Perek IX
Daf 95 Amud a
BACKGROUND

If one placed roofing on top of a portico – ִס ֵּכךְ ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי
א ְכ ַס ְד ָרה:ַ As explained elsewhere, this refers to a situation
similar to the illustration below: The house is U-shaped
with a portico along the inner walls. The roofing is placed
over the indented section. The question is whether or
not the external walls of the portico can be considered
partitions for the sukka.

A cross beam four handbreadths wide renders carrying in a ruin
 וְ ַרב נַ ְח ָמן.קֹורה ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַמ ִּתיר ַ ּבחו ְּר ָ ּבה
ָ
קֹורה ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַמ ִּתיר
ָ : ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ֲאבו ּּהthat is breached into a public domain permitted, as the edge of
? ַמ ּנִי. ַ ּב ַּמיִ םthe cross beam is considered to descend and seal the breach. And
that which Rav Naĥman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: A cross
beam four handbreadths wide renders carrying in water permitted like a partition. In accordance with whose opinion were these
rulings stated?
– ישנָ א דְּ ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י
ָ ּ ׁ  ְל ָהךְ ִלThe Gemara explains: According to this version that you stated,
ישנָ א דְּ ָא ְמ ַר ְּת
ָ ּ ׁ  ְל ָהךְ ִל. וְ ִד ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל, ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשרthat Rav and Shmuel agree with regard to an opening no wider
. ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ְּכ ַרבthan ten cubits, here it is referring to a cross beam that is no longer
than ten cubits, and everyone, both Rav and Shmuel, agrees with
these rulings. According to that other version that you stated,
that they disagree with regard to an opening no wider than ten
cubits, these rulings are in accordance with the opinion of Rav
alone.

Portico along the inner walls of a house
NOTES

According to Shmuel everyone agrees – יבא
ּ ָ ַא ִּל
ל…לא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י
ָ דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּא: Rashi explains that Abaye concedes
that Shmuel invalidates the sukka in this case. The Ritva
questions Rashi’s approach and amends it slightly. Rab
beinu Ĥananel explains that the phrase: According to
Shmuel everyone agrees, means that as the halakha is not
in accordance with his opinion, the two amora’im certainly
did not discuss his ruling.
Partitions were built for the portico – ְמ ִחיצּ ֹות ְל ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה
ע ִב ִידי:ֲ Rashi explains that the partitions must be built
for the purpose of the mitzva of sukka. This is puzzling,
as the generally accepted halakha is that the walls of a
sukka need not be constructed for the sake of the mitzva.
In tractate Sukka, Rashi says that the roof of the portico is
in any case built for its inner area, as the edge of this roof
seals the portico from the inside. In the case of a sukka,
however, as the edge of the portico roof is on the outside,
it cannot create external partitions for the sukka as well.
HALAKHA

The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yosei – יֹוסי
ֵ ה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי:ֲ Rabbi Yosei’s statement in the
mishna is intended as a prohibition, and his opinion is
accepted as the halakha. Furthermore, the halakha is in
accordance with Rav in disputes with Shmuel with regard
to prohibitions. Consequently, if the partition is removed it
is prohibited to carry even on that Shabbat (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 361:2).

ימא ַא ַ ּביֵ י וְ ָר ָבא ִ ּב ְפל וּגְ ָּתא דְּ ַרב
ָ ֵל
יכ ְך ַעל
ְּ יפ ְלגִ י; דְּ ִא
ַ ּ ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָק ִמ
ֵּ  ִס:ית ַמר
.ימין – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה
ִ ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ָל ּה ּ ַפ ִ ּצ
 וְ ָר ָבא, ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה: ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָא ַמר,ימין
ִ ֵאין ָל ּה ּ ַפ ִ ּצ
. ּ ְפסו ָּלה:ָא ַמר

The Gemara suggests: Let us say that Abaye and Rava are disagreeing with regard to the point that was the subject of a dispute
between Rav and Shmuel. As it was stated: If one placed roofing
on top of a porticoB that has doorposts, i.e., pillars that form the
beginnings of partitions, it is a valid sukka. If, however, he placed
the roofing atop a portico that has no doorposts, there is a dispute.
Abaye said: It is a valid sukka. And Rava said: It is invalid.

יֹורד
ֵ ״פי ִּת ְק ָרה
ִ ּ : ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה – ָא ַמר:ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָא ַמר
 ּ ְפסו ָּלה – ל ֹא ָא ַמר: וְ ָר ָבא ָא ַמר.סֹותם״
ֵ ְו
,ימא ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְּכ ַרב
ָ  ֵל.סֹותם״
ֵ ְיֹורד ו
ֵ ״פי ִּת ְק ָרה
ִּ
!וְ ָר ָבא ִּכ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל

The Gemara elaborates: Abaye said: It is valid. As he said: The
edge of a roof descends and seals. Since the portico is roofed, it
is considered to have partitions as well. And Rava said: It is invalid, as he did not say: The edge of a roof descends and seals.
Let us say that Abaye holds in accordance with the opinion of
Rav, and Rava holds in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel?

