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The Gemara asks: What conclusion was reached about this
matter? Must one recite the blessing: Who has given us life,
on Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur? The Sages sent Rav
Yeimar the Elder before Rav Hisda on the eve of Rosh Ha-
Shana. They said to him: Go, see how he acts in this regard
and then come and tell us. When Rav Hisda saw Rav Yeimar,
he said to him in the words of a folk saying: One who picks
up a moist log, which is not fit for firewood, must want to
do something on the spot." In other words, you certainly
have come to me with some purpose in mind, and not just for
a visit. They brought him a cup of wine, and he recited
kiddush and the blessing for time."

The Gemara concludes: The halakha is that one recites the
blessing for time on Rosh HaShana and on Yom Kippur,"
and the halakha is that one may recite the blessing for time
even in the market, as it does not require a cup of wine.

Having discussed a question that was raised during Rabba’s
student years, the Gemara now records another such question.
And Rabba also said: When we were in the house of study
of Rav Huna, we raised the following dilemma: A student
in his master’s house who is fasting on Shabbat eve, what is
the halakha with regard to whether he has to complete the
fast until the end of the day? Do we perhaps say that he must
stop fasting before Shabbat, so as not to enter Shabbat weary
from his fast?" Rav Huna did not have an answer at hand. I
subsequently came before Rav Yehuda, and he too did not
have an answer at hand.

Rava said: Let us look ourselves for an answer from the
sources. As it was taught in a baraita in the case of the Ninth
of Av that occurs on Shabbat,"

and so too, on the eve of the Ninth of Av that occurs on
Shabbat, one need not reduce the amount of food he eats;
rather, he may eat and drink as much as he requires and
bring to his table a meal even like that of King Solomon in
his time." If the Ninth of Av occurs on Shabbat eve, we bring
him an egg-bulk of food toward end of the day, and he eats
it, so that he not enter Shabbat in a state of affliction.

It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said: We were

once sitting before Rabbi Akiva, and it was the Ninth of Av
that occurs on Shabbat eve, and they brought him a slight-
ly cooked egg," and he swallowed it without salt. And it was

not that he desired it so much that he ate it; rather, he did so

to show the students the halakha that one need not complete

the fast when the Ninth of Av occurs on Shabbat eve, so as not

enter Shabbat in a state of affliction.

And Rabbi Yosei says: He must fast and complete the fast.
Rabbi Yosei said to the other Sages: Don’t you agree with me
with regard to the Ninth of Av that occurs on Sunday, that
one must stop eating on Shabbat while it is still day? They
said to him: Indeed, we agree. Rabbi Yosei said to them: What
is the difference to me between entering Shabbat in a state of
affliction and leaving it in a state of affliction? If one stops
eating before Shabbat is over, he is spending part of Shabbat
fasting, and yet even the Sages concede that one must do so.

NOTES

He who picks up a moist log - 't:’m’? 1’15'! Based on a variant
reading of the Gemara, the Arukh explams as follows: When one
sees another person picking up a moist log, which is unusable
for firewood, it is a good idea to ask him what he is doing, in case
he intends to strike him with it.

He recited kiddush and the blessing for time — yar vax ¥ p:
How did the Sages understand from Rav Hisda's actions that one
is obligated to recite the blessing over time on Rosh HaShana?
Perhaps Rav Hisda holds that it is only optional to do so0? One
answer is that Rav Hisda recited the blessing after kiddush but
before drinking the wine. If the blessing were not obligatory, he
would not have recited it at that point and thereby caused an
interruption between the blessing over the wine and the drink-
ing of the wine. Therefore, the recitation of the blessing must be
obligatory (Sheerit Berakha).

HALAKHA

The blessing: Who has given us life, on Rosh HaShana and on
Yom Kippur — ©119271 i mw7 w3 wime: One must recite
the blessing for time, Who has givenus hfe on Rosh HaShana and
Yom Kippur. On Yom Kippur one does not recite it over a cup of
wine because of the concerns raised by the Gemara (Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 619:1).

One who accepted upon himself to fast on Shabbat eve must
fast until the end of the day when the stars come out, unless he
explicitly stipulated when accepting the fast that he would fast
only until the completion of the communal prayers on Friday
night. The Rema rules that in the case of a private fast, one need
not fast until the stars appear. However, it is preferable that one
state his intention explicitly when he accepts the fast. Neverthe-
less, a public fast must be completed, and this is the custom.
When the Gemara states that he completes it, this means that
he may complete it if he so desires; he may stop beforehand, if
he so stipulated (Mordekhai; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 249:4).

