or from an additional vessel 
will only reach the wick on Shabbat itself, which is 
tanatamount to lighting that oil on Shabbat.

Clothing merchants may sell them as they nor-
mally would etc. – ן וכו׳ דַרְכָּ סוּת מוֹכְרִין כְּ  Some :מוֹכְרֵי כְּ
question Rabbi Shimon’s opinion: Doesn’t the one 
wearing a garment fashioned from a prohibited mix-
ture of the diverse kinds of wool and linen benefit 
from wearing it? This is, then, a case of an inevitable 
consequence [pesik reishei] and Rabbi Shimon holds 
that one is liable in that case. The Gemara was sensi-
tive to that problem and that is why it limited Rabbi 
Shimon’s ruling to a case where the merchant was 
wearing other clothing to protect him from the ele-
ments. In that case, he derives no benefit from the 
additional, prohibited garment (Rashba). 

As long as one does not intend etc. – ֹלּא  וּבִלְבַד שֶׁ
ין וכו׳ וֵּ -In general, a person’s intent plays a sig :יִתְכַּ
nificant role in the halakhot of Shabbat. Indeed, a 
prohibited labor performed without intent is not 
considered a labor by Torah law. However, Rabbi 
Shimon’s opinion, with regard to all cases of Torah 
law, is that one’s intention is the decisive factor in 
determining whether or not the action is prohibited. 
In his opinion, in the case of one who does not intend 
to perform a specific action and it ensued spontane-
ously, he is not responsible for that action and he 
is even permitted to perform the action ab initio. 
However, there is one caveat to this approach: The 
prohibited consequence of his action must be only 
one of several possible results and not an inevitable 
consequence. In that case, one could not claim that 
he had no intention of performing the action. 

HALAKHA
One hung it on a dryer – מָגוֹד לָאוֹ בְּ תְּ -The Ram :שֶׁ

bam ruled that a cloth smaller than three by three 
handbreadths 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 ritu-
ally impure, as per the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. The 
early commentaries on the Rambam were surprised 
that he did not rule in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehoshua, since Rabbi Akiva agreed with his 
opinion (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 22:22).

A person may not pierce an eggshell, etc. – ֹלא 
 One may not place a pierced :יִקּוֹב אָדָם שְפוֹפֶרֶת וכו׳
eggshell or any 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 at-
taches the additional vessel to the lamp with plaster 
or clay before Shabbat, it is permitted, as per the un-
attributed mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 5:12; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 265:1).

A person may not fill a bowl – א אָדָם קְעָרָה  :לאֹ יְמַלֵּ
Filling a bowl with oil and placing it next to a lamp so 
that the wick of the lamp will draw oil from the bowl 
is prohibited (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab-
bat 5:12; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 265:2).

Clothing merchants etc. – סוּת וכו׳  Merchants :מוֹכְרֵי כְּ
who sell clothing made from the prohibited mixture 
of wool and linen are permitted to don those gar-
ments that are for sale in the usual manner, as long 
as they do not intend to use them (Rambam Sefer 
Zera’im, Hilkhot Kila’yim 10:16; Shulĥan Arukh Yoreh 
De’a 301: 6).

As long as the one does not intend it is permitted – 
רֵי ין – שָׁ וֵּ  It is permitted ab initio to perform :לאֹ מִתְכַּ
an action on Shabbat that might result in a labor as 
long as one does not intend to perform the labor, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. This 
does not apply when the prohibited consequence is 
inevitable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
1:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 337:1). 

One who extinguishes a lamp, etc. – ר ה אֶת הַנֵּ  הַמְכַבֶּ
 One is permitted ab initio to extinguish a lamp :וכו׳
on Shabbat to enable a critically ill person to sleep, 
or due to danger posed by gentiles or thieves, as 
per the mishna and the explanation of the Gemara. 
That is only the case where it is not possible to move 
the sick person or cover the light source, or move 

the lamp to another room. Despite the fact that the 
lamp is set-aside, it is preferable to move it rather 
than violate the Torah prohibition of extinguishing a 
flame on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 5:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 278:1).

BACKGROUND 
A lamp and a tube – נֵר וּשְפוֹפֶרֶת: 

Oil lamp with a receptacle attached to the lamp to supply it with 
additional oil

Do you bring proof from there – ם רְאָיָה ָ  This :מִשּׁ
common phrase is employed when one seeks to 
reject a proof from a certain source. It indicates that 
there is a significant difference between the case 
under discussion and the source cited as proof.

The Head of the Kenesset – א תָּ נִישְׁ  The Head of :רֵישׁ כְּ
the Kenesset was the title given to a significant leader 
in the Jewish community. The Head of the Kenes-
set was in charge of all synagogue matters, honors 
and appointments. In Jewish communities in the 
Diaspora, the Head of the Kenesset was apparently 
the head of the local Jewish community. There was 
a Head of the Kenesset in the Holy Temple, who was 
subject to the authority of the Deputy High Priest.

Clothing merchants, etc. – סוּת וכו׳ כְּ -Mer :מוֹכְרֵי 
chants who sell clothing made from the prohibited 
mixture of wool and linen are permitted to don 
those garments that are for sale in the usual man-
ner, as long as they do not intend to derive benefit 
from them (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Kilayim 
10:16; Shulĥan Arukh Yoreh De’a 301: 6).

When one does not intend, Rabbi Shimon per-
mits – מְעוֹן י שִׁ רַבִּ רֵי  ין שָׁ וֵּ  It is permitted ab :לאֹ מִתְכַּ
initio to perform an action on Shabbat from which a 
prohibited labor may ensue as long as one does not 
intend to perform the labor, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon. This does not apply when 
the prohibited consequence is inevitable (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:5; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 337:1). 

One who extinguishes the lamp, etc. – ה אֶת  הַמְכַבֶּ
ר וכו׳  One is permitted ab initio to extinguish a :הַנֵּ
lamp on Shabbat to enable a critically ill person to 
sleep, or due to danger posed by gentiles or thieves, 
as per the mishna and the explanation of the Ge-
mara. That is only the case where the possibility of 
moving the sick person, covering the light source, 
or moving the lamp to another room does not exist. 
Despite the fact that the lamp is set-aside, it is prefer-
able to move it rather than violate the Torah prohibi-
tion of extinguishing a flame on Shabbat (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:2; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 278:1).

halakha

Clothing merchants may sell them as they normally would, etc. – 
ן וכו׳ דַרְכָּ סוּת מוֹכְרִין כְּ  :Some question Rabbi Shimon’s opinion :מוֹכְרֵי כְּ
Doesn’t the one wearing a garment fashioned from a prohibited 
mixture of the diverse kinds of wool and linen benefit from wearing 
it? This is, then, an inevitable consequence [ pesik reishei ] and Rabbi 
Shimon holds that one is liable in that case. The Gemara was sensi-
tive to that problem and that is why it limited Rabbi Shimon’s ruling 
to a case where the merchant was wearing other clothing to protect 
himself from the elements. In that case, he derives no benefit from 
the additional, prohibited garment (Rashba). 

As long as he does not intend, etc. – ין וכו׳ וֵּ יִתְכַּ לּאֹ  שֶׁ  In :וּבִלְבַד 

general, a person’s intent plays a significant role in the halakhot of 
Shabbat. Indeed, a prohibited labor performed without intent is 
not considered a labor by Torah law. Rabbi Shimon’s opinion, with 
regard to all cases of Torah law, is that one’s intention is the decisive 
factor in determining whether or not the action is prohibited. In 
his opinion, one who does not intend to perform an action, and it 
ensued unintended, is not responsible for that action and he is even 
permitted to perform the action ab initio. However, there is one 
caveat to this approach: The prohibited consequence of his action 
must be only one of several possible results and not an inevitable 
consequence. If it were inevitable, he would not be able to claim 
that it was not his intention to perform the action. 

notes
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GEMARA From the fact that it was taught in the latter 
clause of the mishna that one who extinguishes a 

flame on Shabbat is liable, conclude from it that this mishna is in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that one who per-
forms a prohibited labor on Shabbat is liable to bring a sin-offering even 
it is a labor that is not necessary for its own sake [melakha she’eina tzerikha 
legufa]. In the mishna, one does not extinguish the flame to achieve the 
product produced by extinguishing it. He does so to prevent the light from 
shining. If so, with what is the first clause of the mishna dealing? If it is 
referring to one who extinguished the flame due to a critically ill person, 
the term exempt is imprecise. It should have said permitted, as it is per-
mitted even ab initio to perform a prohibited labor on Shabbat in a case of 
danger. And if it is speaking about a non-critically ill person, why is one 
who extinguished the flame exempt? It should have said that one is liable 
to bring a sin-offering. 

The Gemara replies: Actually, the first clause was referring to a critically 
ill person, and it should have taught that it is permitted. And since the 
latter clause of the mishna had to teach that one is liable, in the first 
clause too, it taught employing the opposite term, exempt, so that the 
mishna would maintain stylistic uniformity. The halakha is, indeed, that 
not only is one exempt if he extinguished a light for a critically ill person, 
it is even permitted to do so ab initio. The Gemara asks: What of that 
which Rabbi Oshaya taught: If one wants to extinguish a flame on Shab-
bat for a sick person so he can sleep, he may not extinguish it, and if he 
extinguished it, he is not liable after the fact, but ab initio he is prohib-
ited to do so? The Gemara answers: This is not similar, as that baraita is 
referring to a non-critically ill person and it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who said that one who performs a prohibited 
labor not necessary for its own sake is exempt. Our mishna is referring to 
a critically ill person. 

The Gemara relates: This question was asked before Rabbi Tanĥumn 
from the village of Nevi: What is the ruling with regard to extinguishing 
a burning lamp before a sick person on Shabbat? The Gemara relates 
that Rabbi Tanĥum delivered an entire homilyb touching upon both ag-
gadic and halakhic materials surrounding this question. He began and 
said: You, King Solomon, where is your wisdom, where is your under-
standing? Not only do your statements contradict the statements of 
your father David, but your statements even contradict each other. Your 
father David said: “The dead praise not the Lord, neither any that go 
down into silence” (Psalms 115:17); and you said: “And I praised the dead 
that are already dead more than the living that are yet alive” (Ecclesiastes 
4:2). And then again you said: “For a living dog is better than a dead 
lion” (Ecclesiastes 9:4). These are different assessments of life and death. 

He resolved the contradictions in the following manner: This is not dif-
ficult. That which David said: “The dead praise not the Lord,” this is 
what he is saying: A person should always engage in Torah and mitzvot 
before he dies, as once he is dead he is idle from Torah and mitzvot and 
there is no praise for the Holy One, Blessed be He, from him. And that 
is what Rabbi Yoĥanan said: What is the meaning of that which is writ-
ten: “Set free among the dead, like the slain that lie in the grave, whom 
You remember no more” (Psalms 88:6)? When a person dies he then 
becomes free of Torah and mitzvot. 

ל.

Perek II
Daf 30  Amud a

י  רַבִּ הּ  מִינָּ מַע  שְׁ  – ‘חַיָּיב׳  סֵיפָא  קָתָנֵי  מִדְּ גמ׳ 
חוֹלֶה  מַאי עָסֵיקְנָא? אִי בְּ א בְּ יְהוּדָה הִיא. רֵישָׁ
חוֹלֶה  עֵי לֵיהּ! וְאִי בְּ ׳ר מִיבָּ נָה – ‘מוּתָּ יֵּשׁ בּוֹ סַכָּ שֶׁ

עֵי לֵיהּ! את׳ מִיבָּ נָה – ‘חַיָּיב חַטָּ אֵין בּוֹ סַכָּ שֶׁ

לִיתְנֵי  נָה, וּבְדִין הוּא דְּ יֵּשׁ בּוֹ סַכָּ חוֹלֶה שֶׁ לְעוֹלָם בְּ
נָא  בָעֵי לְמִתְנֵי סֵיפָא ‘חַיָּיב׳ – תְּ ׳ר, וְאַיְּידֵי דְּ ‘מוּתָּ
“אִם  עְיָא:  אוֹשַׁ י  רַבִּ וְהָדְתָנֵי  טוּ.׳ר  ‘פָּ א  רֵישָׁ נַמִי 
ה –  בָּ ה, וְאִם כִּ ן – לאֹ יְכַבֶּ יִּישַׁ בִיל הַחוֹלֶה שֶׁ שְׁ בִּ
בּוֹ  אֵין  שֶׁ חוֹלֶה  בְּ הַהִיא   – אָסוּר״  אֲבָל  טוּר  פָּ

מְעוֹן הִיא. י שִׁ נָה, וְרַבִּ סַכָּ

מִן  דְּ נְחוּם  תַּ י  מֵרַבִּ לְעֵילָא  זוֹ  אֵילָה  שְׁ אוּל  שַׁ
א  אִישָׁ בְּ י  מֵּ מִקַּ נוּרָא  דְּ בּוּצִינָא  לְכַבּוֹת  נֵוִי: מַהוּ 
למֹֹה, אָן חָכְמָתָךְ  תַח וַאֲמַר: אַנְתְּ שְׁ תָא? פְּ בְּ שַׁ בְּ
בְרֵי  בָרֶיךָ סוֹתְרִין דִּ דְּ יֶּיךָ שֶׁ אָן סוּכְלְתָנוּתָךְ! לאֹ דַּ
זֶה!  אֶת  זֶה  סוֹתְרִין  בָרֶיךָ  דְּ שֶׁ א  אֶלָּ אָבִיךָ  דָוִד 
וְאַתְּ  יָהּ״  לוּ  יְהַלְּ תִים  הַמֵּ “לאֹ  אָמַר:  אָבִיךָ  וִד  דָּ
מֵתוּ״,  בָר  כְּ שֶׁ תִים  הַמֵּ אֶת  אֲנִי  חַ  בֵּ “וְשַׁ  : אָמַרְתְּ
י לְכֶלֶב חַי הוּא טוֹב מִן הָאַרְיֵה  : “כִּ וְחָזַרְתָּ וְאָמַרְתָּ

ת״! הַמֵּ

לוּ  תִים יְהַלְּ וִד: “לאֹ הַמֵּ קָאָמַר דָּ יָא, הָא דְּ לָא קַשְׁ
תוֹרָה  בְּ אָדָם  יַעֲסוֹק  לְעוֹלָם  קָאָמַר:  הָכִי  יָהּ״ 
מִן  טֵל  בָּ  – ת  מֵּ שֶׁ יוָן  כֵּ שֶׁ יָּמוּת,  שֶׁ קוֹדֶם  וּבְמִצְוֹ�ת 
הוּא  רוּךְ  בָּ דוֹשׁ  לְהַקָּ וְאֵין  צְוֹ�ת,  הַמִּ וּמִן  הַתּוֹרָה 
כְתִיב:  דִּ מַאי  יוֹחָנָן,  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  דְּ וְהַיְינוּ  בּוֹ,  בַח  שֶׁ
י  ה חָפְשִׁ ת אָדָם נַעֲשָׂ מֵּ יוָן שֶׁ י״ – כֵּ מֵתִים חָפְשִׁ “בַּ

צְוֹ�ת.  מִן הַתּוֹרָה וּמִן הַמִּ

Before Rabbi Tanĥum – י מֵרַבִּ  לְעֵילָא 
נְחוּם  This is a common phrase in the :תַּ
Talmud, which literally means above 
Rabbi Tanĥum. Some understand it as 
a figure of speech meaning that the 
student was standing before Rabbi 
Tanĥum (see Rashi). Elsewhere, Rashi 
explains that this expression was based 
on the prevailing circumstances. The 
Sage would sit and teach and the one 
posing a question would stand. Conse-
quently, the student actually asked his 
question while standing above Rabbi 
Tanĥum, corresponding to the literal 
meaning of the phrase.

notes

The teaching of Rabbi Tanĥum – נְחוּם י תַּ ת רַבִּ רָשַׁ  This style of :דְּ
teaching, which opens with a halakhic question and proceeds 
to deal extensively with aggada and ethical teachings, only 
to conclude with a halakha, is typical of the teachings of the 
Sages beginning with the generation of Rabbi Tanĥum. Here, 
the Gemara presents a complete homiletic interpretation of 

a Sage with all the external trappings, including the surpris-
ing question to King Solomon: Where is your wisdom, where 
is your understanding? This style was especially common in 
Eretz Yisrael and in the aggadic midrash Yelamdenu, as well 
as Midrash Tanĥuma, which is attributed to Rabbi Tanĥum. 
In those two anthologies of midrash, the halakhic question 

opens with the words: Teach us, our Rabbi [ yelamdenu rab-
beinu], switches to an aggadic discussion, and ultimately returns 
to a halakhic conclusion. The She’iltot of Rav Aĥai Gaon was 
also influenced by this style of presentation. This tradition was 
also preserved in the teachings of the Sages in many Jewish  
communities. 

background
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And that which Solomon said: “And I praised the dead that are already 
dead”; he was not speaking of all dead people, but rather in praise of certain 
dead people. As when Israel sinned in the desert, Moses stood before the 
Holy One, Blessed be He, and he said several prayers and supplications 
before Him, and his prayers were not answered. And when he said: “Re-
member Abraham, Isaac, and Israel, Your servants” (Exodus 32:13), his 
prayers were answered immediately. Consequently, did Solomon not speak 
appropriately when he said: “Wherefore I praised the dead that are already 
dead”? Certainly the merit of the deceased forefathers is greater than that of 
the righteous people who are alive. Alternatively, the way of the world is 
such that when a flesh-and-blood prince issues a decree on the public it is 
uncertain whether they fulfill it and uncertain whether they do not fulfill 
it. And even if you want to say that they fulfill it, it is only during his lifetime 
that they fulfill it; after he dies they do not fulfill it. But Moses our teacher 
issued several decrees and instituted several ordinances,n and they are in 
effect forever and ever. And, if so, is it not appropriate that which Solomon 
said: “Wherefore I praised the dead that are already dead”? 

Alternatively, another explanation is given for the verse: “And I praised the 
dead that are already dead,” is in accordance with that which Rav Yehuda 
said that Rav said. As Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: What is the meaning 
of the verse that was written: “Work on my behalf a sign for good; that they 
that hate me may see it, and be put to shame” (Psalms 86:17)? David said 
before the Holy One, Blessed be He: Master of the Universe, forgive me 
for that sin in the matter of Bathsheba. He said to him: It is forgiven you. 
David said to Him: Show me a sign in my lifetime so that all will know that 
You have forgiven me. God said to him: In your lifetime I will not make it 
known that you were forgiven; however, in the lifetime of your son Solomon 
I will make it known. 

When Solomon built the Temple and sought to bring the Ark into the Holy 
of Holies, the gatesn clung together and could not be opened. Solomon 
uttered twenty-four songs of praise,n as in his prayer there are twenty-four 
expressions of prayer, song, etc. (I Kings 8), and his prayer was not answered. 
He began and said: “Lift up your heads, O you gates, and be you lifted up, 
you everlasting doors; that the King of glory may come in” (Psalms 24:7). 
Immediately, the gates ran after him to swallow him, as they thought that in 
the words: “King of glory” he was referring to himself, and they said to him: 

“Who is the King of glory?” (Psalms 24:8). He said to them: “The Lord 
strong and mighty, the Lord mighty in battle” (Psalms 24:8). And he said 
again: “Lift up your heads, O you gates, yea, lift them up, you everlasting 
doors; that the King of glory may come in. Who then is the King of glory? 
The Lord of hosts; He is the King of glory. Selah” (Psalms 24:9–10), and he 
was not answered. When he said: “O Lord God, turn not away the face of 
Your anointed; remember the good deeds of David Your servant” 
(II Chronicles 6:42), he was immediately answered, and a fire descended 
from Heaven (II Chronicles 7:1). At that moment, the faces of all of David’s 
enemies turned dark like the charred bottom of a pot. And all of Israel knew 
that the Holy One, Blessed be He, forgave him for that sin. And if so, is it 
not appropriate what Solomon said: “And I praised the dead that are al-
ready dead,” David, more than the living, Solomon, to whose request to open 
the gates of the Temple God did not respond? 

And that is what is written: “On the eighth day he sent the people away, 
and they blessed the king, and went unto their tents joyful and glad of 
heart for all the goodness that the Lord had shown unto David His servant 
and to Israel His people” (I Kings 8:66). The Gemara explains: And went 
unto their tents, in accordance with the common expression: One’s house 
is his wife. It is explained that when they returned home they found their 
wives ritually pure from the ritual impurity of menstruation. Joyful means 
that they enjoyed the aura of the Divine Presence at the dedication of the 
Temple. And glad of heart means that the wife of each and every one of 
them was impregnated and gave birth to a male. The verse continues: For 
all the goodness that the Lord had shown unto David His servant and to 
Israel His people. Unto David His servant means that at that opportunity 
they all saw that God forgave him for that sin. And to Israel His people 
means that He forgave them for the sin of Yom Kippur, as they did not fast 
that year (see I Kings 8:65).

בָר  כְּ תִים שֶׁ חַ אֲנִי אֶת הַמֵּ בֵּ למֹהֹ “וְשַׁ וּדְקָאָמַר שְׁ
ה  ר עָמַד משֶֹׁ דְבָּ מִּ רָאֵל בַּ חָטְאוּ יִשְׂ שֶׁ כְּ מֵתוּ״ – שֶׁ
תְפִלּוֹת  ה  מָּ כַּ וְאָמַר  רוּךְ הוּא,  בָּ דוֹשׁ  הַקָּ לִפְנֵי 
“זְכוֹר  אָמַר  וּכְשֶׁ נַעֲנָה,  וְלאֹ  לְפָנָיו  וְתַחֲנוּנִים 
מִיָּד   – עֲבָדֶיךָ״  רָאֵל  וּלְיִשְׂ לְיִצְחָק  לְאַבְרָהָם 
אֲנִי אֶת  חַ  בֵּ “וְשַׁ למֹֹה  שְׁ יָפֶה אָמַר  וְלאֹ  נַעֲנָה, 
ל  שֶׁ מִנְהָגוֹ  אַחֵר:  בָר  דָּ מֵתוּ״?  בָר  כְּ שֶׁ תִים  הַמֵּ
זֵרָה סָפֵק מְקַיְּימִין  גְּ גּוֹזֵר  וָדָם  ר  שָׂ בָּ ר  עוֹלָם, שַׂ
מְצֵי  תִּ וְאִם  אוֹתָהּ,  מְקַיְּימִין  אֵין  סָפֵק  אוֹתָהּ 
חַיָּיו מְקַיְּימִין אוֹתָהּ,  לוֹמַר מְקַיְּימִין אוֹתָהּ – בְּ
ה  משֶֹׁ וְאִילּוּ  אוֹתָהּ.  מְקַיְּימִין  אֵין   – מוֹתוֹ  בְּ
נוֹת,  קָּ תַּ ה  מָּ כַּ ן  וְתִיקֵּ זֵירוֹת  גְּ ה  מָּ כַּ זַר  גָּ ינוּ,  רַבֵּ
וְקַיָּימוֹת הֵם לְעוֹלָם וּלְעוֹלְמֵי עוֹלָמִים. וְלאֹ יָפֶה 
תִים וגו׳״? חַ אֲנִי אֶת הַמֵּ בֵּ למֹֹה “וְשַׁ אָמַר שְׁ

יְהוּדָה  דְרַב  כִּ  – וגו׳״  אֲנִי  חַ  בֵּ “וְשַׁ אַחֵר:  בָר  דָּ
מַאי  רַב:  אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר  דְּ רַב,  אָמַר 
י אוֹת לְטוֹבָה וְיִרְאוּ שׂוֹנְאַי  ה עִמִּ כְתִיב “עֲשֵׂ דִּ
רוּךְ הוּא:  דוֹשׁ בָּ וִד לִפְנֵי הַקָּ וְיֵבוֹשׁוּ״ – אָמַר דָּ
ל עוֹלָם, מְחוֹל לִי עַל אוֹתוֹ עָוֹ�ן! אָמַר  רִבּוֹנוֹ שֶׁ
חַיַּי!  בְּ י אוֹת  ה עִמִּ לוֹ: מָחוּל לָךְ. אָמַר לוֹ: עֲשֵׂ
נְךָ  למֹֹה בִּ חַיֵּי שְׁ חַיֶּיךָ אֵינִי מוֹדִיעַ, בְּ אָמַר לוֹ: בְּ

אֲנִי מוֹדִיעַ. 

שׁ  יקֵּ בִּ שׁ  קְדָּ הַמִּ ית  בֵּ אֶת  למֹֹה  שְׁ נָה  בָּ שֶׁ כְּ
בְקוּ  דָּ ים,  דָשִׁ הַקֳּ י  קָדְשֵׁ לְבֵית  אָרוֹן  לְהַכְנִיס 
עָה  רִים וְאַרְבָּ למֹֹה עֶשְׂ זֶה. אָמַר שְׁ עָרִים זֶה בָּ שְׁ
עָרִים  שְׁ אוּ  “שְׂ וְאָמַר:  תַח  פָּ נַעֲנָה.  וְלאֹ  רְנָנוֹת 
מֶלֶךְ  וְיָבֹא  עוֹלָם  תְחֵי  פִּ אוּ  שְׂ וְהִנָּ יכֶם  רָאשֵׁ
תְרֵיהּ לְמִיבְלְעֵיהּ, אָמְרוּ: “מִי  בוֹד״ רְהַטוּ בַּ הַכָּ
עִזּוּז  “ה׳  לְהוּ:  אָמַר  בוֹד?״  הַכָּ מֶלֶךְ  זֶה  הוּא 
יכֶם  רָאשֵׁ עָרִים  שְׁ אוּ  “שְׂ וְאָמַר:  חָזַר  וְגִבּוֹר״. 
בוֹד. מִי הוּא  תְחֵי עוֹלָם וְיָבאֹ מֶלֶךְ הַכָּ אוּ פִּ וּשְׂ
בוֹד  בוֹד ה׳ צְבָאוֹת הוּא מֶלֶךְ הַכָּ זֶה מֶלֶךְ הַכָּ
אָמַר: “ה׳ אֱלהִֹים אַל  יוָן שֶׁ סֶלָה״ וְלאֹ נַעֲנָה. כֵּ
ךָ״ –  וִד עַבְדֶּ יחֶךָ זָכְרָה לְחַסְדֵי דָּ נֵי מְשִׁ ב פְּ שֵׁ תָּ
ל שׂוֹנְאֵי  נֵי כָּ עָה נֶהֶפְכוּ פְּ אוֹתָהּ שָׁ מִיָּד נַעֲנָה. בְּ
רָאֵל  ל הָעָם וְכָל יִשְׂ שׁוּלֵי קְדֵירָה, וְיָדְעוּ כָּ דָוִד כְּ
עָוֹ�ן.  עַל אוֹתוֹ  הוּא  רוּךְ  בָּ דוֹשׁ  הַקָּ לוֹ  חַל  מָּ שֶׁ
תִים  חַ אֲנִי אֶת הַמֵּ בֵּ למֹֹה: “וְשַׁ וְלאֹ יָפֶה אָמַר שְׁ

בָר מֵתוּ״?! כְּ שֶׁ

ח אֶת הָעָם  לַּ מִינִי שִׁ ְ יּוֹם הַשּׁ כְתִיב: “בַּ וְהַיְינוּ דִּ
מֵחִים  שְׂ לְאָהֳלֵיהֶם  וַיֵּלְכוּ  לֶךְ  הַמֶּ אֶת  וַיְבָרֲכוּ 
ה ה׳ לְדָוִד  ר עָשָׂ ל הַטּוֹבָה אֲשֶׁ וְטוֹבֵי לֵב עַל כָּ
 – לְאָהֳלֵיהֶם׳  ‘וַיֵּלְכוּ  עַמּוֹ״:  רָאֵל  וּלְיִשְׂ עַבְדּוֹ 
הֱנוּ  נֶּ מֵחִים׳ – שֶׁ טָהֳרָה. ‘שְׂ צְאוּ נְשׁוֹתֵיהֶן בְּ מָּ שֶׁ
רוּ נְשׁוֹתֵיהֶן  תְעַבְּ נִּ כִינָה. ‘וְטוֹבֵי לֵב׳ – שֶׁ ְ מִזִּיו הַשּׁ
ל  כָּ “עַל  זָכָ.ר  וְיָלְדָה  וְאֶחָד  אֶחָד  ל  כָּ ל  שֶׁ
רָאֵל  ה ה׳ לְדָוִד עַבְדּוֹ )וּלְיִשְׂ ר עָשָׂ הַטּוֹבָה אֲשֶׁ
אוֹתוֹ  עַל  לוֹ  חַל  מָּ שֶׁ  – עַבְדּוֹ׳(  ‘לְדָוִד  עַמּוֹ״, 
יוֹם  דְּ עָוֹ�ן  לְהוּ  אַחֵיל  דְּ  – עַמּוֹ׳  רָאֵל  ‘וּלְיִשְׂ עָוֹ�ן, 

פּוּרִים. הַכִּ

Moses our teacher issued several 
decrees and instituted several ordi-
nances – ן זֵירוֹת וְתִיקֵּ ה גְּ מָּ זַר כַּ ינוּ גָּ ה רַבֵּ  משֶֹׁ
נוֹת קָּ ה תַּ מָּ  This is not referring to the :כַּ
contents of the Torah itself, which are 
not attributable to Moses. Rather, it is 
referring to ordinances that he insti-
tuted on his own, e.g., public Torah 
reading, blessings, the order of the 
priestly watches, etc. (see Rashi and 
Rav Nissim Gaon).

Gates – עָרִים -Midrash Tanĥuma ex :שְׁ
plains that the width of the entrance 
to the Holy of Holies was identical 
to the width of the Holy Ark and the 
cherubs. This situation is described 
metaphorically as: The gates clung 
together. Since the Holy Ark could 
not enter by natural means, Solomon 
prayed, a miracle occurred, and the 
Holy Ark entered the Holy of Holies.

Twenty-four songs of praise – רִים  עֶשְׂ
רְנָנוֹת עָה  -It is explained in Mid :וְאַרְבָּ
rash Rabba that the twenty-four songs 
correspond to the twenty-four verses 
of praise that precede this verse in 
Solomon’s prayer.

notes
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The Gemara continues: And that which Solomon said: “For a living dog is 
better than a dead lion” (Ecclesiastes 9:4), is in accordance with that which 
Rav Yehuda said that Rav said. As Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: What is 
the meaning of that verse which David said: “Lord, make me to know my 
end, and the measure of my days, what it is; let me know how short-lived 
I am” (Psalms 39:5)? It means that David said before the Holy One, Blessed 
be He: Master of the Universe, Lord, make me to know my end; in how 
long will I die? God said to him: It is decreed before Me that I do not reveal 
the end of the life of flesh and blood. He asked further: And the measure 
of my days; on what day of the year will I die? He said to him: It is decreed 
before Me not to reveal the measure of a person’s days. Again he requested: 
Let me know how short-lived I am; on what day of the week will I die? He 
said to him: You will die on Shabbat. David requested of God: Let me die 
on the first day of the week so that the honor of Shabbat will not be tarnished 
by the pain of death. He said to him: On that day the time of the kingdom 
of your son Solomon has already arrived, and one kingdom does not 
overlap with another and subtract from the time allotted to another even a 
hairbreadth. He said to him: I will cede a day of my life and die on Shabbat 
eve. God said to him: “For a day in your courts is better than a thousand” 
(Psalms 84:11); a single day in which you sit and engage in Torah is prefer-
able to Me than the thousand burnt-offerings that your son Solomon will 
offer before Me on the altar (see I Kings 3:4). 

What did David do? Every Shabbat he would sit and learn all day long to 
protect himself from the Angel of Death. On that day on which the Angel of 
Death was supposed to put his soul to rest, the day on which David was 
supposed to die, the Angel of Death stood before him and was unable to 
overcome him because his mouth did not pause from study. The Angel of 
Death said: What shall I do to him? David had a garden [bustana]l behind 
his house; the Angel of Death came, climbed, and shook the trees. David 
went out to see. As he climbed the stair, the stair broke beneath him. He 
was startled and was silent, interrupted his studies for a moment, and died. 

Since David died in the garden, Solomon sent the following question to the 
study hall: Father died and is lying in the sun, and the dogs of father’s 
house are hungry. There is room for concern lest the dogs come and harm 
his body. What shall I do? They sent an answer to him: Cut up an animal 
carcass and place it before the dogs.h Since the dogs are hungry, handling 
the animal carcass to feed them is permitted. And with regard to your father, 
it is prohibited to move his body directly. Place a loaf of bread or an infant 
on top of him, and you can move himh into the shade due to the bread or 
the infant. And is it not appropriate what Solomon said: “For a living dog 
is better than a dead lion.” The ultimate conclusion of this discussion is that 
life is preferable to death. And now, with regard to the question that I asked 
before you; Rav Tanĥum spoke modestly, as, actually, they had asked him 
the question. A lamp is called ner and a person’s soul is also called ner,n as 
it is written: “The spirit of man is the lamp [ner] of the Lord” (Proverbs 20:27). 
It is preferable that the lamp of a being of flesh and blood, an actual lamp, 
will be extinguished in favor of the lamp of the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
a person’s soul. Therefore, one is permitted to extinguish a flame for the sake 
of a sick person.

הָאַרְיֵה  מִן  טוֹב  הוּא  חַי  לְכֶלֶב  י  “כִּ למֹֹה:  שְׁ וּדְקָאָמַר 
אָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה אָמַר  דְרַב יְהוּדָה אָמַר רַב, דְּ ת״ – כִּ הַמֵּ
ת יָמַי מַה הִיא  י וּמִדַּ כְתִיב: “הוֹדִיעֵנִי ה׳ קִצִּ רַב: מַאי דִּ
רוּךְ  בָּ דוֹשׁ  הַקָּ לִפְנֵי  וִד  דָּ אָמַר  אָנִי״,  חָדֵל  מֶה  אֵדְעָה 
לוֹ:  אָמַר  י״!  קִצִּ ה׳  “הוֹדִיעֵנִי  עוֹלָם,  ל  שֶׁ רִבּוֹנוֹ  הוּא: 
וָדָם.  ר  שָׂ בָּ ל  שֶׁ קִצּוֹ  מוֹדִיעִין  אֵין  שֶׁ פָנַי  מִלְּ הִיא  זֵרָה  גְּ
אֵין מוֹדִיעִין  פָנַי שֶׁ זֵרָה הִיא מִלְּ ת יָמַי מַה הִיא״? גְּ “וּמִדַּ
ל אָדָם. “וְאֵדְעָה מֶה חָדֵל אָנִי״, אָמַר לוֹ:  ת יָמָיו שֶׁ מִדַּ
בָר  כְּ לוֹ:  אָמַר  ת!  בָּ שַׁ בְּ אֶחָד  בְּ אָמוּת  מוּת.  תָּ ת  בָּ שַׁ בְּ
הּ  חֲבֶרְתָּ נְךָ, וְאֵין מַלְכוּת נוֹגַעַת בַּ למֹֹה בִּ יעַ מַלְכוּת שְׁ הִגִּ
י  ת! אָמַר לוֹ: “כִּ בָּ עֶרֶב שַׁ מְלאֹ נִימָא. אָמוּת בְּ אֲפִילוּ כִּ
ה  אַתָּ שֶׁ אֶחָד  יוֹם  לִי  טוֹב  מֵאָלֶף״  חֲצֵרֶיךָ  בַּ יוֹם  טוֹב 
נְךָ  למֹֹה בִּ עָתִיד שְׁ תּוֹרָה מֵאֵלֶף עוֹלוֹת שֶׁ ב וְעוֹסֵק בַּ יוֹשֵׁ

חַ. זְבֵּ י הַמִּ בֵּ לְהַקְרִיב לְפָנַי עַל גַּ

NOTES
Before Rabbi Tanĥum – נְחוּם תַּ י   This is :לְעֵילָא מֵרַבִּ
one of many similar expressions commonly used 
in the Talmud. Some understand it as a figure of 
speech meaning before Rabbi Tanĥum (see Rashi). 
Elsewhere, Rashi explains that this expression was 
based on the prevailing circumstances. The Sage 
would sit and teach and the one posing a question 
would stand. Consequently, he actually asked his 
question while standing above Rabbi Tanĥum, cor-
responding to the literal meaning of the phrase.

Moses our teacher issued several decrees and 
instituted several ordinances – ה מָּ כַּ זַר  גָּ ינוּ  רַבֵּ  משֶֹה 
נוֹת קָּ תַּ ה  מָּ כַּ ן  וְתִיקֵּ זֵירוֹת   This is not referring to the :גְּ
contents of the Torah itself, which are not attribut-
able to Moses. Rather, it is referring to edicts that 
he instituted on his own, e.g., public Torah reading, 

blessings, the order of the priestly watches, etc. (see 
Rashi and Rav Nissim Gaon).

Gates – עָרִים  Midrash Tanĥuma explains that the :שְׁ
width of the entrance to the Holy of Holies was iden-
tical to the width of the Holy Ark and the cherubs. 
This situation is described metaphorically as: The 
gates clung together. Since the Holy Ark could not 
enter by natural means, Solomon prayed, a miracle 
occurred and the Holy Ark entered the Holy of Holies.

Twenty-four songs of praise – עָה רְנָנוֹת רִים וְאַרְבָּ  :עֶשְׂ
Midrash Rabba points out that the twenty-four songs 
refer to the twenty-four verses of praise that precede 
this verse in Solomon’s prayer.

BACKGROUND
The teaching of Rabbi Tanĥum – נְחוּם י תַּ ת רַבִּ רָשַׁ  :דְּ
This style of teaching, which opens with a halakhic 

question and proceeds to deal extensively with ag-
gada and ethical teachings, only to conclude with 
a halakha, is typical of the teachings of the Sages 
beginning with the generation of Rabbi Tanĥum. 
Here, the Gemara presents a complete homiletic in-
terpretation of a Sage with all the external trappings, 
including the surprising question to King Solomon: 
Where is your wisdom, where is your understanding? 
This style was especially common in Eretz Yisrael and 
in the aggadic midrash, Yelamdeinu, as well as Mid-
rash Tanĥuma, which is attributed to Rabbi Tanĥum. 
In those two anthologies of midrash, the halakhic 
question opens with the words: Teach us, our Rabbi 
[ yelamdenu rabbeinu], switches to an aggadic discus-
sion, and ultimately returns to a halakhic conclusion. 
The She’iltot of Rav Aĥai Gaon was also influenced 
by this style of presentation. This tradition was also 
preserved in the teachings of the Sages in a large 
number of Jewish communities. 

ל:ל:
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י יוֹמָא, הַהוּא  א הֲוָה יָתֵיב וְגָרֵיס כּוּלֵּ תָּ בְּ שַׁ ל יוֹמָא דְּ כָּ
יהּ וְלָא  וֶת קַמֵּ יהּ קָם מַלְאַךְ הַמָּ בָעֵי לְמֵינַח נַפְשֵׁ יוֹמָא דְּ
ירְסָא. אֲמַר: מַאי  סַק פּוּמֵיהּ מִגִּ לָא הֲוָה פָּ יָכֵיל לֵיהּ, דְּ
יתֵיהּ, אֲתָא  נָא אֲחוֹרֵי בֵּ אַעֲבֵיד לֵיהּ? הֲוָה לֵיהּ בּוּסְתָּ
אִילָנֵי, נְפַק לְמֶיחֱזֵי. הֲוָה  וֶת סָלֵיק וּבָחֵישׁ בְּ מַלְאַךְ הַמָּ
וְנָח  יק  תֵּ אִישְׁ מִתּוֹתֵיהּ,  א  רְגָּ דַּ אִיפְחִית  א.  דַרְגָּ בְּ סָלֵיק 

יהּ.  נַפְשֵׁ

ה,  חַמָּ בַּ ל  וּמוּטָּ מֵת  א  אַבָּ א:  מִדְרָשָׁ לְבֵי  למֹֹה  שְׁ לַח  שָׁ
לְחוּ  שָׁ ה?  אֶעֱשֶׂ מָה  רְעֵבִים,  א  אַבָּ ית  בֵּ ל  שֶׁ וּכְלָבִים 
ח  הַנַּ וְאָבִיךָ –  לָבִים,  הַכְּ לִפְנֵי  ח  וְהַנַּ נְבֵלָה  לֵיהּ: חֲתוֹךְ 
י  למֹֹה: “כִּ ינוֹק וְטַלְטְלוֹ. וְלאֹ יָפֶה אָמַר שְׁ ר אוֹ תִּ כָּ עָלָיו כִּ
אֵילָה  ת״? וּלְעִנְיַן שְׁ לְכֶלֶב חַי הוּא טוֹב מִן הָאַרְיֵה הַמֵּ
אָדָם  ל  שֶׁ מָתוֹ  וְנִשְׁ נֵר,  קְרוּיָה  נֵר  קֳדָמֵיכוֹן:  אִילְנָא  שְׁ דִּ
ל  נֵי נֵרוֹ שֶׁ ר וָדָם מִפְּ שָׂ ל בָּ ה נֵר שֶׁ כְבֶּ קְרוּיָה נֵר, מוּטָב תִּ

רוּךְ הוּא.  דוֹשׁ בָּ הַקָּ

Garden [bustana] – נָא  :בּוּסְתָּ
From the Iranian bōstān, 
meaning a fragrant place, 
i.e., a garden or orchard.

language

Cut up a carcass and place it before the dogs – לָבִים ח לִפְנֵי הַכְּ  :חֲתוֹךְ נְבֵלָה וְהַנַּ
On Shabbat, it is permitted to cut up an animal carcass that is difficult for dogs 
to eat whole, even if the animal died on Shabbat. However, it is prohibited to 
do so if the dogs are able to eat the carcass uncut (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 21:18; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 324:7).

And with regard to your father, place a loaf of bread or an infant on top 
of him and move him – ֹינוֹק וְטַלְטְלו ר אוֹ תִּ כָּ ח עָלָיו כִּ  On Shabbat, it is :וְאָבִיךָ הַנַּ
permitted to move a corpse that is lying in a place where it might be disgraced 
by placing upon it a loaf of bread, or an infant, or any other object that may 
be moved on Shabbat (Mishna Berura). If there is neither bread nor an infant 

available, but one has two beds available, he may move the corpse by continu-
ously rolling it from one bed to the other until he moves it to a more suitable 
place. If neither of those options is available, he may simply move the corpse. 

All of the above applies to moving the corpse within a single domain. How-
ever, moving a corpse from one domain to another is not permitted under any 
circumstances (Shulĥan Arukh). According to many of the later commentaries, 
one is permitted to move a corpse into a karmelit or even into another domain 
to prevent dishonoring the dead. Some commentaries add that it is preferable 
to move the corpse without bread or an infant to minimize that which is be-
ing carried from one domain to another on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:21; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 311:1). 

halakha

A lamp is called ner and a 
person’s soul is also called 
ner – ֹמָתו ל ונִשְׁ  נֵר קְרוּיָה אָדָם שֶׁ
 According to the :נֵר קְרוּיָה נֵר
Gemara in tractate Yoma 
(85b), the halakha that re-
quires one to perform pro-
hibited labors on Shabbat 
in order to save human life 
is not based on this homily. 
The actual source is the verse 
that states that the mitzvot 
of the Torah were given so 
that one should “live by 
them” (Leviticus 18:4–5), from 
which it is inferred that, as a 
rule, one is not commanded 
to give his life in order to 
fulfill a positive mitzva or to 
avoid violating a prohibition. 
Since this teaching was pre-
sented before an unlearned 
crowd, it was expounded in 
a manner that would appeal 
to a wide audience (Rashi).