,יבא דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ּכו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י
ּ ָ ַא ִּל
, וְ ָר ָבא. ְּכ ַרב, ַא ַ ּביֵ י.יבא דְּ ַרב
ּ ָ ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ַא ִּל
ַעד ָּכאן ָלא ָק ָא ַמר ַרב ָה ָתם – ֶא ָּלא דְּ ָהנֵי
, ֲא ָבל ָה ָכא.יצֹות ְל ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ֲע ִב ִידי
ּ ְמ ִח
.יצֹות ָלאו ְלסו ָּּכה ֲע ִב ִידי – ָלא
ּ דְּ ָהנֵי ְמ ִח

The Gemara answers: According to the opinion of Shmuel, everyone, including Abaye, agreesN that this sukka is invalid. Where
they disagree is according to the opinion of Rav. Abaye holds in
accordance with the opinion of Rav in a straightforward manner.
And Rava claims: Rav stated his opinion, that the edge of the
portico descends and seals, only there, where those partitions
formed by the roof were built for the portico,N and they are therefore viewed as sealing it. However here, where these partitions
were not built for the mitzva of sukka, no, even Rav would agree
that the partitions are not sufficiently significant to utilize for the
purpose of this mitzva.

יב ֲעיָ א
ּ ַ  ִא.אֹומר ִאם מו ָּּת ִרין״
ֵ יֹוסי
ֵ  ַ״ר ִ ּביWe learned in the mishna: Rabbi Yosei says: If they are permitted
?יֹוסי ֶל ֱאסֹור אֹו ְל ַה ִּתיר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי:ּ ְלהוto carry there on that Shabbat, they are likewise permitted to do
so in the future, and if they are prohibited from carrying there in
the future, they are also prohibited from carrying there on that
Shabbat A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Did Rabbi Yosei
intend to prohibit carrying even on that Shabbat, or to permit
carrying even in the future?
 וְ ֵכן ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי. ֶל ֱאסֹור:ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי, ַּתנְיָא נַ ִמי ָה ִכי. ֶל ֱאסֹור:יֹוחנָ ן
ָ
 ָּכ ְך, ְּכ ׁ ֵשם ׁ ֶש ֲאסו ִּרין ֶל ָע ִתיד ָלבֹא:יֹוסי
ֵ
.ֲאסו ִּרין ְלאֹותֹו ׁ ַש ָ ּבת

Rav Sheshet said: His intention was to prohibit carrying even on
that Shabbat. And similarly, Rabbi Yoĥanan said: His intention
was to prohibit carrying even on that Shabbat. This opinion was
also taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei said: Just as they are prohibited from carrying in the future, so are they prohibited from
carrying on that Shabbat.

 ֲה ָל ָכה:יֹוסף ָא ַמר
ֵ  ַרב ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר,ית ַמר
ְּ  ִאIt was stated: Rav Ĥiyya bar Yosef said that the halakha is in
H
 ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר.יֹוסי
ֵ  ְּכ ַר ִ ּביaccordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, while Shmuel said
. יְ הו ָּדהthat the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda.
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 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,ו ִּמי ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָה ִכי? וְ ָה ְתנַ ן
 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ְ ּב ֵעירו ֵּבי:יְ הו ָּדה
 ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ֵעירו ֵּבי ֲחצֵ ירֹות – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין,ְתחו ִּמין
 ְל ִפי ׁ ֶשזָ ִכין,ֵ ּבין ָל ַד ַעת ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ָל ַד ַעת
.ָל ָא ָדם ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְ ּב ָפנָיו וְ ֵאין ָח ִבין ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְ ּב ָפנָיו

The Gemara expresses surprise: But did Shmuel really say
this? Didn’t we learn in a mishna that Rabbi Yehuda said: In
what case are these matters, that an eiruv may be established
for a person only with his knowledge, stated? It is with regard
to a joining of Shabbat boundaries, but with regard to a joining of courtyards, one may establish an eiruv for another
person both with his knowledge and without his knowledge,
because one may act in a person’s interest even when not in
his presence, but one may act to his disadvantage only in his
presence. One may take unilateral action on another’s behalf
when it is to that other person’s benefit. However, if it is to that
person’s disadvantage, or when the action entails both benefits
and disadvantages, he may act on the other person’s behalf only
if he was explicitly appointed as his agent. A joining of courtyards is always to a person’s benefit, and therefore it can be
established even without his knowledge. However, with regard
to a joining of Shabbat boundaries, any distance that a person
gains in one direction he forfeits in the opposite direction.
Consequently, this type of eiruv may be established only with
his knowledge.

 ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל, וְ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדהAnd Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The halakha is in
 ָּכל ָמקֹום ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה ַר ִ ּבי, וְ ל ֹא עֹוד ֶא ָּלא. יְ הו ָּדהaccordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. And further. יְ הו ָּדה ְ ּב ֵעירו ִּבין – ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכמֹותֹוmore, anyplace where Rabbi Yehuda taught with regard to
the halakhot of eiruv, the halakha is in accordance with his
opinion.
:יה ַרב ָחנָ א ַ ּבגְ דָּ ָת ָאה ְל ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
ּ וְ ֲא ַמר ֵל
קֹורתֹו
ָ ִיטל
ַּ ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ּנ
, ָ ְ ּב ֵעירו ִּבין ָא ַמ ְר ִּתי ְלך:יה
ּ אֹו ְל ַחּיָ יו? וְ ֲא ַמר ֵל
.יצֹות
ּ וְ ל ֹא ִ ּב ְמ ִח

And Rav Ĥana of Baghdad said to Rav Yehuda: Did Shmuel
state this ruling even with regard to an alleyway whose cross
beam or side post was removed during Shabbat? And Rav
Yehuda said to him: I spoke to you with regard to the acquisition of an eiruv, and not with regard to partitions. The Gemara asks: How, then, could Shmuel rule that the halakha is in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in this case, after
explicitly stating that the halakha is not in accordance with his
opinion in the case of fallen partitions?