The Ninth of Av on Shabbat — nawa axa fywn: If the Ninth of
Av occurs on Shabbat or on Sunday one eats the third Shabbat
meal in the usual manner, which may include meat and wine.
However, one must stop eating before sunset (Rema; Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 552:10).

NOTES
A meal like that of King Solomon in his time - -m"vw nTye3
inpwa: Rashi explains this expression in tractate Taanit (29b) in
I\ght of the story that Solomon was removed from his throne
for a period of time and became a destitute, wandering pauper.
Therefore, the Gemara states: Like that of King Solomon in his time,
meaning at the time when he was a king.

And they brought him a slightly cooked egg - m¥’a V) wam
n")x’?un Some commentaries explain that since Rabbl Akiva lived
in the generation of Rabban Gamliel, he followed his opinion, as
explained below. However, in the subsequent generation, Rabbi
Akiva's students accepted Rabbi Yosei's opinion with the certainty
that Rabbi Akiva would also have returned to the approach of
his teacher, Rabbi Yehoshua (Geon Yaakov). See Tosafot for an
alternate tradition with regard to Rabbi Akiva's behavior.
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HALAKHA

A fast on Hanukkah or Purim — 011521 12003 nnym:

A public fast is never decreed for Rosh Hodesh Hanukkah
or Purim. Nevertheless, if the community already began to
observe a cycle of fasts for some misfortune, and a fast day
in the cycle of Monday, Thursday, and Monday occurs on
Rosh Hodesh, Hanukkah or Purim, the fast is observed. This
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Gamliel,
as the later Sages did not dispute this point (Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 572:2).

NOTES

And if they had begun they do not interrupt - 1'7?17!1:\:{ o)
1p'oon px: The order of the public fasts decreed in times
of drought is explained in tractate Taanit. It is with regard
to this that they said that a cycle of fasts on Monday, Thurs-
day, and Monday may not begin on the New Moon or on
Hanukkah. However, if a cycle of fast days was already es-
tablished, and one of the fast days occurred on the New
Moon, the series is not interrupted.

And there was no one who disputed - www ome M3 b

We generally do not accept the argumentthat we have not
seen a tradition being observed or did not hear someone

argue about an existing tradition, as the rule is: The fact that
we have not seen is not proof. However, this restriction ap-
plies only when there is someone who claims to have seen

or heard something with regard to the tradition. If several

people say that they have never seen something before and

no one denies this, it is considered to be proof (Maharik).

It was our Festival - u'?w 2jv oi%: This is explained at great
length in tractate Taan/t The basic idea is as follows: In a
particular time, when public funds were very scarce, several
large families volunteered to sponsor the wood offering
in the Temple. Over the course of time, even though the
need for this donation passed, the custom remained. Each
of these families observed the day on which it brought
the wood to the Temple as a Festival on which fasting and
eulogizing were prohibited.

210  PEREKIII 41A - .XD13pW

- mamn g Ny o oK
oA 5: e S:N "
- myyn KW 73 m:"v KA

Ao oivat ’7: e ’mc Xy

1 DY 9373 137 X W)
[P PX T 201313 P12
DI WK MET Y v
P - i o), D s: NN
% 50ons 131 1737 pprosn
127 YR 2 5y K cRE 030
I Pposn e Do
axa mwna pm‘vwn XY

2w w3 nivb b

127 5w inyws nkh xnm
n 1915 VWi 137 01 ’7&7%:
by 3 13 A 931 70y 3T
N 0T N 1 ) v
’mv’mz 12 Ly v b3 ’mx XO%
An Yesy oD nshT wwap
PR VI 129131 buah wpan
n3yn nvap) 7o 15 pynie
WWY DI zc'm s 127

31313

1212 My - Soma by ivita
T2y -0 Bw fi1a ’mv’vm
spi 31

1232 1y Sxohms paa b i
w‘m 127 7% X0 >’7w5m
20 230 ONN) WX PITY (1)
aven bn ok oys pona 12
MmN L nawa nvah axa
x5y 13 wwnm nawa )
u’w aiv o o mm’vw-r
O 27 N7, 300 O oYY 7

prhwn 3t

by aiv oP RRY XP3Y 0N
- Ry 12 pauna i, 0T
it naw avaw i3 poben
Px - nipe 73 pna )

3w A3 s

They said to him: There is a difference. If you said that one may leave
Shabbat in a state of affliction, that is because he ate and drank the
entire day and will not suffer if he fasts a few minutes at the end of
the day. Can you say that it is the same to enter Shabbat in a state
of affliction, when he has not eaten or drunk anything the entire
day?