Notes
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Since contradictions in Ecclesiastes were mentioned, the Gemara cites addi-
tional relevant sources. Rav Yehuda, son of Rav Shmuel bar Sheilat, said in the 
name of Rav: The Sages sought to suppress the book of Ecclesiastesn and 
declare it apocryphal because its statements contradict each other and it is li-
able to confuse its readers. And why did they not suppress it? Because its begin-
ning consists of matters of Torah and its end consists of matters of Torah. The 
ostensibly contradictory details are secondary to the essence of the book, which 
is Torah. The Gemara elaborates: Its beginning consists of matters of Torah, as 
it is written: “What profit has man of all his labor which he labors under the 
sun?” (Ecclesiastes 1:3), and the Sages of the school of Rabbi Yannai said: By 
inference: Under the sun is where man has no profit from his labor; however, 
before the sun, i.e., when engaged in the study of Torah, which preceded the sun, 
he does have profit. Its ending consists of matters of Torah, as it is written: 

“The end of the matter, all having been heard: Fear God, and keep His mitzvot; 
for this is the whole man” (Ecclesiastes 12:13). With regard to this verse, the 
Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase: For this is the whole man? 
Rabbi Eliezer said: The entire world was only created for this person. Rabbi 
Abba bar Kahana said: This person is equivalent to the entire world. Shimon 
ben Azzai says and some say that Shimon ben Zoma says: The entire world 
was only created as companion to this man, so that he will not be alone. 

And to the essence of the matter, the Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: Its 
statements that contradict each other? It is written: “Vexation is better than 
laughter” (Ecclesiastes 7:3), and it is written: “I said of laughter: It is praise-
worthy” (Ecclesiastes 2:2), which is understood to mean that laughter is com-
mendable. Likewise in one verse it is written: “So I commended mirth” (Eccle-
siastes 8:15), and in another verse it is written: “And of mirth: What does it 
accomplish?” (Ecclesiastes 2:2). The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as 
the contradiction can be resolved. Vexation is better than laughter means: The 
vexation of the Holy One, Blessed be He, toward the righteous in this world 
is preferable to the laughter which the Holy One, Blessed be He, laughs with 
the wicked in this world by showering them with goodness. I said of laughter: 
It is praiseworthy, that is the laughter which the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
laughs with the righteous in the World-to-Come. 

Similarly, “So I commended mirth,” that is the joy of a mitzva.h “And of mirth: 
What does it accomplish?” that is joy that is not the joy of a mitzva. The praise 
of joy mentioned here is to teach you that the Divine Presence rests upon an 
individual neither from an atmosphere of sadness, nor from an atmosphere of 
laziness, nor from an atmosphere of laughter, nor from an atmosphere of frivol-
ity, nor from an atmosphere of idle conversation, nor from an atmosphere of 
idle chatter, but rather from an atmosphere imbued with the joy of a mitzva.h 
As it was stated with regard to Elisha that after he became angry at the king of 
Israel, his prophetic spirit left him until he requested: “But now bring me a 
minstrel; and it came to pass, when the minstrel played, that the hand of the 
Lord came upon him” (II Kings 3:15). Rav Yehuda said: And, so too, one should 
be joyful before stating a matter of halakha. Rava said: And, so too, one should 
be joyful before going to sleep in order to have a good dream. 

The Gemara asks: Is that so, that one should introduce matters of halakha joy-
fully? Didn’t Rav Giddel say that Rav said: Any Torah scholar who sits before 
his teacher and his lips are not dripping with myrrh due to fear of his teacher, 
those lips shall be burnt, as it is stated: “His lips are as lilies, dripping with 
flowing myrrh [shoshanim notefot mor over]” (Song of Songs 5:13)? He inter-
preted homiletically: Do not read mor over, flowing myrrh; rather, read mar 
over, flowing bitterness. Likewise, do not read shoshanim, lilies; rather, read 
sheshonim, that are studying, meaning that lips that are studying Torah must be 
full of bitterness. The Gemara explains: This is not difficult, there is no contradic-
tion here, as this, where it was taught that one should introduce matters of ha-
lakha joyfully, is referring to a rabbi, and that, where it was taught that one must 
be filled with bitterness, is referring to a student, who must listen to his teacher 
with trepidation. And if you wish, say instead that this and that are referring to 
a rabbi, and it is not difficult. This, where it was taught that he must be joyful, 
is before he begins teaching, whereas that, where it was taught that he must be 
filled with bitterness and trepidation, is after he already began teaching halakha. 
That explanation is like that which Rabba did. Before he began teaching halakha 
to the Sages, he would say something humorous and the Sages would be 
cheered. Ultimately, he sat in trepidation and began teaching the halakha.

ר  בַּ מוּאֵל  שְׁ רַב  דְּ רֵיהּ  בְּ יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר 
לִגְנוֹז  חֲכָמִים  שׁוּ  קְּ בִּ רַב:  דְּ מֵיהּ  ְ מִשּׁ ילַת  שֵׁ
אֶת  זֶה  סוֹתְרִין  בָרָיו  דְּ שֶׁ נֵי  מִפְּ קהֶֹלֶת  סֵפֶר 
תוֹ  חִילָּ תְּ נֵי שֶׁ נָזוּהוּ – מִפְּ נֵי מָה לאֹ גְּ זֶה, וּמִפְּ
בְרֵי  תוֹ דִּ חִילָּ בְרֵי תוֹרָה וְסוֹפוֹ דִבְרֵי תּוֹרָה, תְּ דִּ
כָל  בְּ לָאָדָם  יִּתְרוֹן  “מַה  כְתִיב:  דִּ  – תוֹרָה 
דְבֵי  וְאָמְרִי  מֶשׁ״  ָ הַשּׁ חַת  תַּ יַּעֲמוֹל  שֶׁ עֲמָלוֹ 
אֵין לוֹ, קוֹדֶם  מֶשׁ הוּא דְּ ָ חַת הַשּׁ אי: תַּ י יַנַּ רַבִּ
כְתִיב:  בְרֵי תוֹרָה – דִּ מֶשׁ – יֵשׁ לוֹ. סוֹפוֹ דִּ שֶׁ
יְרָא  הָאֱלהִֹים  אֶת  מָע  נִשְׁ הַכּלֹ  בָר  דָּ “סוֹף 
ל הָאָדָם״. מַאי  י זֶה כָּ מוֹר כִּ וְאֶת מִצְוֹ�תָיו שְׁ
ל  י )אֱלִיעֶזֶר(: כָּ ל הָאָדָם״? אָמַר רַבִּ י זֶה כָּ “כִּ
י  בִיל זֶה. רַבִּ שְׁ א בִּ הָעוֹלָם כּוּלּוֹ לאֹ נִבְרָא אֶלָּ
ל  כָּ נֶגֶד  כְּ זֶה  קוּל  שָׁ אָמַר:  הֲנָא  כָּ ר  בַּ א  אַבָּ
ן עַזַּאי אוֹמֵר, וְאָמְרִי  מְעוֹן בֶּ הָעוֹלָם כּוּלּוֹ. שִׁ
ל  כָּ נִבְרָא  לאֹ  אוֹמֵר:  זוֹמָא  ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ לָהּ 

א לִצְוַות לָזֶה.  הָעוֹלָם כּוּלּוֹ אֶלָּ

תִיב: “טוֹב  בָרָיו סוֹתְרִין זֶה אֶת זֶה? כְּ וּמַאי דְּ
י  אָמַרְתִּ חוֹק  “לִשְׂ וּכְתִיב:  חוֹק״  מִשְּׂ עַס  כַּ
מְחָה״  י אֲנִי אֶת הַשִּׂ חְתִּ בַּ תִיב: “וְשִׁ מְהֹלָל״. כְּ
יָא  ה״. לָא קַשְׁ מְחָה מַה זּהֹ עוֹשָׂ וּכְתִיב: “וּלְשִׂ
כּוֹעֵס  שֶׁ עַס  כַּ טוֹב   – חוֹק״  מִשְּׂ עַס  כַּ “טוֹב 
עוֹלָם  בָּ יקִים  דִּ הַצַּ עַל  הוּא  רוּךְ  בָּ דוֹשׁ  הַקָּ
רוּךְ הוּא  בָּ דוֹשׁ  הַקָּ חֵק  שַׂ מְּ שֶׁ חוֹק  מִשְּׂ הַזֶּה, 
י  חוֹק אָמַרְתִּ עוֹלָם הַזֶּה. “וְלִשְׂ עִים בָּ עַל הָרְשָׁ
רוּךְ  דוֹשׁ בָּ חֵק הַקָּ שַׂ מְּ חוֹק שֶׁ מְהֹלָל״ – זֶה שְׂ

א. עוֹלָם הַבָּ יקִים בָּ דִּ הוּא עִם הַצַּ

ל  שֶׁ מְחָה  שִׂ מְחָה״  הַשִּׂ אֶת  אֲנִי  י  חְתִּ בַּ “וְשִׁ
מְחָה  ה״ – זוֹ שִׂ מְחָה מַה זּהֹ עוֹשָׂ מִצְוָה, “וּלְשִׂ
כִינָה  שְׁ אֵין  שֶׁ דְךָ  לְלַמֶּ מִצְוָה.  ל  שֶׁ אֵינָה  שֶׁ
שׁוֹרָה לאֹ מִתּוֹךְ עַצְבוּת וְלאֹ מִתּוֹךְ עַצְלוּת 
ראֹשׁ  קַלּוּת  מִתּוֹךְ  וְלאֹ  חוֹק  שְׂ מִתּוֹךְ  וְלאֹ 
טֵלִים,  בָרִים בְּ יחָה וְלאֹ מִתּוֹךְ דְּ וְלאֹ מִתּוֹךְ שִׂ
אֱמַר:  נֶּ ל מִצְוָה, שֶׁ מְחָה שֶׁ בַר שִׂ א מִתּוֹךְ דְּ אֶלָּ
הִי  ן וַתְּ ן הַמְנַגֵּ נַגֵּ ן וְהָיָה כְּ ה קְחוּ לִי מְנַגֵּ “וְעַתָּ
לִדְבַר  וְכֵן  יְהוּדָה:  רַב  אָמַר  ה׳״.  יַד  עָלָיו 

הֲלָכָה. אָמַר רָבָא: וְכֵן לַחֲלוֹם טוֹב. 

לְמִיד  ל תַּ ל אָמַר רַב: כָּ ידֵּ אִינִי?! וְהָאָמַר רַב גִּ
פְתוֹתָיו  שִׂ וְאֵין  רַבּוֹ  לִפְנֵי  ב  יּוֹשֵׁ שֶׁ חָכָם 
פְתוֹתָיו  אֱמַר: “שִׂ נֶּ שֶׁ וֶינָה,  כָּ תִּ נוֹטְפוֹת מֹר – 
קְרִי ‘מוֹר  ים נוֹטְפוֹת מוֹר עוֹבֵר״, אַל תִּ נִּ שׁוֹשַׁ
ים׳  נִּ קְרִי ‘שׁוֹשַׁ א ‘מַר עוֹבֵ׳ר, אַל תִּ עוֹבֵ׳ר, אֶלָּ
ה  רַבָּ בְּ  – הָא  יָא,  קַשְׁ לָא  וֹנִים׳!  שּׁ ‘שֶׁ א  אֶלָּ
עֵית אֵימָא: הָא וְהָא  תַלְמִיד. וְאִיבָּ וְהָא – בְּ
ח,  לִפְתַּ דְּ י  מֵּ מִקַּ  – הָא  יָא,  קַשְׁ וְלָא  ה,  רַבָּ בְּ
י  מֵּ מִקַּ ה,  רַבָּ דְּ הָא  י  כִּ פְתַח.  דִּ לְבָתַר   – הָא 
בְדִיחוּתָא,  תָא דִּ נַן אֲמַר מִילְּ פְתַח לְהוּ לְרַבָּ דִּ
וּפָתַח  אֵימְתָא  בְּ יָתֵיב  לְסוֹף  נַן.  רַבָּ וּבָדְחִי 

מַעֲתָא.  שְׁ בִּ

The Sages sought to suppress the 
book of Ecclesiastes – שׁוּ חֲכָמִים קְּ  בִּ
-The proposed sup :לִגְנוֹז סֵפֶר קהֶֹלֶת
pression of Ecclesiastes was not an 
attempt to repudiate its contents. 
Rather, the Sages feared that its 
apparent contradictions would 
confuse those who study it. Never-
theless, since they found significant 
Torah content in Ecclesiastes, they 
made the effort to resolve the con-
tradictions.

notes

The joy of a mitzva – ל שֶׁ מְחָה   שִׂ
 The Rambam wrote: The joy :מִצְוָה
of performing mitzvot…is a great 
service…and there is no greatness 
and honor other than being joyful 
before God, as it is stated: “King Da-
vid leaping and dancing before God” 
(II Samuel 6:16; see Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka 
VeLulav 8:15).

The Divine Presence does rests 
upon an individual neither from an 
atmosphere of sadness…but rather 
from an atmosphere imbued with 
the joy of a mitzva – כִינָה שְׁ אֵין   שֶׁ
בַר א מִתּוֹךְ דְּ  שׁוֹרָה לאֹ מִתּוֹךְ עַצְבוּת…אֶלָּ
 מִצְוָה מְחָה שֶׁ -None of the proph :שִׂ
ets could prophesy at will. Rather, 
they would meditate in solitude, 
focus their thoughts, and fill their 
hearts with joy. By the same token, 
the prophetic spirit does not rest 
upon one who is sad or lazy but only 
upon one filled with joy. Therefore, 
the novice prophets would play the 
drums, lyres, flutes, and harps while 
the prophets sought to prophesy 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Yesodei HaTorah 7:4).

halakha
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And, the Gemara continues, the Sages sought to suppress the book 
of Proverbs as well because its statements contradict each other. 
And why did they not suppress it? They said: In the case of the 
book of Ecclesiastes, didn’t we analyze it and find an explanation 
that its statements were not contradictory? Here too, let us analyze 
it. And what is the meaning of: Its statements contradict each 
other? On the one hand, it is written: “Answer not a fool accord-
ing to his folly, lest you also be like him” (Proverbs 26:4), and on 
the other hand, it is written: “Answer a fool according to his folly, 
lest he be wise in his own eyes” (Proverbs 26:5). The Gemara re-
solves this apparent contradiction: This is not difficult, as this, 
where one should answer a fool, is referring to a case where the fool 
is making claims about Torah matters; whereas that, where one 
should not answer him, is referring to a case where the fool is mak-
ing claims about mundane matters. 

The Gemara relates how Sages conducted themselves in both of 
those circumstances. As in the case of that man who came before 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and said to him: Your wife is my wifen and 
your children are my children, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: 
Would you like to drink a cup of wine? He drank and burst and 
died. Similarly, the Gemara relates: There was that man who came 
before Rabbi Ĥiyya and said to him: Your mother is my wife, and 
you are my son. He said to him: Would you like to drink a cup of 
wine? He drank and burst and died. Rabbi Ĥiyya said with regard 
to the incident involving Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s prayer that his children will not be rendered mamzerim, 
children of illicit relations, was effective for him. As when Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi would pray, he said after his prayer: May it be Your 
will, O Lord, my God, that You will deliver me today from impu-
dent people and from insolence.n Insolence, in this case, refers to 
mamzerut. It was due to his prayer that that man burst and was un-
successful in disparaging Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s children.

In matters of Torah, what is the case with regard to which the verse 
said that one should respond to a fool’s folly? As in the case where 
Rabban Gamliel was sitting and he interpreted a verse homileti-
cally: In the future, in the World-to-Come, a woman will give 
birth every day, as it says: “The woman with child and her that 
gives birth together” ( Jeremiah 31:7), explaining that birth will 
occur on the same day as conception. A certain studentn scoffed 
at him and said: That cannot be, as it has already been stated: 

“There is nothing new under the sun” (Ecclesiastes 1:9). Rabban 
Gamliel said to him: Come and I will show you an example of this 
in this world. He took him outside and showed him a chicken 
that lays eggs every day. 

And furthermore: Rabban Gamliel sat and interpreted a verse 
homiletically: In the future, in the World-to-Come, trees will 
produce fruits every day, as it is stated: “And it shall bring forth 
branches and bear fruit” (Ezekiel 17:23); just as a branch grows 
every day, so too, fruit will be produced every day. A certain stu-
dent scoffed at him and said: Isn’t it written: There is nothing new 
under the sun? He said to him: Come and I will show you an 
example of this in this world. He went outside and showed him 
a caper bush,b part of which is edible during each season of the year. 

And furthermore: Rabban Gamliel sat and interpreted a verse 
homiletically: In the future, the World-to-Come, Eretz Yisrael 
will produce cakes and fine wool garments that will grow in the 
ground, as it is stated: “Let abundant grain be in the land.” A 
certain student scoffed at him and said: There is nothing new 
under the sun. He said to him: Come and I will show you an ex-
ample in this world. He went outside and showed him truffles 
and mushrooms, which emerge from the earth over the course of 
a single night and are shaped like a loaf of bread. And with regard 
to wool garments, he showed him the covering of a heart of palm, 
a young palm branch, which is wrapped in a thin net-like covering.

בָרָיו  דְּ הָיוּ  שֶׁ לִגְנוֹז,  קְשׁוּ  בִּ לֵי  מִשְׁ סֵפֶר  וְאַף 
 – נָזוּהוּ  גְּ לאֹ  מָה  נֵי  וּמִפְּ זֶה.  אֶת  זֶה  סוֹתְרִין 
חִינַן  כְּ וְאַשְׁ עַיְּינִינַן  לָאו  קהֶֹלֶת  סֵפֶר  אָמְרִי: 
בָרָיו  דְּ וּמַאי  לִיעַיְּינַן.  נַמִי  הָכָא  טַעְמָא? 
סִיל  עַן כְּ תִיב: “אַל תַּ סוֹתְרִים זֶה אֶת זֶה – כְּ
לְתּוֹ״  אִוַּ כְּ כְסִיל  “עֲנֵה  וּכְתִיב:  לְתּוֹ״  אִוַּ כְּ
י  מִילֵּ דִבְרֵי תוֹרָה, הָא בְּ יָא, הָא – בְּ לָא קַשְׁ

דְעָלְמָא. 

אֲמַר  י,  רַבִּ דְּ יהּ  לְקַמֵּ אֲתָא  דַּ הַהוּא  דְּ הָא  י  כִּ
לֵיהּ:  אֲמַר  נַי.  בָּ וּבָנֶיךָ  י  תִּ אִשְׁ ךָ  תְּ אִשְׁ לֵיהּ: 
וּפָקַע.  תָה  שָׁ יַיִן?  ל  שֶׁ כּוֹס  ה  תֶּ שְׁ תִּ שֶׁ רְצוֹנְךָ 
י חִיָּיא, אֲמַר לֵיהּ:  רַבִּ יהּ דְּ אֲתָא לְקַמֵּ הַהוּא דַּ
רְצוֹנְךָ  לֵיהּ:  אֲמַר  נִי.  בְּ ה  וְאַתָּ י  תִּ אִשְׁ ךָ  אִמְּ
אָמַר  וּפָקַע.  תָה  שָׁ יַיִן?  ל  שֶׁ כּוֹס  ה  תֶּ שְׁ תִּ שֶׁ
לָא  דְּ י  לְרַבִּ צְלוֹתֵיהּ  לֵיהּ  אַהַנְיָא  חִיָּיא:  י  רַבִּ
י,  מְצַלֵּ הֲוָה  י  כִּ י  רַבִּ דְּ מַמְזֵירֵי.  נֵי  בְּ וְוֵייהּ  לְשַׁ
ילֵנִי  צִּ תַּ פָנֶיךָ ה׳ אֱלהֵֹינוּ שֶׁ אָמַר: “יְהִי רָצוֹן מִלְּ

נִים״.  הַיּוֹם מֵעַזֵּי פָנִים וּמֵעַזּוּת פָּ

יָתֵיב  דְּ הָא  י  כִּ הִיא?  מַאי  תוֹרָה  דִבְרֵי  בְּ
ה  ָ אִשּׁ עֲתִידָה  רֵישׁ:  דָּ וְקָא  מְלִיאֵל  גַּ ן  רַבָּ
וְיוֹלֶדֶת  “הָרָה  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ יוֹם,  כָל  בְּ לֵד  שֶתֵּ
אָמַר:  לְמִיד,  תַּ אוֹתוֹ  עָלָיו  לִיגְלֵג  יו״.  יַחְדָּ
לֵיהּ:  אָמַר  מֶשׁ״!  ָ הַשּׁ חַת  תַּ חָדָשׁ  ל  כָּ “אֵין 
עוֹלָם הַזֶּה, נְפַק אַחֲוֵי  בּאֹ וְאַרְאֲךָ דּוּגְמָתָן בָּ

רְנְגוֹלֶת.  לֵיהּ תַּ

רֵישׁ: עֲתִידִים  דָּ מְלִיאֵל וְקָא  גַּ ן  רַבָּ וְתוּ יָתֵיב 
אֱמַר:  נֶּ כָל יוֹם, שֶׁ ירוֹת בְּ מּוֹצִיאִין פֵּ אִילָנוֹת שֶׁ
כָל יוֹם –  ה פֶרִי״, מֶה עָנָף בְּ א עָנָף וְעָשָׂ “וְנָשָׂ
לְמִיד,  כָל יוֹם. לִיגְלֵג עָלָיו אוֹתוֹ תַּ רִי בְּ אַף פְּ
מֶשׁ״!  ָ חַת הַשּׁ ל חָדָשׁ תַּ אָמַר: וְהָכְתִיב “אֵין כָּ
עוֹלָם הַזֶּה,  אָמַר לֵיהּ: בּאֹ וְאַרְאֲךָ דּוּגְמָתָם בָּ

נְפַק אַחֲוֵי לֵיהּ צְלָ.ף 

עֲתִידָה  רֵישׁ:  דָּ וְקָא  מְלִיאֵל  גַּ ן  רַבָּ יָתֵיב  וְתוּ 
וּכְלֵי  לוּסְקָאוֹת  גְּ תּוֹצִיא  שֶׁ רָאֵל  יִשְׂ אֶרֶץ 
אָרֶץ״.  בָּ ר  בַּ ת  פִסַּ “יְהִי  אֱמַר  נֶּ שֶׁ מֵילָת, 
ל  כָּ “אֵין  וְאָמַר:  לְמִיד,  תַּ אוֹתוֹ  עָלָיו  לִיגְלֵג 
מֶשׁ״! אָמַר לֵיהּ: בּאֹ וְאַרְאֲךָ  ָ חַת הַשּׁ חָדָשׁ תַּ
מֵיהִין  עוֹלָם הַזֶּה, נְפַק אַחֲוֵי לֵיהּ כְּ דּוּגְמָתָן בָּ
ר קוּרָא. לֵי מֵילָת – נַבְרָא בַּ וּפִטְרִיּוֹת, וְאַכְּ

Your wife is my wife – י תִּ ךָ אִשְׁ תְּ  The man who :אִשְׁ
came to Rabbi Yehuda Hanasi claimed in the course 
of a confession that Rabbi Yehuda Hanasi’s wife had 
been unfaithful, and that Rabbi Yehuda Hanasi was 
not the father of her children. The man who came 
before Rabbi Ĥiyya made a similar claim. Although 
these are very serious charges, the Sages did not 
consider it proper to argue with those who brought 
them. Therefore, they found a way to discreetly be 
rid of these people.

From impudent people and from insolence – מֵעַזֵּי 
נִים  In tractate Kiddushin ( 70b), the Sages :פָנִים וּמֵעַזּוּת פָּ
state that impudence is an indication of tarnished 
lineage, as one of distinguished lineage is shy and 
modest. Therefore, impudence became known as a 
characteristic of a mamzer.

Rabban Gamliel and the student – מְלִיאֵל גַּ ן   רַבָּ
לְמִיד  Rabban Gamliel spoke metaphorically :וְהַתַּ
when he explained that in messianic times there 
will be plenty in the world and life will be much easier 
and more comfortable. However, the student did not 
understand his metaphors and thought they were to 
be taken literally. This led the student to challenge 
Rabban Gamliel with a verse from the Bible. There-
fore, the Sages said that Rabban Gamliel acted in 
accordance with the maxim: Answer a fool according 
to his folly. Since that student was a fool and asked 
questions that indicated his lack of understanding, 
the response was in kind (Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna).

notes

Caper bush – צְלָף: The most common species of 
caper bush in Israel is the thorny caper bush, Cap-
paris spinosa, a thorny, deciduous bush that grows 
to a height of 1.5 m. Its rounded leaves range in color 
from purple to green and alongside each leaf there 
is a pair of thorns. The caper has large white flowers, 
approximately 6 cm in diameter, with purple stamens.

The buds of the caper bush, the kaprisin, from 
the Greek κάππαρις, kapparis, meaning caper bush 
or fruit of the caper bush, are the buds of flowers 
that have not yet bloomed. Nowadays, in Provence, 
Greece, and other Mediterranean countries, the 
caper-bush is grown primarily for its buds, which 
are pickled and eaten. 

If not harvested, these buds open into new flow-
ers on a daily basis and are then pollinated and wither 
on that same day. The evyona, the ripe berry of the 
caper bush, is similar in shape to a date or small 
squash and grows to 6 cm. 

The young fronds are apparently the caper bush’s 
young, purple-green branches and their leaves, 
which in ancient times were pickled and eaten. They 
are called shuta in Aramaic.

Botanically, the fruit of the caper bush is the berry, 
which even today is generally eaten pickled.

Flower of the caper bush

background



144  Perek II . 31a . ׳ב רקפ ף לא.ד 

Since the Gemara discussed the forbearance of Sages, who 
remain silent in the face of nonsensical comments, it cites 
additional relevant examples. The Sages taught in a baraita: 
A person should always be patient like Hillelh and not 
impatient like Shammai. The Gemara related: There was 
an incident involving two people 

who wagered with each other and said: Anyone who will 
go and aggravate Hillel to the point that he reprimands him, 
will taken four-hundred zuz. One of them said: I will ag-
gravate him. That day that he chose to bother Hillel was 
Shabbat eve, and Hillel was washing the hair on his head. 
He went and passed the entrance to Hillel’s house and in 
a demeaning manner said: Who here is Hillel, who here is 
Hillel? Hillel wrapped himself in a dignified garment and 
went out to greet him. He said to him: My son, what do 
you seek? He said to him: I have a question to ask. Hillel 
said to him: Ask, my son, ask. The man asked him: Why 
are the heads of Babylonians oval? He was alluding to and 
attempting to insult Hillel, who was Babylonian. He said to 
him: My son, you have asked a significant question.n The 
reason is because they do not have clever midwives. They 
do not know how to shape the child’s head at birth. 

That man went and waited one hour, a short while, re-
turned to look for Hillel, and said: Who here is Hillel, who 
here is Hillel? Again, Hillel wrapped himself and went out 
to greet him. Hillel said to him: My son, what do you seek? 
The man said to him: I have a question to ask. He said to 
him: Ask, my son, ask. The man asked: Why are the eyes 
of the residents of Tadmor bleary [terutot]?l Hillel said to 
him: My son, you have asked a significant question. The 
reason is because they live among the sands and the sand 
gets into their eyes. 

Once again the man went, waited one hour, returned, and 
said: Who here is Hillel, who here is Hillel? Again, he, 
Hillel, wrapped himself and went out to greet him. He said 
to him: My son, what do you seek? He said to him: I have 
a question to ask. He said to him: Ask, my son, ask. The 
man asked: Why do Africansb have wide feet? Hillel said 
to him: You have asked a significant question. The reason 
is because they live in marshlands and their feet widened 
to enable them to walk through those swampy areas. 

That man said to him: I have many more questions to ask, 
but I am afraid lest you get angry. Hillel wrapped himself 
and sat before him, and he said to him: All of the ques-
tions that you have to ask, ask them. The man got angry 
and said to him: Are you Hillel whom they call the Nasi 
of Israel? He said to him: Yes. He said to him: If it is you, 
then may there not be many like you in Israel. Hillel said 
to him: My son, for what reason do you say this? The man 
said to him: Because I lost four hundred zuzb because of 
you. Hillel said to him: Be vigilant of your spirit and avoid 
situations of this sort. Hillel is worthy of having you lose 
four hundred zuz and another four hundred zuz on his 
account, and Hillel will not get upset. 

ל  הִלֵּ כְּ עַנְוְותָן  אָדָם  יְהֵא  לְעוֹלָם  נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
נֵי  בְּ נֵי  שְׁ בִּ ה  מַעֲשֶׂ אי.  מַּ שַׁ כְּ דָן  קַפְּ יְהֵא  וְאַל 

NOTESאָדָם
The Sages sought to suppress the Book of Eccle-
siastes – שׁוּ חֲכָמִים לִגְנוֹז סֵפֶר קהֶֹלֶת קְּ  The proposed :בִּ
suppression of Ecclesiastes was not an attempt to 
repudiate its contents. Rather, the Sages feared that 
its apparent contradictions would confuse those who 
study it. Nevertheless, since they found significant 
Torah content in Ecclesiastes, they made the effort 
to resolve the contradictions.

Your wife is my wife – י תִּ ךָ אִשְׁ תְּ  The man who :אִשְׁ
came to Rabbi claimed in the course of a confession 
that Rabbi’s wife was unfaithful, and that Rabbi was 
not the father of her children. The man who came 
before Rabbi Ĥiyya made a similar claim. Although 
these are very serious charges, the Sages did not 
consider it proper to argue with those who brought 
them. Therefore, they found a way to discreetly be 
rid of these people.

From impudent people and from insolence – מֵעַזֵּי 
נִים  In tractate Kiddushin ( 70b), the Sages :פָנִים וּמֵעַזּוּת פָּ
state that impudence is an indication of tarnished 
lineage, as one of distinguished lineage is shy and 
modest. Therefore, impudence became known as a 
characteristic of a mamzer.

Rabban Gamliel and the student – מְלִיאֵל גַּ ן   רַבָּ
לְמִיד  Rabban Gamliel spoke metaphorically :וְהַתַּ
when he explained that in messianic times there 
will be plenty in the world and life will be much easier 
and more comfortable. However, the student did not 
understand his metaphors and thought they were to 
be taken literally. This led the student to challenge 
Rabban Gamliel with biblical verses. Therefore, the 
Sages said that Rabban Gamliel acted in accordance 
with the maxim: Answer a fool according to his folly. 
Since that student was a fool and asked questions 
that indicated his lack of understanding, the response 
should be in kind (Rambam, Commentary on the 
Mishna).

HALAKHA
Cut up a carcass and place it before the dogs – 
לָבִים לִפְנֵי הַכְּ ח  וְהַנַּ נְבֵלָה  -On Shabbat, it is per :חֲתוֹךְ 
mitted to cut up an animal carcass that is difficult 
for dogs to eat when whole, even if the animal died 
on Shabbat. However, it is prohibited to do so if the 
dogs are able to eat the carcass uncut (Rambam Sefer 

Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:18; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 384:7).

And with regard to your father, place a loaf of 
bread or an infant on top of him and move him – 
ינוֹק וְטַלְטְלוֹ ר אוֹ תִּ כָּ ח עָלָיו כִּ  On Shabbat, it :וְאָבִיךָ – הַנַּ
is permitted to move a corpse that is lying in a place 
where it might be disgraced, by placing upon it a loaf 
of bread or an infant or any other objects that may be 
moved on Shabbat (Mishna Berura). If there is neither 
bread nor an infant available, but one has two beds 
available, he may move the corpse by continuously 
rolling it from one bed to the other until he moves it 
to a more suitable place. If neither of those options is 
available, he may simply move the corpse. 

All of the above applies to moving the corpse 
within a single domain. However, moving a corpse 
from one domain to another is not permitted under 
any circumstances (Shulĥan Arukh). According to 
many of the later commentaries, one is permitted to 
move a corpse into a karmelit or even into another 
domain to prevent dishonoring the dead. Some 
commentaries add that it is preferable to move the 
corpse without bread or an infant to minimize what is 
being carried from one domain to another on Shab-
bat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:21; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 311:1). 

The joy of a mitzva – ל מִצְוָה מְחָה שֶׁ  The Rambam :שִׂ
wrote: The joy of performing mitzvot and in serving 
God Who commanded them…is a great service…
and there is no greatness and honor other than being 
joyful before God, as it is stated: “King David leaping 
and dancing before God” (II Samuel, 6:16; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka VeLulav 8:15).

For the Divine Presence does not rest upon man 
through sadness…but rather through the joy of 
a mitzva – א כִינָה שׁוֹרָה לאֹ מִתּוֹךְ עַצְבוּת…אֶלָּ אֵין שְׁ  שֶׁ
מִצְוָה ל  שֶׁ מְחָה  שִׂ בַר  דְּ  None of the prophets :מִתּוֹךְ 
could prophesy at will. Rather, they would meditate 
in solitude, focus their thoughts, and fill their hearts 
with joy. By the same token, the prophetic spirit does 
not rest upon one who is sad or lazy, but only upon 
one filled with joy. Therefore, the novice prophets 
would play the drums, lyres, flutes and harps while 
the prophets sought to prophesy (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Yesodei HaTorah 7:4).

A person should always be patient like Hillel, etc. – 
ל וכו׳ הִלֵּ  To the best of one’s :לְעוֹלָם יְהֵא אָדָם עַנְוְותָן כְּ
ability, one should adopt the trait of patience and 

humility, distancing himself from arrogance and an-
ger, as per the Gemara’s depiction of Hillel (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 2:3).

LANGUAGE
Garden [bustana] – נָא  From the Persian :בּוּסְתָּ
bostan, meaning, a fragrant place, i.e., a garden or 
orchard.

BACKGROUND
A caper-bush – צְלָף: The most common species of 
caper-bush in Israel is the thorny caper-bush (Cap-
paris spinosa), a thorny, deciduous bush that grows 
to a height of 1.5 m. Its rounded leaves range in color 
from purple to green and alongside each leaf there is 
a pair of thorns. The caper has large white flowers, ap-
proximately 6 cm in diameter, with purple stamens.

The buds of the caper-bush, the kaprisin, from the 
Greek {GREEK}, kapris, meaning caper-bush or fruit 
of the caper-bush, are the buds of flowers that have 
not yet bloomed. Nowadays, in Provence, Greece 
and other Mediterranean countries, the caper-bush 
is grown primarily for its buds, which are pickled and 
eaten. 

If not harvested, these buds open into new flow-
ers on a daily basis and are then pollinated and wither 
on that same day. The ripe berries of the caper-bush, 
the evyona, is similar in shape to a date or small 
squash, and grows to 6 cm. 

The young fronds are apparently the caper-bush’s 
young, purple-green branches and their leaves, 
which in ancient times were pickled and eaten; they 
are called shuta in Aramaic.

Botanically, the fruit of the caper-bush is the berry, 
which is generally eaten pickled, even today.

Flower of the caper-bush

לא.

Perek II
Daf 31  Amud a

יֵּלֵךְ  שֶׁ מִי  ל  כָּ אָמְרוּ:  זֶה,  אֶת  זֶה  הִמְרוּ  שֶׁ
זוּז.  מֵאוֹת  ע  אַרְבָּ יִטּוֹל   – ל  הִלֵּ אֶת  וְיַקְנִיט 
אָמַר אֶחָד מֵהֶם: אֲנִי אַקְנִיטֶנּוּ. אוֹתוֹ הַיּוֹם 
ל חָפַף אֶת ראֹשׁוֹ. הָלַךְ  ת הָיָה, וְהִלֵּ בָּ עֶרֶב שַׁ
ל? מִי  אן הִלֵּ יתוֹ, אָמַר: מִי כָּ תַח בֵּ וְעָבַר עַל פֶּ
ף וְיָצָא לִקְרָאתוֹ. אָמַר לוֹ:  ל? נִתְעַטֵּ אן הִלֵּ כָּ
אֵלָה יֵשׁ  שׁ? אָמַר לוֹ: שְׁ ה מְבַקֵּ נִי, מָה אַתָּ בְּ
נֵי  אַל! מִפְּ נִי, שְׁ אַל בְּ אוֹל. אָמַר לוֹ: שְׁ לִי לִשְׁ
אָמַר  לּוֹת?  סְגַלְגַּ בְלִיִּים  בַּ ל  שֶׁ יהֶן  רָאשֵׁ מָה 
אֵין  נֵי שֶׁ אַלְתָּ – מִפְּ דוֹלָה שָׁ אֵלָה גְּ נִי, שְׁ לוֹ: בְּ

חוֹת.  קְּ לָהֶם אֲחָיוֹת פִּ

אן  עָה אַחַת, חָזַר וְאָמַר: מִי כָּ ין שָׁ הָלַךְ וְהִמְתִּ
ף וְיָצָא לִקְרָאתוֹ.  ל? נִתְעַטֵּ אן הִלֵּ ל? מִי כָּ הִלֵּ
לוֹ:  אָמַר  שׁ?  מְבַקֵּ ה  אַתָּ מָה  נִי,  בְּ לוֹ:  אָמַר 
אַל  שְׁ לוֹ:  אָמַר  אוֹל.  לִשְׁ לִי  יֵשׁ  אֵלָה  שְׁ
רְמוֹדִיִּין  תַּ ל  שֶׁ עֵינֵיהֶן  מָה  נֵי  מִפְּ אַל!  שְׁ נִי,  בְּ
דוֹלָה  גְּ אֵלָה  שְׁ נִי,  בְּ לוֹ:  אָמַר  רוּטוֹת?  תְּ

ין הַחוֹלוֹת.  רִין בֵּ דָּ נֵי שֶׁ אַלְתָּ – מִפְּ שָׁ

אן  עָה אַחַת, חָזַר וְאָמַר: מִי כָּ ין שָׁ הָלַךְ וְהִמְתִּ
ף וְיָצָא לִקְרָאתוֹ.  ל? נִתְעַטֵּ אן הִלֵּ ל? מִי כָּ הִלֵּ
לוֹ:  אָמַר  שׁ?  מְבַקֵּ ה  אַתָּ מָה  נִי,  בְּ לוֹ:  אָמַר 
נִי,  בְּ אַל  שְׁ לוֹ:  אָמַר  אוֹל.  לִשְׁ לִי  יֵשׁ  אֵלָה  שְׁ
אַפְרְקִיִּים  ל  שֶׁ רַגְלֵיהֶם  מָה  נֵי  מִפְּ אַל!  שְׁ
דוֹלָה  גְּ אֵלָה  שְׁ נִי,  בְּ לוֹ:  אָמַר  רְחָבוֹת? 

יִם. צְעֵי הַמַּ ין בִּ רִין בֵּ דָּ נֵי שֶׁ אַלְתָּ – מִפְּ שָׁ

אוֹל,  לִשְׁ לִי  יֵשׁ  ה  הַרְבֵּ אֵלוֹת  שְׁ לוֹ:  אָמַר 
ב  וְיָשַׁ ף  נִתְעַטֵּ כְעוֹס.  תִּ א  מָּ שֶׁ אֲנִי  וּמִתְיָרֵא 
לְךָ  יֵשׁ  שֶׁ אֵלוֹת  שְׁ ל  כָּ לוֹ:  אָמַר  לְפָנָיו, 
ל  הִלֵּ הוּא  ה  אַתָּ לוֹ:  אָמַר  אַל.  שְׁ  – אוֹל  לִשְׁ
הֵן.  לוֹ:  אָמַר  רָאֵל?  יִשְׂ יא  נְשִׂ קּוֹרִין אוֹתְךָ  שֶׁ
מוֹתְךָ  ה הוּא – לּאֹ יִרְבּוּ כְּ אָמַר לוֹ: אִם אַתָּ
נֵי מָה? אָמַר לוֹ:  נִי, מִפְּ רָאֵל. אָמַר לוֹ: בְּ יִשְׂ בְּ
זוּז.  מֵאוֹת  ע  אַרְבָּ יָדְךָ  עַל  י  דְתִּ אִבַּ שֶׁ נֵי  מִפְּ
ל  הִלֵּ הוּא  דַי  כְּ רוּחֲךָ,  בְּ זָהִיר  הֱוֵי  לוֹ:  אָמַר 
ע  וְאַרְבָּ זוּז  מֵאוֹת  ע  אַרְבָּ יָדוֹ  עַל  ד  אַבֵּ תְּ שֶׁ

יד. ל לאֹ יַקְפִּ מֵאוֹת זוּז – וְהִלֵּ

A person should always be patient like Hillel, etc. – לְעוֹלָם 
ל וכו׳ הִלֵּ  To the best of one’s ability, one should :יְהֵא אָדָם עַנְוְותָן כְּ
adopt the trait of patience and humility, distancing himself 
from arrogance and anger, as per the Gemara’s depiction of 
Hillel (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 2:3).

halakha

They said that anyone who will go and aggravate Hillel 
will take, etc. – יִטּוֹל וכו׳ ל  וְיַקְנִיט אֶת הִלֵּ יֵּלֵךְ  שֶׁ ל מִי  כָּ  The :אָמְרוּ 
attempt to provoke Hillel combined several factors, each of 
which was aggravating. The first was the choice of the day and 
time. Shabbat eve is a busy time, in general, and the person 
chose to disturb Hillel while he was washing his hair. Hillel 
was forced to interrupt his shampoo in order to respond. The 
second factor was the contemptuous manner in which he ad-
dressed Hillel, as if he did not know who Hillel was. Finally, the 
series of ridiculous questions with inflammatory implications 
was particularly irritating (Maharsha).

You have asked a significant question – ָּאַלְת דוֹלָה שָׁ אֵלָה גְּ  :שְׁ
Hillel’s approach was to respond seriously and deliberately to 
anyone who asked him a question. If the questioner was turned 
away and embarrassed when asking a frivolous question, he 
would not return to ask significant questions that required 
meaningful answers (Iyyun Ya’akov). 

notes

Bleary [terutot] – רוּטוֹת  There are several opinions as to the :תְּ
origin of this word and its meaning. One possibility is that it 
is a derivative of the Greek verb δρύπτειν, to tear. Another 
possibility is the Latin teres, genitive teretis, meaning round.

language

Tadmorians and Africans – וְאַפְרְקִיִּים רְמוֹדִיִּים  -The Tadmo :תַּ
rians are the residents of Tadmor, Palmyra, a city located in 
the heart of the Syrian desert and visited by sandstorms from 
time to time. 

The Africans mentioned here are apparently the inhabitants 
of the southern Nile Valley, the swampy regions adjacent to 
southern Sudan.

Four hundred zuz – ע מֵאוֹת זוּז -The easiest way to appreci :אַרְבָּ
ate the value of this sum is by quantifying its buying power. 
Four hundred zuz was approximately four months’ salary.

background
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The Sages taught: There was an incident involving one gentile 
who came before Shammai. The gentile said to Shammai: How 
many Torahs do you have? He said to him: Two, the Written 
Torah and the Oral Torah. The gentile said to him: With regard 
to the Written Torah, I believe you, but with regard to the Oral 
Torah, I do not believe you. Convert me on condition that you 
will teach me only the Written Torah. Shammai scolded him and 
cast him out with reprimand. The same gentile came before 
Hillel, who converted him and began teaching him Torah. On 
the first day, he showed him the letters of the alphabet and said 
to him: Alef, bet, gimmel, dalet. The next day he reversed the 
order of the letters and told him that an alef is a tav and so on. The 
convert said to him: But yesterday you did not tell me that. Hil-
lel said to him: You see that it is impossible to learn what is writ-
ten without relying on an oral tradition. Didn’t you rely on me? 
Therefore, you should also rely on me with regard to the matter 
of the Oral Torah, and accept the interpretations that it contains. 