ֵיה
ַ ּ  ְל ִד ִידי ִמ: ָא ַמר ַרב ָענָ ןRav Anan said: This matter was explained to me personally
ּ יפ ְר ׁ ָשא ִלי ִמ ּינ
–  ָּכאן, ָּכאן – ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ַל ַּכ ְר ְמ ִלית, דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלby Shmuel himself: Here, where Shmuel rules in accordance
. ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּביםwith the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, it is Nin a case where the
courtyard was breached into a karmelit. In that case the halakha is lenient, as there is no concern lest one transgress a
Torah prohibition. There, where Shmuel states that the halakha
is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, it is
in a case where the courtyard was breached into a public
domain, and the halakha is therefore stringent, due to the
concern lest one transgress a Torah prohibition.

NOTES

Where the courtyard was breached into a karmelit –
ש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ַל ַּכ ְר ְמ ִלית:
ֶ ׁ The Me’iri explains that Shmuel was
stringent with regard to a case where the courtyard was
breached into a karmelit, in accordance with the principle:
One type found a similar type and was revived, i.e., when
the measure of each of two items is less than the measure
that renders an action prohibited and the two items are
combined, resulting in a measure that renders an action
prohibited, the prohibition takes effect, rendering the entire
entity prohibited. However, if the courtyard was breached
into the public domain, it is not prohibited to carry in the
domain, as it is completely set apart from the courtyard.
Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion with regard to an upper story –
יטת ַר ִ ּבי יְהו ָּדה ַ ּב ֲע ִלּיָ יה
ַּ ש:
ִ ׁ In the Jerusalem Talmud as well as in
the Tosefta, the explanation is given that the decisive factor
is the presence of a roof, as everyone agrees that carrying
within a roofed domain is not prohibited by Torah law, but
rather by rabbinic decree. Consequently, even the Rabbis,
who dispute Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion, rule that carrying is
prohibited by rabbinic law.
BACKGROUND

An upper story atop two houses – ע ִלּיָ יה ֶש ַעל ׁ ְשנֵי ָב ִּתים:ֲ
According to Rabbi Yehuda, an upper story constructed
above two houses on either side of a street has the status
of an alleyway in its own right, as there is a private domain
on both sides. If the principle: The edge of a roof descends
and seals, is in effect, it is as though the lower edge of the
upper story descends to the ground and closes off the area
between the houses from all sides.

Upper story above two houses
Bridges over an underpass –  ְ ּג ׁ ָש ִרים ַה ְמפו ָּּל ׁ ִשים: Below is a
view of the Roman bridge in Ourense, Spain, that traverses
the Miño River. On the right-hand side, a street can be seen
running below the bridge.

mishna

With regard to one who builds an up,מתני׳ ַה ּבֹונֶ ה ֲע ִלּיָ יה ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ׁ ְשנֵי ָב ִּתים
per story atop two housesB on oppoיהן
ֶ וְ ֵכן ְ ּג ׁ ָש ִרים ַה ְמפו ָּּל ׁ ִשים – ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ַּת ְח ֵּת
site sides of a public domain that passes beneath it, and like.אֹוס ִרין
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה, ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבתwise bridges with a thoroughfare beneath themB that rest on
walls on opposite sides of a public domain, one may carry
beneath the upper story and beneath the bridge on Shabbat.
This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that
these areas are considered private domains.N And the Rabbis
prohibit carrying in these areas.

Roman bridge in Ourense, Spain, with a public domain running under it

 ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ְל ָמ בֹוי: וְ עֹוד ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהAnd furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said: One may establish an
H
.אֹוס ִרין
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים, ַה ְמפו ָּּל ׁשeiruv even for an alleyway that is open at both ends, with no
need for any additional measures, and the Rabbis prohibit
doing so.
HALAKHA

An alleyway that is open at both ends – מבֹוי ַה ְמפו ָּּל ׁש:ָ An
alleyway that opens at both ends into a public domain or a
karmelit cannot be rendered fit for carrying within it by means
of a side post or a cross beam. Instead, the form of a doorway



must be constructed at one end and a side post or a cross beam
placed at the other end, as the halakha is in accordance with
the majority opinion of the Rabbis, and contrary to the opinion
of Rabbi Yehuda (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 364:1).
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NOTES

Do not say this is Rabbi Yehuda’s reason – ימא ַהיְ ינ ּו
ָ ָלא ֵּת
ט ְע ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה:ַ There is a practical difference between
the two rationales for Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion. If the ratio
nale is the principle that two partitions can create a private
domain by Torah law, two side posts or cross beams are
required to render it permitted to carry in the domain
by rabbinic law. However, if the rationale is the principle:
The edge of the roof descends and seals, no additional
steps are necessary to render it permitted to carry there
(Ge’on Ya’akov).

gemara

Rabba said: Do not say this is Rabbi
ימא ַהיְ ינ ּו ַט ְע ָמא
ָ  ָלא ֵּת:גמ׳ ֲא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה
Yehuda’s
reason;N that he maintains that
דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ ה ּו ָדה ִמ ׁ ּש ּום דְּ ָקא ָס ַבר ׁ ְש ֵּתי
by Torah law two partitions constitute a private domain, i.e., the
: ֶא ָּלא ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָק ָס ַבר,אֹוריְ ָיתא
ַ ְּיצֹות ד
ּ  ְמ ִחareas beneath the upper story and the bridge are considered pri.סֹותם״
ֵ ְיֹורד ו
ֵ ״פי ִּת ְק ָרה
ִ ּ vate domains, as each has two partitions, one on each side of the
public domain. Rather, the reason for Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion is
because he maintains that the edge of a roof descends and seals.
The edges of the upper story and the bridge are considered to seal
the areas beneath them.
 יָ ֵתר ַעל ֵּכן ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ֵ ית
ִ ֵא
ּ יב
 ִמי ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש לֹו ׁ ְשנֵי ָב ִּתים ִמ ׁ ּ ְשנֵי צִ ידֵּ י:יְ הו ָּדה
עֹושה ֶל ִחי ִמ ָּכאן וְ ֶל ִחי
ׂ ֶ – ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
,קֹורה ִמ ָּכאן
ָ ְקֹורה ִמ ָּכאן ו
ָ  אֹו,ִמ ָּכאן
 ֵאין: ָא ְמר ּו לֹו.נֹותן ָ ּב ֶא ְמצַ ע
ֵ ְנֹושא ו
ׂ ֵ ְו
! ְְמ ָע ְר ִבין ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים ְ ּב ָכך