And Ulla said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yosei, and on the Ninth of Av that occurs on Shabbat eve one
must complete the fast. The Gemara poses a question: Do we really
act in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei? And the Ge-
mara raises a contradiction based upon the following mishna: We
do not initially decree a fast upon the public on the New Moon,
Hanukkah, or Purim," and if the community had already begun a
cycle of fasts and one of them fell out on one of these days, they do
not interrupt the series;" this is the statement of Rabban Gamliel.
Rabbi Meir said: Even though Rabban Gamliel said that they do
not interrupt the series, he conceded that they do not complete
the fast on one of these days, and so too, the fast on the Ninth of Av
that occurs on Shabbat eve is not completed.

And it was taught in a related baraita: Following the death of Rab-
ban Gamliel, Rabbi Yehoshua entered the study hall to annul
Rabban Gamliel’s statement with regard to fasts. Rabbi Yohanan
ben Nuri stood on his feet and said: I see that the appropriate
policy is that the body must follow the head, i.e., we must follow
the statements of the earlier authorities and not deviate from estab-
lished halakha. All of Rabban Gamliel’s life we established the
halakha in accordance with his opinion, and now you seek to annul
his statement? Yehoshua, we do not listen to you, as the halakha
has already been established in accordance with the opinion of
Rabban Gamliel. And there was no one who disputed" this state-
ment in any way. Therefore, this baraita demonstrates that when the
Ninth of Av occurs on Shabbat eve, one must observe the fast but
not complete it, and this was the accepted practice.

The Gemara resolves the difficulty, arguing that this proof is not
conclusive: Indeed, in the generation of Rabban Gamliel they
acted in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Gamliel, but in
the generation of Rabbi Yosei they acted in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and from then on, the halakha follows his
view.

The Gemara asks: And is it correct that in the generation of Rabban
Gamliel they acted in accordance with the opinion of Rabban
Gamliel? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar ben Tzad-
ok, a contemporary of Rabban Gamliel, said: I am a descendant of
Sena’av ben Binyamin, who observed a family festival on the tenth
of Av. One time, the Ninth of Av occurred on Shabbat, and we
postponed it until after Shabbat, as we do not observe the fast on
Shabbat, and we fasted on Sunday but did not complete the fast
because that day was our Festival." This indicates that the reason
they did not complete the fast is that the day itself was a Festival for
them, but on the eve of a Festival, they would indeed complete it.
This proves that even in the generation of Rabban Gamliel, they did
complete fasts on the eve of Shabbat and Festivals.

Ravina said that this story poses no difficulty: A rabbinic Festival
is different, as they are not as stringent as Shabbat or Festivals stated
in the Torah, and the festival of the family of Sena’av was not a Fes-
tival from the Torah, but one established by the Sages. Since one
may fast on such a Festival for a number of hours, i.e., one may fast
on it for part of the day, one also completes a fast observed on the
eve of such a Festival until the evening. With regard to Shabbat,
however, since one may not fast on it even for several hours, one
does not complete a fast observed on Shabbat eve.
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Rav Yosef said: I did not hear this ruling that the halakha is in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. Rav Yosef had
fallen ill and forgotten his learning and so was unable to remem-
ber that such a ruling had been issued. His student, Abaye, said
to him: You yourself told us this halakha, and it was with re-
gard to this point that you told it to us, as we learned in a
mishna: We do not initially decree a fast upon the public on
the New Moon, on Hanukkah, or on Purim. Rabbi Meir said:
Even though Rabban Gamliel said that if the community had
already begun a cycle of fasts, they do not interrupt the series,
he conceded that they do not complete the fast on one of these
days, and similarly, the fast of the Ninth of Av that occurs on
Shabbat eve is not completed. And we said with regard to this
mishna that Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: This is the state-
ment that Rabbi Meir said in the name of Rabban Gamliel.
But the Rabbis say: One must fast and complete the fast.

What? Does the Rabbis’ ruling that one must complete the fast
not refer to all the cases mentioned in the mishna, including
that of the Ninth of Av that occurs on Shabbat eve? No, it was
stated only with regard to Hanukkah and Purim, but one would
not complete a fast on Shabbat eve.