There was another incident involving one gentile who came 
before Shammai and said to Shammai: Convert me on condi-
tion that you teach me the entire Torah while I am standing on 
one foot.n Shammai pushed him away with the builder’s cubit 
in his hand. This was a common measuring stick and Shammai 
was a builder by trade. The same gentile came before Hillel. He 
converted him and said to him: That which is hateful to you do 
not do to another;n that is the entire Torah, and the rest is its 
interpretation. Go study.

There was another incident involving one gentile who was pass-
ing behind the study hall and heard the voice of a teacher who 
was teaching Torah to his students and saying the verse: “And 
these are the garmentsb which they shall make: A breastplate, 
and an efod, and a robe, and a tunic of checkered work, a mitre, 
and a girdle” (Exodus 28:4). The gentile said: These garments, 
for whom are they designated? The students said to him: For the 
High Priest. The gentile said to himself: I will go and convert 
so that they will install me as High Priest. He came before 
Shammai and said to him: Convert me on condition that you 
install me as High Priest. Shammai pushed him with the build-
er’s cubit in his hand. He came before Hillel; he converted him. 

Hillel said to him, to the convert: Is it not the way of the world 
that only one who knows the protocols [takhsisei]l of royalty is 
appointed king? Go and learn the royal protocols by engaging 
in Torah study. He went and read the Bible. When he reached 
the verse which says: “And the common man that draws near 
shall be put to death” (Numbers 1:51), the convert said to Hillel: 
With regard to whom is the verse speaking? Hillel said to him: 
Even with regard to David, king of Israel. The convert reasoned 
an a fortiori inference himself: If the Jewish people are called 
God’s children, and due to the love that God loved them he 
called them: “Israel is My son, My firstborn” (Exodus 4:22), and 
nevertheless it is written about them: And the common man 
that draws near shall be put to death; a mere convert who came 
without merit, with nothing more than his staff and traveling bag, 
all the more so that this applies to him, as well. 

The convert came before Shammai and told him that he retracts 
his demand to appoint him High Priest, saying: Am I at all worthy 
to be High Priest? Is it not written in the Torah: And the com-
mon man that draws near shall be put to death? He came before 
Hillel and said to him: Hillel the patient, may blessings rest 
upon your head as you brought me under the wings of the Di-
vine Presence. The Gemara relates: Eventually, the three con-
verts gathered together in one place, and they said: Shammai’s 
impatience sought to drive us from the world; Hillel’s patience 
brought us beneath the wings of the Divine Presence.n 

לִפְנֵי  א  בָּ שֶׁ אֶחָד  גוֹי  בְּ ה  מַעֲשֶׂ נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
ה תּוֹרוֹת יֵשׁ לָכֶם? אָמַר  מָּ אי, אָמַר לוֹ: כַּ מַּ שַׁ
ה.  עַל פֶּ בְּ כְתָב וְתוֹרָה שֶׁ בִּ יִם, תּוֹרָה שֶׁ תַּ לוֹ: שְׁ
עַל  בְּ וְשֶׁ מַאֲמִינְךָ,  אֲנִי   – כְתָב  בִּ שֶׁ לוֹ:  אָמַר 
דֵנִי  לַמְּ תְּ יְּירֵנִי עַל מְנָת שֶׁ ה – אֵינִי מַאֲמִינְךָ. גַּ פֶּ
א  נְזִיפָה. בָּ עַר בּוֹ וְהוֹצִיאוֹ בִּ כְתָב. גָּ בִּ תּוֹרָה שֶׁ
לֵיהּ:  אָמַר  א  קַמָּ יוֹמָא  יְּירֵיהּ,  גַּ  – ל  הִלֵּ לִפְנֵי 
יךְ לֵיהּ. אָמַר לֵיהּ: וְהָא  א״ב ג״ד, לְמָחָר אַפֵּ
אֶתְמוֹל לָא אֲמַרְתְּ לִי הָכִי?! אָמַר לֵיהּ: לָאו 
סְמוֹךְ  נַמִי  ה  פֶּ עַל  דְּ  ? סָמְכַתְּ קָא  ידִי  דִּ עֲלַי 

עֲלַי.

אי,  מַּ שַׁ לִפְנֵי  א  בָּ שֶׁ אֶחָד  גוֹי  בְּ ה  מַעֲשֶׂ שׁוּב 
ל הַתּוֹרָה  דֵנִי כָּ לַמְּ תְּ יְּירֵנִי עַל מְנָת שֶׁ אָמַר לוֹ: גַּ
חָפוֹ  דְּ אַחַת.  רֶגֶל  עַל  עוֹמֵד  אֲנִי  שֶׁ כְּ הּ  כּוּלָּ
יְּירֵיהּ.  ל, גַּ א לִפְנֵי הִלֵּ יָדוֹ. בָּ בְּ נְיָן שֶׁ ת הַבִּ אַמַּ בְּ
עֲבֵיד – זוֹ  עֲלָךְ סְנֵי לְחַבְרָךְ לָא תַּ אָמַר לוֹ: דַּ
הּ  ירוּשָׁ פֵּ  – וְאִידָךְ  הּ,  כּוּלָּ הַתּוֹרָה  ל  כָּ הִיא 

מוֹ.ר הוּא, זִיל גְּ

הָיָה עוֹבֵר אֲחוֹרֵי  גוֹי אֶחָד שֶׁ ה בְּ שׁוּב מַעֲשֶׂ
הָיָה אוֹמֵר:  מַע קוֹל סוֹפֵר שֶׁ דְרָשׁ, וְשָׁ ית הַמִּ בֵּ
וְאֵפוֹד״.  ן  יַעֲשׂוּ חוֹשֶׁ ר  גָדִים אֲשֶׁ הַבְּ ה  “וְאֵלֶּ
דוֹל, אָמַר  לוּ לְמִי? אָמְרוּ לוֹ: לְכהֵֹן גָּ אָמַר: הַלָּ
בִיל  שְׁ בִּ יֵּיר,  וְאֶתְגַּ אֵלֵךְ  עַצְמוֹ:  בְּ גּוֹי  אוֹתוֹ 
אי, אָמַר  מַּ א לִפְנֵי שַׁ דוֹל. בָּ ימוּנִי כּהֵֹן גָּ יְּשִׂ שֶׁ
דוֹל.  גָּ כּהֵֹן  ימֵנִי  שִׂ תְּ שֶׁ מְנָת  עַל  יְּירֵנִי  גַּ לֵיהּ: 
ל –  א לִפְנֵי הִלֵּ יָדוֹ. בָּ בְּ נְיָן שֶׁ ת הַבִּ אַמַּ חָפוֹ בְּ דְּ

יְּירֵיהּ.  גַּ

יּוֹדֵעַ  א מִי שֶׁ לוּם מַעֲמִידִין מֶלֶךְ אֶלָּ אָמַר לוֹ: כְּ
טַכְסִיסֵי מַלְכוּת? לֵךְ לְמוֹד טַכְסִיסֵי מַלְכוּת. 
רֵב יוּמָת״  יעַ “וְהַזָּר הַקָּ הִגִּ יוָן שֶׁ הָלַךְ וְקָרָא, כֵּ
אָמַר לֵיהּ: מִקְרָא זֶה עַל מִי נֶאֱמַר? אָמַר לוֹ: 
ר  א אוֹתוֹ גֵּ רָאֵל. נָשָׂ וִד מֶלֶךְ יִשְׂ אֲפִילוּ עַל דָּ
קְרְאוּ  נִּ שֶׁ רָאֵל  יִּשְׂ וּמַה  עַצְמוֹ:  בְּ וָחוֹמֶר  קַל 
אֲהֵבָם קָרָא  קוֹם, וּמִתּוֹךְ אַהֲבָה שֶׁ נִים לַמָּ בָּ
תִיב עֲלֵיהֶם:  רָאֵל״ – כְּ נִי בְכוֹרִי יִשְׂ לָהֶם: “בְּ
לוֹ  מַקְּ בְּ א  בָּ שֶׁ ל  הַקַּ ר  גֵּ יוּמָת״,  רֵב  הַקָּ “וְהַזָּר 

ה!  ה וְכַמָּ מָּ וּבְתַרְמִילוֹ – עַל אַחַת כַּ

אֲנִי  רָאוּי  לוּם  כְּ לוֹ:  אָמַר  אי,  מַּ שַׁ לִפְנֵי  א  בָּ
תּוֹרָה: “וְהַזָּר  תִיב בַּ לִהְיוֹת כּהֵֹן גָדוֹל? וַהֲלאֹ כְּ
ל, אָמַר לוֹ: עַנְוְותָן  א לִפְנֵי הִלֵּ רֵב יוּמָת״! בָּ הַקָּ
נִי  הִקְרַבְתַּ ךָ שֶׁ רָכוֹת עַל ראֹשְׁ ל, יָנוּחוּ לְךָ בְּ הִלֵּ
ן  תָּ לָשְֹׁ וגוּ שְׁ וְּ כִינָה. לְיָמִים נִזְדַּ ְ נְפֵי הַשּׁ חַת כַּ תַּ
אי  מַּ שַׁ ל  שֶׁ דָנוּתוֹ  קַפְּ אָמְרוּ:  אֶחָד,  לְמָקוֹם 
ל  ה לְטוֹרְדֵנוּ מִן הָעוֹלָם, עַנְוְותָנוּתוֹ שֶׁ קְשָׁ בִּ

כִינָה. ְ נְפֵי הַשּׁ חַת כַּ ל קֵרְבָנוּ תַּ הִלֵּ

On one foot – עַל רֶגֶל אַחַת: Apparently, his intention 
was to ask the Sage for a single fundamental principle, 
one foot, upon which all of Judaism is based. Indeed, 
just as Hillel based the Torah upon this single principle, 
so too Rabbi Akiva and ben Azzai later attempted to 
formulate the same concept in different, broader terms 
(Maharsha).

That which is hateful to you do not do to another – 
עֲבֵיד עֲלָךְ סְנֵי לְחַבְרָךְ לָא תַּ  This phrase appears in the :דַּ
Aramaic translation, Targum Yonatan, of the Torah verse : 
“And you shall love your neighbor as yourself” (Leviticus 
19:18). It is not a precise translation; rather, it is a limited 
interpretation. It does not express the positive mitzva 
to love another, but the prohibition, proscribing actions 
harmful to others. Apparently, Hillel sought to express 
through this principle that at the basis of the Torah are 
those mitzvot, which are fundamental principles that 
may be universally applied (Maharsha). 

Accepting converts – רִים גֵּ לָת   In practice, people :קַבָּ
like the ones Hillel converted are not accepted as con-
verts because the halakha insists that a convert accept 
upon himself the entire Torah without intention to ac-
crue personal benefit. However, Hillel apparently relied 
on the fact that these converts could eventually accept 
Judaism in its entirety at a later time.

notes

And these are the garments, etc. – גָדִים וכו׳ ה הַבְּ  :וְאֵלֶּ
These are the priestly garments worn by the High Priest, 
also referred to as the golden garments (Exodus 28). 
Four of them, the breastplate, the efod, the robe, and 
the frontplate, were unique to the High Priest. Four 
other garments, the trousers, the tunic, the sash, and 
the miter, resembled those worn by common priests. 
There was a debate among the Sages whether the sash 
worn by the High Priest was identical to that worn by 
the common priests. It appears that the miters differed, 
at least in the way they were worn.

Priestly garments

Background

Protocols [takhsisei] – טַכְסִיסֵי: From the Greek τάξις, 
taxis, which means, among other things, order, protocol, 
and observances.

language
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The Gemara continues discussing the conduct of the Sages, cit-
ing that Reish Lakish said: What is the meaning of that which 
is written: “And the faith of your times shall be a strength of 
salvation, wisdom, and knowledge, the fear of the Lord is his 
treasure” (Isaiah 33:6)? Faith; that is the order of Zera’im, 
Seeds, in the Mishna, because a person has faith in God and 
plants his seeds ( Jerusalem Talmud). Your times; that is the 
order of Moed, Festival, which deals with the various occasions 
and Festivals that occur throughout the year. Strength; that is 
the order of Nashim,n Women. Salvations; that is the order of 
Nezikin, Damages, as one who is being pursued is rescued from 
the hands of his pursuer. Wisdom; that is the order of Ko-
dashim, Consecrated Items. And knowledge; that is the order 
of Teharot, Purity, which is particularly difficult to master. And 
even if a person studies and masters all of these, “the fear of the 
Lord is his treasure,” it is preeminent. 

With regard to the same verse, Rava said: After departing from 
this world, when a person is brought to judgment for the life 
he lived in this world, they say to him in the order of that verse: 
Did you conduct business faithfully?h Did you designate 
times for Torah study?h Did you engage in procreation? Did 
you await salvation? Did you engage in the dialectics of wis-
dom or understand one matter from another? And, neverthe-
less, beyond all these, if the fear of the Lord is his treasure, yes, 
he is worthy, and if not, no, none of these accomplishments 
have any value. There is a parable that illustrates this. A person 
who said to his emissary: Bring a kor of wheat up to the attic 
for me to store there. The messenger went and brought it up 
for him. He said to the emissary: Did you mix a kav of 
ĥomton,l a preservative to keep away worms, into it for me? He 
said to him: No. He said to him: If so, it would have been pref-
erable had you not brought it up. Of what use is worm-infest-
ed wheat? Likewise, Torah and mitzvot without the fear of God 
are of no value. 

On a related note, the Gemara cites a halakha that was taught 
in the school of Rabbi Yishmael: A person who sells wheat 
may, ab initio, mix a kav of ĥomton into a korb of grain and need 
not be concerned that by selling it all at the price of grain he 
will be guilty of theft, as the kav of ĥomton is essential for the 
preservation of the wheat. 

Rabba bar Rav Huna said: Any person who has Torah in him 
but does not have 

fear of Heaven is like a treasurer [gizbar]l to whom they gave 
keys to the inner doors of the treasury but they did not give 
keys to the outer door. With what key will he enter? Although 
the Torah is the inner key, without fear of Heaven one cannot 
gain access to the genuine Torah. Similarly, Rabbi Yannai would 
proclaim: Woe unto one who does not have a courtyard, and 
who makes a fence for the courtyard, i.e., a person who lacks 
fear of Heaven and is nevertheless involved in Torah study. Rav 
Yehuda said: The Holy One, Blessed be He, only created His 
world so that people would fear before Him, as it is stated: 

“And God has so made it that men should fear before Him” 
(Ecclesiastes 3:14). 

“וְהָיָה  כְתִיב:  דִּ מַאי  לָקִישׁ,  רֵישׁ  אָמַר 
חָכְמַת  יְשׁוּעוֹת  חוֹסֶן  יךָ  עִתֶּ אֱמוּנַת 
זְרָעִים,  סֵדֶר  זֶה  ‘אֱמוּנַת׳   – וגו׳״  וָדָעַת 
זֶה   – ‘חוֹסֶן׳  מוֹעֵד,  סֵדֶר  זֶה   – יךָ׳  ‘עִתֶּ
נְזִיקִין,  ‘יְשׁוּעוֹת׳ – זֶה סֵדֶר  ים,  נָשִׁ סֵדֶר 
 – ‘וָדָעַת׳  ים,  קָדָשִׁ סֵדֶר  זֶה   – ‘חָכְמַת׳ 
זֶה סֵדֶר טְהָרוֹת. וַאֲפִילּוּ הָכִי “יִרְאַת ה׳ 

הִיא אוֹצָרוֹ״. 

ין  כְנִיסִין אָדָם לַדִּ מַּ עָה שֶׁ שָׁ אָמַר רָבָא: בְּ
אֱמוּנָה,  בֶּ וְנָתַתָּ  אתָ  נָשָׂ לוֹ:  אוֹמְרִים 
פְרִיָּה  בִּ עָסַקְתָּ  לַתּוֹרָה,  ים  עִתִּ קָבַעְתָּ 
חָכְמָה,  לְתָּ בְּ לְפַּ יתָ לִישׁוּעָה, פִּ וּרְבִיָּה, צִפִּ
בָר? וַאֲפִילּוּ הָכִי: אִי  בָר מִתּוֹךְ דָּ הֵבַנְתָּ דָּ
יִרְאַת ה׳ הִיא אוֹצָרוֹ – אִין, אִי לָא – לָא. 
לוּחוֹ: הַעֲלֵה לִי  אָמַר לִשְׁ ל לְאָדָם שֶׁ מָשָׁ
ין לָעֲלִיָּיה. הָלַךְ וְהֶעֱלָה לוֹ. אָמַר  כּוֹר חִיטִּ
הֶן קַב חוֹמְטוֹן? אָמַר לוֹ:  לוֹ: עֵירַבְתָּ לִי בָּ
לָאו. אָמַר לוֹ: מוּטָב אִם לאֹ הֶעֱלֵיתָהּ.

אָדָם  מְעָרֵב  מָעֵאל:  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ בֵי  דְּ נָא  תָּ
וְאֵינוֹ  בוּאָה,  תְּ ל  שֶׁ כוֹר  בְּ חוֹמְטוֹן  קַב 

שׁ.  חוֹשֵׁ

יֵשׁ  ל אָדָם שֶׁ ר רַב הוּנָא: כָּ ה בַּ אָמַר רַבָּ
בּוֹ תּוֹרָה וְאֵין בּוֹ

NOTES
They said that anyone who will go and irritate 
Hillel will get, etc. – וְיַקְנִיט אֶת יֵּלֵךְ  שֶׁ מִי  ל  כָּ  אָמְרוּ: 
יִטּוֹל וכו׳ ל –  -The attempt to provoke Hillel com :הִלֵּ
bined several factors, each of which was irritating. 
The first was the choice of the day and time. Shabbat 
eve is a busy time, in general, yet the person chose to 
disturb Hillel while he was washing his hair. Hillel was 
forced to interrupt his shampoo in order to respond. 
The second factor was the contemptuous manner in 
which he addressed Hillel, as if he did not know who 
Hillel was. Finally, the series of ridiculous questions 
with inflammatory implications was particularly ir-
ritating (Maharsha).

You have asked a significant question – אֵלָה  שְׁ
אַלְתָּ דוֹלָה שָׁ -Hillel’s approach was to respond seri :גְּ

ously and deliberately to anyone who asked him 
a question. If the questioner was turned away and 
embarrassed when he asked a frivolous question, 
he would not return to ask significant questions that 
required meaningful answers (Iyyun Ya’akov). 

On one foot – עַל רֶגֶל אַחַת: Apparently his intention 
was to ask the Sage for a single fundamental prin-
ciple, one foot, upon which all of Judaism is based. 
Indeed, just as Hillel based the Torah upon this single 
principle, so too Rabbi Akiva and Ben Azzai later at-
tempted to formulate the same concept in different, 
broader terms (Maharsha).

That which is hateful to you, do not do to anoth-
er – עֲבֵיד עֲלָךְ סְנֵי לְחַבְרָךְ לָא תַּ  This phrase appears in :דַּ
the Aramaic translation, Targum Yonatan, of the Torah 
verse : “And you shall love your neighbor as yourself” 
(Leviticus 19:18). It is not a precise translation; rather, 
it is a limited interpretation. It does not express the 
positive mitzva to love another, but the negative 
mitzva, proscribing actions harmful to others. Appar-
ently, Hillel sought to express through this principle 
that at the basis of the Torah are those mitzvot, which 
are fundamental principles that may be universally 
applied (Maharsha). 

Accepting converts – רִים לָת גֵּ  In practice, people :קַבָּ
like the ones Hillel converted are not accepted as 
converts, because the halakha insists that a convert 
accept upon himself the entire Torah not for the sake 
of personal benefit. However, Hillel apparently relied 
on the fact that these converts could eventually ac-
cept Judaism in its entirety at a later time.

Strength, that is the order of Nashim – ׳חוֹסֶן׳ – זֶה 
ים  The order of Nashim in the Mishna, which :סֵדֶר נָשִׁ
deals with the halakhot pertaining to women and 
marriage, is called strength because a man who 
lives without a wife, lives without a protective wall 
(Yevamot 62).

HALAKHA
Did you conduct business faithfully – ָּוְנָתַת אתָ   נָשָׂ
אֱמוּנָה -From the outset, a person engaging in busi :בֶּ
ness should conduct himself honestly and faithfully. 
There should be no theft or deceit in one’s business 
affairs. Indeed, that is one of the questions that a 
person is asked when standing before the heav-
enly court: Did you conduct your business honestly 
and faithfully? (Mishna Berura; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 156).

Did you designate times for Torah – ים  קָבַעְתָּ עִתִּ
 Every person must designate specific times :לַתּוֹרָה
for Torah study on a regular basis. Optimally, one 
should study Torah after prayer. If one does not have 
the skills to study classic texts, he should nevertheless 
study material that he does understand. For example, 
focusing one’s attention and assessing his actions 
to ascertain whether or not he sinned, and resolv-
ing to change his conduct, falls under the rubric of 
Torah study.

To ensure that no day will pass without Torah 
study, the Sages introduced several paragraphs 
of Torah study at the conclusion of the prayer ser-
vice, following the Amida prayer (Be’er Heitev). This 
too is one of the questions that a person is asked 
when standing before the heavenly court: Did you 

designate times for Torah? (Mishna Berura; Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 1:8; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 155:1).

LANGUAGE
Bleary [terutot] – רוּטוֹת  There are several opinions :תְּ
as to the origin of this word, as well as its meaning. 
One possibility is the Greek äçñçôç´ ò, dorotos, mean-
ing slightly elongated. Another is the Latin teres etes, 
meaning round.

Protocols [takhsisei] – טַכְסִיסֵי: The origin of this 
word is from the Greek, ôá´ îéò, takhsis, which 
means, among other things, order, protocol and 
observances.

Ĥomton – חוֹמְטוֹן: Some commentaries state that the 
proper reading should be ĥomoton, from the Greek 
word, bìáeèïò, amatos, meaning sand or sandy earth. 
It also refers to the sand and salts near the sea. (See 
daf 54a, eretz ĥomton). 

BACKGROUND
Tadmorians and Africans – רְמוֹדִיִּים וְאַפְרְקִיִּים  The :תַּ
Tadmorians are the residents of Tadmor, Palmyra, a 
city located in the heart of the Syrian desert and 
visited by sandstorms from time to time. 

The Africans mentioned here are apparently the 
inhabitants of the southern Nile Valley, in the swampy 
regions adjacent to southern Sudan.

Four hundred zuz – ע מֵאוֹת זוּז  The easiest way to :אַרְבָּ
appreciate the value of this sum is by quantifying its 
buying power. Four hundred zuz was approximately 
four months’ salary.

A kav into a kor – כוֹר  There are 180 kav in a :קַב בְּ
kor. Therefore, one is only permitted to mix a small 
percentage, a little more than one half of one per 
cent, of ĥomton into a kor of wheat.

לא:לא:
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סְרוּ  מָּ שֶׁ ר  לְגִזְבָּ דּוֹמֶה  מַיִם,  שָׁ יִרְאַת 
חוֹת  וּמַפְתְּ נִימִיּוֹת  הַפְּ חוֹת  מַפְתְּ לוֹ 
עָיֵיל?  הֵי  בְּ לוֹ.  מָסְרוּ  לאֹ  הַחִיצּוֹנוֹת 
לֵיהּ  לֵית  דְּ עַל  חֲבָל  אי:  יַנַּ י  רַבִּ מַכְרִיז 
א עָבֵיד. אָמַר רַב  א, וְתַרְעָא לְדַרְתָּ רְתָּ דַּ
הוּא  רוּךְ  בָּ דוֹשׁ  הַקָּ רָא  בָּ לאֹ  יְהוּדָה: 
פָנָיו,  מִלְּ יִּירְאוּ  שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ א  אֶלָּ עוֹלָמוֹ  אֶת 
יִּירְאוּ  שֶׁ ה  עָשָׂ “וְהָאֱלהִֹים  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ

פָנָיו״.  מִלְּ

Strength, that is the order of Nashim – ים  The :׳חוֹסֶן׳ זֶה סֵדֶר נָשִׁ
order of Nashim in the Mishna, which deals with the halakhot 
pertaining to women and marriage, is called strength because 
a man who lives without a wife, lives without a protective wall 
(Yevamot 62b).

notes

Did you conduct business faithfully – אֱמוּנָה בֶּ וְנָתַתָּ  אתָ   :נָשָׂ
From the outset, a person engaging in business should conduct 
himself honestly and faithfully. There should be no theft or 
deceit in one’s business affairs. Indeed, that is one of the ques-
tions that a person is asked when standing before the heavenly 
court: Did you conduct your business honestly and faithfully? 
(Mishna Berura; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 156).

Did you designate times for Torah study– ים לַתּוֹרָה  :קָבַעְתָּ עִתִּ
Every person must designate specific times for Torah study 
on a regular basis. Optimally, one should study Torah after 
prayer. If one does not have the skills to study classic texts, he 
should nevertheless study material that he does understand. 
For example, focusing one’s attention and assessing his actions 
to ascertain whether or not he sinned, and then resolving to 
change his conduct falls under the rubric of Torah study.

To ensure that no day will pass without Torah study, the 
Sages introduced several paragraphs of Torah study at the 
conclusion of the prayer service, following the Amida prayer 
(Be’er Heitev). This too is one of the questions that a person is 
asked when standing before the heavenly court: Did you des-
ignate times for Torah? (Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Talmud Torah 1:8; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 155:1).

halakha

Ĥomton – חוֹמְטוֹן: Some commentaries state that the proper 
reading should be ĥomoton, from the Greek word ἄμαθος, 
amathos, meaning sand or sandy earth. It also refers to the 
sand and salts near the sea. 

language

A kav into a kor – כוֹר  ,There are 180 kav in a kor. Therefore :קַב בְּ
one is only permitted to mix a small percentage, a little more 
than one half of one percent, of ĥomton into a kor of wheat.

background

Treasurer [gizbar] – ר זְבָּ  This word, which appears in the Bible :גִּ
(Ezra 1:8), was apparently borrowed from the Old Persian word 
ganzabara, referring to the one in charge of the treasury. Ganz 
means treasury and bara means carrier. 

language
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The Gemara also related that Rabbi Simon and Rabbi Elazar were 
sitting. Rabbi Ya’akov bar Aĥa passed and went adjacent to them. One 
said to the other: Let us stand before him as he is a man who fears 
sin. The other said to him in response: Let us stand before him, as he 
is a man of Torah study. He said to him: I said to you that he is a man 
who fears sin, and you said me that he is a man of Torah study?n The 
former is much greater praise than the latter. 

The Gemara remarks: Conclude that Rabbi Elazar is the one who said 
that he is praiseworthy because he is a man who fears sin, as elsewhere 
he also spoke in praise of fear. As Rabbi Yoĥanan said in the name of 
Rabbi Elazar: The Holy One, Blessed be He, has in His world only 
fear of Heaven alone, as it is stated: “And now, Israel, what does the 
Lord your God ask of you, but to fear the Lord your God” (Deuter-
onomy 10:12). And it is written: “And unto man He said: Behold [hen], 
the fear of the Lord, that is wisdom; and to depart from evil is under-
standing” ( Job 28:28), as in the Greek language they call one hen.l 
Apparently, fear of God is of primary importance. The Gemara con-
cludes: Indeed, conclude that Rabbi Elazar is the one who said so.

Rav Ulla taught: What is the meaning of that which is written: “Be 
not overmuch wicked”n (Ecclesiastes 7:17)? This appears difficult, as, 
is that to say that only overmuch one should not be wicked; a little, 
one should be wicked? Rather, this can be understood based on the 
following adage: One who ate a clove of garlic and its odor spreads, 
should he again eat another clove of garlic so that its odor will spread 
further? If you were somewhat wicked, do not think that it is legitimate 
to continue and be very wicked.

Rava bar Rav Ulla taught: What is the meaning of that which is writ-
ten: “For there are no pangs [ĥartzubot] at their death and their body 
is sound” (Psalms 73:4)? The Holy One, Blessed be He, said: Is it not 
enough for wicked people that they are not anxious [ĥared] or sad 
[atzuv], ĥartzubot is an acronym of ĥared and atzuv, in anticipation of 
the day of their death, but also, their heart is as unyielding for them 
as the entrance to a hall is wide, and they devote no thought to it. And 
that is what Rabba said: What is the meaning of that which is written: 

“This is the way of them that are foolish and of those who after them 
speak approvingly, Selah” (Psalms 49:14)? It means that the wicked 
know that their path leads to eternal death, but they have fat on their 
kidneys that prevents that realization from entering their hearts. Lest 
you say that it is simply forgotten from them; therefore, the verse 
states: “And of those who after them speak approvingly, Selah” 
(Psalms 49:14). They are aware of their fate and speak of it, but it does 
not affect them.

We learned in the mishna that if one extinguished a flame on Shabbat 
because he sought to spare the lamp, the oil, or the wick, he is liable, 
but Rabbi Yosei exempts in all cases except in a case in which he extin-
guished the flame to spare the wick. The Gemara asks with regard to 
Rabbi Yosei: In accordance with whose opinion does he hold with 
regard to prohibited labor performed on Shabbat not for its own sake?n 
If he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who 
holds that one is liable for a prohibited labor performed on Shabbat not 
for its own sake, then even in all those cases he should also deem him 
liable. And if he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shi-
mon, who holds that one is exempt for a prohibited labor performed 
on Shabbat not for its own sake, then even in the case of a wick he 
should also deem him exempt. Ulla said: Actually, Rabbi Yosei holds 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. However, Rabbi 
Yosei holds that with regard to every destructive action, if he disman-
tles in order to rebuildh in the same place, then it is considered to be 
dismantling, and he is liable for having performed a prohibited labor 
on Shabbat. However, one who demolishes in order to build elsewhere 
it is not considered performance of the prohibited labor of disman-
tling. He merely performed a destructive act and is not liable. When 
one extinguishes the flame to spare the lamp or the oil, he does not do 
so in order to relight them. When he does so to spare the wick, he indi-
cates that he intends to relight the wick. 

י אֶלְעָזָר הֲווּ יָתְבִי, חָלֵיף וְאָזֵיל  י סִימוֹן וְרַבִּ רַבִּ
לְחַבְרֵיהּ:  חַד  לֵיהּ  אָמַר  אַחָא.  ר  בַּ יַעֲקבֹ  י  רַבִּ
אָמַר  הוּא,  חֲטָאִין  חֵיל  דָּ גְבַר  דִּ יהּ,  מֵּ מִקַּ נֵיקוּ 
ר אוּרְיָין הוּא. אָמַר:  גְבַר בַּ יהּ; דִּ מֵּ אִידָךְ: נֵיקוּ מִקַּ
 – הוּא  חֲטָאִין  חֵיל  דָּ גְבַר  דִּ אֲנָא  לָךְ  אָמִינָא 

ר אוּרְיָין הוּא״?! וְאָמְרַתְּ לִי אַתְּ “בַּ

חֵיל  גְבַר דָּ אֲמַר “דִּ י אֶלְעָזָר הוּא דַּ רַבִּ יֵּים דְּ סְתַּ תִּ
י  רַבִּ וּם  מִשּׁ יוֹחָנָן  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  דְּ הוּא״,  חֲטָאִין 
עוֹלָמוֹ  בְּ הוּא  רוּךְ  בָּ דוֹשׁ  לְהַקָּ לוֹ  אֵין  אֶלְעָזָר: 
ה  “וְעַתָּ אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ לְבַד,  בִּ מַיִם  שָׁ יִרְאַת  א  אֶלָּ
אִם  י  כִּ ךְ  מֵעִמָּ שׁוֹאֵל  אֱלהֶֹיךָ  ה׳  מָה  רָאֵל  יִשְׂ
יִרְאַת  הֵן  לָאָדָם  “וַיּאֹמֶר  וּכְתִיב:  וגו׳״  לְיִרְאָה 
קוֹרִין  יְוָנִי  לְשׁוֹן  בִּ ן  כֵּ שֶׁ וגו׳״,  חָכְמָה  הִיא  ה׳ 

יֵּים.  סְתַּ לְאַחַת הֵן. תִּ

ע  רְשַׁ תִּ “אַל  כְתִיב:  דִּ מַאי  א,  עוּלָּ רַב  רַשׁ  דָּ
ע, הָא מְעַט  לָא לִירְשַׁ ה הוּא דְּ ה וגו׳״, הַרְבֵּ הַרְבֵּ
נוֹדֵף,  וְרֵיחוֹ  שׁוּם  אָכַל  שֶׁ מִי  א:  אֶלָּ ע?  לִירְשַׁ

יַחֲזוֹר וְיאֹכַל שׁוּם אַחֵר וִיהֵא רֵיחוֹ נוֹדֵף?!

י  “כִּ כְתִיב:  דִּ מַאי  א,  עוּלָּ רַב  ר  בַּ רָבָא  רַשׁ  דָּ
אָמַר   – אוּלָם״  וּבָרִיא  לְמוֹתָם  חַרְצֻבּוֹת  אֵין 
אֵינָן  שֶׁ עִים  לָרְשָׁ יָּין  דַּ לאֹ  רוּךְ הוּא:  בָּ דוֹשׁ  הַקָּ
ם  בָּ לִּ שֶׁ א  אֶלָּ יתָה,  הַמִּ מִיּוֹם  וַעֲצֵבִין  חֲרֵדִין 
מַאי  ה,  רַבָּ אָמַר  דְּ וְהַיְינוּ  אוּלָם.  כְּ לָהֶן  רִיא  בָּ
עִים  סֶל לָמוֹ״ – יוֹדְעִין רְשָׁ ם כֶּ רְכָּ כְתִיב: “זֶה דַּ דִּ
סְלָם.  כִּ עַל  חֵלֶב  לָהֶם  וְיֵשׁ  לְמִיתָה,  ם  רְכָּ דַּ שֶׁ
לְמוּד לוֹמַר:  כְחָה הִיא מֵהֶן – תַּ א תּאֹמַר: שִׁ מָּ שֶׁ

פִיהֶם יִרְצוּ סֶלָה״. “וְאַחֲרֵיהֶם בְּ

מַאן סְבִירָא לֵיהּ?  י יוֹסֵי כְּ ר כו׳״. רַבִּ חָס עַל הַנֵּ “כְּ
הָנָךְ נַמִי  י יְהוּדָה סְבִירָא לֵיהּ – אֲפִילּוּ בְּ רַבִּ אִי כְּ
תִילָה  מְעוֹן סְבִירָא לֵיהּ – פְּ י שִׁ רַבִּ לִיחַיֵּיב, וְאִי כְּ
יְהוּדָה  י  רַבִּ כְּ לְעוֹלָם  א:  עוּלָּ אָמַר  לִיפְטַר!  נַמִי 
מְנָת  עַל  יוֹסֵי: סוֹתֵר  י  רַבִּ וְקָסָבַר  לֵיהּ.  סְבִירָא 
לִבְנוֹת  הָוֵי סוֹתֵר, עַל מְנָת  מְקוֹמוֹ –  בִּ לִבְנוֹת 

מְקוֹמוֹ – לָא הָוֵי סוֹתֵ.ר  לּאֹ בִּ שֶׁ

Fear and wisdom – הַיִרְאָה וְהַחָכְמָה: There is a 
distinction between the statements of Rabba 
bar Rav Huna and Rabbi Yannai. Rabbi Yannai 
praises fear more because, in his opinion, fear 
is more sublime and more intrinsic than wis-
dom. Torah is nothing more than the gateway 
to fear. Others explained that there are vari-
ous levels of fear. There is fear that serves as a 
prelude to acquiring the wisdom of the Torah, 
and Torah serves as a prelude to a higher level 
of fear (Shenei Luĥot HaBerit; Maharsha).

Be not overmuch wicked – ה ע הַרְבֵּ רְשַׁ  :אַל תִּ
The commentaries explain that this quota-
tion was introduced at this point because the 
Gemara had previously discussed Ecclesiastes 
and its internal contradictions. Therefore, the 
Gemara cited another verse that seems self-
contradictory, since it warns against both 
righteousness and wickedness. The Gemara 
answers that there are indeed wicked people 
who gradually exacerbate their wickedness 
(Maharsha; Iyyun Ya’akov).

Prohibited labor performed on Shabbat not 
for its own sake – ּאֵינָה צְרִיכָה לְגוּפָה  :מְלָאכָה שֶׁ
The parameters of a prohibited labor by To-
rah law incorporate myriad details, including 
the intention to perform a complete action. 
As a result, there are differing opinions with 
regard to a prohibited labor performed not 
for its own sake, i.e., the labor was indeed 
performed, but the one performing the la-
bor has no interest in its performance. If one 
needs dirt and digs a hole for that purpose, 
creating a pit is not part of his objective. The 
labor of extinguishing a flame is rarely per-
formed for its own sake; rather, it is usually 
extinguished to prevent light or danger. In 
essence, the one extinguishing the flame is 
indifferent to whether or not the flame itself 
continues to burn.

notes

One [hen] – הֵן: The reference is to the Greek 
word ἕν, hen, which means one.

language

He dismantles in order to rebuild – סוֹתֵר 
 One who dismantles or ruins :עַל מְנָת לִבְנוֹת
a structure with the intent to repair it or to  
rebuild it, even if the intent is to rebuild it else-
where, is liable. If his purpose in dismantling 
is destructive, he is exempt (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:15).

halakha
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Rabba said to him: That reasoning is implausible. After all, all la-
bors prohibited on Shabbat, we derive them from the labors per-
formed in the Tabernacle, and there it was a case of dismantling in 
order to build elsewhere. They would dismantle the Tabernacle 
and reconstruct it at the next encampment. Ulla said to Rabba: That 
is not a proof, as there, in the case of the Tabernacle, it is different. 
Since it is written: “At the commandment of the Lord they en-
camped” (Numbers 9:23). The time and place of their travels and 
their encampments were not determined by them but rather by the 
word of God. Consequently, when they took down the Tabernacle 
it was tantamount to demolishing in order to build in the same 
place. Since the demolition and the construction were both ac-
complished at the command of God, there was never a case of de-
struction without a constructive purpose. 

And Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Actually, Rabbi Yosei holds in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. And as far as the ques-
tion, what is different about a wick, that can be answered as Rav 
Hamnuna said, and some say, Rav Adda bar Ahava said: Here, we 
are dealing with a wick that one must singe before lighting it in 
order to facilitate its burning, as, in that case, even Rabbi Shimon 
agrees that extinguishing the flame is prohibited, as, by doing so, he 
prepares a vessel for use. Rava said: That interpretation is also 
precise in the language of the mishna, as it was taught in the mish-
na that one who extinguished a wick is liable because he makes the 
wick into charcoal intentionally, and it was not taught because 
charcoal was made on its own. The Gemara concludes: Conclude 
from it that the mishna is to be understood in that manner. 

MISHNA This mishna concludes the aggadic treatment 
of the topic of kindling the Shabbat lights. 

For three transgressions women are punished and die during 
childbirth: For the fact that they are not careful in observing the 
laws of a menstruating woman, and in separating ĥalla from the 
dough, and in lighting the Shabbat lamp.nh

GEMARA The Gemara asks: A woman who was not 
careful in observing the laws of menstrua-

tion, what is the reason that she is punished during childbirth? 
Rabbi Yitzĥak said: She sinned with regard to the chambers of 
her womb; therefore, she is afflicted in the chambers of her 
womb. The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard to menstruation; 
but with regard to a woman who was not careful in separating 
ĥalla and in kindling the Shabbat lights, what is there to say? 
Rather, it must be explained in accordance with that which that 
Galilean taught before Rav Ĥisda. The Holy One, Blessed be 
He, said: I placed a quarter [revi’it] of a log of bloodb in you when 
you were formed, and about matters of the blood of menstruation 
I warned you. 

I called you first, as it is stated: “Israel is the Lord’s hallowed portion, 
His first fruits of the increase” ( Jeremiah 2:3) and I warned you 
about matters of the first: “Of the first of your dough you shall set 
apart ĥalla for a gift” (Numbers 15:20). The soul that I have placed 
in you is called ner: “The spirit of man is the lamp [ner] of the Lord” 
(Proverbs 20:27), and I warned you about matters of the Shabbat 
lamp. If you fulfill these mitzvot, fine, and if not, then I will take 
your soul. 

מְלָאכוֹת  ל  כָּ דִי,  מִכְּ ה:  רַבָּ לֵיהּ  אָמַר 
עַל  סוֹתֵר  וְהָתָם  ן  כָּ שְׁ מִמִּ לְהוּ  פִינַן  יַלְּ
מְקוֹמוֹ הוּא! אָמַר  לּאֹ בִּ מְנָת לִבְנוֹת שֶׁ
“עַל  כְתִיב:  דִּ יוָן  כֵּ הָתָם,  אנֵי  שָׁ לֵיהּ: 
לִבְנוֹת  מְנָת  עַל  סוֹתֵר  כְּ  – יַחֲנוּ״  ה׳  י  פִּ

מֵי,  מְקוֹמוֹ דָּ בִּ

מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ כְּ לְעוֹלָם  אָמַר:  יוֹחָנָן  י  וְרַבִּ
 – תִילָה  פְּ נָא  שְׁ וּמַאי  לֵיהּ,  סְבִירָא 
א  דְאָמַר רַב הַמְנוּנָא וְאִיתֵימָא רַב אַדָּ כִּ
רִיךְ  צָּ שֶׁ פְתִילָה  בִּ הָכָא  אַהֲבָה:  ר  בַּ
אֲפִילּוּ  בְהַהִיא  דִּ עָסְקִינַן,  לְהַבְהֲבָהּ 
מָנָא.  ן  מְתַקֵּ קָא  דְּ מוֹדֵי  מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ
הוּא  “שֶׁ קָתָנֵי  דְּ נַמִי  יְקָא  דַּ רָבָא:  אָמַר 
ית  עֲשֵׂ נַּ נֵי שֶׁ חָם״ וְלָא קָתָנֵי “מִפְּ ה פֶּ עוֹשֶׂ

הּ.  מַע מִינָּ חָם״ – שְׁ פֶּ

ים מֵתוֹת  לשֹׁ עֲבֵירוֹת נָשִׁ מתני׳ עַל שָׁ
ה,  נִדָּ אֵינָן זְהִירוֹת בְּ עַת לֵידָתָן: עַל שֶׁ שְׁ בִּ

.ר  ה, וּבְהַדְלָקַת הַנֵּ חַלָּ בְּ

י יִצְחָק:  ה מַאי טַעְמָא? אָמַר רַבִּ גמ׳ נִדָּ
לְפִיכָךְ   – בִטְנָהּ  חַדְרֵי  בְּ קִלְקְלָה  הִיא 
ה  חַלָּ ה,  נִדָּ ינַח  תֵּ בִטְנָהּ.  חַדְרֵי  בְּ לְקֶה  תִּ
לְמֵימַר?  א  אִיכָּ מַאי  ר  הַנֵּ וְהַדְלָקַת 
רַב  דְּ עֲלֵיהּ  לִילָאָה  גָּ הַהוּא  דְדָרַשׁ  כִּ
הוּא:  רוּךְ  בָּ דוֹשׁ  הַקָּ אָמַר  א,  חִסְדָּ
כֶם – עַל עִסְקֵי דָם  י בָּ ם נָתַתִּ רְבִיעִית דָּ

י אֶתְכֶם, הִזְהַרְתִּ

NOTES
Fear and wisdom – הַיִרְאָה וְהַחָכְמָה: There is a distinc-
tion between the statements of Rabba bar Rav Huna 
and Rabbi Yannai. Rabbi Yannai praises fear more 
because, in his opinion, fear is more sublime and 
more intrinsic than wisdom. Torah is nothing more 
than the gateway to fear. Others explained that there 
are various levels of fear. There is fear that serves as 
a prelude to acquiring the wisdom of the Torah, and 
Torah serves as a prelude to a higher level of fear 
(Shenei Luĥot HaBerit; Maharsha).