Abaye raised an objection to Rabba from a baraita: Furthermore,
Rabbi Yehuda said: With regard to one who has two houses on
two sides of a public domain and seeks to carry from one house
to the other on Shabbat via the public domain, he places a side
post from here, adjacent to one of the houses, and another side
post from there, adjacent to the other house, or he places a cross
beam from here and another cross beam from there, and he may
subsequently carry objects and place them in the middle of the
area, as he transformed it into a private domain. His colleagues
said to him: One cannot establish an eiruv to transform a public
domain into a private domain in this manner. Clearly, the rationale for Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion in that case is not that the edge
of the roof descends and seals, as the area is not covered. Rather,
he apparently holds that by Torah law, two walls suffice to form a
private domain.

יכא
ָּ  ֵמ ָהא – ֵל, ֵמ ַה ִהיא – ִאין:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלRabba said to him: From that baraita, yes, it is indeed possible
. ְל ִמ ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּהto arrive at this conclusion. But from this, the mishna, nothing
can be learned from this source, as there could be a different
reason for Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion.
,נִיתין נַ ִמי דַּ יְ ָקא
ִ  ַמ ְת: ֲא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשיRav Ashi said: The mishna is also precise in its wording, as it
 ִמדְּ ָק ָתנֵי ״וְ עֹוד ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ְמ ָע ְר ִביןindicates that the rationale for Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion is that the
.אֹוס ִרין״
ְ  ְ ּב ָמבֹוי ַה ְמפו ָּּל ׁש וַ ֲח ָכ ִמיםedge of a roof descends and seals. As the mishna teaches: And
furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said: One may establish an eiruv
even for an alleyway that is open at both ends, and the Rabbis
prohibit doing so.
 ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָקא ָס ַברGranted, if you say that the reason for Rabbi Yehuda’s leniency
סֹותם״ – ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ ָק ָתנֵי
ֵ ְיֹורד ו
ֵ ״פי ִּת ְק ָרה
ִ ּ with regard to carrying beneath an upper story and a bridge is that
, ״וְ עֹוד״he maintains that the edge of a roof descends and seals, that is
why the mishna states: And furthermore, to introduce the ruling
for an alleyway. In other words, the tanna of our mishna is saying
that the ruling applies not only to a roofed area, but also to an
unroofed alleyway, despite the fact that the reason there is that
two partitions suffice to create a private domain by Torah law.
 ֶא ָּלא ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָקא ָס ַבר ׁ ְש ֵּתיHowever, if you say that Rabbi Yehuda permitted the first case as
אֹוריְ ָיתא – ַמאי ״וְ עֹוד״? ׁ ְש ַמע
ַ ְּיצֹות ד
ּ  ְמ ִחwell because he maintains that by Torah law two partitions suf. ִמ ָּינ ּהfice to create a private domain, what is the need for the introduction: And furthermore? The rationale for the second ruling is no
different from the rationale for the first. The Gemara concludes:
Indeed, learn from here that this is correct.
הדרן עלך כל גגות
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Perek X
Daf 95 Amud a

mishna

One who finds phylacteriesNH outside
נִיסן
ָ מתני׳ ַה ּמֹוצֵ א ְּת ִפ ִּילין – ַמ ְכ
the city on Shabbat, where they are in
 ׁ ְשנַיִ ם:אֹומר
ֵ יאל
ֵ  ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל.זוּג זוּג
danger of becoming lost or damaged, brings them in to his
–  ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים. ׁ ְשנַיִ םhouse pair by pair by donning them in the manner in which they
. ֲא ָבל ַ ּב ֲח ָד ׁשֹות – ּ ָפטוּר,ישנֹות
ָ ׁ  ִ ּבare typically donned for the mitzva. Rabban Gamliel says: He
brings them in two pairs by two pairs. In what case is this statement that one is permitted to carry phylacteries inside said? It
is with regard to old phylacteries, which have already been used
and are designated for the mitzva. However, with regard to new
ones, as it is unclear whether they are phylacteries or merely
amulets in the form of phylacteries, he is exempt from performing the task.
–  ְמצָ ָאן צְ ָב ִתים אֹו ְּכ ִריכֹותIf one finds phylacteries tied in bundles or in wrapped piles, in
.יאן
ָ יהן ו ְּמ ִב
ֶ  ַמ ְח ׁ ִשיךְ ֲע ֵלwhich case he is unable to carry them in pairs, he sits there and
waits with them until dark,N guarding them until the conclusion of Shabbat, and then brings them in to his house.