The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to explain that
this ruling does not apply to Shabbat eve,

as, if it should enter your mind to say that Rav Yehuda said that
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis with
regard to all the cases in the mishna, including that of the Ninth
of Av that occurs on Shabbat eve, there is a difficulty: Didn’t
Rabba raise a dilemma before Rav Yehuda with regard to this
issue, and he did not answer him? This demonstrates that he
did not have a decisive ruling on this subject.

The Gemara responds: And according to your opinion, that
the issue had not been resolved, there is a difficulty with that
which Mar Zutra expounded in the name of Rav Huna: The
halakha is that one fasts and completes the fast on Shabbat eve.
Didn’t Rabba also raise this dilemma before Rav Huna, and
he too did not answer him? How could Mar Zutra have re-
ported this halakhic ruling in the name of Rav Huna?

Rather, you must say that this dilemma that Rabba raised to
Rav Huna was before Rav Huna heard Rav’s ruling on the
subject; whereas this, i.e., Rav Huna’s statement as cited by Mar
Zutra, was made after he heard Rav’s ruling on the matter, and
the problem was resolved for him. Here, too, with regard to Rav
Yehuda, we can say that this dilemma that Rabba raised before
Rav Yehuda was before Rav Yehuda heard Rav’s ruling on the
topic, and therefore he did not know how to answer Rabba;
whereas this, i.e., Rav Yehuda’s statement in the name of Rayv,
was made after he heard it.

The Gemara repeats the statement cited above in passing: Mar
Zutra expounded in the name of Rav Huna: The halakha is
that one fasts and completes the fast on the eves of Shabbat and
Festivals.
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In this chapter, several of the halakhot of eiruv were discussed, primarily the halakhot
of the joining of Shabbat boundaries. The issues raised were divided into distinct
units that are related as far as preparation of the eiruv is concerned, not necessarily in
terms of their intrinsic principles. With regard to the question of what may be used
to establish an eiruv, the conclusion was that any item considered food in an amount
sufficient for two meals, or alternatively any ingredient used in the consumption of
two meals, e.g., spices, is suitable. This food must be suitable for human consumption,
but there is no stipulation demanding that the one who placed the eiruv must actu-
ally be able to eat it. Even if for some reason he cannot, the eiruv is valid. However,
neither water nor salt may be used for the eiruv since these are not considered food.

A second problem discussed with regard to the joining of Shabbat boundaries was:
Who may establish the eiruv? The conclusion was that the one placing the eiruv must
be of sound mind and acknowledge the halakhot of eiruvin. If he is not of sound mind,
then he can only serve as an instrument for transferring the eiruv; however, he cannot
serve as an emissary in placing the eiruv.

With regard to the joining of boundaries, it was stated that the person placing the
eiruv must do so in alocation where he has access to it, enabling him to take the food
the moment the eiruv takes effect, during twilight on Shabbat eve. Therefore, one
may not place the eiruv in a place from where it would be prohibited to take it on
Shabbat. For example, if one places the food outside the domain where he establishes
residence on Shabbat, or if he were to place it in a location that it is prohibited for
him to enter, the eiruv would be invalidated.

Uncertainties arose due to the various restrictions that apply to the placement of the
eiruv. Is the eiruv valid in a case where it is unclear whether the eiruv remained in place
or was moved? Is it valid if it is not known whether the eiruv was eaten, destroyed, or
became ritually impure, rendering it no longer fit for human consumption prior to
the time when the eiruv took effect? In general, the resolution of those dilemmas was
based on the ruling by the Sages: An eiruv whose validity is uncertain is nevertheless
valid, since in principle the halakhot of eiruv are by rabbinic law.

The principle that one rules leniently in cases of eiruv since the halakhot are by rab-
binic law resolved a different problem, which is the question of a conditional eiruv.
An example is the case of an individual who seeks to establish residence not in one
specificlocation, but rather places an eiruv in each of two different locations, stipulat-
ing that only later, on Shabbat, will he decide on which of the two he will rely. The
dilemma that arises is whether or not one can rely on an indefinite eiruv. The halakhic
conclusion was that even according to those who hold that there is no retroactive
designation, i.e, the direction that one ultimately chooses was retroactively the direc-
tion that he originally intended, the eiruv is nevertheless valid. Since the halakha is
by rabbinic law, the ruling is lenient and it is permitted to place a conditional eiruv.