Be not overmuch wicked – ה הַרְבֵּ ע  רְשַׁ תִּ  The :אַל 
commentaries explain that this quotation was intro-
duced at this point because the Gemara had previ-
ously discussed Ecclesiastes and its internal contra-
dictions. Therefore, the Gemara cited another verse 
that seems self-contradictory, since it warns against 
both righteousness and wickedness. The Gemara 
answers that there are indeed wicked people who 
gradually exacerbate their wickedness (Maharsha, 
Iyyun Ya’akov).

A prohibited labor performed on Shabbat not for 
its own sake – ּאֵינָה צְרִיכָה לְגוּפָה -The param :מְלָאכָה שֶׁ
eters of a prohibited labor by Torah law incorporate 
myriad details, including the intention to perform a 
complete action. As a result, there are differing opin-
ions with regard to a prohibited labor performed not 
for its own sake, i.e., the labor was indeed performed, 

but the one performing the labor has no interest in 
its performance. If one needs dirt and digs a hole for 
that purpose, creating a pit is not part of his objective. 
The labor of extinguishing a flame is rarely performed 
for its own sake; rather, it is usually extinguished to 
prevent light or danger. In essence, the one extin-
guishing the flame is indifferent to whether or not 
the flame itself continues to burn.

And in lighting the Shabbat lamp – ר  :וּבְהַדְלָקַת הַנֵּ
Some commentaries explain that women are not 
punished for failure to kindle the Shabbat lights. 
Rather, lack of caution results in their lighting after 
Shabbat has begun, and they are then punished for 
violating the Shabbat (Rashash). 

HALAKHA
He dismantles in order to rebuild – סוֹתֵר עַל מְנָת 
 One who dismantles or ruins a structure with :לִבְנוֹת
the intent to rebuild it, even if the intent is to rebuild 
it elsewhere or to repair it, is liable. If his purpose in 
dismantling is destructive, he is exempt (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:15).

And in lighting the Shabbat lamp – ר  :וּבְהַדְלָקַת הַנֵּ
Although both men and women are commanded to 
kindle the Shabbat lights, this mitzva has neverthe-
less become the purview of women, and it is their 
responsibility because they are generally in charge 
of the home. Furthermore, it comes as compensation 

for the fact that the first woman, Eve, extinguished 
the light of the world, as per the mishna and Ge-
mara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:3; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 263:3).

LANGUAGE
Treasurer [gizbar] – ר זְבָּ  This word, which appears :גִּ
in the Bible (Ezra 1:8), was apparently borrowed from 
the ancient Persian word ganzabara, referring to the 
one in charge of the treasury. Ganz means treasury 
and bara means carrier. 

One [hen] – הֵן: The reference is to the Greek word, 
åaí, hen, which means one.

BACKGROUND
A quarter of a log of blood – ם  A quarter of :רְבִיעִית דָּ
a log of blood, approximately 80 to 150 cc. according 
to the varying opinions of the authorities, is hala-
khically considered to be the minimum amount of 
blood required to sustain a person. Apparently, the 
Sages arrived at this measurement by checking the 
amount of blood in an embryo at a certain stage 
of its development. As a result, it is possible to call 
a quarter of a log of blood, the blood of the soul, 
because it is the amount required to sustain a person 
at the beginning of his life.

לב.לב.
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עִסְקֵי  עַל   – אֶתְכֶם  קָרָאתִי  ית  רֵאשִׁ
מָה  נְשָׁ אֶתְכֶם,  י  הִזְהַרְתִּ ית  רֵאשִׁ
נֵר  עִסְקֵי  עַל   – נֵר  קְרוּיָה  כֶם  בָּ י  תַתִּ נָּ שֶׁ
מְקַיְּימִים  ם  אַתֶּ אִם  אֶתְכֶם.  י  הִזְהַרְתִּ
אוֹתָם – מוּטָב, וְאִם לָאו – הֲרֵינִי נוֹטֵל 

מַתְכֶם. נִשְׁ

And in lighting the Shabbat lamp – ר  Some :וּבְהַדְלָקַת הַנֵּ
commentaries explain that women are not punished for 
failure to kindle the Shabbat lights. Rather, lack of caution 
results in their lighting after Shabbat has begun, and they 
are then punished for violating the Shabbat (Rashash). 

notes

And in lighting the Shabbat lamp – ר הַנֵּ -Al :וּבְהַדְלָקַת 
though both men and women are commanded to kindle 
the Shabbat lights, this mitzva has nevertheless become 
the purview of women, and it is their responsibility be-
cause they are generally in charge of the home. Further-
more, it comes as compensation for the fact that the first 
woman, Eve, extinguished the light of the world, as per 
the mishna and Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 5:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 263:3).

halakha

A quarter of a log of blood – ם  A quarter of a log :רְבִיעִית דָּ
of blood, approximately 80–150 ml according to the vary-
ing opinions of the authorities, is halakhically considered 
to be the minimum amount of blood required to sustain 
a person. Apparently, the Sages arrived at this measure-
ment by checking the amount of blood in an embryo at a 
certain stage of its development. As a result, it is possible 
to call a quarter of a log of blood the blood of the soul 
because it is the amount required to sustain a person at 
the beginning of his life.

background
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And, if so, what is different during childbirth?n Why does the divine 
attribute of judgment punish them for dereliction in fulfillment of these 
mitzvot specifically then? The Gemara cites several folk sayings express-
ing the concept that when a person is in danger, he is punished for his 
sins. Rava said: If the ox fell, sharpen the knife to slaughter it. Abaye 
said: If the maidservant’s insolence abounds, she will be struck by a 
single blow as punishment for all her sins. So too, when a woman is giv-
ing birth and her suffering is great due to Eve’s sin of eating from the Tree 
of Knowledge, all the punishments for her own sins are added to that 
suffering. Rav Ĥisda said: Leave the drunk, as he falls on his own. 
Similarly, the time of birth is a time of danger, and if the Holy One, Blessed 
be He, does not come to her assistance at that time, that is sufficient to 
cause her death. Mar Ukva said: The shepherd is crippled, and the goats 
are running, and he cannot catch them. However, next to the gate, he 
speaks harsh words, and inside the pen he settles the account. Similarly, 
as long as a woman is in a healthy state, her sins are in abeyance, and she 
is not held accountable for them. However, when she is giving birth, 
which is a time of danger, she is held accountable for her sins and a cal-
culation is made whether or not she is worthy of a miracle. Rav Pappa 
said: At the entrance to the stores, during a time of prosperity, brothers 
and loved ones abound. When a person is prospering financially, every-
one acts like his brother or friend. However, at the gate of disgrace, dur-
ing a time of loss and poverty, he has no brothers and no loved ones; 
everyone abandons him. 

And the Gemara asks: And where are men examined? When are men 
vulnerable to judgment and held accountable for their actions? Reish 
Lakish said: When they are crossing a bridge. The Gemara wonders: 
Only when they are crossing a bridge and at no other time? Rather, say: 
Anything like a bridge, any place where danger is commonplace. On a 
similar note, the Gemara relates: Rav would not cross a river in a ferry 
in which a gentile sat. He said to himself: Perhaps a judgment will be 
reckoned with him, and I will be caught together with him when he is 
punished. Whereas, Shmuel would only cross in a ferry if there was a 
gentile in it. He said: Satan does not have dominion over two nations. 
He settles his accounts with people from each nationality separately. 

Rabbi Yannai would examine the ferry and cross. The Gemara com-
ments that Rabbi Yannai acted in accordance with his reasoning stated 
elsewhere, as he said: A person should never stand in a place of dangerh 
saying that they on High will perform a miracle for him, lest in the end 
they do not perform a miracle for him. And, moreover, even if they do 
perform a miracle for him, they will deduct it from his merits. Rabbi 
Ĥanin said: What is the verse that alludes to this? When Jacob said: “I 
am not worthy of all the mercies, and of all the truth, which You have 
shown unto Your servant” (Genesis 32:11), and he explains: Since You 
have bestowed upon me so much kindness and truth, my merits have been 
diminished. Similarly, the Gemara relates that Rabbi Zeira would not go 
out and walk among the palm trees on a day when there was a southern 
windb blowing due to the fear that the trees might fall on him. 

In a similar vein, Rav Yitzĥak, son of Rav Yehuda, said: A person should 
always pray that he will not become ill, as if he becomes ill they say to 
him: Bring proof of your virtue and exempt yourself. It is preferable for 
a person not to be forced to prove that he merits staying alive, as he might 
not be able to prove it. Mar Ukva said: What is the verse that alludes to 
this? As it says: “When you build a new house, then you shall make a 
parapet for your roof, that you bring not blood upon your house, if the 
fallen falls mimenu” (Deuteronomy 22:8). He explains: Mimenu, from 
him proof must be brought. When one falls from his previous situation, 
it is his own responsibility to prove his innocence and emerge unharmed. 
The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: What is the meaning of the phrase: 
If the fallen falls from it? This person was destined to fall from that roof 
from the six days of Creation, it was ingrained into nature. As, although 
he did not yet fall, the verse calls him fallen. Nevertheless, the owner 
of the house is indicted for this, as merit is engendered by means of the 
innocent and guilt by means of the guilty. 

עַת לֵידָתָן? אָמַר רָבָא:  שְׁ נָא בִּ וּמַאי שְׁ
יֵי אָמַר:  ינָא. אַבַּ ד לְסַכִּ נְפַל תּוֹרָא – חַדֵּ
חַד מַחְטְרָא  ירוּס אַמְתָא – בְּ ישׁ תֵּ פֵּ תַּ
בַקֵיהּ  שְׁ אָמַר:  א  חִסְדָּ רַב  לֶיהֱוֵי. 
עוּקְבָא  מָר  נָפֵיל.  יהּ  פְשֵׁ מִנַּ דְּ יָא,  לְרַוָּ
ב  רָא וְעִיזֵּי רִיהֲטָן, אַבַּ אָמַר: רָעְיָא חִגְּ
נָא,  בָּ רֵי – חוּשְׁ י דָּ י, וְאַבֵּ חוּטְרָא – מִילֵּ
י  ב חַנְוָאתָא נְפִישִׁ א אָמַר: אַבַּ פָּ רַב פַּ
זְיוֹנֵי – לָא אַחֵי  ב בִּ אַחֵי וּמְרַחֲמֵי, אַבַּ

וְלָא מְרַחֲמִי. 

רֵישׁ  אָמַר  דְקִי?  מִיבַּ הֵיכָא  וְגַבְרֵי 
.ר  שֶׁ הַגֶּ עַל  עוֹבְרִים  שֶׁ עָה  שָׁ בְּ לָקִישׁ: 
.ר רַב  שֶׁ גֶּ עֵין  ר וְתוּ לָא?! אֵימָא: כְּ שֶׁ גֶּ
גּוֹי,  יהּ  בֵּ יָתֵיב  דְּ מַבְרָא  בְּ עָבַר  לָא 
ינָא  דִּ לֵיהּ  מִיפְקִיד  ילְמָא  דִּ אֲמַר: 
מוּאֵל  שְׁ הֲדֵיהּ.  בַּ פִיסְנָא  וּמִתְּ עֲלֵיהּ, 
יהּ גּוֹי,  אִית בֵּ מַבְרָא דְּ א בְּ לָא עָבַר אֶלָּ
יט.  לִּ י לָא שַׁ תְרֵי אוּמֵּ טְנָא בִּ אֲמַר: שִׂ

אי  יַנַּ י  רַבִּ וְעָבַ.ר  דֵיק  בָּ אי  יַנַּ י  רַבִּ
יַעֲמוֹד  אַל  לְעוֹלָם  אָמַר:  דְּ לְטַעְמֵיהּ, 
ין  עוֹשִׂ שֶׁ לוֹמַר  נָה  סַכָּ מְקוֹם  בִּ אָדָם 
ין לוֹ נֵס. וְאִם  א אֵין עוֹשִׂ מָּ לוֹ נֵס – שֶׁ
מִזְּכֻיּוֹתָיו.  לוֹ  ין  מְנַכִּ  – נֵס  לוֹ  ין  עוֹשִׂ
י  י חָנִין: מַאי קְרָאָהּ – “קָטֹנְתִּ אָמַר רַבִּ
י  רַבִּ הָאֱמֶת״.  ל  וּמִכָּ הַחֲסָדִים  ל  מִכָּ
שׁוּתָא לָא נָפֵיק לְבֵינֵי  יוֹמָא דְּ זֵירָא בְּ

יקְלָא.  דִּ

יְהוּדָה:  רַב  דְּ רֵיהּ  בְּ יִצְחָק  רַב  אָמַר 
לּאֹ  שֶׁ רַחֲמִים  אָדָם  שׁ  יְבַקֵּ לְעוֹלָם 
לוֹ:  אוֹמְרִים   – יֶחֱלֶה  אִם  שֶׁ יֶחֱלֶה, 
טֵ.ר אָמַר מָר עוּקְבָא:  הָבֵא זְכוּת וְהִפָּ
נּוּ״  י יִפּוֹל הַנּוֹפֵל מִמֶּ מַאי קְרָאָהּ – “כִּ
י  רַבִּ בֵי  דְּ נָא  תָּ רְאָיָה.  לְהָבִיא  נּוּ  מִמֶּ
נּוּ״  מִמֶּ הַנּוֹפֵל  יִפּוֹל  י  “כִּ מָעֵאל:  יִשְׁ
יְמֵי  ת  שֶׁ ֵ מִשּׁ לִיפּוֹל  זֶה  רָאוּי  נּוּ(  )מִמֶּ
תוּב  וְהַכָּ נָפַל,  לאֹ  הֲרֵי  שֶׁ ית,  בְרֵאשִׁ
לִין זְכוּת עַל  גַלְגְּ מְּ א שֶׁ קְרָאוֹ נוֹפֵל. אֶלָּ

אי וְחוֹבָה עַל יְדֵי חַיָּיב. יְדֵי זַכַּ

During childbirth – עַת לֵידָתָן  The fundamental :שְׁ
concept underlying all of these statements is that 
only rarely do divine punishments come with no 
material foreshadowing. Nevertheless, the time for 
retribution is when one is in a dangerous situation 
engendered by external factors. The folk expressions 
cited here seek, in different ways and to varying 
degrees, to express the same concept: In times of 
distress, all of one’s outstanding debts with God are 
settled. 

notes

A person should never stand in a place of danger – 
נָה מְקוֹם סַכָּ  One is required to :לְעוֹלָם אַל יַעֲמוֹד אָדָם בִּ
distance himself from elements or places that are 
potentially dangerous and refrain from relying on 
miracles. The Sages even said: One must treat danger 
with greater stringency than he treats prohibition. 
Therefore, one must be more vigilant in avoiding po-
tential danger than in avoiding potential prohibition 
(Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShemirat 
HaNefesh 12:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 116:5 and in 
the comment of the Rema).

halakha

Southern wind – שׁוּתָא: The Arukh explains that this 
refers to a strong easterly wind that is apparently 
very hot and dry, causes food to spoil, and causes 
discomfort and fatigue among the people.

background
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The Sages taught: One who became ill and tended toward death, 
they say to him: Confess,h as all those executed by the courts 
confess. Even if he is dying of natural causes, it is worthwhile for 
him to consider his death atonement for his sins. The Sages said: 
When a person goes out to the marketplace where there are fights 
and disputes, he should consider himself as someone who has 
been handed over to a soldier [seradiyot].l If his head hurt, he 
should consider it as if they placed him in a chain [kolar]l 
around his neck. If he climbed into bed and fell ill, he should 
consider himself as if they took him up to the gallows to be 
judged, as with regard to anyone who goes up to the gallows to 
be judged, if he has great advocates [peraklitin],l he is spared, 
and if not, he is not spared. 

And with regard to divine judgment, these are a person’s advo-
cates: Repentance and good deeds. The Gemara comments: And 
even if there are nine hundred ninety-nine asserting his guilt and 
only one asserting his innocence, he is spared, as it is stated: “If 
there be for him an angel, an advocate, one among a thousand, 
to vouch for a man’s uprightness; then He is gracious unto him, 
and says: Deliver him from going down to the pit, I have found 
a ransom” ( Job 33:23–24). Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili, says: Even if there are nine hundred ninety-nine por-
tions within that same angeln accusing him, and one portion 
asserting his innocence, he is spared, as it stated: “An advocate, 
one among a thousand.” Even when the advocate who asserts his 
innocence finds only one-tenth of one percent of innocence in this 
man, even then, he is gracious unto him, and says: Deliver him 
from going down to the pit, I have found a ransom.

The Sages taught in a baraita: For three transgressions women 
die in childbirth [yoledot]. Rabbi Elazar has a different version 
and says that women die when they are young [yeladot]. These 
transgressions are those enumerated in the mishna: The halakhot 
of a menstruating woman, ĥalla, and Shabbat lights. Rabbi Aĥa 
says they are punished for the sin of laundering their children’s 
feces from clothing on Shabbat. And some say: Because they call 
the Holy Ark simply ark.b

Similarly, we learned in a baraita that Rabbi Yishmael ben Elazar 
says: On account of two sins, ignoramuses [amei ha’aretz] die 
young (Rav Ya’akov Emden): Because they call the Holy Ark 
simply ark, and because they call the synagogue the house of the 
people. It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: Three 
crucibles potentially leading to death were created in the woman, 
and some say: Three accelerants of death. They are: Menstrua-
tion, ĥalla, and lighting the Shabbat lights. The Gemara explains 
that one version, accelerants of death, is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Elazar, who said that women die young. And the 
other one, crucibles of death, is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, who said that women die in childbirth. 

Similarly, it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Gam-
liel says: The halakhot of consecrated items, terumot, and tithes 
are themselves the essence of Torah and are extremely severe, 

and they were given, among others, to ignoramusesn to fulfill. 
When they are negligent in the performance of these mitzvot, they 
are punished for it.

אוֹמְרִים  לָמוּת,  וְנָטָה  חָלָה  שֶׁ מִי  נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
ין. אָדָם  ל הַמּוּמָתִין מִתְוַדִּ ן כָּ כֵּ ה, שֶׁ לוֹ: הִתְוַדֵּ
מְסַר  נִּ מִי שֶׁ עֵינָיו כְּ וּק – יְהִי דּוֹמֶה בְּ יוֹצֵא לַשּׁ
עֵינָיו  בְּ דּוֹמֶה  יְהִי   – ראֹשׁוֹ  בְּ חָשׁ  לִסְרַדִיּוֹט, 
 – וְנָפַל  ה  טָּ לַמִּ עָלָה  קוֹלָר,  בְּ תָנוּהוּ  נְּ שֶׁ מִי  כְּ
רְדּוֹם  לַגַּ הֶעֱלוּהוּ  שֶׁ מוֹ  כְּ עֵינָיו  בְּ דּוֹמֶה  יְהִי 
יֵשׁ  אִם  לִידּוֹן  רְדּוֹם  לַגַּ הָעוֹלֶה  כּלֹ  שֶׁ לִידּוֹן; 
 – לָאו  וְאִם  נִיצּוֹל,   – דוֹלִים  גְּ רַקְלִיטִין  פְּ לוֹ 

אֵינוֹ נִיצּוֹל. 

שׁוּבָה  תְּ  – אָדָם  ל  שֶׁ רַקְלִיטִין  פְּ הֵן  וְאֵלּוּ 
מֵאוֹת  ע  שַׁ תְּ וַאֲפִילוּ  טוֹבִים.  ים  וּמַעֲשִׂ
חוֹבָה,  עָלָיו  דִים  מְלַמְּ עָה  וְתִשְׁ עִים  וְתִשְׁ
אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ נִיצּוֹל,   – זְכוּת  עָלָיו  ד  מְלַמֵּ וְאֶחָד 
אָלֶף  י  מִנִּ אֶחָד  מֵלִיץ  מַלְאָךְ  עָלָיו  יֵשׁ  “אִם 
דָעֵהוּ  פְּ וַיּאֹמֶר  נּוּ  וַיְחֻנֶּ רוֹ  יָשְׁ לְאָדָם  יד  לְהַגִּ
ל  שֶׁ נוֹ  בְּ אֱלִיעֶזֶר  י  רַבִּ וגו׳״.  חַת  שַׁ מֵרֶדֶת 
ע מֵאוֹת  שַׁ לִילִי אוֹמֵר: אֲפִילּוּ תְּ י יוֹסֵי הַגְּ רַבִּ
לְחוֹבָה  מַלְאָךְ  אוֹתוֹ  בְּ עָה  וְתִשְׁ עִים  וְתִשְׁ
אֱמַר: “מֵלִיץ אֶחָד  נֶּ וְאֶחָד לִזְכוּת – נִיצּוֹל, שֶׁ

י אָלֶף״. מִנִּ

מֵתוֹת  ים  נָשִׁ עֲבֵירוֹת  לשֹׁ  שָׁ עַל  נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
מֵתוֹת  ים  נָשִׁ אוֹמֵר:  אֶלְעָזָר  י  רַבִּ יוֹלְדוֹת, 
סוֹת  כַבְּ מְּ שֶׁ עָוֹ�ן  בְּ אוֹמֵר:  אַחָא  י  רַבִּ יְלָדוֹת. 
עַל   : אוֹמְרִים  וְיֵשׁ  ת,  בָּ שַׁ בְּ נֵיהֶם  בְּ צוֹאַת 

קּוֹרִין לַאֲרוֹן הַקּוֹדֶשׁ “אַרְנָא״. שֶׁ

עֲוֹ�ן  ן אֶלְעָזָר אוֹמֵר: בַּ מָעֵאל בֶּ י יִשְׁ נְיָא, רַבִּ תַּ
קּוֹרִין  י הָאֲרָצוֹת מֵתִים – עַל שֶׁ בָרִים עַמֵּ נֵי דְּ שְׁ
לְבֵית  קּוֹרִין  שֶׁ וְעַל  הַקּוֹדֶשׁ “אַרְנָא״,  לַאֲרוֹן 
אוֹמֵר:  יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ נְיָא,  תַּ עָם״.  ית  “בֵּ נֶסֶת  הַכְּ
ה, וְאָמְרִי  ָ אִשּׁ דְקֵי מִיתָה נִבְרְאוּ בָּ ה בִּ לשָֹׁ שְׁ
ה וְהַדְלָקַת  ה וְחַלָּ בְקֵי מִיתָה, נִדָּ ה דִּ לשָֹׁ לָהּ: שְׁ

נַן.  רַבָּ י אֶלְעָזָר, וַחֲדָא כְּ רַבִּ .ר חֲדָא כְּ הַנֵּ

מְלִיאֵל אוֹמֵר: הִלְכוֹת  ן גַּ מְעוֹן בֶּ ן שִׁ נְיָא, רַבָּ תַּ
רוֹת הֵן הֵן גוּפֵי תוֹרָה, רוּמוֹת וּמַעַשְׂ שׁ תְּ הֶקְדֵּ

NOTES
During childbirth – עַת הַלֵידָה  The fundamental :שְׁ
concept underlying all of these statements is that 
only rarely do divine punishments come without 
any material foreshadowing. Nevertheless, when one 
is in a dangerous situation engendered by external 
factors, then is the time for retribution. The folk ex-
pressions cited here seek, in different ways and to 
varying degrees, to express the same concept: In 
times of distress, all of one’s outstanding debts with 
God are settled. 

Nine hundred, etc., within that same angel – ע שַׁ  תְּ
אוֹתוֹ מַלְאָךְ  Clearly, repentance and good :מֵאוֹת וכו׳ בְּ
deeds are identified with the advocate angel, since a 
good deed is itself an angel who advocates on one’s 
behalf. Rabbi Eliezer son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili added 
that even if the good deed contains other aspects 
that are not completely good, if there is just a kernel 
of good in the action, that is sufficient.

HALAKHA
A person should never stand in a place of danger – 
נָה מְקוֹם סַכָּ  One is required to :לְעוֹלָם אַל יַעֲמוֹד אָדָם בִּ

distance himself from elements or places that are 
potentially dangerous and refrain from relying on 
miracles. The Sages even said: One must treat danger 
with greater stringency than he treats a prohibition. 
Therefore, one must be more vigilant in avoiding po-
tential danger than in avoiding potential prohibition 
(Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze’aĥ UShemirat 
HaNefesh 12:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 116:5 and in 
the comment of the Rema).

One who became ill and tended toward death, 
they say to him: Confess – ,לָמוּת וְנָטָה  חָלָה  שֶׁ  מִי 
ה  They also say to him: Many people :אוֹמְרִים לוֹ: הִתְוַדֵּ
have confessed and survived, and many have not 
confessed and died. As a reward for confessing, you 
live, and anyone who confesses has a portion in the 
World-to-Come. If one is unable to verbalize his con-
fession, he may confess in his heart. If he does not 
know how to confess, he is told to say: My death shall 
be atonement for my sins (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Teshuva 1:1; Shulĥan Arukh Yoreh De’a 338:1).

LANGUAGE
Soldier [seradiyot] – סְרַדִיּוֹט: The origin of this word is 
the Greek, óôñáôéù´ ôçò, startiyotis, meaning soldier. 

Beginning in mishnaic times, it meant specifically a 
professional soldier or mercenary.

Chain [kolar] – קוֹלָר: The origin of this word is the 
Latin collare, meaning a chain around the neck of an 
animal or a prisoner. 

Advocates [peraklitin] – רַקְלִיטִין  The origin of this :פְּ
word is the Greek ðáñá´ ÷ëçôïò, paraklitos, meaning 
one who pleads on another’s behalf or a lawyer. 

BACKGROUND
Southern wind – שׁוּתָא: The Arukh explains that this 
refers to a strong easterly wind that is apparently 
very hot and dry, causes food to spoil, and causes 
discomfort and fatigue among the people.

They call it ark – קּוֹרִין ״אַרְנָא״ -Medieval and mod :שֶׁ
ern talmudic commentaries (see Tosafot) ask: What 
is the sin in referring to the Holy Ark as simply ark 
[arna]? The Sages refer to it the same way [aron]. 
Perhaps the distinction is that the proper Aramaic 
term for ark is arona, while arna also means wild goat. 
Therefore, the use of this word is inappropriate when 
referring to the Holy Ark. 

לב:לב:
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י הָאָרֶץ. וְנִמְסְרוּ לְעַמֵּ

One who became ill and tended toward death, they 
say to him: Confess – ֹוְנָטָה לָמוּת, אוֹמְרִים לו חָלָה   מִי שֶׁ
ה -They also say to him: Many people have con :הִתְוַדֵּ
fessed and survived, and many have not confessed 
and died. As a reward for confessing, you live, and 
anyone who confesses has a portion in the World-to-
Come. If one is unable to verbalize his confession, he 
may confess in his heart. If he does not know how to 
confess, he is told to say: My death shall be atonement 
for my sins (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 
1:1; Shulĥan Arukh Yoreh De’a 338:1).

halakha

Soldier [seradiyot] – סְרַדִיּוֹט: From the Greek 
στρατιώτης, stratiotes, meaning soldier. Beginning 
in mishnaic times, it meant specifically a professional 
soldier or mercenary.

Chain [kolar] – קוֹלָר: From the Latin collare, meaning 
a chain around the neck of an animal or a prisoner.

Kolar

Advocates [peraklitin] – רַקְלִיטִין  from the Greek :פְּ
παράκλητος, parakletos, meaning one who pleads 
on another’s behalf or a lawyer. 

language

Nine hundred…within that same angel – ע מֵאוֹת שַׁ  תְּ
אוֹתוֹ מַלְאָךְ  Clearly, repentance and good deeds are :…בְּ
identified with the advocate angel, since a good deed 
is itself an angel that advocates on one’s behalf. Rabbi 
Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, added that even 
if the good deed contains other aspects that are not 
completely good, if there is just a kernel of good in the 
action, that is sufficient.

notes

They call it ark – קּוֹרִין אַרְנָא  Medieval and modern :שֶׁ
talmudic commentaries (see Tosafot) ask: What is the 
sin in referring to the Holy Ark as simply ark [arna]? 
The Sages refer to it the same way [aron]. Perhaps 
the distinction is that the proper Aramaic term for ark 
is arona, while arna also means wild goat. Therefore, 
the use of that term is inappropriate when referring 
to the Holy Ark. 

background

And they were given to ignoramuses – הָאָרֶץ י  לְעַמֵּ  :וְנִמְסְרוּ 
For all intents and purposes, observance of these mitzvot is in 
the purview of all, including ignoramuses. These mitzvot were  
underscored in particular because once an item achieves  

consecrated or teruma status, that is its status, not only for the 
one who consecrated it but for everyone. Therefore, ignoramuses 
also determine the sanctity of items, even in these stringent areas 
of halakha.

notes
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It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Natan says: Due to the sin of vows un-
fulfilled a person’s wife dies. The allusion is as it is stated: “If you have not 
the wherewithal to pay, why should He take away your bed from under you?” 
(Proverbs 22:27). Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Due to the sin of vows unful-
filled, children die when they are young, as it is stated: “Better is it that you 
should not vow, than that you should vow and not pay. Suffer not your mouth 
to bring your flesh into guilt, neither say you before the messenger that it 
was an error; wherefore should God be angry at your voice and destroy the 
work of your hands?” (Ecclesiastes 5:4–5). What is the work of a person’s 
hands? You must say that it is a person’s sons and daughters. 

In order to clarify which sins cause one’s young children to die, the Gemara cites 
what the Sages taught in a baraita: For the sin of vows, one’s children die, this 
is the statement of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Yehuda Ha-
Nasi says: For the sin of dereliction in the study of Torah.n The Gemara asks: 
Granted, according to the opinion of the one who said that one’s children die 
due to the sin of vows, as we stated above. However, according to the opinion 
of the one who said that one’s children die due to sin of dereliction in the study 
of Torah, what is the verse that supports this? The Gemara replies: As it is 
written: “In vain have I smitten your children; they received no morality” 
( Jeremiah 2:30). Children die because their fathers did not accept the morality, 
the Torah. Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: According to the one who said that 
one’s children die because of the sin of vows, it can also be derived from here: 
In vain have I smitten your children; on matters of vanity, i.e., when one vows 
in vain and does not fulfill it. The Gemara asks: After all, Rabbi Yehuda Ha-
Nasi is Rabbi, and it was taught in a Tosefta that Rabbi said that one’s children 
die because of the sin of vows. How then could it be that Rabbi Yehuda Ha-
Nasi said that it is due to the sin of dereliction in the study of Torah? The Ge-
mara answers: After he heard it from Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, he 
reconsidered and taught in accordance with Rabbi Elazar’s opinion. 

On the same topic, Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Abba and Rabbi Yosei disagree. One 
said that children die due to the sin of not affixing a mezuza to one’s doorpost. 
And one said children die due to the sin of dereliction in the study of Torah. 
According to the one who said that children die because of the sin of not af-
fixing a mezuza, his opinion there is based on an exegetical principle, which 
states that a verse is interpreted homiletically based on juxtaposition to the 
verse immediately preceding it and not on juxtaposition to the verse before 
the one preceding it. In this case, it says: “That your days may be multiplied, 
and the days of your children” (Deuteronomy 11:21), and the preceding verse 
says: “And you shall write them upon the doorposts of your house, and upon 
your gates” (Deuteronomy 11:20). And according to the one who said that 
children die due to the sin of dereliction in the study of Torah, that is because 
in his opinion the exegetical principle is that a verse is interpreted homileti-
cally based on juxtaposition to the verse immediately preceding it, as well as 
to the verse before the one preceding it. In his opinion, the blessing of long 
life also relates to the verse before the one immediately preceding it: “And you 
shall teach them your children, talking of them” (Deuteronomy 11:19).

The tanna’im Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda also disagreed about this. One 
said: Children die due to the sin of mezuza, and one said children die due to 
the sin of not affixing ritual fringes. The Gemara asks: Granted, according to 
the opinion of the one who said that children die due to the sin of mezuza, it 
is based on the juxtaposition of the verses, as it is written: “And you shall write 
them upon the doorposts of your house, and upon your gates,” and it says 
thereafter: “That your days may be multiplied, and the days of your children.” 
However, according to the one who said that children die because of the sin 
of ritual fringes, what is the reason? What is the connection between these 
matters? Rav Kahana said, and some say that it was Sheila Mari: It is homi-
letically interpreted as is written: “Also in your corners is found the blood of 
the souls of the innocent poor” ( Jeremiah 2:34). Due to one’s failure to affix 
ritual fringes to the corners of his garments, the innocent poor, young children, 
who have not had opportunity to sin, die. Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: Ac-
cording to the one who said that children die because of the sin of mezuza, 
it is also derived from here, as it is written in the continuation of that verse: 

“You did not find them breaking in; yet for all these things.” We see that this 
punishment comes because they made entrances like a thief ’s breach in the 
wall. They did not place mezuzot in their entrances.

ה  ָ אִשּׁ מֵתָה  נְדָרִים  עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ אוֹמֵר:  נָתָן  י  רַבִּ נְיָא,  תַּ
ח  ה יִקַּ ם לָמָּ לֵּ אֱמַר: “אִם אֵין לְךָ לְשַׁ נֶּ ל אָדָם, שֶׁ שֶׁ
נִים  עֲוֹ�ן נְדָרִים בָּ י אוֹמֵר: בַּ יךָ״. רַבִּ חְתֶּ בְךָ מִתַּ כָּ מִשְׁ
יךָ  ן אֶת פִּ תֵּ אֱמַר: “אַל תִּ נֶּ ים, שֶׁ הֵן קְטַנִּ שֶׁ מֵתִים כְּ
י  כִּ לְאָךְ  רֶךָ וְאַל תּאֹמַר לִפְנֵי הַמַּ שָׂ בְּ לַחֲטִיא אֶת 
ל  ה יִקְצוֹף הָאֱלהִֹים עַל קוֹלֶךָ וְחִבֵּ גָגָה הִיא לָמָּ שְׁ
ל אָדָם –  ה יָדָיו שֶׁ ה יָדֶיךָ״. אֵיזֶה הֵן מַעֲשֵׂ אֶת מַעֲשֵׂ

ל אָדָם. נָיו וּבְנוֹתָיו שֶׁ הֱוֵי אוֹמֵר: בָּ

י  רַבִּ בְרֵי  דִּ  – מֵתִים  נִים  בָּ נְדָרִים  עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ נַן,  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
אוֹמֵר:  יא  שִׂ הַנָּ יְהוּדָה  י  רַבִּ מְעוֹן,  שִׁ י  רַבִּ בְּ אֶלְעָזָר 
עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ אָמַר  דְּ לְמַאן  לָמָא  שְׁ בִּ תּוֹרָה.  יטּוּל  בִּ עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ
יטּוּל  עֲוֹ�ן בִּ אָמַר בַּ א לְמַאן דְּ דַאֲמַרַן, אֶלָּ נְדָרִים – כְּ
יתִי אֶת  וְא הִכֵּ כְתִיב: “לַשָׁ תּוֹרָה – מַאי קְרָאָהּ? דִּ
ר יִצְחָק אָמַר:  נֵיכֶם מוּסָר לאֹ לָקְחוּ״. רַב נַחְמָן בַּ בְּ
וְא  “לַשָׁ  – מֵהָכָא  נַמִי  נְדָרִים  עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ אָמַר  דְּ לְמַאן 
י  דִי, רַבִּ וְא. מִכְּ נֵיכֶם״ – עַל עִסְקֵי שָׁ יתִי אֶת בְּ הִכֵּ
עֲוֹ�ן נְדָרִים קָאָמַר!  י בַּ י, וְרַבִּ יא הַיְינוּ רַבִּ שִׂ יְהוּדָה הַנָּ

מְעוֹן. י שִׁ רַבִּ י אֶלְעָזָר בְּ מַעָהּ מֵרַבִּ שְׁ תַר דִּ בָּ

י יוֹסֵי, חַד אָמַר:  א וְרַבִּ ר אַבָּ י חִיָּיא בַּ הּ רַבִּ לִיגִי בָּ פְּ
יטּוּל תּוֹרָה. לְמַאן  עֲוֹ�ן בִּ עֲוֹ�ן מְזוּזָה, וְחַד אָמַר: בַּ בַּ
עֲוֹ�ן מְזוּזָה״ – מִקְרָא נִדְרָשׁ לְפָנָיו וְלאֹ לִפְנֵי  אָמַר “בַּ דְּ
מִקְרָא  תּוֹרָה״  יטּוּל  בִּ עֲוֹ�ן  “בַּ אָמַר  דְּ וּלְמַאן  פָנָיו. 

נִדְרָשׁ לְפָנָיו וְלִפְנֵי פָנָיו. 

עֲוֹ�ן  י יְהוּדָה; חַד אָמַר: בַּ י מֵאִיר וְרַבִּ הּ רַבִּ לִיגִי בָּ פְּ
לְמַאן  לָמָא  שְׁ בִּ צִיצִית.  עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ אָמַר:  וְחַד  מְזוּזָה, 
ם עַל מְזוּזוֹת  כְתִיב: “וּכְתַבְתָּ עֲוֹ�ן מְזוּזָה – דִּ אָמַר בַּ דְּ
וִימֵי  יְמֵיכֶם  יִרְבּוּ  “לְמַעַן  תְרֵיהּ:  בַּ וּכְתִיב  יתֶךָ״  בֵּ
מַאי  צִיצִית,  עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ אָמַר  דְּ לְמַאן  א  אֶלָּ בְנֵיכֶם״. 
מָרִי,  ילָא  שֵׁ וְאִיתֵימָא  הֲנָא  כָּ רַב  אָמַר  טַעְמָא? 
ם נַפְשׁוֹת אֶבְיוֹנִים  כְנָפַיִךְ נִמְצְאוּ דַּ ם בִּ כְתִיב: “גַּ דִּ
אָמַר  דְּ לְמַאן  אָמַר:  יִצְחָק  ר  בַּ נַחְמָן  רַב  נְקִיִּים״. 
רֶת  חְתֶּ בַמַּ “לאֹ  כְתִיב:  דִּ מֵהָכָא,  נַמִי  מְזוּזָה  עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ

רֶת. מַחְתֶּ תָחִים כְּ עָשׂוּ פְּ מְצָאתִים״ – שֶׁ

For the sin of dereliction in 
the study of Torah – יטּוּל עֲוֹ�ן בִּ  בַּ
 In tractate Kalla a similar :תּוֹרָה
concept is expressed, but a dif-
ferent proof is cited: “You have 
forgotten the Torah of your God; 
I too will forget your children” 
(Hosea 4:6).

notes



152  Perek II . 32b . ׳ב רקפ :בדף ל 

Since the Gemara discussed the importance of the mitzva of rit-
ual fringes, it cites that which Reish Lakish said: Anyone who is 
vigilant in performing the mitzva of ritual fringesh merits that 
two thousand eight hundred servants will serve him in the 
World-to-Come. As it is stated: “Thus says the Lord of hosts: In 
those days it shall come to pass, that ten men shall take hold, 
out of all the languages of the nations, shall even take hold of 
the corner of the garment of him that is a Jew, saying: We will 
go with you, for we have heard that God is with you” (Zechariah 
8:23). On each corner of a Jewish person’s garment with ritual 
fringes, ten people from each of the seventy nations will take hold. 
That totals seven hundred people on each corner; 2,800 people 
altogether.

Together with these statements, the Gemara cites a mnemonicn 
for additional rabbinic adages with regard to punishments for 
various sins: Hate, ĥalla, teruma, stolen, judgment, oath, pour-
ing, uncovering, and vulgarity. It was taught in a baraita, Rabbi 
Neĥemya says: Due to the sin of gratuitous hatred that one has 
for another, the punishment is great discord within a person’s 
home, and his wife miscarries, and his sons and daughters die 
when they are young. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yehuda, said: 
Due to the sin of failure to separate ĥalla from the dough, no 
blessing takes effect on the grain gathered in the storehouse and 
a curse spreads to the prices of crops, which increase, and they 
plant seeds and others eat their yield, as it is stated: “I also will 
do this unto you: I will appoint terror [behala] over you, even 
consumption and fever, that shall make the eyes to fail and the 
soul to languish; and you shall sow your seed in vain, for your 
enemies shall eat it” (Leviticus 26:16). Do not read it behala; 
rather, read it as beĥalla. Due to negligence in the separation of 
ĥalla from the dough, these punishments come. And if they give 
ĥalla, they are blessed, as it is stated: “And the first of your 
dough you shall give unto the priest to cause a blessing to rest 
on your house” (Ezekiel 44:30). 

They also said: Due to the sin of abrogation of terumot and tithes, 
the heavens are prevented from pouring down dew and rain, 
and expense prevails, and profit is lost, and people pursue their 
livelihood but do not attain it, as it is stated: “Drought and heat 
consume the snow waters;n so does the netherworld those that 
have sinned” ( Job 24:19). The Gemara asks: What is the infer-
ence? How is that concept derived from this verse? The school 
of Rabbi Yishmael taught that it should be explained as follows: 
Due to the things that I commanded you during the summer, 
separating terumot and tithes from the summer crops, and you 
did not do them, the snow waters will be robbed from you dur-
ing the rainy season. And if people give terumot and tithes, they 
are blessed, as it is stated: “Bring you the whole tithe into the 
storehouse, that there may be food in My house, and try Me 
now with this, says the Lord of Hosts, if I will not open you the 
windows of heaven, and pour you out a blessing, that there shall 
be more than sufficiency [ad bli dai]” (Malachi 3:10). The Ge-
mara asks: What is the meaning of: More than sufficiency [ad 
bli dai]? Rami bar Rav said that Rav said: It means that the 
abundance will be so great that your lips will be worn out [yivlu], 
similar to the word beli, from saying enough [dai].