Perek X
Daf 95 Amud b
.הֹולךְ לֹו
ֵ ְ ו ַּב ַּס ָּכנָ ה ְמ ַכ ָּסן וAnd in a time of danger, when it is dangerous to tarry outside
town, he covers the phylacteries and proceeds on his way.
,נֹותנָן ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו
ְ :אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹוןRabbi Shimon says that there is an alternative method of trans ַעד ׁ ֶש ַּמ ִ ּג ַיע ֶל ָחצֵ ר, וַ ֲח ֵבירֹו ַל ֲח ֵבירֹוferring the phylacteries: One gives them to another who is less
. ַה ִחיצֹונָ הthan four cubits from him, and the other passes them to another, until the phylacteries reach the outermost courtyard of
the city. Since carrying less than four cubits in a public domain
is not prohibited by Torah law, in this case, the Sages permitted
carrying in that manner due to the sanctity of the phylacteries.H
 וַ ֲח ֵבירֹו,נֹותנֹו ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו
ְ – וְ ֵכן ְ ּבנֹו
 ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה. ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵמ ָאה,ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו
,נֹותן ָא ָדם ָח ִבית ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו
ֵ :אֹומר
ֵ
ּ וַ ֲח ֵבירֹו ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו ֲא ִפ
יל ּו ח ּו ץ
 ל ֹא ְּת ַה ֵּלךְ זֹו: ָא ְמר ּו לֹו.ַל ְּתחוּם
.יה
ָ יֹותר ֵמ ַרגְ ֵלי ְב ָע ֶל
ֵ

And similarly, with regard to one’s son who was born in a field
and may not be carried on Shabbat, since that is akin to carrying
a burden in the public domain: One gives him to another, and
the other passes him to another, even if it requires a hundred
people. Rabbi Yehuda says: A person may even give a barrel
to another,N and the other may pass it to another, and in that
way even take it beyond the Shabbat limit, provided that no one
person carries it more than four cubits. They said to him: This
barrel may not go a greater distance than the feet of its owner,
i.e., it may not be carried any farther than its owner may walk.H

gemara

We learned in the mishna that a person
. ְט ֵפי – ָלא,גמ׳ זוּג ֶא ָחד – ִאין
who finds phylacteries in a field may
ימא ְּתנַ ן ְס ָת ָמא דְּ ָלא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
ָ ֵל
carry them by pairs, indicating that one pair, yes, it may be car. ֵמ ִאירried; however, more than one pair, no, they may not be carried.
The Gemara asks: Let us say that we learned the unattributed
mishna not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir,N
despite the principle that an unattributed mishna usually reflects
Rabbi Meir’s opinion.
לֹוב ׁש
ֵ :דְּ ִאי ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר – ָה ָא ַמר
עֹוטף ָּכל
ֵ ְ ו,ָּכל ַמה ׁ ּ ֶשּיָ כֹול ִל ְל ּב ֹׁוש
 ו ְּל ׁ ָשם: דִּ ְתנַן.ַמה ׁ ּ ֶשּיָ כֹול ַל ֲעטֹוף
לֹוב ׁש
ֵ ְ ו,מֹוצִ יא ָּכל ְּכ ֵלי ַת ׁ ְש ִמ ׁישֹו
עֹוטף ָּכל
ֵ ְ ו,ָּכל ַמה ׁ ּ ֶשּיָ כֹול ִל ְל ּב ֹׁוש
!ַמה ׁ ּ ֶשּיָ כֹול ַל ֲעטֹוף



As, if you say that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Meir, didn’t Rabbi Meir say: In order to rescue items
from a fire, one is permitted to remove items from his house by
wearing them, and he dons all the clothes that he can wear, and
wraps himself in all items in which he can wrap himself. As we
learned in a mishna: And one removes all the utensils to the
courtyard adjacent to the fire, and dons all the garments that he
can wear, and wraps himself in all the items in which he can
wrap himself in order to rescue his property.

NOTES

ִּ ה ּמֹוצֵ א ְּת ִפ:ַ According to most
One who finds phylacteries – ילין
tanna’im and amora’im, phylacteries are not donned on Shabbat.
Nevertheless, since all the Sages agree that one who walks in the
public domain donning phylacteries in the appropriate manner is
not liable and doing so is prohibited only by rabbinic law, the Sages
did not impose their decree in a case where a sacred object might
be profaned.
He waits with them until dark – יהן
ֶ יך ֲע ֵל
ְ מ ְח ׁ ִש:ַ The question arises:
Why shouldn’t one do the same in the case of new phylacteries? Since
he cannot carry them with him, shouldn’t he wait until the conclusion
of Shabbat when their identity can be determined? Tosafot explain
that with regard to phylacteries that are certainly sacred, the Sages
were stringent and required him to wait. However, they did not re
quire him to do so in a case of uncertainty.
HALAKHA

One who finds phylacteries – ה ּמֹוצֵ א ְּת ִפ ִּילין:ַ If one finds phylacteries
on Shabbat that were discarded or left unguarded, he dons them
one pair at a time in the typical manner and brings them into the
town. If it is dangerous to do so due to a government decree against
donning phylacteries, he covers them and only then proceeds on his
way (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:23; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 301:42).