Summary of
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This chapter, too, deals with the halakhot of the joining of Shabbat boundaries; how-
ever, here the discussion focuses on different aspects of this topic.

The halakhic rulings in the previous chapter dealt primarily with cases of an indi-
vidual who, although he already has a place of residence on Shabbat, seeks to estab-
lish residence elsewhere by means of an eiruv. This chapter discusses the case of an
individual who does not have a bona fide place of residence, e.g., one traveling to
another city, or one who establishes residence along the way. Similarly, this chapter
deals with the legal status of one who intends to establish residence in a place other
than the place where he is located at present, and also considers the halakha with
regard to one who went outside his Shabbat limit and thereby forfeited his rights
within that limit.

Addressing these questions necessitates an analysis of the fundamental problems
with regard to the manner in which one acquires his Shabbat limit and the manner
in which he loses it. One of the questions requiring consideration is the legal status
of one who ventures beyond his Shabbat limit, whether unwittingly, intentionally,
or for the purpose of performing a mitzva. Does he then acquire certain rights of
residence in this other place? If so, what are they?

One of the essential questions discussed is: Does one’s right to walk within the
Shabbat limit stem from his decision and assertion: My residence is at such and such
location, and in that way he acquires the right to walk two thousand cubits from that
location? Or; is the Shabbat limit determined by the individuals very presence at a
specific location?

A similar issue is the Shabbat limit as it applies to vessels and other objects. Is their
Shabbat limit determined by their presence at a specific location? An example of this
is the statement in the Gemara: Ownerless objects acquire residence. Or, perhaps, if
they belong to a specific individual, the limit for these objects is determined by the
limit of their owner.

An additional fundamental problem is with regard to the manner in which one ac-
quires the eiruv. The joining of Shabbat boundaries is based upon one’s decision to
acquire residence at a given distance from his present location. The eiruv is generally
established through the placement of food sufficient for two meals at the location
where one seeks to acquire residence. However, the question arises: Are there other
methods in which this may be accomplished? For example, does one’s decision that
he intends to establish residence at a specific location suffice even without placing
the food there? Alternatively, is it sufficient for one merely to visit that location dur-
ing the day, even if he neither stays there nor places an eiruv?

These problems require examination of the essence of the Shabbat limit, which will
lead to a detailed understanding of how it takes effect, how it is acquired, and how it
is lost. These are the topics discussed in this chapter.

Introduction to
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M I S H N A With regard to one whom gentiles forcibly
took him out" beyond the Shabbat limit, or
if an evil spirit" took him out, i.e., he was temporarily insane, and

found himself outside the Shabbat limit, he has only four cubits
that he may walk from where he is standing.

If the gentiles returned him, or if he came back while still under the
influence of the evil spirit, it is as though he had never left his
Shabbat limit, and he may move about within his original limit as
before.

If the gentiles brought him to a different city" that was surrounded

by walls, or if they put him into a pen or a stable, i.e., animal enclo-
sures, the Sages disagree. Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Elazar ben

Azarya say: He may walk about the entire city, as the whole city is

considered like four cubits. Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva say:

He has only four cubits from where he was placed.

The mishna relates: There was an incident where all of these Sages
were coming from Pelandarsin,® an overseas location, and their
boat set sail on the sea" on Shabbat, taking them beyond their
Shabbat limit. Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya
walked about the entire boat, as they hold that the entire boat is
considered like four cubits, while Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi
Akiva did not move beyond four cubits, as they sought to be
stringent with themselves.

The mishna further relates that on one occasion, they did not enter
the port [namel]" until after nightfall on Shabbat eve. The others
said to Rabban Gamliel: What is the halakha with regard to alight-
ing from the boat at this time? In other words, were we already
within the city’s limit before Shabbat commenced?

He said to them: You are permitted to alight, as I was watching,
and I observed that we were already within the city’s limit before
nightfall. We acquired our resting place in the city during the twi-
light period. Therefore, it is permitted to walk throughout the city

even after nightfall.

GEMA Since the Gemara discussed one who
stepped beyond the Shabbat limit due to an

evil spirit, the Gemara cites a related baraita, in which the Sages

taught: Three matters cause a person to act against his own will

and the will of his Maker, and they are: Gentiles, and an evil

spirit, and the depths of extreme poverty.

The Gemara asks: What is the practical halakhic difference that
emerges from this statement? The Gemara answers: It is significant
as it teaches one to request mercy for people" who suffer from
those problems.