Due to the sin of robbery, locusts emerge, and famine prevails, 
and people eat the flesh of their sons and daughters, as it is 
stated: “Hear this word, you cows of Bashan, that are in the 
mountain of Samaria, that oppress the poor, that crush the 
needy, that say unto their lords: Bring, that we may feast” (Amos 
4:1). Afterward it says: “And I also have given you cleanness of 
teeth in all your cities, and want of bread in all your places” (Amos 
4:6), which refers to famine. Rava said: The cows of Bashan; like 
those women of the city of Meĥoza,b

זוֹכֶה  צִיצִית  בְּ הַזָּהִיר  כּלֹ  לָקִישׁ:  רֵישׁ  אָמַר 
מֵאוֹת  מוֹנֶה  וּשְׁ אֲלָפִים  נֵי  שְׁ לוֹ  ין  שִׁ מְּ וּמְשַׁ
]צְבָאוֹת[  ה׳  אָמַר  “כּהֹ  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ עֲבָדִים, 
ים  אֲנָשִׁ רָה  עֲשָׂ יַחֲזִיקוּ  ר  אֲשֶׁ ה  הָהֵמָּ יָּמִים  בַּ
אִישׁ  כְנַף  בִּ ]וְהֶחֱזִיקוּ[  הַגּוֹיִם  לְשׁוֹנוֹת  מִכּלֹ 

כֶם וגו׳״.  יְהוּדִי לֵאמרֹ נֵלְכָה עִמָּ

בוּעָה  ינָא שְׁ רוּמָה נִגְזֶלֶת דִּ ה תְּ נֵא חַלָּ סִימָן: שָׂ
י  רַבִּ נְיָא,  תַּ וְנַבְלוּתָא.  ילּוּיָא  גִּ א  יפוּכְתָּ שִׁ
מְרִיבָה   – ם  חִנָּ נְאַת  שִׂ עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ אוֹמֵר:  נְחֶמְיָה 
לֶת  מַפֶּ תּוֹ  וְאִשְׁ אָדָם,  ל  שֶׁ יתוֹ  בֵּ תוֹךְ  בְּ ה  רַבָּ
הֵן  שֶׁ ל אָדָם מֵתִים כְּ נְפָלִים, וּבָנָיו וּבְנוֹתָיו שֶׁ
אוֹמֵר:  יְהוּדָה  י  רַבִּ בְּ אֶלְעָזָר  י  רַבִּ ים.  קְטַנִּ
וּמְאֵרָה  ס,  מְכוּנָּ בַּ רָכָה  בְּ אֵין  ה  חַלָּ עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ
עָרִים, וְזוֹרְעִין זְרָעִים וַאֲחֵרִים  ְ שּׁ חַת בַּ לַּ תַּ מִשְׁ
זֹאת  ה  אֶעֱשֶׂ אֲנִי  “אַף  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ אוֹכְלִין, 
חֶפֶת  ַ הָלָה אֶת הַשּׁ י עֲלֵיכֶם בֶּ לָכֶם וְהִפְקַדְתִּ
נָפֶשׁ  וּמְדִיבוֹת  עֵינַיִם  מְכַלּוֹת  חַת  דַּ הַקַּ וְאֶת 
ם לָרִיק זַרְעֲכֶם וַאֲכָלֻהוּ אוֹיְבֵיכֶם״, אַל  וּזְרַעְתֶּ
ה״. וְאִם נוֹתְנִין –  חַלָּ א “בְּ הָלָה״ אֶלָּ קְרִי “בֶּ תִּ
ית עֲרִיסוֹתֵיכֶם  אֱמַר: “]וְ[רֵאשִׁ נֶּ רְכִין, שֶׁ מִתְבָּ

יתֶךָ״. רָכָה אֶל בֵּ נוּ לַכּהֵֹן לְהָנִיחַ בְּ תְּ תִּ

מַיִם נֶעֱצָרִין  רוֹת שָׁ רוּמוֹת וּמַעַשְׂ יטּוּל תְּ עֲוֹ�ן בִּ בַּ
כָר  וְהַשָּׂ הֹוֶה,  וְהַיּוֹקֶר  וּמָטָר,  טַל  הוֹרִיד  מִלְּ
וְאֵין  רְנָסָתָן  פַּ אַחַר  רָצִין  אָדָם  וּבְנֵי  אָבֵד, 
מֵימֵי  יִגְזְלוּ  חוֹם  ם  גַּ “צִיָּה  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ יעִין,  מַגִּ
בֵי  נָא דְּ מַע? תָּ אוֹל חָטָאוּ״. מַאי מַשְׁ לֶג שְׁ שֶׁ
יתִי אֶתְכֶם  וִּ צִּ בָרִים שֶׁ בִיל דְּ שְׁ מָעֵאל: בִּ י יִשְׁ רַבִּ
ם  מִכֶּ יִגְזְלוּ   – יתֶם  עֲשִׂ וְלאֹ  ה  הַחַמָּ ימוֹת  בִּ
 – נוֹתְנִין  וְאִם  מִים.  שָׁ הַגְּ ימוֹת  בִּ לֶג  שֶׁ מֵימֵי 
ר  עֲשֵׂ ל הַמַּ אֱמַר: “הָבִיאוּ אֶת כָּ נֶּ רְכִין, שֶׁ מִתְבָּ
בֵיתִי וּבְחָנוּנִי נָא  ית הָאוֹצָר וִיהִי טֶרֶף בְּ אֶל בֵּ
ח לָכֶם  זאֹת אָמַר ה׳ צְבָאוֹת אִם לאֹ אֶפְתַּ בָּ
רָכָה  מַיִם וַהֲרִיקוֹתִי לָכֶם בְּ ָ אֵת אֲרוּבּוּת הַשּׁ
רָמִי  אָמַר  דַי״?  לִי  בְּ “עַד  מַאי  דַי״,  לִי  בְּ עַד 
פְתוֹתֵיכֶם  שִׂ יִּבְלוּ  שֶׁ עַד  רַב:  אָמַר  )רַב(  ר  בַּ

י.  מִלּוֹמַר דַּ

וּבְנֵי  זֵל הַגּוֹבַאי עוֹלֶה, וְהָרָעָב הוֹוֶה,  גָּ עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ
אֱמַר:  נֶּ נֵיהֶן וּבְנוֹתֵיהֶן, שֶׁ ר בְּ שַׂ אָדָם אוֹכְלִים בְּ
הַר  בְּ ר  ן אֲשֶׁ שָׁ רוֹת הַבָּ פָּ בָר הַזֶּה  מְעוּ הַדָּ “שִׁ
ים הָרוֹצְצוֹת אֶבְיוֹנִים״  לִּ קוֹת דַּ שׁוֹמְרוֹן הָעוֹשְׁ

מְחוֹזָא, י דִּ גוֹן הָנֵי נְשֵׁ אָמַר רָבָא: כְּ

NOTES
And they were given to ignoramuses – י  וְנִמְסְרוּ לְעַמֵּ
 For all intents and purposes, observance of :הָאָרֶץ
these mitzvot is in the purview of all, including ig-
noramuses. These mitzvot were underscored in par-
ticular because once an item achieves consecrated 
or teruma status, that is its status, not only for the 
one who consecrated it but for everyone. Therefore, 
ignoramuses also determine the sanctity of items, 
even in these stringent areas of halakha.

For the sin of dereliction in the study of Torah – 
יטּוּל תּוֹרָה בִּ עֲוֹ�ן   In tractate Kalla a similar concept :בַּ
is expressed, but a different proof is cited: “You have 
forgotten the Torah of your God; I too will forget your 
children” (Hosea 4:6).

A mnemonic – סִימָן: This mnemonic includes all the 
cases subsequently discussed, although the Gemara 
cited them with slight emendations. They are signs 
for the issues of hate, for gratuitous hatred; ĥalla; 
teruma; theft; judgment, for distortion and perversion 

of justice; oath, for a vain oath; pouring, for murder; 
uncovering, for prohibited sexual relations; and vul-
garity, for vulgar speech.

Consume the snow waters – לֶג -Appar :יִגְזְלוּ מֵימֵי שֶׁ
ently, the word consume applies to both the begin-
ningand the end of the verse. It should be interpreted 
as follows: As drought and heat will consume, i.e., if 
people steal the gifts that they are meant to give to 
others, then ultimately, they will consume the snow 
waters. The verse itself can also mean that when 
drought and heat consume the snow waters, it is a 
sign that: “So does the nether-world [consume] those 
that have sinned” (Rashi).

HALAKHA
Anyone who is vigilant in performing the mitzva of 
ritual fringes, etc. – צִיצִית וכו׳  The mitzva :כּלֹ הַזָּהִיר בְּ
of ritual fringes is a significant one, as the Torah 
equated it to all the mitzvot, as it is stated: “That you 
may look upon it, and remember all the command-

ments of the Lord” (Numbers 19:39). Therefore, one 
must be vigilant with regard to this mitzva and per-
form it in an esthetic manner (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Ttzitzit 3:12; Tur Oraĥ Ĥayyim 24).

BACKGROUND
Meĥoza – מְחוֹזָא: Meĥoza was a large city on the 
banks of the Tigris River, not far from the Malka 
River that connects the Tigris with the Euphrates 
River. Its location in the center of Babylonia led to 
its development as a wealthy commercial city. The 
people of Meĥoza were known for their great wealth, 
to the extent that even the male residents would 
wear special, ornamented clothing. A large portion 
of the city’s population was Jewish, and included 
many converts. Rava was the head of the yeshiva 
in Meĥoza, which later merged with the yeshiva of 
Neharde’a–Pumbedita. He regularly rebuked the 
people of the city for their self-indulgence, dishon-
esty and lack of fear of God.

Anyone who is vigilant in performing the mitzva of 
ritual fringes, etc. – צִיצִית וכו׳  The mitzva of :כּלֹ הַזָּהִיר בְּ
ritual fringes is a significant one, as the Torah equated 
it to all the mitzvot, as it is stated: “That you may look 
upon it, and remember all the commandments of the 
Lord” (Numbers 19:39). Therefore, one must be vigilant 
with regard to this mitzva and perform it in a beautiful 
manner (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Ttzitzit 3:12; Tur 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 24).

halakha

Mnemonic – סִימָן: This mnemonic includes all the cases 
subsequently discussed, although the Gemara cited 
them with slight emendations. It is a mnemonic for 
hate, for gratuitous hatred; ĥalla; teruma; theft; judg-
ment, for distortion and perversion of justice; oath, for 
a vain oath; pouring, for murder; uncovering, for pro-
hibited sexual relations; and vulgarity, for vulgar speech.

Consume the snow waters – לֶג  ,Apparently :יִגְזְלוּ מֵימֵי שֶׁ
the word consume applies to both the beginning and 
the end of the verse. It should be interpreted as fol-
lows: As drought and heat will consume, i.e., if people 
steal the gifts that they are meant to give to others in 
the summer, then ultimately, that will cause the snow 
waters to be consumed. The verse itself can also mean 
that when drought and heat consume the snow waters, 
it is a sign that: “So does the netherworld [consume] 
those that have sinned” (Rashi).

notes

Meĥoza – מְחוֹזָא: Meĥoza was a large city on the banks 
of the Tigris River, not far from the Malka River that con-
nects the Tigris with the Euphrates River. Its location 
in the center of Babylonia led to its development as a 
wealthy commercial city. The people of Meĥoza were 
known for their great wealth, to the extent that even 
the male residents would wear special, ornamented 
clothing. A large portion of the city’s population was 
Jewish, and included many converts. Rava was the head 
of the yeshiva in Meĥoza, which later merged with the 
yeshiva of Neharde’a-Pumbedita. He regularly rebuked 
the people of the city for their self-indulgence, dishon-
esty, and lack of fear of God.

background
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who eat and do nothing to support themselves, and cause their 
husbands to commit the sin of theft. And it is written: “I have 
smitten you with blight and mildew; the multitude of your 
gardens and your vineyards and your fig trees and your olive 
trees has the palmerworm devoured” (Amos 4:9). And it is 
written: “That which the palmerworm has left the locust has 
eaten; and that which the locust has left the cankerworm has 
eaten; and that which the cankerworm has left the caterpillar 
has eaten” ( Joel 1:4). And it is written: “And one snatches on 
the right hand, and is hungry; and he eats on the left hand, and 
is not satisfied; they eat every man the flesh of his own arm 
[besar zero’o]” (Isaiah 9:19). Do not read it: The flesh of his own 
arm [besar zero’o]; rather, the flesh of his own offspring [besar 
zaro]. All the punishments for theft listed above were explicitly 
mentioned in the verses. 

Furthermore, the Sages said that due to the sin of delay of justice, 
i.e., judges delay issuing their rulings due to personal consider-
ations, and for distortion of justice, i.e., judges intentionally 
distort their verdicts, and for miscarriage of justicen that results 
from negligence, and for dereliction in the study of Torah, vio-
lence and looting abound in the world, and pestilence and fam-
ine come, and people eat and are not sated, and they eat their 
bread measured by weight. As it is written: “And I will bring a 
sword upon you, that shall execute the vengeance of the cove-
nant; and you shall be gathered together within your cities; and 
I will send the pestilence among you; and you shall be delivered 
into the hand of the enemy” (Leviticus 26:25). And covenant 
means nothing other than Torah, as it is stated: “If My covenant 
be not with day and night, if I have not appointed the ordinanc-
es of heaven and earth” ( Jeremiah 33:25). The study of Torah is 
the mitzva practiced both day and night. And it is written with 
regard to this punishment: “When I break your staff of bread, 
ten women shall bake your bread in one oven, and they shall 
deliver your bread again by weight; and ye shall eat, and not be 
satisfied” (Leviticus 26:26). And it is written: “Even because 
they rejected My ordinances, and their soul abhorred My stat-
utes” (Leviticus 26:43). All of these punishments result from 
breaching the covenant of the Torah and the perversion of justice.

Due to the sin of an oath taken in vainb and a false oath, and 
desecration of God’s name, and desecration of Shabbat, wild 
beasts abound in the world, and domesticated animals cease to 
exist, and human beings decrease in number, and the roads 
become desolate, as it is stated: “And if in spite of these [be’eleh] 
things you will not be corrected unto Me, but will walk contrary 
unto Me casually” (Leviticus 26:23). Do not read of these 
[be’eleh]; rather, due to a vain oath [be’ala]. And it is written 
that the punishment for this is: “And I will send the beast of the 
field among you, which shall rob you of your children, and de-
stroy your cattle, and make you few in number; and your ways 
shall become desolate” (Leviticus 26:22). And it is written with 
regard to a false oath: “And you shall not swear by My name 
falsely, so that you desecrate [veĥillalta] the name of your God: 
I am the Lord” (Leviticus 19:12). And it is written with regard to 
desecrating the name of God: “And you shall not desecrate 
[teĥallelu] My Holy Name” (Leviticus 22:32). And it is written 
with regard to desecrating Shabbat: “Every one that desecrates 
it [meĥaleleha] shall surely be put to death” (Exodus 31:14). And 
derive by means of a verbal analogy [gezera shava] desecration 
[ĥillul] of Shabbat from desecration [ĥillul] of a false oath. Just 
as punishment for a false oath is desolation and wild beasts, one 
receives the same punishment for desecrating Shabbat and the 
name of God.

לג.לג.

Perek II
Daf 33  Amud a

יתִי  “הִכֵּ וּכְתִיב:  עָבְדָן.  וְלָא  אָכְלָן  דְּ
נּוֹתֵיכֶם  פוֹן וּבַיֵּרָקוֹן הַרְבּוֹת גַּ דָּ ִ שּׁ אֶתְכֶם בַּ
זָם״.  וְכַרְמֵיכֶם וּתְאֵנֵיכֶם וְזֵיתֵיכֶם יאֹכַל הַגָּ
וְיֶתֶר  ה  הָאַרְבֶּ אָכַל  זָם  הַגָּ “יֶתֶר  וּכְתִיב: 
אָכַל  הַיֶּלֶק  וְיֶתֶר  הַיֶּלֶק  אָכַל  ה  הָאַרְבֶּ
וְרָעֵב  יָמִין  עַל  “וַיִּגְזוֹר  וּכְתִיב:  הֶחָסִיל״: 
ר  שַׂ בְּ בֵעוּ אִישׁ  שָׂ וְלאֹ  מאֹל  וַיּאֹכַל עַל שְׂ
א  ר זְרוֹעוֹ׳ אֶלָּ שַׂ קְרִי ‘בְּ זְרוֹעוֹ יאֹכֵלוּ״, אַל תִּ

ר זַרְעוֹ.׳  שַׂ ‘בְּ

וְקִלְקוּל  ין  הַדִּ וְעִיוּות  ין  הַדִּ עִינּוּי  עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ
ה, וְדֶבֶר  ין וּבִיטּוּל תּוֹרָה חֶרֶב וּבִיזָּה רַבָּ הַדִּ
וְאֵינָן  אוֹכְלִין  אָדָם  וּבְנֵי  א,  בָּ וּבַצּוֹרֶת 
כְתִיב:  קָל, דִּ שְׁ מִּ בֵעִין, וְאוֹכְלִין לַחְמָם בַּ שְׂ
רִית  “וְהֵבֵאתִי עֲלֵיכֶם חֶרֶב נוֹקֶמֶת נְקַם בְּ
אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ תּוֹרָה,  א  אֶלָּ רִית  בְּ וְאֵין  וגו׳״. 
“אִם לאֹ בְרִיתִי יוֹמָם וָלָיְלָה וגו׳״. וּכְתִיב: 
ים  ר נָשִׁ ה לֶחֶם וְאָפוּ עֶשֶׂ בְרִי לָכֶם מַטֵּ שִׁ “בְּ
טַי מָאָסוּ״. פָּ מִשְׁ וגו׳״. וּכְתִיב: “יַעַן וּבְיַעַן בְּ

קֶר  שֶׁ בוּעַת  וּשְׁ וְא  שָׁ בוּעַת  שְׁ ן  עֲוֹ� בַּ
רָעָה  חַיָּה   – ת  בָּ שַׁ וְחִילּוּל  ם  ֵ הַשּׁ וְחִילּוּל 
לָה, וּבְנֵי אָדָם מִתְמַעֲטִין,  ה, וּבְהֵמָה כָּ רַבָּ
“וְאִם  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ תּוֹמְמִין,  מִשְׁ רָכִים  וְהַדְּ
ה  אֵלֶּ בְּ קְרִי  תִּ אַל  לִי״  סְרוּ  תִוָּ לאֹ  ה  אֵלֶּ בְּ
י בָכֶם אֶת  לַחְתִּ אָלָה, וּכְתִיב: “וְהִשְׁ א בְּ אֶלָּ
קֶר:  בוּעַת שֶׁ שְׁ דֶה וגו׳״. וּכְתִיב בִּ חַיַּת הַשָּׂ
אֶת  לְתָּ  וְחִלַּ קֶר  ָ לַשּׁ מִי  בִשְׁ בְעוּ  ָ תִשּׁ “וְלאֹ 
“וְלאֹ  תִיב:  כְּ ם  ֵ הַשּׁ וּבְחִלּוּל  אֱלהֶֹיךָ״  ם  שֵׁ
ת  בָּ שַׁ וּבְחִלּוּל  י״  קָדְשִׁ ם  שֵׁ אֶת  לוּ  תְחַלְּ
תִיב: “מְחַלְלֶיהָ מוֹת יוּמָת״, וְיָלֵיף חִילּוּל  כְּ

קֶ.ר  בוּעַת שֶׁ ְ חִילּוּל מִשּׁ

And distortion of justice and miscarriage of justice – 
ין הַדִּ וְקִלְקוּל  ין  הַדִּ  ,Apparently, distortion of justice :וְעִיוּוּת 
does not refer to the judge himself, but to his attendants 
and aides who do not see to it that his rulings are imple-
mented appropriately (Maharsha).

notes

An oath taken in vain – וְא בוּעַת שָׁ  There is no halakhic :שְׁ
difference between an oath taken in vain and a false oath. 
Whenever someone swears to an untruth, it falls into 
this category. However, a vain oath refers specifically to 
an oath that is patently untrue, i.e., one who takes two 
contradictory oaths and one of the two is a vain oath. If a 
person intentionally takes a vain oath, he is punishable by 
lashes. If he does so unwittingly, there is no punishment 
unless the oath also violates another prohibition, e.g., 
taking the name of God in vain. In addition, if one takes 
an oath that a known object is precisely what everyone 
perceives it to be, e.g., if one swears that a particular man 
is indeed a man, that oath falls under the rubric of an 
oath taken in vain.

Background
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Due to the sin of bloodshed, the Holy Temple is destroyed, and the 
Divine Presence leaves Israel, as it says: “So you shall not pollute the 
land wherein you are; for blood, it pollutes the land; and no expiation 
can be made for the land for the blood that is shed therein, but by the 
blood of him that shed it. And you shall not defile the land which you 
inhabit, in the midst of which I dwell; for I the Lord dwell in the midst 
of the children of Israel” (Numbers 35:33–34). However, if you defile 
the land, you will not inhabit it, and I will not dwell in it.

Due to the sin of prohibited sexual relations, and idol worship, and 
failure to let the land lie fallow during the Sabbatical and Jubilee 
Years, exile comes to the world and they exile the Jewish people from 
their land, and others come and settle in their place. As it is stated 
with regard to illicit sexual relations: “For all these abominations have 
the men of the land done, that were before you, and the land is defiled; 
that the land expel not you also, when you defile it, as it expelled the 
nation that was before you” (Leviticus 18:27–28). And it is written: 

“And the land was defiled, therefore I did visit the iniquity thereof 
upon it, and the land expelled her inhabitants” (Leviticus 18:25). And 
it is written: “That the land expel not you also, when you defile it, as 
it expelled the nation that was before you.” 

And with regard to idol worship it is written: “And I will cast your 
carcasses upon the carcasses of your idols” (Leviticus 26:30). And it 
is written: “And I will bring your sanctuaries unto desolation, and 
I will not smell the savor of your sweet odors” (Leviticus 26:31). “And 
you will I scatter among the nations, and I will draw out the sword 
after you; and your land shall be a desolation, and your cities shall be 
a waste” (Leviticus 26:33). 

With regard to the sin of failure to observe the Sabbatical and Jubilee 
Years it is written: “Then shall the land be paid her Sabbaths, as  
long as it lies desolate, and you are in your enemies’ land; even then 
shall the land rest, and repay her Sabbaths” (Leviticus 26:34). And it 
is written: “As long as it lies desolate it shall have rest; even the rest 
which it had not in your Sabbaths, when you dwelt upon it” (Leviticus 
26: 35).

Due to the sin of vulgar speech, troubles abound, and harsh decrees 
are renewed, and the youth among the enemies of Israel, a euphe-
mistic reference to Israel, die, and orphans and widows cry out for 
help and are not answered, as it is stated: “Therefore the Lord shall 
have no joy in their young men, neither shall He have compassion 
on their fatherless and widows; for everyone is ungodly and an 
evildoer, and every mouth speaks wantonness. For all this His anger 
is not turned away, but His hand is stretched out still” (Isaiah 9:16).n 

The Gemara explains: What is the meaning of the phrase: But His 
hand is stretched out still? Rabbi Ĥanan bar Rava said: Everybody 
knows why the bride enters the wedding canopy. There is no secret 
revealed. Nevertheless, anyone who speaks vulgarly about it, even if 
they, on High, sealed for him a decree of seventy years of good for-
tune, they will reverse it to bad fortune because of this sin. And 
Rabba bar Sheila said that Rav Ĥisda said: Anyone who speaks 
vulgarly, they deepen Gehenna for him, as it is stated: “The mouth 
that speaks perversity is a deep pit: he that is abhorred of the Lord 
shall fall therein” (Proverbs 22:14), i.e., Gehenna is deepened for one 
who speaks vulgarly. Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: Even one who 
hears vulgar speech and is silent is punished, as it is stated: “He that 
is abhorred of the Lord shall fall therein,”n even if he himself does 
not speak at all.

כִינָה  וּשְׁ חָרֵב,  שׁ  קְדָּ הַמִּ ית  בֵּ מִים  דָּ פִיכוּת  שְׁ עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ
אֱמַר: “וְלאֹ תַחֲנִיפוּ וגו׳ וְלאֹ  נֶּ רָאֵל, שֶׁ קֶת מִיִּשְׂ לֶּ מִסְתַּ
ר אֲנִי  הּ אֲשֶׁ בִים בָּ ם יוֹשְׁ ר אַתֶּ א אֶת הָאָרֶץ אֲשֶׁ תְטַמֵּ
אִים אוֹתָהּ – אֵינְכֶם  ם מְטַמְּ תוֹכָהּ״, הָא אַתֶּ שׁוֹכֵן בְּ

תוֹכָהּ. הּ, וְאֵינִי שׁוֹכֵן בְּ בִים בָּ יוֹשְׁ

ין  מִיטִּ שְׁ מָטַת  וְהַשְׁ זָרָה  וַעֲבוֹדָה  עֲרָיוֹת  לּוּי  גִּ עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ
וּבָאִין  אוֹתָן,  וּמַגְלִין  לָעוֹלָם,  א  בָּ לוּת  גָּ  – וְיוֹבְלוֹת 
ל  כָּ אֶת  י  “כִּ אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ מְקוֹמָן,  בִּ בִין  וְיוֹשְׁ אֲחֵרִים 
וּכְתִיב:  וגו׳״  הָאָרֶץ  י  אַנְשֵׁ עָשׂוּ  הָאֵל  הַתּוֹעֵבוֹת 
וּכְתִיב:  וגו׳״  עָלֶיהָ  עֲוֹ�נָהּ  וָאֶפְקוֹד  הָאָרֶץ  טְמָא  “וַתִּ

אֲכֶם אוֹתָהּ״ טַמַּ “וְלאֹ תָקִיא הָאָרֶץ אֶתְכֶם בְּ

וגו׳״  גְרֵיכֶם  פִּ אֶת  י  “וְנָתַתִּ תִיב:  כְּ זָרָה  וּבַעֲבוֹדָה 
יכֶם וגו׳ וְאֶתְכֶם אֱזָרֶה  שֵׁ מּוֹתִי אֶת מִקְדְּ וּכְתִיב: “וַהֲשִׁ

בַגּוֹיִם״.

אֶת  הָאָרֶץ  רְצֶה  תִּ “אָז  תִיב:  כְּ וּבַיוֹבְלוֹת  ין  מִיטִּ שְׁ בַּ
אוֹיְבֵיכֶם  אֶרֶץ  בְּ ם  וְאַתֶּ ה  מָּ ַ הָשּׁ יְמֵי  כּלֹ  תוֹתֶיהָ  בְּ שַׁ

בּוֹת״. שְׁ ה תִּ מָּ ַ ל יְמֵי הָשּׁ וגו׳״ וּכְתִיב: “כָּ

קָשׁוֹת  וּגְזֵירוֹת  רַבּוֹת,  צָרוֹת  ה  פֶּ נַבְלוּת  עֲוֹ�ן  בַּ
יְתוֹמִים  מֵתִים,  רָאֵל  יִשְׂ שׂוֹנְאֵי  וּבַחוּרֵי  שׁוֹת,  מִתְחַדְּ
עַל  ן  כֵּ “עַל  אֱמַר:  נֶּ שֶׁ נַעֲנִין,  וְאֵינָן  צוֹעֲקִין  וְאַלְמָנוֹת 
מַח ה׳ וְאֶת יְתוֹמָיו ]וְאֶת[ )וְ(אַלְמְנוֹתָיו  חוּרָיו לאֹ יִשְׂ בַּ
כָל  ה דּוֹבֵר נְבָלָה בְּ י כֻלּוֹ חָנֵף וּמֵרָע וְכָל פֶּ לאֹ יְרַחֵם כִּ

ב אַפּוֹ וְעוֹד יָדוֹ נְטוּיָה״. זאֹת לאֹ שָׁ

הַכּלֹ  רָבָא:  ר  בַּ חָנָן  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  נְטוּיָה?  יָדוֹ  וְעוֹד  מַאי 
ל  הַמְנַבֵּ כּלֹ  א  אֶלָּ ה,  נִכְנְסָה לַחוּפָּ ה  לָמָּ ה  לָּ כַּ יוֹדְעִין 
נָה  שָׁ בְעִים  שִׁ ל  שֶׁ ין  דִּ זַר  גְּ עָלָיו  חוֹתְמִין  אֲפִילוּ  יו  פִּ
ילָא  ר שֵׁ ה בַּ לְטוֹבָה – הוֹפְכִין עָלָיו לְרָעָה. אָמַר רַבָּ
יו – מַעֲמִיקִין לוֹ  ל אֶת פִּ ל הַמְנַבֵּ א: כָּ אָמַר רַב חִסְדָּ
י זָרוֹת״. רַב נַחְמָן  ה פִּ אֱמַר: “שׁוּחָה עֲמוּקָּ נֶּ ם, שֶׁ יהִנָּ גֵּ
אֱמַר: “זְעוּם  נֶּ שֶׁ וְשׁוֹתֵק,  יִצְחָק אָמַר: אַף שׁוֹמֵעַ  ר  בַּ

ם״.  ה׳ יִפּוֹל שָׁ

But His hand is stretched out still [ve’od] – וְעוֹד יָדוֹ נְטוּיָה: In this context, 
ve’od is understood as va’ed, forever. In human terms, this refers to the 
life expectancy of seventy years. When one commits this sin, the evil 
decree is forever (Rashi).

Shall fall therein – ם  :Some commentaries explain that the phrase :יִפּוֹל שָׁ

Shall fall therein, can be understood in two ways. The first is that one shall 
fall therein, in Gehenna. The second is: He shall fall therein, in the sense 
of the verse: “Over against all his brethren he did fall” (Genesis 25:18). One 
who is present and remains silent is sentenced to the same punishment 
(Maharsha).

notes
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And in a similar vein, Rav Oshaya said: Anyone who prepares 
himself to commit a sin, wounds and bruises emerge on him, 
as it is stated: “Sharp wounds for one devoted to evil; so do 
stripes that reach the inward parts” (Proverbs 20:30). And not 
only that, but he is sentenced to suffer from the disease of 
edema [hidrokan],lb as it is stated: So do stripes that reach 
the inward parts. Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: A sign in-
dicating one who committed a sin is the disease hidrokan, 
which afflicts the inner parts.

The Sages taught in a baraita: There are three types of hidro-
kan: The one that comes as punishment for sin is thick; and 
that which is the result of hunger is swollen, but not as thick; 
and the one caused by witchcraft is thin, and the flesh of the 
sick person becomes thin in other places.

The Gemara relates: Shmuel HaKatan fell ill with hidrokan. 
He said: Master of the Universe, who will draw lots, mean-
ing, who will be able to determine that this hidrokan is not the 
consequence of sin? He was cured. Abaye also fell ill with 
hidrokan. Rava testified and said about him: I know about 
Naĥmani, Abaye, that he starves himself and that his hidro-
kan is the result of hunger. The Gemara relates that Rava fell 
ill with hidrokan, and they asked: But Rava did not starve 
himself, and there is no reason to suspect him of sin, and we 
cannot say that he contracted hidrokan because he did not 
relieve himself on time. Rava knew to relieve himself, as it is 
he who said: More have been killed due to the chamber pot, 
because they were not careful about relieving themselves in a 
timely manner, than those swollen due to starvation. The 
Gemara answers: Rava is different because the Sages compel 
him to remain in place against his will while he lectures. 
Since he could not relieve himself, he became sick with 
hidrokan. 

On a related note, the Sages taught in a baraita that there are 
four signs: A sign of sin is hidrokan, a sign of gratuitous 
hatred is jaundice, a sign of arrogance is poverty,n and a sign 
of slander is askara.

The Sages taught: Askara comes to the world as punishment

for neglecting to separate tithes. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Yosei, says: Askarab comes as punishment for slander. Rava 
said, and some say that it was Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi who 
said it: What is the verse that alludes to this? “But the king 
shall rejoice in God; every one that swears by Him shall 
glory; for the mouth of them that speak lies shall be 
stopped” (Psalms 63:12). The punishment for lying is that the 
mouth will be stopped. Askara affects the mouth along with 
other parts of the body. 

עְיָא: כּלֹ הַמְמָרֵק עַצְמוֹ לַעֲבֵירָה –  אָמַר רַב אוֹשַׁ
אֱמַר: “חַבּוּרוֹת  נֶּ חַבּוּרוֹת וּפְצָעִין יוֹצְאִין בּוֹ, שֶׁ
דּוֹן  נִּ שֶׁ א  אֶלָּ עוֹד  וְלאֹ  רָע״  בְּ מְרוּק  תַּ צַע  פֶּ
אֱמַר: “וּמַכּוֹת חַדְרֵי בָטֶן״. אָמַר  נֶּ הִדְרוֹקָן, שֶׁ בְּ
ר יִצְחָק: סִימָן לַעֲבֵירָה הִדְרוֹקָן.  רַב נַחְמָן בַּ

ל עֲבֵירָה –  ה מִינֵי הִדְרוֹקָן הֵן: שֶׁ לשָֹׁ נַן, שְׁ נוּ רַבָּ תָּ
.ק פִים – דַּ שָׁ ל כְּ פוּחַ, וְשֶׁ ל רָעָב – תָּ עָבֶה, וְשֶׁ

ל עוֹלָם,  יהּ אָמַר: רִבּוֹנוֹ שֶׁ טָן חָשׁ בֵּ מוּאֵל הַקָּ שְׁ
יהּ, אָמַר רָבָא:  יֵי חָשׁ בֵּ סֵי. אַבַּ מִי מֵפִיס? אִיתַּ
רָבָא  יהּ.  נַפְשֵׁ מְכַפֵין  דִּ נַחֲמָנִי  בְּ יהּ  בֵּ יָדַעֲנָא 
י קְטִילֵי  אֲמַר: נְפִישִׁ יהּ. וְהָא רָבָא הוּא דַּ חָשׁ בֵּ
נַן  אָנְסִי לֵיהּ רַבָּ אנֵי רָבָא, דְּ פָן! שָׁ פִיחֵי כָּ ר מִנְּ קֵדָּ

עַל כּוֹרְחֵיהּ. נֵיהּ בְּ עִידָּ בְּ

לַעֲבֵירָה  סִימָן  הֵן:  סִימָנִין  עָה  אַרְבָּ נַן,  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
ם יֵרָקוֹן, סִימָן לְגַסּוּת  נְאַת חִנָּ הִדְרוֹקָן, סִימָן לְשִׂ

רָה. הָרוּחַ עֲנִיּוּת, סִימָן לִלְשׁוֹן הָרַע אַסְכָּ

אָה לָעוֹלָם רָה בָּ נַן: אַסְכָּ נוּ רַבָּ תָּ

NOTES
And distortion of justice and miscarriage of jus-
tice – ין ין וְקִלְקוּל הַדִּ  Apparently, corruption :וְעִיוּוּת הַדִּ
of justice, does not refer to the judge himself, but to 
his attendants and aides who do not see to it that his 
rulings are implemented appropriately (Maharsha).

But His hand is stretched out still [ve’od] – ֹוְעוֹד יָדו 
 ,In this context, ve’od, is understood as va’ed :נְטוּיָה
forever. In human terms, this refers to the life expec-
tancy of seventy years. When one commits this sin, 
the evil decree is forever (Rashi).

Shall fall therein – ם  Some commentaries :יִפּוֹל שָׁ
explain that the phrase: Shall fall therein, can be 
understood in two ways. The first is that one shall 
fall therein, in Gehenna. The second is: He shall fall 
therein, in the sense of the verse: “Over against all 

his brethren he did fall” (Genesis 25:18). One who is 
present and remains silent is sentenced to the same 
punishment (Maharsha).

A sign of arrogance is poverty – ַלְגַסּוּת הָרוּח  סִימָן 
 In tractate Kiddushin, the Sages explain that :עֲנִיּוּת
poverty in this context is not defined in terms of 
wealth; rather, it refers to poverty in terms of Torah. 
In this sense, poverty results from a person failing 
to take the opportunity to travel to a place of Torah 
scholars to study with them. Due to his arrogance, 
he is not even aware of his own ignorance (Rashi).

LANGUAGE
Edema [hidrokan] – הִדְרוֹקָן: The origin of this word is 
from the Greek hadrofikus, or hadrikos, which means 
one who is ill with hidrokan.

BACKGROUND
Edema [hidrokan] – הִדְרוֹקָן: Edema is a symptom 
characterized by swelling, which is the result of fluid 
that collects in body tissue. It is caused either by dis-
ruption in the blood circulation or by cirrhosis of the 
liver. All types of edema are called hidrokan. One type, 
known as anasarca or hidropsia sicca is a condition 
where the entire body is swollen. Another, known as 
ascites, is a condition in which the whole body is thin, 
yet the stomach is swollen, similar to the symptoms 
associated with cirrhosis of the liver. Similar swelling, 
hunger edema, occurs as a result of prolonged star-
vation. Constipation does not cause edema, although 
it can cause a one’s stomach to swell.

לג:

Perek II
Daf 33  Amud b

אוֹמֵר:  יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ בְּ אֶלְעָזָר  י  רַבִּ ר,  עֲשֵׂ הַמַּ עַל 
י  רַבִּ וְאִיתֵימָא  רָבָא,  אָמַר  הָרַע.  לְשׁוֹן  עַל 
מַח  יִשְׂ לֶךְ  “וְהַמֶּ  – קְרָאָהּ  לֵוִי: מַאי  ן  בֶּ עַ  יְהוֹשֻׁ
י  פִּ כֵר  יִסָּ י  כִּ בּוֹ  ע  בָּ שְׁ הַנִּ ל  כָּ ל  יִתְהַלֵּ אלהִֹים  בֵּ

קֶר״.  דוֹבְרֵי שָׁ

Edema [hidrokan] – הִדְרוֹקָן: From the Greek ὑδρωπικός 
hydropikos, which means one who is ill with edema.

language

Edema [hidrokan] – הִדְרוֹקָן: Edema is a symptom charac-
terized by swelling, which is the result of fluid that collects 
in body tissue. It is caused either by disruption in the 
blood circulation or by cirrhosis of the liver. All types of 
edema are called hidrokan. One type, known as anasarca 
or hidropsia sicca is a condition where the entire body 
is swollen. Another, known as ascites, is a condition in 
which the whole body is thin, yet the stomach is swollen, 
similar to the symptoms associated with cirrhosis of the 
liver. Similar swelling, hunger edema, occurs as a result of 
prolonged starvation. Constipation does not cause edema, 
although it can cause a one’s stomach to swell.

background

A sign of arrogance is poverty – סִימָן לְגַסּוּת הָרוּחַ עֲנִיּוּת: In 
tractate Kiddushin, the Sages explain that poverty in this 
context is not defined in terms of wealth; rather, it refers 
to poverty in terms of Torah. In this sense, poverty results 
from a person failing to take the opportunity to travel to a 
place of Torah scholars to study with them. Due to his ar-
rogance, he is not even aware of his own ignorance (Rashi).

notes

Askara – רָה  Askara is diphtheria, an infectious disease of :אַסְכָּ
the throat that causes the mucous membrane in the throat to 
swell, causing a choking sensation. Diphtheria is very common 
among children, and until the discovery of innovative medical 
treatments it was extremely deadly. Those who contracted the 
illness would die of asphyxiation. During the Second Temple 

period, members of the non-priestly watch would fast once a 
week so that askara would not befall young children. 

Apparently, the description of the illness as beginning in 
the intestines comes from the symptoms that children display 
when contracting infectious diseases like this one, which include 
vomiting and stomachaches.

background
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A dilemma was raised before those who were sitting in the study 
hall: Did Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, say that askara comes 
as punishment only for slander, or perhaps he said it was also for 
slander? Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that 
which was taught in a baraita: When our Sages entered the vine-
yard in Yavne,b Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Yosei, and Rabbi Shimon were there, and a question was asked 
before them with regard to this plague of askara: Why does it 
begin in the intestines and end in the mouth? Rabbi Yehuda, son 
of Rabbi Ila’i, who was the head of the speakers in every place, 
responded and said: Even though the kidneys advise, and the 
heart understands, and the tongue shapes the voice that emerges 
from the mouth, still, the mouth completes the formation of the 
voice. Therefore, the disease begins in the same place that slander 
begins and it ends in the mouth. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, 
responded and said: This disease ends in the mouth because one 
eats with it non-kosher things. They immediately wondered about 
this: Does it enter your mind to say that askara is caused by eating 
non-kosher food? Are those who eat non-kosher food so numer-
ous? Rather, it comes as a punishment for eating foods that were 
not ritually prepared, i.e., were not tithed. Rabbi Shimon respond-
ed and said: This disease comes as a punishment for the sin of 
dereliction in the study of Torah. 

They said to him: Women will prove that dereliction in the study 
of Torah is not the cause, as they are not obligated to study Torah 
and, nevertheless, they contract askara. He answered them: They 
are punished because they cause their husbands to be idle from 
the study of Torah. They said to him: Gentiles will prove that this 
is not the cause, as they also contract askara even though they are 
not obligated to study Torah. He answered them: They are also 
punished because they cause Israel to be idle from the study of 
Torah. They said to him: Children will prove that this is not the 
cause, for they are not at all obligated to study Torah and they also 
suffer from askara. He answered them: They are punished because 
they cause their fathers to be idle from the study of Torah. They 
said to him: School children will prove that this is not the cause, 
as they study Torah and, nevertheless, they suffer from askara. 

The Gemara answers: There, it must be understood in accordance 
with the statement of Rabbi Guryon, as Rabbi Guryon said, and 
some say that it was Rav Yosef, son of Rabbi Shemaya, who said 
it: At a time when there are righteous people in the generation, 
the righteous are seized, i.e., they die or suffer, for the sins of the 
generation.n If there are no righteous people in the generation, 
school children, who are also without sin, are seized for the sins 
of the generation. Rabbi Yitzĥak bar Ze’iri said, and some say that 
Rabbi Shimon ben Nezira said: What is the verse that alludes to 
this? “If you know not, you fairest among women, go your way 
forth by the footsteps of the flock and feed your kids, beside the 
shepherds’ tents [mishkenot]” (Song of Songs 1:8). And we say in 
explanation of this verse: They are the lambs that are taken as 
collateral [hamemushkanin], which is etymologically similar to the 
word mishkenot, in place of the shepherds. If the shepherds and 
leaders of the generation corrupt the multitudes, young children 
die because of their sins. With regard to the dilemma, conclude 
from it that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, said that the illness 
of askara also results from slander, as the baraita provides an 
additional cause of the illness. The Gemara comments: Indeed, 
conclude from it.