HALAKHA

Carrying phylacteries – ט ְלטוּל ְּת ִפ ִּילין:ִ If one finds pairs of phylacteries
outside the city on Shabbat, and there are too many to bring them
in one pair at a time before dark, he must remain with them until the
conclusion of Shabbat. If he is concerned about bandits, he may move
them less than four cubits at a time. Alternatively, he may pass them
to another person, who passes them to another person, and so forth
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 301:42).
Carrying a barrel – ט ְלטוּל ָח ִבית:ִ One may pass a barrel to another
person, who passes it to yet another person in the public domain, pro
vided no single person carries it four cubits, and it is passed beyond
the Shabbat boundary. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yehuda. The Rambam, however, rules in accordance with Rav
Ashi’s opinion that Rabbi Yehuda stated his opinion only with regard
to ownerless objects. Still other authorities prohibit carrying in this
manner in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna, who pro
hibits doing so even in the case of phylacteries (Rabbi Zeraĥya HaLevi;
Maggid Mishne). The Rema is inclined to be lenient, in accordance with
the first opinion that the halakha accords with the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:23; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 349:3).
NOTES

A person may give a barrel to another – נֹותן ָא ָדם ָח ִבית ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו:
ֵ Some
commentaries explain that the Gemara is referring to the case of a
sick, thirsty person situated at a distance, to whom water had to be
transported. Indeed, even Rabbi Yehuda permitted doing so only in
order to fulfill a mitzva (Rabbeinu Yehonatan).
Let us say we learned…not in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Meir – ימא…דְּ ָלא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ָ ל:ֵ See Tosafot, who address this is
sue. The Ritva explains that the Sages who discussed this issue were
unfamiliar with the baraita that ascribes the opposite viewpoint to
Rabbi Meir. It was not unusual for amora’im to be unfamiliar with
certain baraitot.
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, ִמ ַּמאי דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִהיא,וְ ַה ִהיא ְס ָת ָמא
ּפֹושט
ֵ ׁ  ו,לֹוב ׁש ּומֹוצִ יא
ֵ :דְּ ָק ָתנֵי ֲע ָל ּה
 ֲא ִפילּ ּו ָּכל ַהּיֹום,ּפֹושט
ֵ ׁ לֹוב ׁש וּמֹוצִ יא ו
ֵ ְו
. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,ּכוּלּ ֹו

The Gemara asks: And from where do we know that this unattributed mishna with regard to Shabbat is a reflection of the opinion of
Rabbi Meir? As it teaches with regard to that mishna: If there are
many garments there, one dons a garment, and takes it out to a safe
place, and removes it there, and returns to the fire, and dons another garment, and takes it out and removes it. And he may do so
even all day long; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Apparently,
according to Rabbi Meir, one may don only one garment at a time.

ּ  ֲא ִפ:ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
.ימא ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ָ יל ּו ֵּת
ָה ָתם – דֶּ ֶר ְך ַמ ְל ּב ּו ׁשֹו – ַּכחֹול ׁ ַשוְ ויֵ ּה
 וְ ָה ָכא דֶּ ֶרךְ ַמ ְל ּבו ּׁשֹו – ַּכחֹול ׁ ָשווּיָ ּה,ַר ָ ּבנַן
.ַר ָ ּבנַן

In answer to the question, Rava said: Even if you say that the mishna
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, there is a distinction
between the cases. There, if he dons the clothes in the manner that
he typically wears them, the Sages rendered the legal status of wearing garments on Shabbat like the status of wearing garments during
the week and permitted him to remove clothes from his house by
wearing them in that manner. And here, too, if he dons phylacteries
in the manner that he typically dons them, the Sages rendered the
legal status of donning phylacteries on Shabbat like the status of donning phylacteries during the week.

ָה ָתם דְּ ַבחֹול ַּכ ָּמה דְּ ָב ֵעי ָל ֵב ׁיש – ְל ִענְיַ ן
 ָה ָכא דְּ ַבחֹול.יה ַר ָ ּבנַן
ּ ַה ָ ּצ ָלה נַ ִמי ׁ ָשר ּו ֵל
 ְל ִענְיַ ן, ְט ֵפי – ָלא, זוּג ֶא ָחד – ִאין,נַ ִמי
. ְט ֵפי ָלא, זוּג ֶא ָחד – ִאין:ַה ָ ּצ ָלה נַ ִמי

Consequently, there, where during the week he may wear as many
clothes as he wishes, with regard to rescue from a fire the Sages
likewise permitted him to wear as many clothes as he wishes. However, here, in the case of phylacteries, even during the week, donning
one pair, yes, one may do so, but donning more than one pair, no, he
may not do so. Therefore, with regard to rescue as well, the Sages
said: Donning one pair, yes, one may do so; however, donning more
than one pair, no, he may not.

 ַמאי.אֹומר ׁ ְשנַיִ ם ׁ ְשנַיִ ם״
ֵ יאל
ֵ  ַ״ר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִלWe learned in the mishna that Rabban Gamliel says: He brings the
ִּ  ָק ָס ַבר? ִאי ָק ָס ַבר ׁ ַש ָ ּבת זְ ַמן ְּת ִפphylacteries in two pairs by two pairs. The Gemara asks: What does
ילין
. ְט ֵפי – ָלא, הוּא – זוּג ֶא ָחד – ִאיןhe hold? What is the rationale for this halakha? If he holds that Shabbat is a time for phylacteries, and one is permitted or even obligated
to don phylacteries on Shabbat, then the ruling should be: Donning
one pair, yes, this is permitted; donning more, no, it is prohibited. It
should be prohibited to wear more than one pair as there is room to
don only one set of phylacteries on one’s head.
, וְ ִאי ָק ָס ַבר ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ָלאו זְ ַמן ְּת ִפ ִּילין הוּאAnd if he holds that Shabbat is not a time for phylacteries, and it
יה
ּ  ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם ַה ָ ּצ ָלה דֶּ ֶר ְך ַמ ְל ּב ּו ׁש ׁ ָשר ּו ֵלwas only due to the fact that rescue was permitted only in the manner
! ַר ָ ּבנַן – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְט ֵפי נַ ִמיthat one typically wears clothing that the Sages permitted him to
don phylacteries, he should likewise be permitted to don even more
than two pairs. He should be permitted to don as many pairs of phylacteries as possible, not only two.
ִּ  ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ָלאו זְ ַמן ְּת ִפ:עֹולם ָק ָס ַבר
ילין
ָ  ְלThe Gemara answers: Actually, he holds that Shabbat is not a time
ְ וְ ִכי ׁ ָשר ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן ְל ִענְיַ ן ַה ָ ּצ ָלה – דֶּ ֶרך, הוּאfor phylacteries, and when the Sages permitted one to don phylac. ַמ ְל ּבו ּׁש ִ ּב ְמקֹום ְּת ִפ ִּיליןteries for the purpose of rescue, it was only by donning them in the
manner that one typically wears clothing, i.e., in the appropriate
place for phylacteries. He may not don them anywhere else on his
body, as in that case he is considered to be carrying, not wearing them.