The Gemara cites a related teaching: Three classes of people do not
see the face of Gehenna, because the suffering that they bear in this
world atones for their sins, and they are: Those suffering the depths
of extreme poverty, those afflicted with intestinal disease, and
those oppressed by creditors. And some say: Even one who has
an evil wife who constantly harasses him.

The Gemara asks: And why don’t the other Sages include one with
an evil wife among those who will not be punished in Gehenna?
The Gemara answers: They maintain that it is a mitzva to divorce
an evil wife. Therefore, that source of distress can be remedied.

And why do the other Sages include an evil wife? The Gemara an-
swers: Sometimes payment of her marriage contract is very large,
and consequently he cannot divorce her since he cannot afford to
pay it. Alternatively, he has children from her, and he cannot raise
them himself, and therefore he cannot divorce her.

HALAKHA
One whom gentiles took him out — D23 3mNIEimmw m:If a
person was taken out beyond his Shabbat limit by gentiles
or by any other coercive force, he may walk only a distance
of four cubits. However, if one was also forcibly returned to
within the limit, it is as though he never left (Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 405:5).

If the gentiles brought him to a different city - ﬂm:*'?in
s m_:'?: If gentiles took a person beyond the Shabbat
limit to a different city surrounded by a wall, he may walk
throughout the entire city, since it is all considered like four
cubits. According to some authorities, this also applies if
the person was taken beyond the Shabbat limit to any city
or enclosed area. The halakha is in accordance with the
view of Rabban Gamliel, because Rav adopted his opinion.
However, if the person went out to a different city knowingly,
he is only permitted to walk a distance of four cubits in that
place (Rambam; Ramban; Ran). Some commentaries dispute
this and permit him to walk any distance in the entire city
(Tosafot; Rashba; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:6).

A boat in the sea — 013 M»90: One is permitted to walk
about an entire boat, even if it sailed beyond the Shab-
bat limit. All of the Sages of the Talmud agreed that, in this
regard, the halakha accords with Rabban Gamliel’s opinion
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:7).

NOTES

An evil spirit [ruah ra‘a] - vy Some commentaries
explain the Hebrew phrase ruah ra‘a literally as an evil wind,
meaning that the person was forced out of his Shabbat limit
by tempestuous storm winds (Rav Natan Av HaYeshiva). The
Rambam, in his Commentary on the Mishna, explains that
any coercive force is called an evil spirit.

To request mercy for people — 1'1"512 nm w:m5 Some
commentaries explain that this statement has two ramifi-
cations: The first is for other people to pray on their behalf.
The second is for the public to realize that even if these
people acted improperly, they did not do so entirely out of
their own free will. Therefore, they deserve pity rather than
condemnation (Ein Ya'akov).

BACKGROUND

referenceis to the Itallan city of Brudisium, which is modern-
day city of Brindisi in Calabria, Italy.

LANGUAGE

Port [namel] —’77;3: In some variant readings, this common
word appears as lamen, which is similar to the Greek)\lyﬁv,
limen, meaning a port or a place on the shore for boats to
anchor, as well as a beach and a border.
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LANGUAGE

Edema [hidrokan] — jpinti1: From the Greek 08eptkdg,
hyderikos, or D8pwmikds, hydropikos, which describes
a condition where one’s limbs become swollen and
filled with water.

HALAKHA

If he returned knowingly — n.y'f? T If a person went
out beyond the Shabbat limit and then returned, he may
walk only a distance of four cubits, in accordance with
the opinion of Rav Nahman and the inference from the
mishna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 4055).

If he knowingly went out and was forcibly returned —
DaiNa M nv‘r’7 x¥: If a person knowingly went out
beyond the Shabbat limit, but was forcibly returned to
within the limit while outside the city, he can only walk
a distance of four cubits. However, if he was brought
back into the city itself, he may walk any distance in the
entire city, since the entire city is considered to be like
four cubits (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:8).

If he went out of the Shabbat limit and needed to

relieve himself - v:ﬁx’v T oA K¥: If a person

knowingly went out beyond the Shabbat limit, he is

prohibited from leaving his four cubits. However, if he

then needs to relieve himself, he may walk until he finds

a private spot. It is advisable for the person to walk in the

direction of his limit, for if he returns, it is as though he

never left. Nevertheless, if he found a private spot before

reaching his Shabbat limit, he may go no further (Rosh).
Some authorities state that the permission only applies

to defecation (Tur, citing the Rosh), while other authori-
ties are also lenient if he needs to urinate (Rabbeinu Tam;

Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 406:1).