“עַל  יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ בְּ אֶלְעָזָר  י  רַבִּ לְהוּ:  עֲיָא  אִיבַּ
ילְמָא “אַף עַל לְשׁוֹן  לְשׁוֹן הָרַע קָאָמַר״ אוֹ דִּ
כְנְסוּ  נִּ שֶׁ כְּ מַע,  שְׁ א  תָּ קָאָמַר?  נַמִי  הָרַע״ 
יְהוּדָה  י  רַבִּ ם  שָׁ הָיָה  יַבְנֶה  בְּ רֶם  לַכֶּ רַבּוֹתֵינוּ 
אֲלָה  מְעוֹן. נִשְׁ י שִׁ י יוֹסֵי וְרַבִּ רַבִּ י אֶלְעָזָר בְּ וְרַבִּ
נֵי מָה מַתְחֶלֶת  ה זוֹ מִפְּ פְנֵיהֶם: מַכָּ אֵלָה זוֹ בִּ שְׁ
י יְהוּדָה  ה? נַעֲנָה רַבִּ פֶּ בְנֵי מֵעַיִים וְגוֹמֶרֶת בַּ בִּ
מָקוֹם  כָל  בְּ רִים  הַמְדַבְּ ראֹשׁ  אִלְעָאִי  י  רַבִּ בְּ
לָיוֹת יוֹעֲצוֹת, וְלֵב מֵבִין,  כְּ י שֶׁ וְאָמַר: אַף עַל פִּ
י אֶלְעָזָר  ה גּוֹמֵ.ר נַעֲנָה רַבִּ ךְ – פֶּ וְלָשׁוֹן מְחַתֵּ
בָרִים  הּ דְּ אוֹכְלִין בָּ נֵי שֶׁ י יוֹסֵי וְאָמַר: מִפְּ רַבִּ בְּ
א:  עֲתָךְ? אֶלָּ בָרִים טְמֵאִים סָלְקָא דַּ טְמֵאִין. דְּ
נִים. נַעֲנָה  אֵינָן מְתוּקָּ בָרִים שֶׁ הּ דְּ אוֹכְלִין בָּ שֶׁ

יטּוּל תּוֹרָה. עֲוֹ�ן בִּ מְעוֹן וְאָמַר: בַּ י שִׁ רַבִּ

אֶת  לוֹת  בַטְּ מְּ שֶׁ יוֹכִיחוּ!  ים  נָשִׁ לוֹ:  אָמְרוּ 
רָאֵל.  לִין אֶת יִשְׂ בַטְּ מְּ עֲלֵיהֶן. גּוֹיִם יוֹכִיחוּ! שֶׁ בַּ
אֲבִיהֶן.  אֶת  לִין  בַטְּ מְּ שֶׁ יוֹכִיחוּ!  ינוֹקוֹת  תִּ

ן יוֹכִיחוּ! ית רַבָּ ל בֵּ ינוֹקוֹת שֶׁ תִּ

גּוּרְיוֹן,  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  דְּ גּוּרְיוֹן,  י  דְרַבִּ כִּ הָתָם 
זְמַן  בִּ מַעְיָה:  שְׁ י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵף  רַב  וְאִיתֵימָא 
עַל  סִים  נִתְפָּ יקִים  צַדִּ  – דוֹר  בַּ יקִים  דִּ הַצַּ שֶׁ
ל  שֶׁ ינוֹקוֹת  תִּ  – דּוֹר  בַּ יקִים  צַדִּ אֵין  הַדּוֹר, 
י יִצְחָק  סִים עַל הַדּוֹ.ר אָמַר רַבִּ ן נִתְפָּ ית רַבָּ בֵּ
ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ אָמַר  לָהּ  וְאָמְרִי  זְעִירִי  ר  בַּ
נְזִירָא: מַאי קְרָאָהּ – “אִם לאֹ תֵדְעִי לָךְ הַיָּפָה 
עִקְבֵי הַצּאֹן וגו׳״ וְאָמְרִינַן:  ים צְאִי לָךְ בְּ שִׁ נָּ בַּ
הּ:  מַע מִינָּ נִין עַל הָרוֹעִים. שְׁ כָּ דָיִים הַמְמוּשְׁ גְּ
הּ. מַע מִינָּ אַף עַל לְשׁוֹן הָרַע נַמִי קָאָמַר, שְׁ

The righteous are seized for the sins of the generation – יקִים  צַדִּ
סִים עַל הַדּוֹר  Due to the general principle that all members :נִתְפָּ
of the Jewish people are mutually responsible for each other, 
clearly, leaders and the righteous suffer for the sins of the 

multitudes. Furthermore, the wicked are punished by means of 
a plague that afflicts everyone, while the punishment meted out 
to the righteous is by God’s hand and they alone are punished  
(Sha’arei Ora).

notes

The vineyard in Yavne – יַבְנֶה רֶם בְּ  Apparently, the :כֶּ
seat of the Sanhedrin in Yavne was called the vine-
yard in Yavne. According to an ancient tradition, the 
Sanhedrin was called a vineyard because when it 
was in session, the Sages themselves, along with 
their students, would sit in rows, like the rows of a 
vineyard (Jerusalem Talmud). The seat of the San-
hedrin may also have been located near vineyards, 
lending the name a double meaning. Since most of 
the prominent Sages of that generation assembled 
there and their decisions were especially significant 
for the future existence of the Jewish people, the 
vineyard in Yavne was held in high regard. The ha-
lakhot studied there, known as the baraitot of the 
vineyard, are extremely authoritative.

background
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In this baraita Rabbi Yehuda is described as head of the speakers in every 
place. The Gemara asks: And why did they call him head of the speakers 
in every place? The Gemara relates that this resulted due to an incident 
that took place when Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon 
were sitting, and Yehuda, son of converts, sat beside them. Rabbi Ye-
huda opened and said: How pleasant are the actions of this nation, the 
Romans,b as they established marketplaces, established bridges, and 
established bathhouses. Rabbi Yosei was silent. Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yoĥai responded and said: Everything that they established, they es-
tablished only for their own purposes. They established marketplaces, 
to place prostitutes in them; bathhouses, to pamper themselves; and 
bridges, to collect taxes from all who pass over them. Yehuda, son of 
converts, went and related their statementsh to his household, and those 
statements continued to spread until they were heard by the monarchy. 
They ruled and said: Yehuda, who elevated the Roman regime, shall be 
elevated and appointed as head of the Sages, the head of the speakers in 
every place. Yosei, who remained silent, shall be exiled from his home 
in Judea as punishment, and sent to the city of Tzippori in the Galilee. 
And Shimon, who denounced the government, shall be killed.

Rabbi Shimon bar Yoĥai and his son, Rabbi Elazar, went and hid in the 
study hall. Every day Rabbi Shimon’s wife would bring them bread and 
a jug of water and they would eat. When the decree intensified, Rabbi 
Shimon said to his son: Women are easily impressionablen and, there-
fore, there is room for concern lest the authorities torture her and she 
reveal our whereabouts. They went and they hid in a cave. A miracle 
occurred and a carob tree was created for them as well as a spring of 
water. They would remove their clothes and sit covered in sand up to 
their necks. They would study Torah all day in that manner. At the time 
of prayer, they would dress, cover themselves, and pray,n and they 
would again remove their clothes afterward so that they would not 
become tattered. They sat in the cave for twelve years. Elijah the Prophet 
camen and stood at the entrance to the cave and said: Who will inform 
bar Yoĥai that the emperor died and his decree has been abrogated? 

They emerged from the cave, and saw people who were plowing and 
sowing. Rabbi Shimon bar Yoĥai said: These people abandon eternal life 
of Torah study and engage in temporal life for their own sustenance. The 
Gemara relates that every place that Rabbi Shimon and his son Rabbi 
Elazar directed their eyes was immediately burned.n A Divine Voice 
emerged and said to them: Did you emerge from the cave in order to 
destroy My world? Return to your cave. They again went and sat there 
for twelve months. They said: The judgment of the wicked in Gehenna 
lasts for twelve months. Surely their sin was atoned in that time. A Divine 
Voice emerged and said to them: Emerge from your cave. They emerged. 
Everywhere that Rabbi Elazar would strike, Rabbi Shimon would heal. 
Rabbi Shimon said to Rabbi Elazar: My son, you and I suffice for the 
entire world, as the two of us are engaged in the proper study of Torah. 

As the sun was setting on Shabbat eve, they saw an elderly man who 
was holding two bundles of myrtle branches and running at twilight. 
They said to him: Why do you have these? He said to them: In honor 
of Shabbat. They said to him: And let one suffice. He answered them: 
One is corresponding to: “Remember the Shabbat day, to keep it holy” 
(Exodus 20:8), and one is corresponding to: “Observe the Shabbat day, 
to keep it holy” (Deuteronomy 5:12). Rabbi Shimon said to his son: See 
how beloved the mitzvot are to Israel. Their minds were put at ease 
and they were no longer as upset that people were not engaged in Torah 
study. 

כָל מָקוֹם״?  רִים בְּ אי קָרוּ לֵיהּ “ראֹשׁ הַמְדַבְּ וְאַמַּ
מְעוֹן, וְיָתֵיב  י שִׁ י יוֹסֵי וְרַבִּ י יְהוּדָה וְרַבִּ יָתְבִי רַבִּ דְּ
וְאָמַר:  יְהוּדָה  י  רַבִּ תַח  פָּ יְיהוּ.  בַּ גַּ רִים  גֵּ ן  בֶּ יְהוּדָה 
וָוקִים,  נוּ שְׁ קְּ ה זוֹ: תִּ ל אוּמָּ יהֶן שֶׁ ה נָאִים מַעֲשֵׂ מָּ כַּ
תַ.ק  שָׁ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ מֶרְחֲצָאוֹת.  נוּ  קְּ תִּ רִים,  שָׁ גְּ נוּ  קְּ תִּ
מַה  ל  כָּ וְאָמַר:  יוֹחַאי  ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ נַעֲנָה 
נוּ  קְּ תִּ עַצְמָן,  לְצוֹרֶךְ  א  אֶלָּ נוּ  קְּ תִּ לאֹ   – נוּ  קְּ תִּ ֶ שּׁ
ן  הֶן זוֹנוֹת, מֶרְחֲצָאוֹת – לְעַדֵּ יב בָּ וָוקִין – לְהוֹשִׁ שְׁ
רִים – לִיטּוֹל מֵהֶן מֶכֶס. הָלַךְ יְהוּדָה  שָׁ הֶן עַצְמָן, גְּ בָּ
לְכוּת. אָמְרוּ:  מְעוּ לַמַּ בְרֵיהֶם, וְנִשְׁ ר דִּ רִים וְסִיפֵּ ן גֵּ בֶּ
יִגְלֶה   – תַק  ָ שּׁ שֶׁ יוֹסֵי  ה,  יִתְעַלֶּ  – ה  עִילָּ שֶׁ יְהוּדָה 

ה – יֵהָרֵג. ינָּ גִּ מְעוֹן שֶׁ לְצִיפּוֹרִי, שִׁ

ל יוֹמָא הֲוָה  א. כָּ י מִדְרָשָׁ אֲזַל הוּא וּבְרֵיהּ טָשׁוּ בֵּ
י  מַיָּא וּכְרַכִי. כִּ א וְכוּזָא דְּ בֵיתְהוּ רִיפְתָּ מַיְיתִי לְהוּ דְּ
ה  ן קַלָּ עְתָּ ים דַּ זֵירָתָא, אֲמַר לֵיהּ לִבְרֵיהּ: נָשִׁ יף גְּ קִּ תְּ
יָא לָן. אָזְלוּ טָשׁוּ  ילְמָא מְצַעֲרִי לָהּ וּמְגַלְּ עֲלֵיהֶן דִּ
חָרוּבָא  לְהוּ  אִיבְרִי  נִיסָא  אִיתְרְחִישׁ  מְעָרְתָא.  בִּ
חִי מָנַיְיהוּ, וְהָווּ יָתְבִי עַד  לְּ מַיָּא. וַהֲווּ מְשַׁ וְעֵינָא דְּ
עִידַן צַלּוּיֵי  רְסִי, בְּ י יוֹמָא גָּ חָלָא, כּוּלֵּ ארַיְיהוּ בְּ צַוְּ
י  כִּ מָנַיְיהוּ  חִי  לְּ מְשַׁ וַהֲדַר  וּמְצַלּוּ,  מִיכְסוּ  לְבַשׁוּ 
עָרְתָא.  מְּ נֵי בַּ רֵיסַר שְׁ לָא לִיבְלוּ. אִיתְבוּ תְּ הֵיכִי דְּ
מְעָרְתָא, אֲמַר: מַאן  יתְחָא דִּ אֲתָא אֵלִיָּהוּ וְקָם אַפִּ
זֵירְתֵיהּ?  מִית קֵיסָר וּבַטֵיל גְּ לוֹדְעֵיהּ לְבַר יוֹחַי דְּ

יחִין  רְבִי וְזָרְעִי, אֲמַר: מַנִּ קָא כָּ י דְּ נַפְקוּ. חָזוּ אֱינָשֵׁ
נּוֹתְנִין  ל מָקוֹם שֶׁ עָה! כָּ חַיֵּי שָׁ חַיֵּי עוֹלָם וְעוֹסְקִין בְּ
ת קוֹל וְאָמְרָה לָהֶם:  רָ.ף יָצְתָה בַּ עֵינֵיהֶן – מִיָּד נִשְׂ
לְהַחֲרִיב עוֹלָמִי יְצָאתֶם? חִיזְרוּ לִמְעָרַתְכֶם! הֲדוּר 
ט  פַּ א. אָמְרִי: מִשְׁ תָּ רֵיסַר יַרְחֵי שַׁ אַזוּל אִיתִיבוּ תְּ
ת  בַּ יָצְתָה  ר חֹדֶשׁ.  עָשָׂ נֵים  שְׁ  – ם  יהִנָּ גֵּ בַּ עִים  רְשָׁ
הֵיכָא  ל  כָּ נְפַקוּ,  עָרַתְכֶם!  מִמְּ צְאוּ  וְאָמְרָה:  קוֹל 
מְעוֹן.  שִׁ י  רַבִּ מָסֵי  הֲוָה   – אֶלְעָזָר  י  רַבִּ מָחֵי  הֲוָה  דַּ

ה.  י לָעוֹלָם אֲנִי וְאַתָּ נִי, דַּ אָמַר לוֹ: בְּ

הֲוָה  תָא חֲזוּ הַהוּא סָבָא דַּ בְּ מַעֲלֵי שַׁ נְיָא דְּ הֲדֵי פַּ בַּ
מָשׁוֹת.  ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ וְרָהֵיט  אָסָא,  מְדָאנֵי  רֵי  תְּ נָקִיט 
ת.  בָּ ה לָךְ? אָמַר לְהוּ: לִכְבוֹד שַׁ אָמְרוּ לֵיהּ: הָנֵי לָמָּ
נֶגֶד  כְּ וְחַד  “זָכוֹר״,  נֶגֶד  כְּ חַד  חַד?  בְּ לָךְ  וְתִיסְגִי 
ה חֲבִיבִין מִצְוֹ�ת  מָּ מוֹר״. אָמַר לֵיהּ לִבְרֵיהּ: חֲזִי כַּ “שָׁ

עֲתֵיְיהוּ.  רָאֵל! יָתֵיב דַּ עַל יִשְׂ

The actions of the Romans – י  מַעֲשֵׂ
 ,As opposed to the Greeks :הַרוֹמָאִים
the Romans did not directly impose cul-
tural or spiritual changes on the peoples 
they conquered. Instead, the Romans 
excelled in effective organization and 
comprehensive building projects. In 
all of the lands they conquered, they 
expertly paved roads, many of which 
are intact to this day in Eretz Yisrael and 
in other countries. They erected bridges 
over rivers and streams and constructed 
well-planned cities and public estab-
lishments, such as bathhouses and 
theaters. All of these developments 
resulted in the improvement of the 
quality of life in the countries they con-
quered within a short period of time. 
Rabbi Yehuda’s praise for them is un-
derstandable. Rabbi Shimon saw all of 
the Roman accomplishments merely as 
measures to facilitate domination and 
exploitation of the people they ruled. 

background

Yehuda, son of converts, went and 
related their statements – הָלַךְ יְהוּדָה 
בְרֵיהֶם ר דִּ רִים וְסִיפֵּ ן גֵּ  One who accepts :בֶּ
information that could potentially cause 
pain or harm to an individual if it be-
came public, even if that was not the 
intention of the source of the informa-
tion, violates the prohibition against evil 
speech. That was the case of Yehuda, 
son of converts (Rambam Sefer HaMa-
dda, Hilkhot Deot 7:5).

halakha

Women are easily impressionable – ה עֲלֵיהֶן ן קַלָּ עְתָּ ים דַּ  ,In other words :נָשִׁ
women are more easily appeased and persuaded and are not always 
sensitive to the danger inherent in a given situation (Rashi).

They would dress, cover themselves, and pray – ּוּמְצַלּו  :לְבַשׁוּ מִיכְסוּ 
Although they were covered in sand, they still donned their clothing 
during prayer because of the verse: “Prepare to meet your God” (Amos 
4:12; see Maharsha).

Elijah the Prophet came – ּאֲתָא אֵלִיָּהו: Some commentaries explain that 
any bearer of good news is referred to as Elijah. In this case, a person 
passed by and recounted what had happened in an incidental, uncon-
sidered remark (Beit Ya’akov).

Every place they directed their eyes was immediately burned – ל  כָּ
רָף נִשְׂ נּוֹתְנִין עֵינֵיהֶן מִיָּד   Some commentaries explain this incident :מָקוֹם שֶׁ
homiletically. Rabbi Shimon and his son convinced people to abandon 
their business and engage in Torah study for its own sake (Beit Ya’akov).

notes
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Rabbi Pineĥas ben Ya’ir,p Rabbi Shimon’s son-in-law, heard and went 
out to greet him. He brought him into the bathhouse and began tend-
ing to his flesh. He saw that Rabbi Shimon had cracks in the skin on 
his body. He was crying, and the tears fell from his eyes and caused 
Rabbi Shimon pain. Rabbi Pineĥas said to Rabbi Shimon, his father-
in-law: Woe is me, that I have seen you like this. Rabbi Shimon said 
to him: Happy are you that you have seen me like this, as had you not 
seen me like this, you would not have found in me this prominence 
in Torah, as the Gemara relates: At first, when Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yoĥai would raise a difficulty, Rabbi Pineĥas ben Ya’ir would respond 
to his question with twelve answers. Ultimately, when Rabbi Pineĥas 
ben Ya’ir would raise a difficulty, Rabbi Shimon ben Yoĥai would 
respond with twenty-four answers.

Rabbi Shimon said: Since a miracle transpired for me, I will go and 
repair something for the sake of others in gratitude for God’s kindness, 
as it is written: “And Jacob came whole to the city of Shechem, which 
is in the land of Canaan, when he came from Paddan-aram; and he 
graced the countenance of the city” (Genesis 33:18). Rav said, the mean-
ing of: And Jacob came whole, is: Whole in his body, whole in his 
money, whole in his Torah. And what did he do? And he graced the 
countenance of the city; he performed gracious acts to benefit the city. 
Rav said: Jacob established a currency for them. And Shmuel said: 
He established marketplaces for them. And Rabbi Yoĥanan said: He 
established bathhouses for them. In any event, clearly one for whom 
a miracle transpires should perform an act of kindness for his neighbors 
as a sign of gratitude. He said: Is there something that needs repair? 
They said to him: There is a place where there is uncertainty with 
regard to ritual impurity

and the priests are troubled by being forced to circumvent it, as it is 
prohibited for them to become ritually impure from contact with a 
corpse. There was suspicion, but no certainty, that a corpse was buried 
there. Therefore, they were unable to definitively determine its status. 
Rabbi Shimon said: Is there a person who knows that there was a 
presumption of ritual purity here? Is there anyone who remembers a 
time when this place was not considered ritually impure, or that at least 
part of it was considered to be ritually pure? An Elder said to him: Here 
ben Zakkai planted and cut the teruma of lupines. In this marketplace 
Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Zakkai, who himself was a priest, once planted lu-
pines that were given to him as teruma. On that basis, the conclusion 
can be drawn that it was definitely ritually pure. Rabbi Shimon, like 
Jacob, also did so and took steps to improve the city and examined the 
ground (Tosafot). Everywhere that the ground was hard, he pro-
nounced it ritually pure as there was certainly no corpse there, and 
every place that the ground was soft, he marked it indicating that 
perhaps a corpse was buried there. In that way, he purified the market-
place so that even priests could walk through it. 

A certain Elder said in ridicule and surprise: Ben Yoĥai purified the 
cemetery.n Rabbi Shimon got angry and said to him: Had you not 
been with us, and even had you been with us and were not counted 
with us in rendering this ruling, what you say is fine. You could have 
said that you were unaware of my intention or that you did not agree or 
participate in this decision. Now that you were with us and were 
counted with us in rendering this ruling, you will cause people to say 
that Sages are unwilling to cooperate with one another. They will say: 
If competing prostitutes still apply makeup to each other to help one 
another look beautiful, all the more so that Torah scholars should 
cooperate with each other. He directed his eyes toward him and the 
Elder died. Rabbi Shimon went out to the marketplace and he saw 
Yehuda, son of converts,P who was the cause of this entire incident. 
Rabbi Shimon, said: This one still has a place in the world? He di-
rected his eyes toward him and turned him into a pile of bones.n 

יהּ,  לְאַפֵּ וּנְפַק  חֲתָנֵיהּ  יָאִיר  ן  בֶּ נְחָס  פִּ י  רַבִּ מַע  שָׁ
רֵיהּ,  לְבִישְׂ לֵיהּ  אָרֵיךְ  קָא  הֲוָה  נְיָה  בַּ לְבֵי  עַיְילֵיהּ 
וְקָא  כֵי,  בָּ קָא  הֲוָה  גוּפֵיהּ,  בְּ ילֵי  פִּ יהּ  בֵּ הֲוָה  דַּ חָזֵי 
אוֹי  לוֹ:  אָמַר  לֵיהּ.  וְקָמְצַוְחָא  עֵינֵיהּ  מְעַת  דִּ נְתַרוּ 
רְאִיתַנִי  שֶׁ רֶיךָ  אַשְׁ לוֹ:  אָמַר  כָךְ!  בְּ רְאִיתִיךָ  שֶׁ לִי 
מָצָאתָ  לאֹ   – כָךְ  בְּ רְאִיתַנִי  לאֹ  אִילְמָלֵא  שֶׁ כָךְ,  בְּ
ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  רַבִּ י  מַקְשֵׁ הֲוָה  י  כִּ רָא  מֵעִיקָּ דְּ ךְ.  כָּ י  בִּ
ן יָאִיר  נְחָס בֶּ י פִּ יָא – הֲוָה מְפָרֵק לֵיהּ רַבִּ יוֹחַי קוּשְׁ
ן  בֶּ נְחָס  פִּ י  רַבִּ י  י הֲוָה מַקְשֵׁ כִּ ירוּקֵי, לַסּוֹף  פֵּ רֵיסַר  תְּ
ן יוֹחַי  מְעוֹן בֶּ י שִׁ יָא – הֲוָה מְפָרֵק לֵיהּ רַבִּ יָאִיר קוּשְׁ

ירוּקֵי. עָה פֵּ רִין וְאַרְבָּ עֶשְׂ

אַתְקִין  אֵיזִיל   – א  נִיסָּ וְאִיתְרְחִישׁ  הוֹאִיל  אָמַר: 
לֵם  לֵם״ וְאָמַר רַב: שָׁ כְתִיב: “וַיָּבאֹ יַעֲקבֹ שָׁ תָא, דִּ מִילְּ
נֵי  תוֹרָתוֹ. “וַיִּחַן אֶת פְּ לֵם בְּ מָמוֹנוֹ, שָׁ לֵם בְּ גוּפוֹ, שָׁ בְּ
מוּאֵל אָמַר:  ן לָהֶם, וּשְׁ יקֵּ עַ תִּ הָעִיר״ אָמַר רַב: מַטְבֵּ
מֶרְחֲצָאוֹת  אָמַר:  יוֹחָנָן  י  וְרַבִּ לָהֶם,  ן  יקֵּ תִּ וָוקִים  שְׁ
לְתַקּוּנֵי?  בָעֵי  דְּ תָא  מִילְּ א  אִיכָּ אָמַר:  לָהֶם.  ן  יקֵּ תִּ
יהּ סְפֵק טוּמְאָה, אִית בֵּ א דְּ א דּוּכְתָּ אֲמַרוּ לֵיהּ: אִיכָּ

NOTES
The righteous are caught up for the sins of the 
generation – סִים עַל הַדּוֹר יקִים נִתְפָּ -Due to the gen :צַדִּ
eral principle that each member of the Jewish people 
is mutually responsible for the other, clearly, leaders 
and the righteous suffer for the sins of the multitudes. 
Furthermore, the wicked are punished by means of a 
plague that afflicts everyone, while the punishment 
meted out to the righteous is by God’s hand and they 
alone are punished (Sha’arei Ora).

Women are easily impressionable – ה ן קַלָּ עְתָּ ים דַּ  :נָשִׁ
In other words, women are more easily appeased and 
persuaded and are not always sensitive to the danger 
inherent in a given situation (Rashi).

They would dress, cover themselves and pray – 
וּמְצַלּוּ  Although they were covered in :לְבַשׁוּ מִיכְסוּ 
sand, they still donned their clothing during prayer 
because of the verse: “Prepare to meet your God” 
(Amos 4:12; see Maharsha).

Elijah came – ּאֵלִיָּהו  Some commentaries :אֲתָא 
explain that any bearer of good news is referred 
to as Eliyahu. In this case, a person passed by and 
recounted what had happened in an incidental, un-
considered remark (Beit Ya’akov).

Everywhere they directed their eyes immediately 
burned – רָף נּוֹתְנִין עֵינֵיהֶן מִיָּד נִשְׂ ל מָקוֹם שֶׁ -Some com :כָּ
mentaries explain this incident homiletically. Rabbi 
Shimon and his son convinced people to abandon 
their business and engage in Torah study for its own 
sake (Beit Ya’akov).

HALAKHA

Yehuda, son of converts, went and related their 
statements – בְרֵיהֶם דִּ ר  וְסִיפֵּ רִים  גֵּ ן  בֶּ  One :הָלַךְ יְהוּדָה 
who accepts information thatwould cause pain or 
harm to an individual if that information became 
public, even if that was not the intent of the source of 
the information, has violated the prohibition against 
evil speech. That was the case of Yehuda, son of con-
verts (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 7:5).

BACKGROUND
Askara – רָה  Askara is diphtheria, an infectious :אַסְכָּ
disease of the throat that causes the mucous mem-
brane in the throat to swell, causing a choking sensa-
tion. Diphtheria is very common among children, and 
until the discovery of innovative medical treatments 
it was extremely deadly. Those who contracted the 
illness would die of asphyxiation. During the Second 
Temple period, members of the non-priestly watch 
would fast once a week so that askara would not 
befall young children. 

Apparently, the description of the illness as be-
ginning in the intestines comes from the symptoms 
that children display when contracting infectious 
diseases like this one, which include vomiting and 
stomach aches.

The actions of the Romans – מַעֲשֵי הַרוֹמָאִים: As op-
posed to the Greeks, the Romans did not directly 
impose cultural or spiritual changes on the peoples 
they conquered. Instead, the Romans excelled in ef-
fective organization and comprehensive building 
projects. In all of the lands they conquered, they 
expertly paved roads, many of which are intact to 
this day in Israel and in other countries. They erected 
bridges over rivers and streams and constructed 

well-planned cities and public establishments, such 
as bathhouses and theaters. All of these develop-
ments resulted in the improvement of the quality of 
life in the countries they conquered within a short 
period of time. Rabbi Yehuda’s praise for them is 
understandable, although Rabbi Shimon saw all of 
the Roman accomplishments merely as measures to 
facilitate domination and exploitation of the people 
they ruled. 

PERSONALITIES
Rabbi Pinĥas ben Ya’ir – יָאִיר ן  בֶּ נְחָס  פִּ י   Rabbi :רַבִּ
Pinĥas ben Ya’ir was one of the Sages of the Mishna 
and among the outstanding righteous individuals 
of talmudic times. He also had a reputation of being 
a miracle worker.

Rabbi Pinĥas ben Ya’ir was a contemporary of 
Rabbi Shimon bar Yoĥai. According to the text here, 
Rabbi Shimon was his father-in-law, but in other 
sources he is described as Rabbi Shimon’s father-in-
law. Even during his lifetime, he was revered by all 
of the Sages. There are so many miraculous stories 
told about him that in the Talmud it was said about 
him: How much greater was this man than Moses 
our teacher. 

Even Rabbi Pinĥas ben Ya’ir’s donkey was righ-
teous: He would not eat produce that was not tithed. 
Indeed, the Talmud relates several stories about the 
donkey of Rabbi Pinĥas ben Ya’ir. 

Only a few of his Torah statements are recorded. 
His most famous statement is his enumeration of the 
succession of character traits that ultimately lead one 
to prophecy and the advent of the Messiah.

לד.לד.

Perek II
Daf 34  Amud a

א  אִיכָּ אָמַר:  לְאַקּוּפֵי.  לְכהֲֹנִים  צַעֲרָא  לְהוּ  וְאִית 
לֵיהּ  אָמַר  טָהֳרָה?  הָכָא  חְזַק  אִיתַּ דְּ יָדַע  דְּ אִינִישׁ 
אי תּוּרְמְסֵי תְרוּמָה.  ן זַכַּ ץ בֶּ אן קִיצֵּ הַהוּא סָבָא: כָּ
י – טַהֲרֵיהּ,  הֲוָה קָשֵׁ ל הֵיכָא דַּ עֲבַד אִיהוּ נַמִי הָכִי, כָּ

הֲוָה רָפֵי – צַיְּינֵיהּ.  וְכָל הֵיכָא דַּ

בָרוֹת! אָמַר  ית הַקְּ ן יוֹחַי בֵּ אֲמַר הַהוּא סָבָא: טִיהֵר בֶּ
נוּ  נוּ, וַאֲפִילוּ הָיִיתָ עִמָּ לֵיהּ: אִילְמָלֵי )לאֹ( הָיִיתָ עִמָּ
הָיִיתָ  יו שֶׁ ה אוֹמֵ.ר עַכְשָׁ נוּ – יָפֶה אַתָּ וְלאֹ נִמְנֵיתָ עִמָּ
סוֹת זוֹ אֶת  נוּ, יאֹמְרוּ: זוֹנוֹת מְפַרְכְּ נוּ וְנִמְנֵיתָ עִמָּ עִמָּ
עֵינֵיהּ,  יהּ  בֵּ יְהַב  ן?  כֵּ שֶׁ ל  כָּ חֲכָמִים לאֹ  לְמִידֵי  תַּ זוֹ, 
רִים,  ן גֵּ יהּ. נְפַק לְשׁוּקָא, חַזְיֵיהּ לִיהוּדָה בֶּ וְנָח נַפְשֵׁ
הוּ  עוֹלָם? נָתַן בּוֹ עֵינָיו, וְעָשָׂ אֲמַר: עֲדַיִין יֵשׁ לָזֶה בָּ

ל עֲצָמוֹת. ל שֶׁ גַּ

Rabbi Pineĥas ben Ya’ir – ן בֶּ נְחָס  פִּ י   רַבִּ
 Rabbi Pineĥas ben Ya’ir was one :יָאִיר
of the Sages of the Mishna and among 
the outstanding righteous individuals of 
talmudic times. He also had a reputation 
for being a miracle worker.

Rabbi Pineĥas ben Ya’ir was a con-
temporary of Rabbi Shimon bar Yoĥai. 
According to the text here, Rabbi Shi-
mon was his father-in-law, but in other 
sources he is described as Rabbi Shi-
mon’s father-in-law. Even during his life-
time, he was revered by all of the Sages. 
There are so many miraculous stories 
told about him that in the Talmud it was 
said about him: How much greater was 
this man than Moses our teacher. 

Even Rabbi Pineĥas ben Ya’ir’s donkey 
was righteous: He would not eat pro-
duce that was not tithed. Indeed, the 
Talmud relates several stories about the 
donkey of Rabbi Pineĥas ben Ya’ir. 

Only a few of his Torah statements are 
recorded. His most famous statement 
is his enumeration of the succession 
of character traits that ultimately lead 
one to prophecy and the advent of the 
Messiah.

Personalities

Ben Yoĥai purified the cemetery – טִיהֵר 
בָרוֹת ית הַקְּ ן יוֹחַי בֵּ  It is explained in the :בֶּ
Jerusalem Talmud (Shevi’it 9:1) that Rabbi 
Shimon bar Yoĥai accomplished this mi-
raculously. Everywhere that a corpse was 
buried, it would rise up from the earth. 
Although the Samaritans attempted to 
sabotage his effort, they were unsuc-
cessful. Here, it is explained that Rabbi 
Shimon bar Yoĥai purified the ground 
by examining the texture of the soil to 
see whether or not the soil had been 
overturned at some point in the past.

A pile of bones – ל עֲצָמוֹת ל שֶׁ -The im :גַּ
plication is that he died, since with the 
passage of time a corpse turns into a 
mere pile of bones (Rashi).

notes

Yehuda, son of converts – ן בֶּ  יְהוּדָה 
רִים -He was called son of converts be :גֵּ
cause his parents were indeed converts. 
He is counted among the students of 
Rabbi Shimon bar Yoĥai, who referred 
to him as a man of stature and treated 
him with respect. The fact that he sat 
in the company of the most prominent 
Sages indicates his significance and 
proves that they considered him loyal. 
However, Rabbi Shimon became angry 
with him because he violated a basic 
principle: Matters discussed in the study 
hall, whether statements about politics 
or topics that warrant discretion, should 
not to be discussed outside the study 
hall (see Tosafot). 

Personalities



�  Perek II . 34a . ׳ב רקפ ף לד.ד   159

MISHNA There are three things a person must sayh in his home 
on Shabbat eve at nightfall and not before. The mish-

na elaborates: He should ask the members of his household, have you tithed 
the crop that required tithing? Have you placed the eiruv for joining the 
courtyards and joining the Shabbat borders? If you have done so, light the 
lamp in honor of Shabbat. The Sages stated a principle: If the time arrives on 
Friday when there is uncertainty whether it is nightfall and uncertainty 
whether it is not yet nightfall,nh one may not tithe the crop that has defi-
nitely not been tithed, and one may not immerse ritually impure vessels in 
a ritual bath to render them ritually pure, and one may not light the Shabbat 
lights. However, one may tithe demai, doubtfully tithed produce, which 
must be tithed due to mere suspicion. And one may place an eiruv and in-
sulate the hot water to be used on Shabbat.

GEMARA The Gemara attempts to clarify: From where are 
these matters, that one must ask these questions in 

his home at nightfall of Shabbat, derived? Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: As 
the verse said: “And you shall know that your tent is in peace;n and you 
shall visit your habitation, and shall not sin” ( Job 5:24). From here it is 
derived that one should visit his habitation, i.e., ask in his home, so that he 
will not come to sin. Rabba bar Rav Huna said: Although the Sages said 
that there are three things a person should, indeed he is required to, say in 
his home on Shabbat eve at nightfall, one must say them calmly so that the 
members of his household will accept them from him. If he says them 
harshly, his family members may mislead him and cause him to sin. Rav Ashi 
said: I did not hear this halakha of Rabba bar Rav Huna, but I fulfilled it 
based on my own reasoning. 

The Gemara asks: This mishna itself is difficult, as it contains an internal 
contradiction. On the one hand, you stated initially that there are three things 
a person must say in his home before Shabbat at nightfall, and this means: 
At nightfall, i.e., before nightfall, yes, he should say those things; when there 
is uncertainty whether it is nightfall and uncertainty whether it is not yet 
nightfall, no, he should not say them. Even if one were to ask then, it is no 
longer permitted to correct these matters. And then it taught: When there 
is uncertainty whether it is nightfall and uncertainty whether it is not yet 
nightfall, one may place an eiruv. One may correct the situation even then. 
Why did the mishna restrict asking these questions to an earlier time? 

Incidentally, prior to answering this question, the Gemara lists all of the 
other halakhot in tractate Shabbat stated by the Sage who answers the ques-
tion, with the mnemonic: Self,n pruning, bird, cord, silk. 

Rabbi Abba said that Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: This is not 
difficult and there is no contradiction here. Here, at the beginning of the 
mishna, where it indicates that the eiruv can only be placed while it is still day, 
it is referring to the joining of Shabbat boundaries,n which is based on a 
Torah law. Therefore, one must place this eiruv while it is definitely day. And 
here, where the mishna said that it is permitted even when it is uncertain 
whether or not it is already nighttime, it is referring to the joining of court-
yards, which is more lenient and based merely on a stringency. 

בָרִים צָרִיךְ אָדָם  ה דְּ לשָֹׁ מתני׳ שְׁ
עִם  ת  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב  יתוֹ  בֵּ תוֹךְ  בְּ לוֹמַר 
ם? הַדְלִיקוּ  ם, עֵרַבְתֶּ רְתֶּ כָה: עִשַּׂ חֲשֵׁ
אֵינוֹ  סָפֵק  כָה  חֲשֵׁ סָפֵק  .ר  הַנֵּ אֶת 
אי,  דַּ רִין אֶת הַוַּ כָה – אֵין מְעַשְּׂ חֲשֵׁ
וְאֵין  לִים,  הַכֵּ אֶת  ילִין  מַטְבִּ וְאֵין 
רִין  רוֹת. אֲבָל מְעַשְּׂ מַדְלִיקִין אֶת הַנֵּ
מַאי, וּמְעָרְבִין וְטוֹמְנִין אֶת  אֶת הַדְּ

ין. הַחַמִּ

י  רַבִּ אָמַר  י?  מִילֵּ הָנֵי  מְנָא  גמ׳ 
ן לֵוִי, אָמַר קְרָא: “וְיָדַעְתָּ  עַ בֶּ יְהוֹשֻׁ
וְלאֹ  נָוְךָ  וּפָקַדְתָּ  אָהֳלֶךָ  לוֹם  שָׁ י  כִּ
הוּנָא:  רַב  ר  בַּ ה  רַבָּ אָמַר  תֱחֱטָא״. 
ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ נַן  רַבָּ אֲמוּר  דַּ ב  גַּ עַל  אַף 
וכו׳,  לוֹמַר  אָדָם  צָרִיךְ  בָרִים  דְּ
י  כִּ נִיחוּתָא,  בְּ לְמֵימְרִינְהוּ  צָרִיךְ 
יהּ. אָמַר רַב  לִינְהוּ מִינֵּ לִיקַבְּ הֵיכִי דְּ
ה  רַבָּ מִיעַ לִי הָא דְּ י: אֲנָא לָא שְׁ אַשִׁ

בָרָא. י מִסְּ ר רַב הוּנָא, וְקִיַּימְתִּ בַּ

ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ אָמְרַתְּ  יָא;  קַשְׁ גּוּפָא  הָא 
תוֹךְ  בְּ לוֹמַר  אָדָם  צָרִיךְ  בָרִים  דְּ
עִם  כָה,  חֲשֵׁ עִם  ת  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב  יתוֹ  בֵּ
סָפֵק  כָה  חֲשֵׁ סָפֵק  אִין,   – כָה  חֲשֵׁ
נֵי: סָפֵק  כָה – לָא. וַהֲדַר תָּ אֵינוֹ חֲשֵׁ
כָה מְעָרֵב! כָה סָפֵק אֵינוֹ חֲשֵׁ חֲשֵׁ

רָא  צִיפָּ זִימְרָא  גוּפְיָא  בְּ סִימָן: 
תָא.  מִילְּ חַבְלָא דְּ בַּ

ר  בַּ א אָמַר רַב חִיָּיא  י אַבָּ רַבִּ אָמַר 
 – אן  כָּ יָא,  קַשְׁ לָא  רַב:  אָמַר  י  אַשִׁ
עֵירוּבֵי  בְּ  – אן  כָּ תְחוּמִין,  עֵירוּבֵי  בְּ

חֲצֵרוֹת. 

Three things a person must say – בָרִים דְּ ה  לשָֹׁ  שְׁ
 A person should calmly ask the :צָרִיךְ אָדָם לוֹמַר
members of his household three questions be-
fore Shabbat begins, just before twilight (Mishna 
Berura): Have you tithed the produce? Have you 
placed the eiruv? Have you separated ĥalla? After 
doing so, he says to them: Light the lamp, as per 
the statement of Rabba bar Rav Huna. Nowadays, 
when the joining of courtyards is placed for an en-
tire year, or in a location where there is no mitzva 
to tithe, one need not ask those questions (Rema; 
Be’er Heitev; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab-
bat 5:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 260:2).

Uncertainty whether it is nightfall and un-
certainty whether it is not yet nightfall – סָפֵק 
כָה כָה סָפֵק אֵינוֹ חֲשֵׁ  When there is uncertainty :חֲשֵׁ
whether or not night has fallen on Friday evening, 
one may not tithe produce that definitely has not 
been tithed, including fruit, for which tithing is 
required by rabbinic law (Mishna Berura). One may 
not immerse vessels in a ritual bath, one may not 
light the lamp, and one may not place a joining of 
the Shabbat boundaries. However, one may tithe 
demai, insulate hot water in a manner that does 
not add heat (Mishna Berura), and place a joining 
of the courtyards (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 4:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 261:1). 

halakha

Uncertainty whether it is nightfall and uncertainty whether it is 
not yet nightfall – כָה כָה סָפֵק אֵינוֹ חֲשֵׁ -Some commentar :סָפֵק חֲשֵׁ
ies explain that this period is not definitely twilight. It is uncertain 
twilight (Penei Yehoshua). Others explain that the phrase: Uncertainty 
whether it is nightfall, refers to the onset of Shabbat. Uncertainty 
whether it is not yet nightfall, refers to the conclusion of Shabbat 
(Melo HaRo’im). 

That your tent is in peace – ָלוֹם אָהֳלֶך י שָׁ  The verse alludes to :כִּ
the three actions mentioned in the mishna. “And you shall know 
that your tent is in peace” refers to the Shabbat light, as mentioned 
above: “And my soul is removed far off from peace,” that is kindling 
the Shabbat light. “And you shall visit your habitation” refers to the 
eiruv, which is a stage in preparing the house for Shabbat. “And 
you shall not sin” refers to the tithe, as it is written with regard to 
eating untithed produce: “And you shall bear no sin by reason of it” 
(Numbers 18:32; see the Ran).

The mnemonic: Self, etc. – גוּפְיָא וכו׳  This is a mnemonic of :סִימָן: בְּ

the halakhot that Rabbi Abba said in the name of Rabbi Ĥiyya bar 
Ashi in the name of Rav throughout tractate Shabbat. Self refers to 
the solution to the question: This itself is difficult. Pruning refers to 
his statement: One who prunes is liable for the labor of planting 
(73b, p. 356). Bird refers to the halakha of a bird that flies under one’s 
clothing (107a). Cord refers to the halakha that one may bring a rope 
from his house and tie it (113a). Silk refers to the issue of silk brooms 
(124b; see Maharsha).

Here, it is referring to the joining of Shabbat boundaries – אן  כָּ
עֵירוּבֵי תְחוּמִין  The stringency of the joining of Shabbat boundaries :בְּ
[eiruv teĥumin] stems from the dispute whether or not the prohibi-
tion to travel beyond city limits on Shabbat is by Torah law. Some 
tanna’im are of the opinion that the halakha of Shabbat boundaries 
is by Torah law, as it is stated: “Abide you every man in his place, let 
no man go out of his place” (Exodus 16:29). Even those who hold 
that the twoֹ-thousand-cubit Shabbat boundary is by rabbinic law 
understand that the essential Shabbat boundary, twelve mil beyond 
city limits, is by Torah law (Rambam). 

notes
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In connection to this, the Gemara cites the halakha that Rava said in 
order to emphasize the rabbinic aspect of the halakhot of eiruv: One 
to whom two people said: Go and place an eiruv, a joining of court-
yards (Rabbeinu Ĥananel), for us.nh For one of them he placed an 
eiruv while it was still day, and for one he placed an eiruv at twilight, 
when it is uncertain whether it is day or night. The one for whom he 
placed an eiruv while it was still day had his eiruv eaten during twi-
light, and the one for whom he placed an eiruv during twilight had 
his eiruv eaten after nightfall. The principle is as follows: Whether or 
not an eiruv takes effect is determined at the moment that Shabbat 
begins. If one placed the eiruv beforehand, and it remains intact at the 
moment Shabbat begins, the eiruv is in effect. However, if the eiruv that 
was placed at the appropriate time was eaten during twilight, it is 
problematic. Twilight is a period of uncertainty. There is uncertainty 
whether it is day, and consequently the eiruv was not in place at the 
moment that Shabbat began, or whether it is night, and it was in place. 
In the latter case, there is still uncertainty as to whether or not the eiruv 
was in place prior to Shabbat, so that it could take effect at all. In that 
case, Rava ruled that both of them acquired the eiruv. 

The Gemara is surprised by this: Whichever way you look at it, this 
ruling is difficult. If the twilight period is considered day, let the latter 
one acquire his eiruv, but let the first one not acquire his because his 
eiruv was eaten while it was still day. And if the twilight period is night, 
let the first one acquire his eiruv, but let the latter one not acquire 
his eiruv because his was not placed before Shabbat. In any event, it is 
impossible for the eiruv in both of these cases to be valid. The Gemara 
answers this according to Rava’s position: The status of twilight is 
uncertain, as it is unknown whether it is day, or night, or both, and 
uncertainty in the case of a rabbinic ordinance is ruled leniently. 
Therefore, in both cases the eiruv is acquired.

And Rava said: Why did they say that one may not insulate hot 
water even in something that does not add heat, but only retains the 
pre-existing heat, from nightfallh on Friday? It is a decree lest one 
come to boil the pot on Shabbat. Abaye said to him: If so, if it is due 
to concern that one may boil it, then during twilight we should also 
issue a decree and prohibit insulating in something that does not add 
heat. Rava said to him: During twilight, there is no reason to be con-
cerned because at that time most pots are boiling, as they have just 
been taken off of the fire. Later at night the pots cool down and it is 
conceivable that one may come to boil them in order to restore the 
heat. 

And Rava said: 

Why did the Sages say that one may not insulate hot water for Shabbat 
in something that adds heat,h even while it is still day? It is a decree 
lest one come to cover it in hot ashes that contain a glowing ember. 
People may not differentiate between addition of heat by means of hot 
ashes and other additions of heat. Abaye said to him: Let him insulate 
it with hot ashes, what is the problem? Rava answered him: It is a 
decree lest one come to stoke the coals in order to make them burn 
on Shabbat and thereby violate a Torah prohibition.