NOTES

There is room on one’s head – ֹאש
ׁ מקֹום יֵ ׁש ָ ּבר:ָ It is
evident from this discussion that phylacteries must
be a certain size. Otherwise, the concept of sufficient
room for phylacteries is moot. There is a dispute as
to whether the size mentioned in Tosafot represents
the average or the minimum size. For many genera
tions, Jews who were scrupulous in the fulfillment of
mitzvot adopted the custom to don two pairs of phy
lacteries due to uncertainty; one set was configured in
accordance with Rashi’s opinion and the other was in
accordance with Rabbeinu Tam. Many Sephardic and
other Jews adopted the custom of placing these two
pairs of phylacteries on the head at the same time,
relying on this passage in the Gemara.
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׳י

! ְט ֵפי – ָלא, זוּג ֶא ָחד נַ ִמי – ִאין, ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, then one pair, yes, it should be
 ָמקֹום יֵ ׁש: ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר ַרב יִ צְ ָחקpermitted, but more, no, it should not be permitted, as the second
Rav Shmuel bar Rav
.ֹאש ְל ַה ּנ ִַיח ּבֹו ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְת ִפ ִּילין
ׁ  ָ ּברpair is necessarily positioned out of place.
Yitzĥak said: There is room on one’s headN to place two phylacteries. One can place two phylacteries on his head and don them both
in the proper manner.
?ימר
ַ  דְּ יַ ד ַמאי ִא ָּיכא ְל ֵמ,ֹאש
ׁ נִיחא דְּ ר
ָ  ָהThe Gemara asks: It works out well with regard to donning two phylacteries of the head, as there is room; however, with regard to the
phylacteries of the arm, what is there to say? How can one wear two
phylacteries on his arm simultaneously?
 ּ ְפ ָע ִמים: ִּכ ְד ַרב הוּנָ א; דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ אThe Gemara answers that even when one dons two phylacteries on
ילתֹו ַעל
ָ  ׁ ֶש ָא ָדם ָ ּבא ִמן ַה ּ ָ ׂש ֶדה וַ ֲח ִבhis arm, he is regarded as donning them in the typical manner, in ac.קֹוש ָרן ִ ּבזְ רֹועֹו
ְ ׁ ְֹאשֹו ו
ׁ  ו ְּמ ַס ְּל ָקן ֵמר,ֹאשֹו
ׁ  רcordance with the opinion of Rav Huna. As Rav Huna said: Sometimes a person comes from the field with his bundle on his head,
and in order not to crush the phylacteries, he removes them from his
head and binds them on his arm. This indicates that there is room
for additional phylacteries on his arm.

,ימר דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יִ נְ ַהג ָ ּב ֶהן דֶּ ֶרךְ ִ ּבּזָ יֹון
ַ  ֵאThe Gemara rejects this: Say that Rav Huna said that one may
? ָראוּי ִמי ָא ַמרremove the phylacteries from his head and tie them on his arm so
that he will not come to treat them in a degrading manner by
placing a bundle on top of them. However, did he say that the spot
on his arm is fit for two phylacteries? Can proof be cited from here
that one may don additional phylacteries on his arm ab initio?
 ָמקֹום יֵ ׁש: ֶא ָּלא ִּכ ְד ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר ַרב יִ צְ ָחקRather, it is in accordance with that which Rav Shmuel bar
: ָה ָכא נַ ִמי.ֹאש ׁ ֶש ָראוּי ְל ַה ּנ ִַיח ּבֹו ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְת ִפ ִּילין
ׁ  ָ ּברRav Yitzĥak said: There is room on one’s head to place two
. ָמקֹום יֵ ׁש ַ ּבּיָ ד ׁ ֶש ָראוּי ְל ַה ּנ ִַיח ּבֹו ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְת ִפ ִּיליןphylacteries. Here, too, there is room on the arm to place two
phylacteries.
״בין
ּ ֵ ,יב ֶֹורת
ּ ״על יָ ֶדךָ ״ – זֹו ִק
ַ :נַשה
ֶ ּ ׁ  ָּתנָ א דְּ ֵבי ְמThe Gemara comments: The school of Menashe taught the
:יכא? ָא ְמ ִרי דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי יַ ַּנאי
ָ  ֵה. ֵעינֶיךָ ״ – זֹו ָק ְדקֹדfollowing. The verse states: “And you shall bind them for a sign
.רֹופס
ֵ  ָמקֹום ׁ ֶש ּמֹוחֹו ׁ ֶשל ִּתינֹוקon your arm, and they shall be as frontlets between your eyes”
(Deuteronomy 6:8). “On your arm,” this is the biceps muscle of
the arm;H “between your eyes,” this is the crown of the head. The
Gemara asks: Where exactly on the crown of the head? The
school of Rabbi Yannai say: Phylacteries are placed on the spot
where a baby’s head is soft after birth.H
;יפ ְלגִ י
ַ ּ ימא ִ ּב ְד ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר ַרב יִ צְ ָחק ָק ִמ
ָ ֵל
יה דְּ ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר ַרב
ּ דְּ ַת ָּנא ַק ָּמא ֵלית ֵל
יה דְּ ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר
ֵ  וְ ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל,יִ צְ ָחק
ּ יאל ִאית ֵל
!ַרב יִ צְ ָחק