NOTES
It is teaching disjunctively - anp ]’11;5: This com-
mon expression means that, occasionally, two tannaitic
statements are to be understood as disjunctive such
that one cannot draw inferences from one to the other.
Rather, each stands on its own and must be understood
separately.

Great is human dignity - n#727 7133 '71'1;: This prin-
ciple is derived from the permission granted by the
Torah to ignore the obligation to return lost property,
if handling the lost article can be accomplished only
in an undignified manner. The Gemara's conclusion is
that, in most cases, human dignity overrides a rabbinic
prohibition. In this context, the prohibition related to the
Shabbat limit is only of rabbinic origin.

Human dignity — n#1a77 7132: The authorities disagree
whether or not the consideration of human dignity in-
cludes the person’s own dignity as well. For example,
since it would be an insult to his dignity to remain within
four cubits of the spot where he relieved himself, he may
move away for this reason (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rabbeinu
Yehonatan; and others). An alternative approach is that
perhaps human dignity only applies to the shame of
having to relieve himself in front of others, or to the
embarrassment and humiliation caused to others if he
relieves himself in their presence (Rosh, based on Rav
Hai Gaon).
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The Gemara asks: What is the practical halakhic difference that
emerges from this statement? The Gemara answers: It is significant
as it teaches one to accept those afflictions with love, knowing that
they will exempt him from the punishment of Gehenna.

It was similarly taught: Three classes of people are liable to die while
conversing with others, i.e,, to die suddenly, although they appear to
be in good health and are capable of engaging in conversation, and
they are: Those afflicted with intestinal sickness, and a woman in
childbirth, and one who is sick with edema [ hidrokan].t

Once again the Gemara asks: What is the practical halakhic differ-
ence that emerges from this statement? The Gemara answers: It is
significant as it teaches one to prepare shrouds for them, in case they
need them suddenly.

The Gemara proceeds to analyze the mishna: Rav Nahman said that
Shmuel said: If one knowingly went out beyond the Shabbat limit,
he has only four cubits that he may walk. The Gemara asks: This is
obvious. Now, if with regard to one whom gentiles forcibly took out
beyond the Shabbat limit, he has only four cubits, with regard to one
who knowingly went out, is it necessary to teach that he has no more
than four cubits within which he may walk?

Rather, say that Rav Nahman’s statement means: If he returned
knowingly" to within the Shabbat limit after having been taken out
by gentiles, he has only four cubits within which he may walk, but
no more.

The Gemara asks: This, too, we learned from a precise reading of the

mishna: If the gentiles returned him to within the Shabbat limit it is

as though he had never left the Shabbat limit, and he may move

about as before. By inference, it is specifically when the gentiles

themselves returned him that it is as though he never left his Shab-
bat limit. However, if gentiles took him out, and then he returned

knowingly to his Shabbat limit, it is as though he left knowingly, and

he has only four cubits within which he may walk.

Rather, say Rav Nahman’s statement as follows: If he knowingly
went out beyond the Shabbat limit, and was later forcibly returned"
by gentiles to within his limit, he has only four cubits that he may
walk, although he was restored to within his limit against his will.

The Gemara raises a difficulty: This, too, we learned from a precise
reading of the mishna: If gentiles forcibly took him out and later
returned him, it is as though he never left. By inference, it is spe-
cifically when the gentiles themselves forcibly took him out and then
themselves returned him that it is as though he never left the Shab-
bat limit. However, if he knowingly went out, no, that is not the
halakha, even if he was later forcibly returned by gentiles.

The Gemara answers: Rav Nahman’s statement is necessary lest you
say that perhaps the mishna is not referring to one specific case, but
rather it is teaching disjunctively," i.e,, referring to two separate
cases, as follows: One who was forcibly taken out beyond the
Shabbat limit by gentiles and later returned knowingly has only four
cubits within which to walk. But if he knowingly went out beyond
the Shabbat limit and was later forcibly returned by gentiles, it is as
though he had never left, and he may move within his original limit
as before. Therefore, Rav Nahman teaches us that if he willingly went
out beyond the Shabbat limit and was later forcibly returned by gen-
tiles, it is considered as though he had returned knowingly, so that he
has only four cubits within which to walk.