The Sages taught a baraita which discusses the range of problems that 
arise with regard to the twilight period. Twilight is a period of uncer-
tainty. It is uncertain whether it consists of both day and night, it is 
uncertain whether it is completely day, and it is uncertain whether 
it is completely night. Therefore, the Sages impose the stringencies 
of both days upon it. If there is a stringency that applies on either of 
the days, one is obligated to adhere to it during the twilight period. 

“צֵא  נַיִם  שְׁ לוֹ  אָמְרוּ  רָבָא:  וְאָמַר 
עָלָיו  עֵירֵב  לְאֶחָד  עָלֵינוּ״.  וְעָרֵב 
ין  עוֹד יוֹם, וּלְאֶחָד עֵירֵב עָלָיו בֵּ מִבְּ
עוֹד  עֵירֵב עָלָיו מִבְּ מָשׁוֹת. זֶה שֶׁ ְ הַשּׁ
מָשׁוֹת,  ְ ין הַשּׁ יוֹם – נֶאֱכַל עֵירוּבוֹ בֵּ
 – מָשׁוֹת  ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ עָלָיו  עֵירֵב  שֶׁ וְזֶה 
נֵיהֶם  שְׁ כָה,  חֲשֵׁ ֶ מִשּׁ עֵירוּבוֹ  נֶאֱכַל 

קָנָה עֵירוּב.

מָשׁוֹת יְמָמָא  ְ ין הַשּׁ ךְ, אִי בֵּ פְשָׁ מַה נַּ
לָא  א  קַמָּ לִיקְנֵי,  תְרָא  בַּ  – הוּא 
לֵילְיָא  מָשׁוֹת  ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ וְאִי  לִיקְנֵי! 
תְרָא לָא לִיקְנֵי!  א לִיקְנֵי, בַּ הוּא, קַמָּ
מָשׁוֹת סְפֵקָא הוּא, וּסְפֵקָא  ְ ין הַשּׁ בֵּ

א. נַן לְקוּלָּ רַבָּ דְּ

אָמְרוּ:  מָה  נֵי  מִפְּ רָבָא:  )וְאָמַר( 
מוֹסִיף  אֵינוֹ  שֶׁ דָבָר  בְּ טוֹמְנִין  אֵין 
א  מָּ שֶׁ זֵרָה  גְּ  – כָה  חֲשֵׁ ֶ מִשּׁ הֶבֶל 
הָכִי,  אִי  יֵי:  אַבַּ לֵיהּ  אֲמַר  יחַ.  יַרְתִּ
מָשׁוֹת נַמִי נִיגְזַר! אָמַר לֵיהּ:  ְ ין הַשּׁ בֵּ

סְתָם קְדֵירוֹת רוֹתְחוֹת הֵן. 

וְאָמַר רָבָא:

NOTES
Ben Yoĥai purified the cemetery – ית ן יוֹחַי בֵּ  טִיהֵר בֶּ
בָרוֹת  The Jerusalem Talmud (Shevi’it 9:1) explains :הַקְּ
that Rabbi Shimon bar Yoĥai accomplished this mi-
raculously. Everywhere that a corpse was buried, it 
would rise up from the earth. Although the Samari-
tans attempted to sabotage his effort, they were un-
successful. Here, it is explained that Rabbi Shimon bar 
Yoĥai purified the ground by examining the texture 
of the soil to see whether or not the soil had been 
overturned at some point in the past.

A pile of bones – ל עֲצָמוֹת ל שֶׁ  The implication is that :גַּ
he died, since with the passage of time a corpse turns 
into a mere pile of bones (Rashi).

Uncertainty whether it is nightfall and uncertainty 
whether it is not yet nightfall – ֹכָה סָפֵק אֵינו  סָפֵק חֲשֵׁ
כָה  Some commentaries explain that this period :חֲשֵׁ
is not definitely twilight. It is uncertain twilight (Penei 
Yehoshua). Others explain that the phrase: Uncer-
tainty whether it is nightfall, refers to the onset of 
Shabbat. Uncertainty whether it is not yet nightfall, 
refers to the conclusion of Shabbat (Melo HaRo’im). 

That your tent is in peace – ָלוֹם אָהֳלֶך י שָׁ  The verse :כִּ
alludes to the three actions mentioned in the mishna. 
“And you shall know that your tent is in peace” refers 
to the Shabbat light, as mentioned above: “And my 
soul is removed far off from peace,” that is kindling 
the Shabbat light. “And you shall visit your habitation” 
refers to the eiruv, which is a stage in preparing the 
house for Shabbat. “And you shall not sin” refers to the 
tithe, as it is written with regard to eating untithed 
produce: “And you shall bear no sin by reason of it” 
(Numbers 18:32; Ran).

The mnemonic: Self, etc. – גוּפְיָא בְּ  This is a :סִימָן: 
mnemonic of the halakhot that Rabbi Abba said in 
the name of Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Ashi in the name of 
Rav throughout tractate Shabbat. Self refers to the 
solution to the question: This itself is difficult. Pruning 
refers to his statement: One who prunes is liable for 
the labor of planting (73b). Bird refers to the halakha 
of a bird that flies under one’s clothing (107a). Cord 
refers to the halakha that one may bring a rope from 
his house and tie it (113a). Silk refers to the issue of silk 
brooms (124b; see Maharsha).

Here, it is referring to joining of the Shabbat 
boundaries – עֵירוּבֵי תְחוּמִין בְּ אן –   The stringency :כָּ
of the joining of Shabbat boundaries [eiruv teĥumin] 
stems from the dispute whether or not the prohibi-
tion to travel beyond city limits on Shabbat is by 

Torah law. Some tanna’im are of the opinion that the 
halakha of Shabbat boundaries is by Torah law, as it is 
stated: “Abide you every man in his place, let no man 
go out of his place” (Exodus 16:29). Even those who 
hold that the two thousand-cubit Shabbat bound-
ary is by rabbinic law understand that the essential 
Shabbat boundary, twelve mil beyond city limits, is 
by Torah law (Rambam). 

One to whom two people said: Go and place an ei-
ruv for us – ּנַיִם “צֵא וְעָרֵב עָלֵינו  The Gemara :”אָמְרוּ לוֹ שְׁ
cited a case where two people asked a third to place 
an eiruv for them, rather than the simple case of two 
people who each placed his own eiruv, to underscore 
the halakha that even if the third person, the mes-
senger, was to ask about the status of each eiruv, the 
Sages deemed them both valid (Penei Yehoshua). 
Although the essential basis of this issue is not fully 
developed here, the Gemara raises this basic problem 
in the similar case in which there are two paths, one 
ritually impure and one ritually pure and one person 
took one path and one took the other, and they do 
not know which person took which path. Clearly, one 
of them must have been exposed to ritual impurity. 
The ruling is dependent on a dispute between the 
tanna’im with regard to the extent to which each 
case is treated independently. If the uncertainty is 
with regard to one person, it is prohibited, despite 
the fact that it is an uncertainty involving rabbinic 
law (Melo HaRo’im).

HALAKHA
Three things a person must say – בָרִים דְּ ה  לשָֹׁ  שְׁ
 A person should calmly ask the members of :אוֹמֵר
his household three questions before Shabbat be-
gins, just before twilight (Mishna Berura): Have you 
tithed the produce? Have you placed the eiruv? Have 
you separated ĥalla? After doing so, he says to them: 
Light the lamp, as per the statement of Rabba bar Rav 
Huna. Nowadays, when the joining of courtyards is 
placed for an entire year, or in a location where there 
is no mitzva to tithe, one need not ask those ques-
tions (Rema; Be’er Heitev; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hil-
khot Shabbat 5:3; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 260:2).

Uncertainty whether it is nightfall and uncertainty 
whether it is not yet nightfall – ֹכָה סָפֵק אֵינו  סָפֵק חֲשֵׁ
כָה  When there is uncertainty whether or not :חֲשֵׁ
night has fallen on Friday evening, one may not tithe 
produce that definitely has not been tithed, includ-
ing fruit, for which tithing is required by rabbinic law 
(Mishna Berura). One may not immerse his vessels in 
a ritual bath. One may not light the lamp, and one 

may not place a joining of the Shabbat boundaries. 
However, one may tithe demai, insulate hot water in 
a manner that does not add heat (Mishna Berura), 
and place a joining of the courtyards (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 261:1). 

One to whom two people said: Go and place an 
eiruv for us – וְעָרֵב עָלֵינוּ״ נַיִם ״צֵא  שְׁ  If two :אָמְרוּ לוֹ 
people deputized a third person to place an eiruv for 
them, and he placed the eiruv for one while it was 
still day and the eiruv food was eaten during twilight, 
and he placed the eiruv for the second one during 
twilight, then the rule is that each eiruv is valid. For 
the one whose eiruv was eaten, twilight is considered 
nighttime, and it is as if the eiruv was eaten after 
Shabbat begun. For the one whose eiruv was placed 
during twilight, it is considered to be daytime, and it 
is as if the eiruv was placed during the day. Joining of 
courtyards is a rabbinic edict, and there is a principle 
that rulings in cases of uncertainty with regard to 
rabbinic ordinances are lenient. If the eiruv was both 
placed during twilight and eaten during twilight, it 
is invalid (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
6:13; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 393:3). 

One may not insulate in something that does not 
add heat from nightfall – אֵינוֹ מוֹסִיף דָבָר שֶׁ  אֵין טוֹמְנִין בְּ
כָה חֲשֵׁ ֶ  One may not insulate food at night on :הֶבֶל מִשּׁ
Friday even in a manner that does not add heat. The 
decree is based on the fear that he might come to 
boil food on Shabbat. Therefore, the halakha applies 
only in a case where there is concern that the Torah 
prohibition against cooking might be violated (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:3; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 257:1, 318:4). 

PERSONALITIES
Yehuda, son of converts – רִים גֵּ ן  בֶּ  He was :יְהוּדָה 
called son of converts because his parents were in-
deed converts. He is counted among the students of 
Rabbi Shimon bar Yoĥai, who referred to him a man 
of stature and treated him with respect. The fact that 
he sat in the company of the most prominent Sages 
indicates his significance and proves that they con-
sidered him loyal. However, Rabbi Shimon became 
angry with him because he violated a basic principle: 
Matters discussed in the study hall, whether state-
ments about politics or topics that warrant discretion, 
should not to be discussed outside the study hall 
(see Tosafot). 

לד:לד:

Perek II
Daf 34  Amud b

דָבָר  בְּ טוֹמְנִין  אֵין  אָמְרוּ  מָה  נֵי  מִפְּ
עוֹד יוֹם –  הַמּוֹסִיף הֶבֶל וַאֲפִילּוּ מִבְּ
הּ  יֵּשׁ בָּ רֶמֶץ שֶׁ א יַטְמִין בְּ מָּ זֵירָה שֶׁ גְּ
וְיַטְמִין!  יֵי:  אַבַּ לֵיהּ  אָמַר  חֶלֶת.  גַּ

חָלִים. גֶּ ה בַּ א יַחְתֶּ מָּ זֵירָה שֶׁ גְּ

סָפֵק  מָשׁוֹת  ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ נַן:  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
כּוּלּוֹ  סָפֵק  יְלָה,  הַלַּ וּמִן  הַיּוֹם  מִן 
 – יְלָה  הַלַּ מִן  כּוּלּוֹ  סָפֵק  הַיּוֹם,  מִן 

נֵי יָמִים. ילִין אוֹתוֹ לְחוֹמֶר שְׁ מַטִּ

One to whom two people said: Go and place an eiruv 
for us – ּוְעָרֵב עָלֵינו נַיִם צֵא  שְׁ  The Gemara cited a :אָמְרוּ לוֹ 
case where two people asked a third to place an eiruv for 
them, rather than the simple case of two people who each 
placed his own eiruv, to underscore the halakha that even 
if the third person, the messenger, was to ask about the 
status of each eiruv, the Sages deemed them both valid 
(Penei Yehoshua). Although the essential basis of this issue 
is not fully developed here, the Gemara raises this basic 
problem in a similar case in which there are two paths, one 
ritually impure and one ritually pure, and one person took 
one path and one took the other, and they do not know 
which person took which path. Clearly, one of them must 
have been exposed to ritual impurity. The ruling is depen-
dent on a dispute between the tanna’im with regard to the 
extent to which each case is treated independently. If the 
uncertainty is with regard to one person, it is prohibited, 
despite the fact that it is an uncertainty involving rabbinic 
law (Melo HaRo’im).

notes

One to whom two people said: Go and place an eiruv for 
us – ּוְעָרֵב עָלֵינו נַיִם צֵא   If two people deputized :אָמְרוּ לוֹ שְׁ
a third person to place an eiruv for them, and he placed 
the eiruv for one while it was still day and the eiruv food 
was eaten during twilight, and he placed the eiruv for the 
second one during twilight, then the halakha is that each 
eiruv is valid. For the one whose eiruv was eaten, twilight is 
considered nighttime, and it is as if the eiruv were eaten after 
Shabbat begun. For the one whose eiruv was placed during 
twilight, it is considered to be daytime, and it is as if the 
eiruv were placed during the day. Joining of courtyards is a 
rabbinic edict, and there is a principle that rulings in cases of 
uncertainty with regard to rabbinic ordinances are lenient. If 
the eiruv was both placed during twilight and eaten during 
twilight, it is invalid (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 
6:13; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 393:3). 

One may not insulate in something that does not add 
heat from nightfall – הֶבֶל מוֹסִיף  אֵינוֹ  שֶׁ דָבָר  בְּ טוֹמְנִין   אֵין 
כָה חֲשֵׁ ֶ  One may not insulate food at night on Friday even :מִשּׁ
in a substance that does not add heat. The decree is based 
on the fear that he might come to cook food on Shabbat. 
Therefore, this halakha applies only in a case where there is 
concern that the Torah prohibition against cooking might 
be violated (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:3; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 257:1, 318:4). 

halakha

One may not insulate in something that adds heat – אֵין 
דָבָר הַמּוֹסִיף הֶבֶל בְּ  One may not insulate food in a :טוֹמְנִין 
substance that adds heat, even while it is still day. If one did 
so, even unintentionally (Magen Avraham), it is prohibited to 
eat the food (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:2; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 257:1).

halakha
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Nevertheless, the definition of twilight is uncertain. And what is twi-
light? From when the sun sets, as long as the eastern face of the sky 
is reddened by the light of the sun. If the lower segment of the sky has 
lost its color, and the upper segment has not yet lost its color, that is 
the twilight period. If the upper segment has lost its color, and its 
color equals that of the lower one, it is night; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Neĥemya says: The duration of the twilight 
period is the time it takes for a person to walk half a mil after the sun 
sets. Rabbi Yosei says: Twilight does not last for a quantifiable period 
of time; rather, it is like the blink of an eye: This, night, enters and that, 
day, leaves, and it is impossible to calculate it due to its brevity.

It was taught in the baraita that the Master said: The Sages impose the 
stringencies of both days upon twilight. The Gemara asks: With re-
gard to what halakha was this stated? Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, 
said: With regard to the matter of ritual impurity, as we learned in a 
mishna: With regard to a zav who saw an emission for two consecutive 
days during twilight,h it is unclear whether it should be considered as 
if he only saw the emission for a single day, as perhaps twilight of the 
first day was part of the following day, and twilight of the second day 
was part of the previous day; or, whether it should be considered as two 
days, attributing each twilight to either the previous or the following 
day; or, whether it should be considered three days, as it is possible to 
view the twilight period as two days. By Torah law, a zav who saw two 
emissions is ritually impure, and all of the stringencies of a zav apply to 
him. If he sees a third emission, he is liable to bring an offering as part 
of his purification ritual. Therefore, this zav, with regard to whom there 
is uncertainty whether he saw emissions for one day, two days, or three 
days, has uncertain status with regard to both ritual impurity and to 
sacrifice. If he saw an emission one day during twilight, he has uncer-
tain status with regard to ritual impurity because it may be considered 
two days.

The Gemara comments on the baraita cited by the Gemara. This baraita 
is itself difficult, self-contradictory. Initially you said, what is twilight?h 
From when the sun sets, as long as the eastern face of the sky is 
reddened by the light of the sun. By inference, if the bottom segment 
lost its color, and the upper one has not lost its color, it is night. And 
then the baraita taught: If the lower segment of the sky has lost its 
color, and the upper segment has not yet lost its color, that is the 
twilight period. There is an apparent internal contradiction in the 
baraita. Rabba said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: In order 
to resolve the contradiction, unify the two statements and teach it as 
follows: What is twilight? From when the sun sets, as long as the 
eastern face of the sky is reddened by the light of the sun. If the lower 
segment of the sky has lost its color and the upper segment has not yet 
lost its color, that is also the twilight period. Only if the upper segment 
lost its color, and it equals that of the lower one, is it night. And Rav 
Yosef said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said otherwise: From 
when the sun sets, as long as the eastern face of the sky is reddened 
by the light of the sun, it is day. If the lower segment of the sky has lost 
its color, and the upper segment has not yet lost its color, that is the 
twilight period. If the upper segment lost its color and it equals that 
of the lower one, it is night. 

And the Gemara remarks: In this dispute over the precise definition of 
twilight both Rabba and Rav Yosef follow their line of reasoning 
stated elsewhere. As it was stated: What is the measure of the duration 
of twilight? Rabba said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The 
time it takes to walk three parts of a mil.n The Gemara asks: What is 
the meaning of three parts of a mil? If you say that it refers to three 
halves of a mil, let him say a mil and a half. Rather, if you say that it 
means three-thirds of a mil, let him simply say one mil. Rather, it 
means three-quarters of a mil. And Rav Yosef said that Rav Yehuda 
said that Shmuel said: The duration of twilight is two parts of a mil. 
Again the Gemara asks: What is the meaning of two parts of a mil? If 
you say that it means two halves of a mil, let him simply say one mil. 
Rather, if you say that it means two-quarters of a mil, let him say in-
stead: Half of a mil. Rather, 

ל  ה כָּ קַע הַחַמָּ שְׁ תִּ ֶ מָשׁוֹת – מִשּׁ ְ ין הַשּׁ וְאֵיזֶהוּ בֵּ
חְתּוֹן  הַתַּ הִכְסִיף  מַאֲדִימִין,  מִזְרָח  נֵי  פְּ שֶׁ זְמַן 
מָשׁוֹת, הִכְסִיף  ְ ין הַשּׁ וְלאֹ הִכְסִיף הָעֶלְיוֹן – בֵּ
בְרֵי  דִּ לַיְלָה,  זֶהוּ   – חְתּוֹן  לַתַּ וָה  וְהִשְׁ הָעֶלְיוֹן 
ךְ  יְּהַלֵּ שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ נְחֶמְיָה אוֹמֵר:  י  רַבִּ י יְהוּדָה.  רַבִּ
י יוֹסֵי  רַבִּ ה חֲצִי מִיל.  קַע הַחַמָּ שְׁ תִּ ֶ אָדָם מִשּׁ
הֶרֶף עַיִן, זֶה נִכְנָס וְזֶה  מָשׁוֹת כְּ ְ ין הַשּׁ אוֹמֵר: בֵּ

ר לַעֲמוֹד עָלָיו. יוֹצֵא, וְאִי אֶפְשָׁ

נֵי יָמִים״,  ילִין אוֹתוֹ לְחוֹמֶר שְׁ אָמַר מָר: “מַטִּ
רֵיהּ  בְּ הוּנָא  רַב  אָמַר  הִלְכְתָא?  לְמַאי 
רָאָה  דִתְנַן:  כְּ טוּמְאָה,  לְעִנְיַן  עַ:  יְהוֹשֻׁ רַב  דְּ
לְטוּמְאָה  סָפֵק   – מָשׁוֹת  ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ יָמִים  נֵי  שְׁ
מָשׁוֹת סָפֵק  ְ ין הַשּׁ ן, רָאָה יוֹם אֶחָד בֵּ וּלְקָרְבָּ

לְטוּמְאָה.

ין  בֵּ אֵיזֶהוּ   : אָמְרַתְּ יָא;  קַשְׁ גּוּפָהּ  הָא 
ל  כָּ ה,  הַחַמָּ קַע  שְׁ תִּ ֶ מִשּׁ  – מָשׁוֹת  ְ הַשּׁ
הִכְסִיף  הָא  מַאֲדִימִין.  מִזְרָח  נֵי  פְּ שֶׁ זְמַן 
לַיְלָה הוּא.  וְלאֹ הִכְסִיף הָעֶלְיוֹן –  חְתּוֹן  הַתַּ
הִכְסִיף  וְלאֹ  חְתּוֹן  הַתַּ הִכְסִיף  נָא:  תְּ וַהֲדַר 
אָמַר  ה  רַבָּ אָמַר  מָשׁוֹת!  ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ  – הָעֶלְיוֹן 
וּתְנִי, אֵיזֶהוּ  רוֹךְ  כְּ מוּאֵל:  רַב יְהוּדָה אָמַר שְׁ
זְמַן  ל  כָּ ה  הַחַמָּ קַע  שְׁ תִּ ֶ מִשּׁ מָשׁוֹת –  ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ
חְתּוֹן  הַתַּ וְהִכְסִיף  מַאֲדִימִין,  מִזְרָח  נֵי  פְּ שֶׁ
מָשׁוֹת,  ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ נַמִי   – הָעֶלְיוֹן  הִכְסִיף  וְלאֹ 
לַיְלָה.   – חְתּוֹן  לַתַּ וָה  וְהִשְׁ הָעֶלְיוֹן  הִכְסִיף 
מוּאֵל:  שְׁ אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר  יוֹסֵף  וְרַב 
נֵי  פְּ שֶׁ זְמַן  ל  כָּ ה  הַחַמָּ קַע  שְׁ תִּ ֶ מִשּׁ קָתָנֵי:  הָכִי 
חְתּוֹן וְלאֹ  מִזְרָח מַאֲדִימִין – יוֹם, הִכְסִיף הַתַּ
הִכְסִיף  מָשׁוֹת,  ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ  – הָעֶלְיוֹן  הִכְסִיף 

חְתּוֹן – לַיְלָה. וָה לַתַּ הָעֶלְיוֹן וְהִשְׁ

ין  בֵּ יעוּר  שִׁ מַר:  אִיתְּ דְּ לְטַעְמַיְיהוּ,  וַאֲזַדּוּ 
רַב  אָמַר  ה  רַבָּ אָמַר  ה?  כַמָּ בְּ מָשׁוֹת  ְ הַשּׁ
מִיל.  חֶלְקֵי  ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ מוּאֵל:  שְׁ אָמַר  יְהוּדָה 
לָתָא  תְּ אִילֵימָא  מִיל?  חֶלְקֵי  ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ מַאי 
לָתָא  א תְּ לְגֵי מִילָא – נֵימָא מִיל וּמֶחֱצָה! אֶלָּ פַּ
לָתָא  תְּ א:  אֶלָּ מִיל!  נֵימָא   – מִילָא  י  ילְתֵּ תִּ
רִיבְעֵי מִילָא. וְרַב יוֹסֵף אָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה אָמַר 
נֵי חֶלְקֵי מִיל?  נֵי חֶלְקֵי מִיל. מַאי שְׁ מוּאֵל: שְׁ שְׁ
א  לְגֵי מִילָא – לֵימָא מִיל! וְאֶלָּ רֵי פַּ אִילֵימָא תְּ
א: רֵי רִבְעֵי מִילָא – לֵימָא חֲצִי מִיל! אֶלָּ תְּ

NOTES
Three parts of a mil – ה חֶלְקֵי מִיל לשָֹׁ -The assump :שְׁ
tion in establishing the duration of twilight is that 
the simplest number was chosen to quantify it. The 
possibility that Shmuel was referring to three-fifths 
or three-sevenths of a mil was not taken into consid-
eration (Rashash).

HALAKHA
One may not insulate in something that adds 

heat – דָבָר הַמּוֹסִיף הֶבֶל -One may not in :אֵין טוֹמְנִין בְּ
sulate food in a manner that adds heat, even while it 
is still day. If one did so, even unintentionally (Magen 
Avraham), it is prohibited to eat the food, even after 
the fact (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 4:2; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 257:1).

Saw two days at twilight – מָשׁוֹת ְ ין הַשּׁ נֵי יָמִים בֵּ  :רָאָה שְׁ
A zav who saw an emission during twilight is consid-
ered ritually impure based on an uncertainty. If a zav 
saw an emission on two consecutive days during 
twilight, his status is uncertain with regard to both 
ritual impurity and the sacrifice. Consequently, the 

sacrifice may not eaten, as per the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Meĥusrei Kappara 2:12–14).

What is twilight – מָשׁוֹת ְ ין הַשּׁ  The duration of :אֵיזֶהוּ בֵּ
twilight lasts as long as it takes to walk three-quarters 
of a mil before nightfall. The halakha was decided 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
the ruling of Rabbi Yoĥanan, below, and the opinion 
of Rabba, in accordance with whom the halakha 
is established in disputes with Rav Yosef (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:4; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 261:2).

Saw two days during twilight – נֵי יָמִים  רָאָה שְׁ
מָשׁוֹת ְ ין הַשּׁ  A zav who saw an emission during :בֵּ
twilight is considered ritually impure based on 
an uncertainty. If a zav saw an emission on two 
consecutive days during twilight, his status is 
uncertain with regard to both ritual impurity 
and the sacrifice. Consequently, the sacrifice 
may not be eaten, as per the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Meĥusrei Kappara 2:12–14).

What is twilight – מָשׁוֹת ְ ין הַשּׁ -The dura :אֵיזֶהוּ בֵּ
tion of twilight lasts as long as it takes to walk 
three-quarters of a mil before nightfall. The 
halakha was decided in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, the ruling of Rabbi 
Yoĥanan, below, and the opinion of Rabba, in 
accordance with whose opinion the halakha is 
established in disputes with Rav Yosef (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:4; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 261:2).

halakha

Three parts of a mil – ה חֶלְקֵי מִיל לשָֹׁ -The as :שְׁ
sumption in establishing the duration of twilight 
is that as simple a number as possible was cho-
sen to quantify it. The possibility that Shmuel 
was referring to three-fifths or three-sevenths 
of a mil was not considered (Rashash).

notes
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it means two-thirds of a mil. The Gemara explains: What is the 
practical difference between them? The practical difference be-
tween them is half of one-sixth [danka],l i.e., one-twelfth of a mil. 
Their disputes are consistent, as the duration of twilight according 
to Rav Yosef is shorter than its duration according to Rabba. 

The Gemara comments: And with regard to the legal status of a 
wicker vessel their dispute is the opposite. In that case, the size of 
the vessel permitted by Rav Yosef is larger than the size of the vessel 
permitted by Rabba. As Rabba said with regard to a wicker vessel 
with a capacity of two kor, one is permitted to move it on Shabbat. 
And one with a capacity of three kor,n one is prohibited to move 
it on Shabbat.h It is much larger than the dimensions of a vessel and 
one is only permitted to move vessels on Shabbat. And Rav Yosef 
said: A vessel with a capacity of three kor, one is also permitted 
to move it, and only one with a capacity of four kor, it is prohib-
ited to move. 

Abaye said: I raised the dilemma before my Master, Rabba, when 
it was practical, when I actually needed to know what to do, and 
he did not permit me to move even a vessel with a capacity of two 
kor. The Gemara explains: In accordance with whose opinion did 
Rabba issue his practical halakhic ruling? In accordance with the 
opinion of this tanna that we learned in the mishna discussing the 
laws of ritual purity: A round straw barrel, and a round barrel 
made of reeds,n and the cistern of an Alexandrian ship,b which is 
a large vessel placed on a boat and filled with potable water, al-
though these vessels have bottoms, i.e., they are receptacles, since 
they have a capacity of forty se’a of liquid, which is the equivalent 
of two kor of dry goods, they are ritually pure. Even if they come 
into contact with a source of ritual impurity, they do not become 
impure. Beyond a certain size, containers are no longer considered 
vessels and, consequently, cannot become ritually impure.h Rabba 
held: Since with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity a vessel of 
two kor is not considered a vessel, it may not be moved on Shabbat. 
With regard to this mishna, Abaye said: Learn from it that the 
surplus of dry goods in a vessel relative to liquids is one-third of 
the contents of the vessel. It says in the mishna that a vessel that can 
hold forty se’a of liquid holds two kor of dry produce, which is the 
equivalent of sixty se’a. 

The Gemara relates: Abaye saw that Rava was gazing westward on 
Shabbat eve to determine whether or not the sky was red and wheth-
er or not it was twilight. Abaye said to Rava: Wasn’t it taught in a 
baraita that twilight is from when the sun sets, as long as the 
eastern face of the sky is reddened by the light of the sun? Why, 
then, are you looking westward? Rava said to him: Do you hold 
that the reference is actually to the eastern face of the sky? No, it is 
referring to the face of the sky that causes the east to redden, i.e., 
the west. Some say a different version of that incident. Rava saw 
that Abaye was gazing eastward. He said to him, do you hold that 
the reference is to the actual eastern face of the sky? The reference 
is to the face of the sky that causes the east to redden, i.e., the west. 
And your mnemonic is a window, as it is on the wall opposite the 
window that one can see how much sunlight is shining through.

With regard to that which was taught in the baraita that Rabbi 
Neĥemya says: The duration of twilight is the time it takes for a 
person to walk half a mil after the sun sets. Rabbi Ĥanina said: 
One who wants to know the precise measure of Rabbi Neĥemya’s 
twilight should do the following: Leave the sun at the top of Mount 
Carmel, as when one is standing on the seashore he can still see the 
top of Mount Carmel in sunlight, and descend and immerse him-
self in the sea, and emerge,n and that is Rabbi Neĥemya’s measure 
of the duration of twilight. 

לה.לה.

Perek II
Daf 35  Amud a

א  ינַיְיהוּ? אִיכָּ י מִיל. מַאי בֵּ ילְתֵּ רֵי תִּ תְּ
דַנְקָא. א דְּ לְגָּ ינַיְיהוּ פַּ בֵּ

ה:  רַבָּ אֲמַר  דַּ א,  חַלְתָּ בְּ וְחִילּוּפָהּ 
רֵי לְטַלְטוּלָהּ,  רֵי כּוֹרֵי שָׁ ת תְּ א בַּ חַלְתָּ
לְטַלְטוּלָהּ.  אָסוּר  כּוֹרֵי  לָתָא  תְּ וּבַת 
נַמִי  לָתָא כּוֹרֵי  ת תְּ וְרַב יוֹסֵף אֲמַר: בַּ

עָה כּוֹרֵי אָסוּ.ר ת אַרְבָּ רֵי, בַּ שָׁ

עַת  שְׁ בִּ מָר  דְּ יהּ  מִינֵּ עֵי  בְּ יֵי:  אַבַּ אָמַר 
לָא  כּוֹרֵי  רֵי  תְּ ת  בַּ וַאֲפִילּוּ  ה,  מַעֲשֶׂ
תְנַן:  דִּ א,  נָּ תַּ הַאי  מַאן – כְּ רָא לִי, כְּ שְׁ
וּבוֹר  ים  נִּ הַקָּ ורֶת  וְכַוֶּ שׁ  הַקַּ ורֶת  וֶּ כַּ
יֵּשׁ  י שֶׁ רִית, אַף עַל פִּ סַנְדְּ סְפִינָה אֲלֶכְּ
עִים  אַרְבָּ מַחֲזִיקוֹת  וְהֵן  שׁוּלַיִם  לָהֶם 
 – יָבֵשׁ  בְּ כּוֹרַיִים  הֵן  שֶׁ לַח  בְּ סְאָה 
 – הּ  מִינָּ מַע  שְׁ יֵי:  אַבַּ אָמַר  טְהוֹרִים. 

א הָוֵי. ילְתָּ א תִּ הַאי גּוּדְשָׁ

אוֵי לְמַעֲרָב,  קָא דָּ יֵי חַזְיֵיהּ לְרָבָא דְּ אַבַּ
נֵי מִזְרָח  פְּ ל זְמַן שֶׁ אָמַר לֵיהּ: וְהָתַנְיָא כָּ
נֵי  פְּ סָבְרַתְּ  מִי  לֵיהּ:  אָמַר  מַאֲדִימִין! 
אֲדִימִין  הַמַּ נִים  פָּ לאֹ,  שׁ?  מַמָּ מִזְרָח 
רָבָא  אָמְרִי,  דְּ א  אִיכָּ זְרָח.  הַמִּ אֶת 
לְמִזְרָח,  אוֵי  דָּ קָא  דְּ יֵי  לְאַבַּ חַזְיֵיהּ 
שׁ?  נֵי מִזְרָח מַמָּ אָמַר לֵיהּ: מִי סָבְרַתְּ פְּ
זְרָח! וְסִימָנֵיךְ  אֲדִימִין אֶת הַמִּ נִים הַמַּ פָּ

וְותָא. כַּ

ךְ אָדָם  יְּהַלֵּ דֵי שֶׁ י נְחֶמְיָה אוֹמֵר: כְּ רַבִּ
אָמַר   – מִיל  חֲצִי  ה  הַחַמָּ קַע  שְׁ תִּ ֶ מִשּׁ
ל  יעוּרוֹ שֶׁ י חֲנִינָא: הָרוֹצֶה לֵידַע שִׁ רַבִּ
רְמֶל,  ראֹשׁ הַכַּ ה בְּ יחַ חַמָּ י נְחֶמְיָה יַנִּ רַבִּ
יעוּרוֹ  יָּם וְיַעֲלֶה, וְזֶהוּ שִׁ וְיֵרֵד וְיִטְבּוֹל בַּ

י נְחֶמְיָה.  ל רַבִּ שֶׁ

One-sixth [danka] – נְקָא  Danka is the name of a Persian :דַּ
coin. In Middle Persian, the word dāng  means a tiny particle. 
Ma’a is the Aramaic equivalent of danka. Since the ma’a is 
one-sixth of a dinar, the Sages used the word danka to refer 
to one-sixth in many contexts.

language

A wicker vessel with a capacity of two kor…three kor, 
etc. – לָתָא כּוֹרֵי וכו׳ רֵי כּוֹרֵי…תְּ תְּ ת  א בַּ  ,In tractate Eiruvin :חַלְתָּ
where this statement of Abaye is mentioned, a biblical allu-
sion is cited. In the Bible, two contradictory measures were 
cited for the Sea of Solomon. One verse states: “It held two 
thousand baths” (I Kings 7:26), and another states: “It received 
and held three thousand baths” (II Chronicles 4:5). Abaye 
explains that the larger size is a dry measure and the smaller 
size is a liquid measure.

Round straw barrel or a round barrel made of reeds, 
etc. – ים וכו׳ נִּ ורֶת הַקָּ שׁ וְכַוֶּ ורֶת הַקַּ וֶּ  The halakhic principle is :כַּ
as follows: In order for a vessel to be able to become ritually 
impure, it must be similar to a sack that can be carried full or 
empty. Therefore, any vessel that is so large that it cannot be 
carried when it is full is not considered a vessel and cannot 
become ritually impure.

And descend and immerse himself in the sea and 
emerge – וְיַעֲלֶה יָּם  בַּ וְיִטְבּוֹל  -Some commentaries ex :וְיֵרֵד 
plain that the reference is to a person standing at the peak 
of Mount Carmel who descends and immerses himself in 
the sea and then emerges and climbs back to the peak of 
the mountain (Rashba).

notes

Moving a large vessel on Shabbat – ת שַבָּ דוֹל בְּ לִי גָּ  :טִלְטוּל כְּ
Any vessel, even a very large one, does not lose its status as 
a vessel and one is permitted to move it on Shabbat. This 
ruling is in contrast to the statement of Rabba and Rav Yosef, 
and in accordance with the conclusion reached in tractate 
Eiruvin (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 308:2).

Large vessel in matters of ritual impurity – דוֹל לְעִנְיָן גָּ לִי   כְּ
 A vessel that is made to permanently remain in a :טוּמְאָה
single place and not to be moved cannot become ritually 
impure if it holds forty se’a (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 3:2).

halakha

The cistern of an Alexandrian ship – רִית סַנְדְּ  :בּוֹר סְפִינָה אֲלֶכְּ
Given the need for large quantities of potable water on 
long sea journeys, a very large receptacle fashioned from 
animal hides was placed on the deck of the ship and filled 
with water. From time to time, they would even allow it to 
be filled with the rain that fell at sea. The Alexandrian ship 
mentioned here refers to a large ship that not only sails in 
rivers or along the shore but also travels longer distances, e.g., 
from Alexandria to Rome.

background
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Because of its similarity to Rabbi Ĥanina’s statement, the Gemara 
cites that which Rabbi Ĥiyya said: One who wants to see Miriam’s 
well,n which accompanied the Jewish people throughout their so-
journ in the desert, should do the following: He should climb to 
the top of Mount Carmel and look out, and he will see a rock that 
looks like a sieve in the sea, and that is Miriam’s well. Rav said: A 
spring that is portable, i.e., that moves from place to place, is ritu-
ally pure and is regarded as an actual spring and not as drawn water. 
And what is a movable spring? It is Miriam’s well.

Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: During Rabbi Yehuda’s twi-
light, ritually impure priests who want to immerse themselves 
during the day to become ritually pure, so that sunset will follow 
immersion and they will be permitted to eat teruma, can still im-
merse themselves during that period. According to this opinion, 
twilight is still considered to be day. The Gemara asks: In accor-
dance with whose opinion is that true? If you say that it is in ac-
cordance with Rabbi Yehuda’s own opinion, his opinion cited 
above is that twilight is a period of uncertainty. Therefore, one who 
immerses at that time may not eat teruma until after the sunset of 
the following day. Rather, the reference is to twilight of Rabbi 
Yehuda, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. Priests can 
immerse then, as Rabbi Yosei considers that time to still be day, and 
sunset will follow. 

The Gemara asks: It is obvious that according to Rabbi Yosei they 
are immersing themselves during the day. The Gemara answers: 
Lest you say that the twilight of Rabbi Yosei is subsumed withinn 
and takes place at the end of the twilight of Rabbi Yehuda. When 
the twilight of Rabbi Yehuda ends, Rabbi Yosei’s twilight is also over. 
It is already night, sunset of that day has already passed, and there 
is no sunset to enable them to eat teruma. Therefore, he teaches us 
that Rabbi Yehuda’s twilight ends, and only thereafter does Rab-
bi Yosei’s twilight begin. 

Rabba bar bar Ĥana said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to 
the matter of Shabbat, and the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei with regard to the matter of teruma. The 
Gemara asks: Granted, concerning the statement that the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to 
the matter of Shabbat, as like all other cases of uncertainty, the 
ruling is stringent with regard to Torah prohibitions. However, 
with regard to teruma, what is the case under discussion? If you 
say that it is referring to the matter of immersion, immersion is also 
a case of uncertainty with regard to a Torah law. Why would the 
ruling be more lenient in that case than in the case of Shabbat? 

Rather, it must be that the reference is with regard to eating teruma. 
Priests may not eat teruma until twilight is completed, which 
according to Rabbi Yosei’s opinion is slightly later than it is accord-
ing to Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion.

With regard to the period of twilight, Rav Yehuda said that Shmu-
el said: When one can see one star in the evening sky, it is still day;n 
two stars, twilight; threeh stars, night. That was also taught in a 
baraita: When one can see one star in the evening sky, it is still day; 
two stars, twilight; three stars, night. Rabbi Yosei said: This is 
neither referring to large stars that are visible even during the day, 
nor to small stars that are visible only late at night. Rather, it is 
referring to medium-sized stars. 

מִרְיָם,  ל  שֶׁ אֵרָהּ  בְּ חִיָּיא: הָרוֹצֶה לִרְאוֹת  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
בָרָה  כְּ מִין  כְּ וְיִרְאֶה  ה  וְיִצְפֶּ רְמֶל  הַכַּ לְראֹשׁ  יַעֲלֶה 
מַעְיָן  רַב:  אָמַר  מִרְיָם.  ל  שֶׁ אֵרָהּ  בְּ הִיא  וְזוֹ  יָּם,  בַּ

ל מִרְיָם. אֵרָהּ שֶׁ לְטֵל – טָהוֹר, וְזֶהוּ בְּ יטַּ הַמִּ

י  רַבִּ מָשׁוֹת דְּ ְ ין הַשּׁ מוּאֵל: בֵּ אָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה אָמַר שְׁ
י  לְרַבִּ אִילֵימָא  לְמַאן?  בּוֹ.  טוֹבְלִין  כּהֲֹנִים  יְהוּדָה 
י  רַבִּ דְּ מָשׁוֹת  ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ א  אֶלָּ הוּא!  סְפֵקָא   – יְהוּדָה 

י יוֹסֵי כּהֲֹנִים טוֹבְלִין בּוֹ. יְהוּדָה לְרַבִּ

י יוֹסֵי –  רַבִּ דְּ מָשׁוֹת  ְ ין הַשּׁ בֵּ תֵימָא:  דְּ יטָא! מַהוּ  שִׁ פְּ
לֵים  שָׁ מַע לָן: דְּ י יְהוּדָה, קָא מַשְׁ דְרַבִּ יֵיךְ בִּ ךְ שָׁ מֵישַׁ
ין  בֵּ מַתְחִיל  וַהֲדַר  יְהוּדָה,  י  רַבִּ דְּ מָשׁוֹת  ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ

י יוֹסֵי. רַבִּ מָשׁוֹת דְּ ְ הַשּׁ

י  רַבִּ י יוֹחָנָן: הֲלָכָה כְּ ר חָנָה אָמַר רַבִּ ר בַּ ה בַּ אָמַר רַבָּ
רוּמָה.  י יוֹסֵי לְעִנְיַן תְּ רַבִּ ת, וַהֲלָכָה כְּ בָּ יְהוּדָה לְעִנְיַן שַׁ
ת – לְחוּמְרָא,  בָּ י יְהוּדָה לְעִנְיַן שַׁ רַבִּ לָמָא הֲלָכָה כְּ שְׁ בִּ
רוּמָה מַאי הִיא? אִילֵימָא לִטְבִילָה –  אֲבָל לְעִנְיַן תְּ

סְפֵקָא הִיא!

NOTES
A wicker vessel with a capacity of two kor…three 
kor, etc. – לָתָא כּוֹרֵי וכו ת תְּ רֵי כּוֹרֵי…בַּ תְּ ת  א בַּ  In :’חַלְתָּ
tractate Eiruvin, where this statement of Abaye is 
mentioned, a biblical allusion is cited. In the Bible, 
two contradictory measures were cited for the Sea 
of Solomon. One verse states: “It held two thousand 
baths” (I Kings 7:26), and another states: “It received 
and held three thousand baths” (II Chronicles 4:5). 
Abaye explains that the larger size is a dry measure 
and the smaller size is a liquid measure.

A round straw barrel or a round barrel made of 
reeds, etc. – ים וכו׳ נִּ ורֶת הַקָּ שׁ וְכַוֶּ ורֶת הַקַּ וֶּ  The halakhic :כַּ
principle is: In order for a vessel to be able to become 
ritually impure, it must be similar to a sack that is car-
ried full or empty. Therefore, any vessel that is so large 
that it cannot be carried when it is full is not consid-
ered a vessel and cannot become ritually impure.

And descend and immerse oneself in the sea and 
emerge – יָּם וְיַעֲלֶה  Some commentaries :וְיֵרֵד וְיִטְבּוֹל בַּ
explain that the reference is to a person standing at 
the peak of Mount Carmel who descends and im-
merses himself in the sea and then emerges and 
climbs back to the peak of the mountain (Rashba).