HALAKHA

The place of the phylacteries of the arm – ׁ ֶשל יָ ד
מקֹום ְּת ִפ ִּילין:ְ The phylacteries of the arm is placed
on the lower slope of the biceps, the muscle be
tween the elbow and the armpit. While the entire
biceps is suitable for phylacteries, the custom is
to place it closer to the elbow, rather than the
armpit, so that it is opposite the heart (Rambam
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah
4:2; Shulĥan Arukh HaRav; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 27:1).
The place of the phylacteries of the head – ְמקֹום
ֹאש
ׁ ת ִפ ִּילין ׁ ֶשל ר:ְּ The phylacteries of the head are
placed on the crown of the head between the eyes,
anywhere from the beginning of the hairline back
to the place where an infant’s head is soft. This
area is large enough to hold two sets of phylacter
ies (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza
VeSefer Torah 4:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 27:9).

The Gemara asks: Let us say that the tanna’im of the mishna
disagree about the principle of Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzĥak,
such that the first tanna is not of the opinion that the ruling is in
accordance with the opinion of Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzĥak that
there is room on one’s head for two phylacteries, while Rabban
Gamliel is of the opinion that the ruling is in accordance with the
opinion of Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yitzĥak, and therefore one is
permitted to bring in two pairs of phylacteries at a time.

 דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא ִאית ְלה ּו דְּ ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר, ָלאThe Gemara rejects this: No, everyone is of the opinion of Rav
.״ש ָ ּבת זְ ַמן ְּת ִפ ִּילין״ ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י
ַ ׁ  וְ ָה ָכא ְ ּב. ַרב יִ צְ ָחקShmuel bar Rav Yitzĥak, and here they disagree with regard to
N
, ׁ ַש ָ ּבת זְ ַמן ְּת ִפ ִּילין הוּא: דְּ ַת ָּנא ַק ָּמא ָס ַברwhether or not Shabbat is a time for phylacteries. The first
tanna holds that Shabbat is a time for phylacteries. Although
one may don one pair of phylacteries, he may not add to the
mitzva by donning an extra pair. If he does so, it is tantamount to
carrying a prohibited burden.
. ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ָלאו זְ ַמן ְּת ִפ ִּילין הוּא:יאל ָס ַבר
ֵ  וְ ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִלAnd Rabban Gamliel holds that Shabbat is not a time for phylacteries. Consequently, one may don more than one pair, as the
day itself is not at all suitable for donning phylacteries. When he
dons the second pair, he is not adding to the mitzva. With regard
to rescuing them, the phylacteries have the legal status of an ornament that he is permitted to don, provided that he dons no more
than two pairs.
 דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא – ׁ ַש ָ ּבת זְ ַמן ְּת ִפ ִּילין:ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִאAnd if you wish, say instead that the dispute should be under.״מצְ �ֹות צְ ִריכֹות ַּכ ָּוונָ ה״ ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י
ִ  וְ ָה ָכא ְ ּב. הוּאstood as follows. Everyone agrees that Shabbat is a time for
, ָלצֵ את ָ ּב ֵעי ַּכ ָּוונָ ה: ַּת ָּנא ַק ָּמא ָס ַברphylacteries, and here they disagree with regard to whether or
not fulfillment of mitzvot requires intent. The first tanna holds:
To fulfill a mitzva one needs intent.N Therefore, if one dons phylacteries without intent to fulfill the mitzva, no mitzva is performed, and he is merely carrying a burden. However, if he has
intent to fulfill the mitzva, he may don no more than one pair. If
he does so, he violates the prohibition against adding to mitzvot.
. ָלא ָ ּב ֵעי ַּכ ָּוונָ ה:יאל ָס ַבר
ֵ  וְ ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִלAnd Rabban Gamliel holds: In order to fulfill a mitzva, one does
not need intent. Therefore, if one dons two pairs of phylacteries
he fulfills his obligation with one of them, but does not violate the
prohibition against adding to mitzvot with the other. In order to
do so, he would require specific intent to fulfill a second mitzva
with the additional pair.
NOTES

Shabbat is a time for phylacteries – ש ָ ּבת זְ ַמן ְּת ִפ ִּילין:
ַ ׁ In the Jerusalem
Talmud it is stated that it was clear to Rabban Gamliel that Shabbat
is not a time for phylacteries, which is why he permitted donning
two pairs, whereas the first tanna maintains that the matter remains
undetermined. Therefore, he was reluctant to permit bringing in
more than one pair at a time.
To fulfill a mitzva one needs intent – לצֵ את ָ ּב ֵעי ַּכ ָּוונָ ה:ָ The correct



version of the Gemara according to most commentaries (Rashi, Rab
beinu Ĥananel, Me’iri, Ritva, and others) is the opposite of the ver
sion that appears here. The first tanna maintains that intent is not
required in order to fulfill a mitzva. Therefore, one may not don two
pairs of phylacteries, because he will perforce fulfill the obligation
and violate the prohibition against adding to mitzvot. On the other
hand, Rabban Gamliel maintains that intent is required to fulfill a
mitzva, and therefore one may don an additional pair.
הצ ףד:  ׳י קרפ. Perek X . 95b
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