They raised a dilemma before Rabba: If a person who is restricted
to an area of four cubits needed to relieve himself and no secluded
spot is available, what is the halakha? He said to them: The Sages
established a principle that great is human dignity," which even
supersedes a negative precept of the Torah, and therefore a person
is permitted to overstep the Shabbat limit fixed by the Sages in order
to relieve himself modestly."
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The Sages of Neharde’a” said: If this person is clever, he will enter
into his original Shabbat limit, and since he was permitted to enter
it, he entered, and may remain there.

Rav Pappa said: With regard to produce that was taken out" be-
yond the Shabbat limit and was later returned, even if this was
done intentionally, the produce has notlost its place; rather, it may
still be carried within the entire limit. What is the reason for this
halakha? 1t is that the produce did not go out willingly, but was
taken due to circumstances beyond its control.

Rav Yosef bar Shemaya raised an objection to the opinion of Rav
Pappa from a baraita: Rabbi Nehemya and Rabbi Eliezer ben

Ya’akov say: It is actually prohibited to carry the produce beyond

four cubits, unless it was returned to its place unwittingly. By infer-
ence, If it was returned unwittingly, yes, it is permitted, but if it was

returned intentionally, it is not.

The Gemara answers: This is subject to a dispute between the

tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to produce that

was taken out beyond the Shabbat limit," if it was taken out unwit-
tingly, it may be eaten; but if it was taken out intentionally, it may
not be eaten.

Rabbi Nehemya says: If the produce was returned and is now in its
original place, it may be eaten; but if it is not in its original place,
i.e,, ifit is still beyond the Shabbat limit, it may not be eaten.

The Gemara clarifies: What is meant by: In its place? If you say that
the produce was returned to its place intentionally, there is a dif-
ficulty, as it was explicitly taughtin a baraita: Rabbi Nehemya and
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov say: It is actually prohibited to carry
the produce beyond four cubits, unless it was returned to its place
unwittingly. By inference, only if it was returned unwittingly is it
indeed permitted, but if it was returned intentionally, it is not
permitted.

Rather, does it not mean that the produce was returned to its place

unwittingly, and the baraita is incomplete and it teaches the fol-
lowing: With regard to produce that was taken out beyond the

Shabbat limit, if it was taken out unwittingly, it may be eaten; but
if it was taken out intentionally, it may not be eaten.

In what case is this statement said? In a case where the produce is
not in its original place, i.e., it is still beyond the Shabbat limit. But
if it was returned and is now in its original place, even if it was re-
turned intentionally, it may be eaten. And Rabbi Nehemya came
to say: Even if the produce was returned and is now in its original
place, a distinction applies. If it was returned unwittingly, yes, it is
permitted; but if it was returned intentionally, it is not.

PERSONALITIES

The Sages of Neharde’a — w7772 The Gemara states else-
where that anonymous statements attributed to the Sages
of Neharde'a refer to Rav Hama from Neharde'a, who served
as the head of the yeshiva of Neharde'a for several years fol-
lowing the passing of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak. Apparently,
Rav Hama was related to the house of the Exilarch, and for
a time was his official scholar. It is also possible that he was
the same Rav Hama who met with the king of Persia and
discussed Torah matters with him.

NOTES

Produce that was taken out — ¥ niwa: Rashiand many
other commentaries explain that thls law only applies on a
Festival, because then there is no prohibition against carry-
ing from one domain to another, although the prohibition of
limits applies. Therefore, it is permitted to carry the produce
two thousand cubits, as long as it remains within the limit.
On Shabbat, however, if the produce is not situated in a
private domain, it may not be carried more than four cubits.
In contrast, the Ramban suggests possible cases where this
law could apply on Shabbat as well.

HALAKHA

Produce that was taken out beyond the Shabbat limit —
mnn’v Yar e nive: If produce was unwittingly taken
out beyond the Shabbat limit, one is permitted to eat it, but
he may not carry it more than four cubits. If it was taken
out intentionally, it is prohibited. However, the authorities
disagree about this prohibition: Some authorities state that
the rule applies to all people (Rosh; Tosafot), while other
commentaries teach that it applies only to the one who
took the produce beyond the limit (Mordekhai, citing Rabbi
Meir of Rothenberg). If the produce was returned to its place,
even intentionally, it may be eaten by anyone, even by the
one who took it out. The halakha follows the anonymous first
tanna since Rabbi Pappa decided in favor of his opinion (see
Tosafot; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 405:9).
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