Miriam’s well – ל מִרְיָם אֵרָהּ שֶׁ  Miriam’s well was :בְּ
the source of water for the Jews in the desert. It was 

attributed to Miriam, because the verse relating her 
death Numbers 20:1) is followed immediately by the 
verse: “And there was no water for the congregation” 
(Numbers 20:2). According to rabbinic tradition, the 
well was a rock that rolled and accompanied Israel 
wherever they went in the desert. Other sources state 
that Miriam’s well is now located in the center of the 
Sea of Galilee.

Lest you say that twilight of Rabbi Yosei is sub-
sumed within, etc. – י רַבִּ דְּ מָשׁוֹת  ְ ין הַשּׁ בֵּ תֵימָא:  דְּ  מַהוּ 
ךְ וכו׳  There were those who explained that :יוֹסֵי – מֵישַׁ
even the amora’im did not know clearly whether 
twilight as defined by Rabbi Yosei was proximate to 
twilight as determined by Rabbi Yehuda, or whether 
it was considerably later than that. Consequently, 
it was necessary for Rabbi Yoĥanan to rule that the 
halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Yosei in certain 
cases (Rosh). 

HALAKHA
Moving a large vessel on Shabbat – דוֹל לִי גָּ  טִלְטוּל כְּ
ת שַבָּ  Any vessel, even a very large one, does not :בְּ
lose its status as a vessel and one is permitted to 
move it on Shabbat. This ruling is in contrast to the 
statement of Rabba and Rav Yosef, and in accordance 
with the conclusion reached in tractate Eiruvin (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:6; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 308:2).

A large vessel in matters of ritual impurity – לִי  כְּ
דוֹל לְעִנְיָן טוּמְאָה -A vessel that is made to be perma :גָּ
nently located in a single place and not to be moved 
cannot become ritually impure if it holds forty se’a 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 3:2).

LANGUAGE
One-sixth [danka] – נְקָא  Danka is the name of a :דַּ
Persian coin. In Middle and New Persian, the word 
dang means a tiny particle. Ma’a is the Aramaic 
equivalent of danka. Since the ma’a is one-sixth of 
a dinar, the Sages used the word danka to refer to 
one-sixth in many contexts.

BACKGROUND
The cistern of an Alexandrian ship – סְפִינָה  בּוֹר 
רִית סַנְדְּ  Given the need for large quantities of :אֲלֶכְּ
potable water on long sea journeys, a very large re-
ceptacle fashioned from animal hides was placed on 
the deck of the ship and filled with water. From time 
to time, they would even allow it to be filled with the 
rain that fell at sea. The Alexandrian ship mentioned 
here refers to a large ship that not only sails in rivers 
or along the shore but also travels longer distances, 
for example, from Alexandria to Rome.

לה:
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רוּמָה  לָא אָכְלִי כּהֲֹנִים תְּ רוּמָה, דְּ א לַאֲכִילַת תְּ אֶלָּ
י יוֹסֵי.  רַבִּ מָשׁוֹת דְּ ְ ין הַשּׁ לֵים בֵּ שָׁ עַד דְּ

יוֹם,  אֶחָד –  כּוֹכָב  מוּאֵל:  שְׁ אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  רַב  אָמַר 
נְיָא נַמִי  ה – לַיְלָה. תַּ לשָֹׁ מָשׁוֹת, שְׁ ְ ין הַשּׁ נַיִם – בֵּ שְׁ
מָשׁוֹת,  ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ  – נַיִם  שְׁ יוֹם,   – אֶחָד  כּוֹכָב  הָכִי: 
דוֹלִים  י יוֹסֵי: לאֹ כּוֹכָבִים גְּ ה – לַיְלָה. אָמַר רַבִּ לשָֹׁ שְׁ
א  אֵין נִרְאִין אֶלָּ ים שֶׁ יּוֹם, וְלאֹ כּוֹכָבִים קְטַנִּ רְאִין בַּ הַנִּ

ינוֹנִים.  א בֵּ יְלָה, אֶלָּ לַּ בַּ

Miriam’s well – ל מִרְיָם אֵרָהּ שֶׁ  Miriam’s well :בְּ
was the source of water for the Jews in the 
desert. It was attributed to Miriam because 
the verse relating her death (Numbers 20:1) is 
followed immediately by the verse: “And there 
was no water for the congregation” (Numbers 
20:2). According to rabbinic tradition, the well 
was a rock that rolled and accompanied Is-
rael wherever they went in the desert. Other 
sources state that Miriam’s well is now located 
in the center of the Sea of Galilee.

Lest you say that the twilight of Rabbi Yosei 
is subsumed within, etc. – ין בֵּ תֵימָא:  דְּ  מַהוּ 
יֵיךְ וכו׳ ךְ שָׁ י יוֹסֵי מֵישַׁ רַבִּ מָשׁוֹת דְּ ְ  There were :הַשּׁ
those who explained that even the amora’im 
did not know clearly whether twilight as de-
fined by Rabbi Yosei was proximate to twilight 
as determined by Rabbi Yehuda, or whether 
it was considerably later than that. Conse-
quently, it was necessary for Rabbi Yoĥanan 
to rule that the halakha is in accordance with 
Rabbi Yosei in certain cases (Rosh). 

notes

One star it is still day, etc. – כּוֹכָב אֶחָד יוֹם וכו׳: 
The determinations with regard to the stars 
rely on the basic Torah principle: Night be-
gins with the emergence of the stars. Indeed, 
there is an opinion, cited in tractate Berakhot 
in the Jerusalem Talmud, that when one sees 
two stars it is already night because the word 
stars, in the plural, denotes a minimum of two. 
When there are two stars in the sky, the stars 
have emerged. As far as the practical halakha 
is concerned, there are numerous opinions. 
In the Jerusalem Talmud there is a comment 
that certain stars, such as Venus, are visible 
even during the day. They are not taken into 
consideration in the tally of stars that deter-
mine night.

notes

One star…three, etc. – וכו׳ ה  לשָֹׁ אֶחָד…שְׁ -In prac :כּוֹכָב 
tice, night begins when three small stars are visible, even if 
they are dispersed in the sky (Mishna Berura) because we are 
not considered experts in the parameters of medium-sized  

stars (Taz; Magen Avraham). On a fast day, medium-sized stars are 
sufficient to constitute the end of the fast, so as not to impose on 
the public (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:4; Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 7:2; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 235:1).

halakha
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Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Zevida, said: One who performs a 
prohibited labor during two twilights,h one between Friday and 
Shabbat and one between Shabbat and the conclusion of Shabbat 
on Saturday night, is liable to bring a sin-offering for performing 
a prohibited labor on Shabbat whichever way you look at it. 
Whether we say that twilight is day or night, certainly one of those 
labors was performed on Shabbat. Rava said to his servant: You, 
who are not expert in the measures of the Sages,h when the sun 
is at the top of the palm trees, light the Shabbat lights. His ser-
vant asked him: What should we do on a cloudy day, when the 
sun is not visible at the top of the trees? Rava said to him: In the 
city, watch the roosters because as evening approaches they sit 
on their beams. In a field, watch the ravens because they return 
to their nests as evening approaches. Alternatively, you can watch 
the plants [adanei]b that turn westward in the evening. When 
they begin to turn westward evening is approaching. 

The Sages taught in a baraita: They sound six blasts on Shabbat 
eveh to announce that Shabbat is approaching. The Gemara details 
what each blast signifies. The first blast is in order to stop the 
people from work in the fields. The second blast is to stop those 
who are working in the city, and to inform the proprietors to close 
the stores. The third is to inform them to light the Shabbat light; 
that is the statement of Rabbi Natan. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says: The third blast is to inform those who don phylacteries 
throughout the day to remove their phylacteries,n as one does 
not don phylacteries on Shabbat. And he pauses after the third 
blast for the length of time it takes to fry a small fish or to stick 
bread to the sides of the oven. One who forgot to do so and needs 
those foods for Shabbat may do so then. And he sounds a tekia, 
and sounds a terua, and sounds a tekia, and he accepts Shabbat.n 
It is then that Shabbat begins in every sense.

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said: What shall we do to the 
Babylonian Jews? They stray from the custom, as they sound a 
tekia and a terua, and they accept Shabbat during the terua, i.e., 
upon hearing the blast of the terua. The Gemara asks about this: 
Do the Babylonians really sound only a tekia and a terua and no 
more blasts? If so, there are only five blasts and not six, as it was 
taught in the baraita. Rather, the correct version is: They sound 
a tekia, and they again sound a tekia, and then they sound a 
terua, and they accept Shabbat during the terua. They do so 
because they continue the custom of their fathers that was 
handed down to them. 

Rav Yehuda taught to Rav Yitzĥak, his son: The second blast 
that is sounded before Shabbat is to inform people to light the 
light. The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did 
he say this? It is neither in accordance with the opinion of Rab-
bi Natan nor in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. Rather, certainly he told him that the third blast is in 
order to inform people to light the light, and in accordance with 
whose opinion did he say this? It is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Natan.

ה מְלָאכָה  זְבִידָא: הָעוֹשֶׂ י  רַבִּ בְּ י יוֹסֵי  רַבִּ אָמַר 
ךְ.  פְשָׁ ה נַּ את מִמַּ מָשׁוֹת – חַיָּיב חַטָּ ְ ין הַשּׁ נֵי בֵּ שְׁ בִּ
לָא קִים לְכוּ  מְעֵיהּ: אַתּוּן דְּ אָמַר לֵיהּ רָבָא לְשַׁ
יקְלֵי –  א אַרֵישׁ דִּ ימְשָׁ שִׁ נַן, אַדְּ רַבָּ יעוּרָא דְּ שִׁ בְּ
מָתָא חֲזִי  בְּ ן מַאי?  יוֹם הַמְעוּנָּ בְּ רָגָא.  אַתְלוּ שְׁ
אנֵי.  דַבְרָא – עוֹרְבֵי, אִי נַמִי אַדָּ רְנְגוֹלָא, בְּ תַּ

ת:  בָּ שַׁ עֶרֶב  תּוֹקְעִין  קִיעוֹת  תְּ שׁ  שֵׁ נַן,  רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
לָאכָה  מִמְּ הָעָם  אֶת  לְהַבְטִיל  רִאשׁוֹנָה 
וַחֲנוּיּוֹת,  עִיר  לְהַבְטִיל   – נִיָּה  שְׁ דוֹת,  שָּׂ בַּ שֶׁ
נָתָן.  י  רַבִּ בְרֵי  דִּ ר,  הַנֵּ לְהַדְלִיק אֶת  ית –  לִישִׁ שְׁ
לַחֲלוֹץ  ית  לִישִׁ שְׁ אוֹמֵר:  יא  שִׂ הַנָּ יְהוּדָה  י  רַבִּ
דֵי  כְּ אוֹ  קָטָן,  ג  דָּ צְלִיַּית  דֵי  כְּ וְשׁוֹהֶה  ין.  פִילִּ תְּ
וְתוֹקֵעַ  וּמֵרִיעַ  וְתוֹקֵעַ  נּוּר,  תַּ בַּ ת  פַּ יק  לְהַדְבִּ

וְשׁוֹבֵת.

ה לָהֶם  עֲשֶׂ מְלִיאֵל: מַה נַּ ן גַּ מְעוֹן בֶּ ן שִׁ אָמַר רַבָּ
תּוֹקְעִין וּמְרִיעִין וְשׁוֹבְתִין – מִתּוֹךְ  בְלִיִּים, שֶׁ לַבַּ
ה!  ָ מְרִיעִין. “תּוֹקְעִין וּמְרִיעִין״?! הָווּ לְהוּ חֲמִשּׁ
וּמְרִיעִין  וְתוֹקְעִין,  וְחוֹזְרִין  תּוֹקְעִין,  שֶׁ א:  אֶלָּ
אֲבוֹתֵיהֶן  מִנְהַג   – מְרִיעִין  מִתּוֹךְ  וְשׁוֹבְתִין 

ידֵיהֶן. בִּ

נִיָּה –  רֵיהּ: שְׁ מַתְנֵי לֵיהּ רַב יְהוּדָה לְרַב יִצְחָק בְּ
וְלאֹ  נָתָן  י  רַבִּ כְּ לאֹ  מַאן?  כְּ .ר  הַנֵּ אֶת  לְהַדְלִיק 
ית לְהַדְלִיק  לִישִׁ א: שְׁ יא! אֶלָּ שִׂ י יְהוּדָה הַנָּ רַבִּ כְּ

י נָתָן. רַבִּ מַאן? כְּ ר, כְּ אֶת הַנֵּ

One who performs a prohibited labor during two 
twilights – מָשׁוֹת ְ הַשּׁ ין  בֵּ נֵי  שְׁ בִּ ה מְלָאכָה   One :הָעוֹשֶׂ
who performs labor during twilight (Kesef Mishne) 
on Shabbat eve and at twilight at the conclusion 
of Shabbat is liable to bring a sin-offering (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:4).

You, who are not expert in the measures of the 
Sages – נַן רַבָּ דְּ יעוּרָא  שִׁ בְּ לָא קִים לְכוּ  דְּ  One who :אַתּוּן 
is not an expert in the duration of twilight should 
light the Shabbat lights while the sun is still visible 
at the treetops. On a cloudy day, when it is difficult 
to see this, one should watch the roosters. When the 
roosters sit on their roosts, one should light the Shab-
bat lights, since the roosters sit at twilight. In a field, 
one should watch for when the crows return to their 
roosts and then light, as per the statement of Rava 
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 261:3).

They sound six blasts on Shabbat eve – קִיעוֹת שׁ תְּ  שֵׁ
ת בָּ שַׁ  When the Jewish people lived in :תּוֹקְעִין עֶרֶב 
their land, they would sound six shofar blasts before 
Shabbat to inform the people to stop working. It was 
customary in the sacred communities that a special 
messenger would inform the people a half an hour 
or an hour before Shabbat that Shabbat was ap-
proaching, so that they would complete their Shab-
bat preparations. This practice replaced the blasts 
of the shofar, and it is appropriate to inform the 
people that Shabbat is approaching (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:18–19; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 256:1).

halakha

The plants [adanei ] – אנֵי  According to Rashi and :אַדָּ
other commentaries, the adanei mentioned here 
are one of the mallow species. The mallow, Malva 
nicaeensis All., is a leafy annual plant, one variety of 
which is indigenous to Israel. The mallow plant is 
common on roadsides and in fields throughout the 
Middle East. The round leaf of the mallow is slightly 
split, like the palm of a hand. The leaf adjusts its posi-
tion during daylight hours and, as a rule, its wider sur-
face faces in the direction of the sun. Apparently, this 
phenomenon can also be observed on cloudy days. 

Common mallow whose leaves follow the direction of the sun

background

The third is to remove phylacteries – ין פִילִּ ית לַחֲלוֹץ תְּ לִישִׁ  To a :שְׁ
certain extent, the emphasis on phylacteries is connected to the 
dispute between Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus and his son with re-
gard to the significance of removing phylacteries with the advent of 
Shabbat. The opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, and apparently that of Rabbi 
Natan, is that there is no urgency to remove the phylacteries, and 
one may begin Shabbat while still donning phylacteries. According 

to this opinion, which is the accepted halakha, even though one 
does not don phylacteries on Shabbat, there is no serious prohibi-
tion against wearing them on Shabbat (Rav Nissim Gaon, based on 
the Jerusalem Talmud). 

And he accepts Shabbat – וְשׁוֹבֵת: In other words, from that point 
on, Shabbat has begun for all (Ran).

notes
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On a similar note, the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught in greater 
detail: Six blasts are sounded on Shabbat eve.n When one 
begins sounding the first tekia, the people standing and working 
in the fields refrained from hoeing, and from plowing and from 
performing all labor in the fields. And those workers who work 
close to the city are not permitted to enter the city until those 
who work farther away come, so that they will all enter together. 
Otherwise, people would suspect that the workers who came later 
continued to work after the blast. And still, at this time, the stores 
in the city are open and the shutters of the stores, upon which 
the storekeepers would arrange their merchandise in front of the 
stores, remain in place. When he began sounding the second 
blast, the shutters were removed from where they were placed 
and the stores were locked and in the homes, however, hot water 
was still cooking on the stove and pots remained in place on the 
stove. When he began sounding the third blast, the one charged 
with removing food from the stove removed it, and the one 
charged with insulating hot water for Shabbat so that it would not 
cool off insulated it, and the one charged with kindling the 
Shabbat lights lit. And the one sounding the shofar pauses for the 
amount of time it takes to fry a small fish or to stick bread to the 
sides of the oven, and he sounds a tekia, and sounds a terua, and 
sounds a tekia, and accepts Shabbat. 

Rabbi Yosei bar Ĥanina, said: I heard that a person who was 
pressed for time and comes to light Shabbat lights after six blasts 
may light without concern, as even the moment of the sixth blast 
is not yet Shabbat. Proof for this is that the Sages provided the 
sexton of the synagogue a period of time to take his shofar, 
which he used to sound the blasts on a tall roof in the middle of 
the city, to his house. Clearly, during that interval it is not yet 
Shabbat. He said to him: If so, then you have rendered your 
statement subject to circumstances,b and it would not apply 
uniformly to all. Shabbat would start at a different time in each 
place based on the distance between the site where the shofar is 
sounded and the home of the sexton. Rather, Shabbat began im-
mediately after the final blast with no pause in between. The 
sexton had a concealed place on top of his roof, where he would 
sound the shofar, in which he would place his shofar because the 
consensus is that one may move neither the shofar nor the trum-
pets on Shabbat. 

The Gemara asks with regard to this last halakha: Wasn’t it taught 
in a baraita that the shofar may be moved on Shabbat, and the 
trumpets may not be moved? Rav Yosei said: This is not diffi-
cult, as one could say that here, where moving a shofar was permit-
ted, it is referring to a shofar belonging to an individual. Because 
it has a use even on Shabbat, it may be moved. There, where 
moving a shofar was prohibited, it is referring to a shofar that be-
longs to a community. Because it has no use on Shabbat, it is, 
therefore, considered set-aside [muktze]. Abaye said to him: And 
in the case of an individual, for what permitted action is a shofar 
fit to be used on Shabbat? It is fit for use since it is suitable to give 
water with it

קִיעוֹת  תְּ שׁ  שֵׁ מָעֵאל,  יִשְׁ י  רַבִּ בֵי  דְּ נָא  תָּ
קִיעָה  ת: הִתְחִיל לִתְקוֹעַ תְּ בָּ תּוֹקְעִין עֶרֶב שַׁ
עֲדוֹר  דֶה מִלַּ שָּׂ רִאשׁוֹנָה – נִמְנְעוּ הָעוֹמְדִים בַּ
דוֹת,  שָּׂ בַּ ל מְלָאכָה שֶׁ עֲשׂוֹת כָּ חֲרוֹשׁ וּמִלַּ וּמִלַּ
יָּבוֹאוּ  שֶׁ עַד  נֵס  לִיכָּ אִין  ָ רַשּׁ רוֹבִין  הַקְּ וְאֵין 
אֶחָד. וַעֲדַיִין חֲנוּיּוֹת  ם כְּ נְסוּ כּוּלָּ וְיִכָּ רְחוֹקִין 
לִתְקוֹעַ  הִתְחִיל  חִין,  מוּנָּ וּתְרִיסִין  תוּחוֹת  פְּ
וְנִנְעֲלוּ  רִיסִין  הַתְּ קוּ  לְּ נִסְתַּ  – נִיָּה  שְׁ קִיעָה  תְּ
ירָה.  י כִּ בֵּ חִין עַל גַּ ין מוּנָּ הַחֲנוּיּוֹת, וַעֲדַיִין חַמִּ
הִתְחִיל  ירָה  כִּ י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  חוֹת  מוּנָּ וּקְדֵירוֹת 
ק,  ק הַמְסַלֵּ ית – סִילֵּ לִישִׁ שְׁ קִיעָה  תְּ לִתְקוֹעַ 
דְלִי.ק וְשׁוֹהֶה  טְמִין, וְהִדְלִיק הַמַּ וְהִטְמִין הַמַּ
ת  פַּ יק  לְהַדְבִּ דֵי  כְּ אוֹ  קָטָן,  ג  דָּ צְלִיַּית  דֵי  כְּ

נּוּר, וְתוֹקֵעַ וּמֵרִיעַ וְתוֹקֵעַ וְשׁוֹבֵת. תַּ בַּ

א  אִם בָּ י שֶׁ מַעְתִּ ר( חֲנִינָא: שָׁ י יוֹסֵי )בַּ אָמַר רַבִּ
הֲרֵי  קִיעוֹת – מַדְלִיק, שֶׁ שׁ תְּ לְהַדְלִיק אַחַר שֵׁ
לְהוֹלִיךְ  נֶסֶת  הַכְּ לְחַזַּן  יעוּר  שִׁ חֲכָמִים  נָתְנוּ 
בָרֶיךָ  ן, נָתַתָּ דְּ שׁוֹפָרוֹ לְבֵיתוֹ. אָמַר לוֹ: אִם כֵּ
לְחַזַּן  לוֹ  יֵשׁ  צָנוּעַ  מָקוֹם  א:  אֶלָּ יעוּרִין!  לְשִׁ
יחַ שׁוֹפָרוֹ, לְפִי  ם מַנִּ ָ שּׁ גּוֹ, שֶׁ ראֹשׁ גַּ נֶסֶת בְּ הַכְּ
אֶת  וְלאֹ  וֹפָר  הַשּׁ אֶת  לאֹ  מְטַלְטְלִין  אֵין  שֶׁ

הַחֲצוֹצְרוֹת.

אֵינָם  וַחֲצוֹצְרוֹת  לְטֵל  מִיטַּ שׁוֹפָר  וְהָתַנְיָא: 
יָא,  קַשְׁ לָא  )יוֹסֵי(:  רַב  אָמַר  לְטְלִין!  מִיטַּ
לֵיהּ  אָמַר  צִבּוּ.ר  בְּ  – אן  כָּ יָחִיד,  בְּ  – אן  כָּ
וְרָאוּי  הוֹאִיל   – חֲזֵי  לְמַאי  וּבְיָחִיד  יֵי:  אַבַּ

ע בּוֹ מַיִם לְגַמַּ

NOTES
One star it is still day, etc. – כּוֹכָב אֶחָד – יוֹם וכו׳: The 
determinations with regard to the stars rely on the 
basic Torah principle: Night begins with the emer-
gence of the stars. Indeed, there is an opinion, cited in 
tractate Berakhot in the Jerusalem Talmud, that when 
one sees two stars it is already night because stars, in 
the plural, denotes a minimum of two. When there 
are two stars in the sky, the stars have emerged. As far 
as the practical halakha is concerned, there are nu-
merous opinions. The Jerusalem Talmud comments 
that certain stars, such as Venus, are visible even dur-
ing the day. They are not taken into consideration in 
the tally of stars at night.

The third is to remove phylacteries – ית לַחֲלוֹץ לִישִׁ  שְׁ
ין פִילִּ -To a certain extent, the emphasis on phylac :תְּ
teries is connected to the dispute between Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Hyrcanus and his son with regard to the 
significance of removing phylacteries with the ad-
vent of Shabbat. The opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, and 
apparently that of Rabbi Natan, is that there is no 
urgency to remove the phylacteries, and one may 
begin Shabbat while still donning phylacteries. Ac-
cording to this opinion, which is the accepted ha-
lakha, even though one does not don phylacteries 
on Shabbat, there is no serious prohibition against 
wearing them on Shabbat (Rav Nissim Gaon, based 
on the Jerusalem Talmud). 

And he accepts Shabbat – וְשׁוֹבֵת: In other words, 
from that point on, Shabbat has begun for all (Ran).

HALAKHA
One star…three, etc. – ה וכו׳ לשָֹׁ  In :כּוֹכָב אֶחָד…שְׁ
practice, night begins when three small stars are vis-
ible, even if they are dispersed in the sky (Mishna 
Berura), because we are not considered experts in 
the parameters of medium-sized stars (Taz; Magen 
Avraham). On a fast day, medium-sized stars are suf-
ficient to constitute the end of the fast, so as not 

to impose on the public (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 10:4; Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 
7:2; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 235:1).

One who performs a prohibited labor during two 
twilights – מָשׁוֹת ְ ין הַשּׁ נֵי בֵּ שְׁ ה מְלָאכָה בִּ  One who :הָעוֹשֶׂ
performs a labor during twilight (Kesef Mishne) on 
Shabbat eve and at the conclusion of Shabbat is li-
able to bring a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 5:4).

You, who are not expert in the time periods of the 
Sages – נַן רַבָּ דְּ יעוּרָא  שִׁ בְּ לָא קִים לְכוּ  דְּ  One who :אַתּוּן 
is not an expert in the duration of twilight, should 
light the Shabbat lights while the sun is still visible 
at the treetops. On a cloudy day when it is difficult 
to see this, one should watch the roosters. When the 
roosters are sitting on their roosts, one should light 
the Shabbat lights, since the roosters sit at twilight. In 
a field, one should watch for when the crows return 
to their roosts and then light, as per the statement of 
Rava (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 261:3).

Six blasts are sounded on Shabbat eve – ׁש  שֵׁ
ת בָּ שַׁ קִיעוֹת תּוֹקְעִין עֶרֶב   When the Jewish people :תְּ
lived in their land, they would sound six blasts of the 
ram’s horn before Shabbat to inform the people to 
stop working. It was customary in the sacred com-
munities that a special messenger would inform 
the people a half-hour or an hour before Shabbat 
that Shabbat was approaching, so that they would 
complete their Shabbat preparations. This practice 
replaced the blasts of the shofar, and it is appropriate 
to do so (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
5:18–19; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 256:1).

BACKGROUND
Adanei – אנֵי -According to Rashi and other com :אַדָּ
mentaries, the adanei mentioned here is one of the 
mallow species. The mallow, Malva nicaeenisis All., is a 
leafy annual plant, one variety of which is indigenous 
to Israel. The mallow plant is common on roadsides 
and in fields throughout the Middle East. The round 

leaf of the mallow is slightly split, like the palm of a 
hand. The leaf adjusts its position during daylight 
hours and, as a rule, its wider surface faces in the 
direction of the sun. Apparently, this phenomenon 
can also be observed on cloudy days. 

Common mallow whose leaves follow the direction of the sun

You have rendered your statement subject to cir-
cumstances – יעוּרִין בָרֶיךָ לְשִׁ דְּ  This expression :נָתַתָּ 
appears throughout the Talmud as a rationale for re-
jecting a halakha that does not include fixed param-
eters. Although in certain cases it is possible that, due 
to the rationale for a specific halakha, there is room 
for leniency or stringency, the concern remains that 
if the standards are subject to change, the authority 
of the halakhic determination will be undermined. 
Therefore, halakhot are established with fixed param-
eters, without reference to specific circumstances. 

You have rendered your statement subject to circumstances – 
יעוּרִין לְשִׁ בָרֶיךָ  דְּ  This expression appears throughout the :נָתַתָּ 
Talmud as a rationale for rejecting a halakha that does not 
include fixed parameters. Although in certain cases it is pos-
sible that, due to the rationale for a specific halakha, there is 

room for leniency or stringency, the concern remains that if the 
standards are subject to change, the authority of the halakhic 
determination will be undermined. Therefore, halakhot are 
established with fixed parameters without reference to specific  
circumstances. 

background

Blasts are sounded on Shabbat eve – קִיעוֹת תּוֹקְעִין  תְּ
ת בָּ  The shofar blasts advising the people of the :עֶרֶב שַׁ
imminent onset of Shabbat had to be heard throughout 
the city of Jerusalem and beyond, especially by those 
working in the fields. The Gemara, though, does not 
identify the location from where the shofar blasts were 
sounded. Josephus refers to the spot as being on one of 
the towers of the Temple (Judean Wars 4:9:12).

During the archaeological excavations conducted 
adjacent to the Western Wall in the wake of the Six-Day 
War, a large stone was discovered at the southwest 
corner of the walls surrounding the Temple Mount, with 
the inscription: To the trumpeting to… Apparently, it 
fell from a tower atop the wall and shattered during 
the destruction of the Temple by the Romans in 70 CE.

Blowing the shofar on top of the tower

Notes
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to a child. Because the mouth of a shofar is bent, one can pour a little 
water at a time. If so, a shofar belonging to the community is also suitable 
to feed water to a poor infant whose sustenance is provided by the com-
munity. And furthermore, that halakha which was taught in a baraita: 
Just as one may move the shofar, so too one may move the trumpets,h 
is contrary to that which was taught previously that there is a difference 
between moving the shofar and moving the trumpet. In accordance with 
whose opinion is that baraita? Rather, this is not difficult, as it can be 
explained that these three baraitot correspond to the three opinions with 
regard to these halakhot. This baraita, which permits moving the shofar 
but not the trumpet, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
who holds that the laws of set-aside apply to these items on Shabbat and 
one may not move a utensil whose only function is prohibited. Since a 
trumpet has no permitted use on Shabbat, it may not be moved. On the 
other hand, one is permitted to move a shofar, which can be used to feed 
a child. And that baraita, which permits moving both a shofar and a 
trumpet, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who holds 
that the halakhot of set-aside do not apply to utensils of this kind on Shab-
bat. Whereas this other baraita, which prohibits moving both a shofar and 
a trumpet, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Neĥemya,n who 
holds that one may not use a utensil whose primary function is prohib-
ited on Shabbat, even for a permissible purpose. 

However, this explanation raises a slight difficulty with regard to the state-
ment that one may move neither a shofar nor a trumpet. There was no 
need to mention the trumpet. If one may not move a shofar, certainly he 
may not move a trumpet. However, it can be explained as follows: What 
is the shofar mentioned in this baraita? It refers to trumpets, in accor-
dance with the statement of Rav Ĥisda, as Rav Ĥisda said: These three 
objects, their names changed since the Holy Temple was destroyed. 
That which was called trumpet was called shofar in later generations, and 
that which was called shofar was called trumpet in later generations. The 
baraita that was cited employed the style that switches trumpet and shofar, 
and they were mentioned in that order. Incidentally, the Gemara asks: 
What is the practical halakhic difference whether a shofar is called shofar 
or trumpet? The Gemara answers: It is significant with regard to the ha-
lakhot of shofar of Rosh HaShana. On Rosh HaShana one fulfills his 
obligation only by sounding a shofar. If one comes today and asks what 
instrument he should use to sound the requisite blasts, he should be told 
to use a trumpet. 

The second object whose name was changed: That which was called wil-
low [arava] was called in later generations tzaftzafa,b and that which was 
called tzaftzafa was called willow. Here too the Gemara asks: What is 
the practical halakhic difference that emerges from the name change? 
The Gemara answers: With regard to the mitzva of the four species, re-
ferred to by the name of one of the species, as taking the palm branch, as 
one of the four species is a willow branch, not a tzaftzafa. 

לו.
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ע  לְגַמַּ  – חֲזִי  נַמִי  צִיבּוּר  בְּ לְתִינוֹק, 
ם  שֵׁ כְּ תַנְיָא:  דְּ הָא  וְתוּ,  עָנִי!  לְתִינוֹק 
ךְ מְטַלְטְלִין  וֹפָר – כָּ טַלְטְלִין אֶת הַשּׁ מְּ שֶׁ
יָא,  קַשְׁ לָא  א,  אֶלָּ י?  מַנִּ חֲצוֹצְרוֹת,  אֶת 
מְעוֹן,  שִׁ י  רַבִּ  – הָא  יְהוּדָה,  י  רַבִּ  – הָא 

י נְחֶמְיָה.  הָא – רַבִּ

דְרַב  כִּ חֲצוֹצְרוֹת,  נַמִי   – שׁוֹפָר  וּמַאי 
לָת  תְּ הָנֵי  א:  חִסְדָּ רַב  אָמַר  דְּ א.  חִסְדָּ
ית  בֵּ חֲרַב  י  מִכִּ מַיְיהוּ  שְׁ י  נִּ תַּ אִישְׁ י  מִילֵּ
שׁוֹפָרָא  שׁוֹפָרָא,  חֲצוֹצְרָתָא  שׁ:  קְדָּ הַמִּ
הּ – לְשׁוֹפָר  חֲצוֹצְרָתָא. לְמַאי נָפְקָא מִינָּ

נָה. ָ ל ראֹשׁ הַשּׁ שֶׁ

לְמַאי  עֲרָבָה.  צַפְצָפָה  צַפְצָפָה,  עֲרָבָה 
הּ – לְלוּלָב.  נָפְקָא מִינָּ

Moving a shofar and a trumpet – טִלְטוּל שׁוֹפָר 
-Sounding a shofar or a trumpet is pro :וַחֲצוֹצְרָה
hibited on Shabbat. However, since the ruling with 
regard to set-aside is in accordance with Rabbi 
Shimon’s opinion, one may move them to utilize 
them for a permitted use or to utilize their place 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:3; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 308:3).

halakha

This is Rabbi Neĥemya – י נְחֶמְיָה -Rabbi Neĥemya’s opin :הָא רַבִּ
ion, which is the most stringent with regard to the halakhot of 
set-aside, is very different from the mainstream understanding 
of this concept. Generally speaking, the category of set-aside 
applies to an object whose use is prohibited on Shabbat. Due 
to that prohibition, one removes that object from his conscious-

ness and it is set aside from use on Shabbat. Apparently, Rabbi 
Neĥemya’s position is based on an alternative understanding 
of set-aside. In his opinion, objects are set aside to reinforce 
the restriction against carrying out on Shabbat, so that one 
will not come to carry objects from one domain to another  
(Rambam).

notes

Willow and tzaftzafa – עֲרָבָה וְצַפְצָפָה: Even though 
the Talmud provides several distinguishing charac-
teristics of both a willow and a tzaftzafa, scholars 
disagree with regard to their identity. Apparently, 
both belong to the species of willow called Salix, 
and they are both short trees that grow quickly. 
Both come in many variations, and there are even 
trees that are a hybrid of the two.

Willow branch with pointed leaves, Salix acmophylla Boiss

The tzaftzafa has differently shaped leaves. Branch-
es from the willow are used with the palm branch 
on the festival of Sukkot. Apparently, one of the 
trees is the modern-day white willow, Salix alba L.

Tzaftzafa 

background
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The third item whose name was changed: A large table that was 
originally called petora was called in later generations by the name 
previously used for a small table, petorata. And a petorata was 
called petora. And the Gemara asks: What is the practical hala-
khic difference that emerges from the change of name? The Ge-
mara answers: With regard to the laws of buying and selling.n A 
person who orders a petora should know that he ordered a small 
table and not a large one. 

Abaye said: We too shall speak and comment on changes in the 
meaning of terms in our generation. What was called huvlila, the 
first stomach of animals that chew their cud, is, in recent genera-
tions, called bei kasei, the name of the animal’s second stomach.n 
Similarly, what was once called in the past bei kasei is called huv-
lila in recent generations. What is the practical halakhic differ-
ence that emerges from this change of names? With regard to a 
needle that is found in the thick wall of the second stomach. In 
the halakhot of tereifot, one is prohibited to eat animals with a life 
expectancy of less than a year. It was established that if a needle 
punctured the wall of the second stomach from only one side, the 
animal is kosher. If the needle penetrated through the wall in a 
manner visible from both sides, the animal assumes the halakhic 
status of a tereifa. In the first stomach, even if the needle penetrat-
ed only one side of the wall, the animal assumes the halakhic 
status of a tereifa. Therefore, it is crucial to distinguish between 
the first and the second stomachs. 

Rav Ashi said: We too shall speak of matters whose name 
changed over the generations. The city that, in biblical times, was 
called Babylon was called Bursif in later generations, and Bursif 
was called Babylon in later generations. 

What is the practical halakhic difference that emerges from this 
change of names? It is in the area of women’s bills of divorce.n 
With regard to bills of divorce, special care is devoted to ensuring 
that the name of the place where the bill is written is not altered. 
Therefore, it is important to be aware that Babylon underwent a 
name change in later generations.  

תוֹרָה,  פְּ תוֹרָתָא  פְּ תוֹרָתָא,  פְּ תוֹרָה  פְּ
.ר ח וּמִמְכָּ הּ – לְמִקָּ לְמַאי נָפְקָא מִינָּ

יֵי: אַף אָנוּ נאֹמַר, הוּבְלִילָא  אָמַר אַבַּ
לְמַאי  הוּבְלִילָא.  סֵי  כָּ י  בֵּ סֵי,  כָּ י  בֵּ
עוֹבִי  מְצֵאת בְּ נִּ הּ – לְמַחַט שֶׁ נָפְקָא מִינָּ
ירָה  שֵׁ כְּ אֶחָד  ד  מִצַּ דְּ הַכּוֹסוֹת,  ית  בֵּ

נֵי צְדָדִים טְרֵיפָה. ְ וּמִשּׁ

בֶל  בָּ נאֹמַר,  אָנוּ  אַף  י:  אַשִׁ רַב  אָמַר 
בֶל. בּוּרְסִיף, בּוּרְסִיף בָּ

NOTES
This is Rabbi Neĥemya – נְחֶמְיָה י  רַבִּ  Rabbi :הָא 
Neĥemya’s opinion, which is the most stringent with 
regard to the the halakhot of set-aside [muktze], is 
very different from the mainstream understanding 
of this concept. Generally speaking, muktze refers to 
an object whose use is prohibited on Shabbat. Due 
to that prohibition, one removes that object from his 
consciousness and it is set-aside from use on Shab-
bat. Apparently, Rabbi Neĥemya’s position is based 
on an alternative understanding of muktze. Objects 
are set-aside to reinforce the restriction against car-
rying out on Shabbat, so that one will not come to 
carry objects from one domain to another (Rambam).

To the laws of buying and selling – ר ח וּמִמְכָּ  In :לְמִקָּ
the laws governing business transactions, there are a 
significant number of restrictions on the type of proof 
that is valid in these cases. For example: Money is 
not proof (Bava Metzia 40b). The fact that one paid a 
larger sum of money cannot be cited as proof that he 
actually bought a larger table. As a result, it is crucial 
to know the term used for a given item in discussing 
commercial transactions.

The first stomach and the second stomach – ית  בֵּ
וְהַהֶמְסֶס  A mortally wounded animal is a :הַכּוֹסוֹת 
tereifa and may not be eaten. Generally, in talmu-

dic times, those who slaughtered animals were not 
professionals. Consequently, they would often pose 
questions to the Sages. Therefore, the Gemara em-
phasized the importance of familiarity with the col-
loquial terms for the parts of an animal’s body. 

HALAKHA
Moving a ram’s horn and a trumpet – טִלְטוּל שׁוֹפָר 
 Sounding a ram’s horn and a trumpet is :וַחֲצוֹצְרָה
prohibited on Shabbat. However, since the halakha 
of set-aside is in accordance with Rabbi Shimon’s 
opinion, one may move them to utilize them for a 
permitted use or because he needs to utilize their 
place (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:3; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 308:3–4).

BACKGROUND
Willow and tzaftzafa – עֲרָבָה וְצַפְצָפָה: Even though 
the Talmud provides several distinguishing charac-
teristics of both a willow and a tzaftzafa, scholars 
disagree with regard to their identity. Apparently, 
both belong to the species of willow called salix, 
and they are both short trees that grow quickly. Both 
come in many variations, and there are even trees 
that are a hybrid of the two.

Willow branch with pointed leaves, Salix acmophylla Boiss
The tzaftzafa has differently shaped leaves. 

Branches from the willow are used with the palm 
branch on the festival of Sukkot. Apparently, one of 
the trees is the modern-day white willow, Salix alba L.

Tzaftzafa 

לו:
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ים. י נָשִׁ הּ – לְגִיטֵּ לְמַאי נָפְקָא מִינָּ

הדרן עלך במה מדליקין

NOTES
Of women’s bills of divorce – ים -When writ :לְגִיטֵי נָשִׁ
ing a bill of divorce [get], the halakha requires that the 
names of the people, their nicknames, and the name 
of the place where the divorce takes place be written 
as accurately as possible. This is to prevent any reason 
for invalidating the document. Therefore, it is vitally 
important to determine the precise name of that 
particular place. Consequently, many commentar-
ies understand that the discussion here is about the 
relationship of Bursif to Babylonia. Babylonia was a 
center of Torah study, and the Babylonian communi-

ties adopted the custom of Eretz Yisrael and did not 
require the messenger who delivered a bill of divorce 
from Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael, to testify that he was 
present when the bill of divorce was properly drafted.

To the laws of buying and selling – ר וּמִמְכָּ ח  -In the ha :לְמִקָּ
lakhot governing business transactions, there are a significant 
number of restrictions on the type of proof that is valid in these 
cases. For example: Money is not proof (Bava Metzia 40b). The 
fact that one paid a larger sum of money cannot be cited as 
proof that he actually bought a larger table. As a result, it is 
crucial to know the term used for a given item in determining 
commercial transactions.

The first stomach and the second stomach – ית הַכּוֹסוֹת  בֵּ
 A mortally wounded animal is a tereifa and may not :וְהַהֶמְסֶס
be eaten. Generally, in talmudic times, those who slaughtered 
animals were not professionals. Consequently, they would 
often pose questions to the Sages. Therefore, the Gemara em-
phasized the importance of familiarity with the colloquial terms 
for the parts of an animal’s body. 

notes

Of women’s bills of divorce – ים  When writing a bill :לְגִיטֵי נָשִׁ
of divorce [get], the halakha requires that the names of the 
people, their nicknames, and the name of the place where the 
divorce takes place be written as accurately as possible. This is 
to prevent any reason for invalidating the document. Therefore, 
it is vitally important to determine the precise name of that par-
ticular place. Consequently, many commentaries understand 
that the discussion here is about the relationship of Bursif to 
Babylon. Babylon was a center of Torah study, and the Babylo-
nian communities adopted the custom of Eretz Yisrael and did 
not require a messenger who delivered a bill of divorce from 
Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael to testify that he was present when 
the bill of divorce was properly drafted. Below is a picture of 
the archaeological remains of the city of Babylon, which, at its 
height, extended over both banks of the Euphrates River. Over 
the course of generations, the city center moved from the right 
side of the river to Bursif on its left side.

Bursif and Babylon

notes
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The nature of the mitzva of kindling the Shabbat lights is the fundamental problem 
that was addressed in this chapter. It was clearly resolved in one direction. The 
conclusion was that the Shabbat lights essentially have a functional purpose: To 
introduce light into the experience of delighting in Shabbat, to enhance the at-
mosphere, and to make partaking in the festive Shabbat meal more comfortable. 
Therefore, it was concluded that the oil suitable for kindling the Shabbat lights must 
provide a clear, consistent glow. Although there were Sages who sought to restrict 
the use of certain oils in an attempt to further enhance the stature of the mitzva, 
their opinions were not incorporated into the ultimate halakhic ruling. Certain oils 
and wicks were ultimately prohibited either because they do not provide effective  
illumination or because their use is liable to result in the desecration of Shabbat.

The comprehensive discussion of the Hanukkah lights found in this chapter, which, 
in effect, included all the halakhot of Hanukkah, underscored the role of the Shabbat 
lights. The conclusion was that, in virtually every matter, there is a contrast between 
Hanukkah lights and Shabbat lights. The objective of the mitzva to kindle the Shabbat 
lights is to illuminate. The mitzva of kindling the Hanukkah lights has no such practi-
cal objective; the mitzva is the act of kindling itself. The Shabbat lights are kindled so 
that the entire family can derive benefit from them. It is prohibited to derive benefit 
from the Hanukkah candles at all. Consequently, the Shabbat lamp must be equipped 
with materials that burn clearly and consistently. There is no such requirement for the 
Hanukkah candles. Their sole purpose is to publicize the miracle of Hanukkah.

Although the halakha has determined that the essence of the Shabbat lights lies in 
their practical function, the Sages, in a series of aggadic statements, enhanced the 
stature of the mitzva and its symbolic essence, transforming it into a manifestation 
of the very sanctity of Shabbat.
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