 ּפֹוק ְּתנֵי,יה
ּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ְל ַא ֲה ָבה ְ ּב ֵר
–  ְל ׁשֹונֹות, ַה ּמֹוצֵ א ְּת ֵכ ֶלת ַ ּב ׁ ּשוּק:ְּלהו
 ְל ִפי, חו ִּטין מו ְּפ ָס ִקין – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ִירין,ּ ְפסו ִּלין
.טֹור ַח
ֵ ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָא ָדם

Rabbi Zeira said to his son Ahava: Go out and teach this baraita
to the Sages. With regard to one who finds fabric dyed sky blue in
the marketplace, if he finds strips, they are unfit for use in ritual
fringes; however, if he finds threads cut into short strings, they are
fit for use in ritual fringes because a person does not exert himself.
Apparently, that is the reason for the halakha.

 ּו ִמ ׁ ּש ּום דְּ ָתנֵי ָל ּה ַא ֲה ָבה:ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
:יפי ְּת ָלא ָל ּה? וְ ָה ְתנַ ן
ֵ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ֵּכ
ּ ְ ּב ֵר
 ֲא ָבל,ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ַ ּבּיְ ׁ ָשנֹות
.ַ ּב ֲח ָד ׁשֹות – ּ ָפטוּר

Rava said: And because Ahava, son of Rabbi Zeira, taught this
halakha, has he hung ornamental rings on that line of reasoning,
i.e., does that constitute an absolute proof? The difficulty posed by
Rava from the mishna is not resolved by the baraita, as we learned:
In what case is this statement that one is permitted to carry phylacteries inside said? It is with regard to old phylacteries. However,
with regard to new ones, he is exempt. Apparently, there is concern
lest one exert himself to fashion an object similar to one used in a
mitzva.

 ָט ַרח וְ ל ֹא ָט ַרח – ַּת ָּנ ֵאי: ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRather, Rava said: The sources are not contradictory, as the ques, ִהיאtion of whether one exerts himself or does not exert himself is the
subject of a dispute between tanna’im. Some hold that one exerts
himself as indicated by the mishna with regard to phylacteries,
whereas others hold that one does not exert himself as stated with
regard to sky blue dye.
,נִיסן זוּג זוּג
ָ  ַה ּמֹוצֵ א ְּת ִפ ִּילין – ַמ ְכ: דְּ ַתנְיָאAs it was taught in the Tosefta: One who finds phylacteries in a
, ֶא ָחד ָה ִא ׁיש וְ ֶא ָחד ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשהfield brings them in to the town pair by pair, whether the finder is
a man or a woman,
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New and old phylacteries – ישנֹות
ָ ׁ ִת ִפ ִּילין ֲח ָד ׁשֹות ו:ְּ In
the Jerusalem Talmud it is stated that the concern with
regard to new phylacteries is unrelated to their sta
tus as phylacteries. Rather, the issue is whether or not
they have been examined. Since it is possible that they
are not valid phylacteries, they may not be carried on
Shabbat.
Straps that are tied – רצוּעֹות ו ְּמקו ׁ ָּשרֹות:ְ The Rif explains
that in the final analysis Rabbi Yehuda prohibits carrying
new phylacteries not due to the prohibition against
making a knot, but due to the concern that they might
be amulets. If it only has straps, the phylacteries might
be amulets; on the other hand, if the straps have ac
tually been tied, it can be assumed that they are not
amulets, as no one would go to the trouble of tying
knots for amulets. The Rambam’s ruling indicates that
he explains this in a similar manner (Ramban).
HALAKHA

New and old phylacteries – ישנֹות
ָ ׁ ִת ִפ ִּילין ֲח ָד ׁשֹות ו:ְּ New
phylacteries may not be carried on Shabbat, even if
they have straps, unless the straps have been knotted
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 301:42).

 דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי,ֶא ָחד ֲח ָד ׁשֹות וְ ֶא ָחד יְ ׁ ָשנֹות
אֹוסר ַ ּב ֲח ָד ׁשֹות ו ַּמ ִּתיר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה.ֵמ ִאיר
,ינִיש
ׁ  ָט ַרח ִא: ָמר ָס ַבר, ַא ְל ָמא.ַ ּבּיְ ׁ ָשנֹות
.ינִיש
ׁ ו ָּמר ָס ַבר ל ֹא ָט ַרח ִא

and whether the phylacteries are new or old; this is the statement
of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda prohibits carrying new phylacteries
but permits carrying old ones.NH Apparently, one Sage, Rabbi
Yehuda, holds that a person exerts himself to fashion an amulet that
looks like phylacteries, and one Sage, Rabbi Meir, holds that a
person does not exert himself for this purpose, and therefore something that has the appearance of phylacteries must be phylacteries.

 וְ ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא דְּ ָתנֵי.)ימן
ָ (שיצ״י עצב״י ִס
 ֵא ּל ּו ֵהן:ֲאבו ּּה דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר ַרב יִ צְ ָחק
,יְשנֹות – ָּכל ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ָ ּב ֶהן ְרצ ּועֹות ו ְּמקו ׁ ָּשרֹות
ָׁ
.ֲח ָד ׁשֹות – ׁיֵש ָ ּב ֶהן ְרצ ּועֹות וְ ל ֹא ְמקו ׁ ָּשרֹות
.ינִיש
ׁ דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא ל ֹא ָט ַרח ִא

Shin, yod, tzadi, yod, ayin, tzadi, beit, yod is a mnemonic for the
statements that follow. The Gemara adds: And now that the father
of Shmuel bar Rav Yitzĥak has taught that these are deemed old
phylacteries: Any that have straps that are permanently tiedN in the
manner of phylacteries, and new phylacteries are those that have
straps that are not tied, the conclusion is that everyone agrees that
a person exerts himself to fashion an amulet similar to phylacteries
or string-like ritual fringes. They disagree with regard to new phylacteries that are not tied properly and cannot be donned in a manner typical of a weekday. The reason is that tying a permanent knot
on Shabbat is prohibited by Torah law. Therefore, these phylacteries
may not be donned, and Rabbi Zeira’s opinion is accepted.

 זֹאת, ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א.יענַ ב
ַ יענְ ִבינְ ה ּו ִמ
ַ  וְ ִלThe Gemara asks a question with regard to Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion
that new phylacteries may not be brought into town because they
ּ
.נִיבה ּ ְפסו ָּלה ַ ּב ְּת ִפ ִילין
ָ  ֲע:אֹומ ֶרת
ֶ
lack a permanent knot: Why must one tie the phylacteries with a
knot? Let him simply tie a bow, which is not prohibited on Shabbat,
and place the phylacteries on his head and arm in that manner. Rav
Ĥisda said: That is to say that a bow is invalid for phylacteries, as
a proper knot is required.
: דְּ ָא ַמר,יה
ּ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ְל ַט ְע ֵמ: ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָא ַמרAbaye said: This is not the correct interpretation. Rather, Rabbi
.יתא ִהיא
ָ ָנִיבה ְק ׁ ִש ָירה ַמ ַע ְלי
ָ  ֲעYehuda conforms to his standard line of reasoning, as he said: A
bow is a full-fledged knot, and it is prohibited to tie it on Shabbat
by Torah law.
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,יתא ִהיא
ָ ָנִיבה ְק ׁ ִש ָירה ַמ ַע ְלי
ָ ַט ְע ָמא דַּ ֲע
ָהא ָלאו ָה ִכי – ָענֵיב ְלהוּ? וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַרב
יה דְּ ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר ׁ ֵש ַילת
ּ יְ הו ָּדה ְ ּב ֵר
ִּ  ֶק ׁ ֶשר ׁ ֶשל ְּת ִפ:יה דְּ ַרב
ילין ֲה ָל ָכה
ּ ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
: וַ ֲא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן.משה ִמ ִּסינַי הוּא
ֶ ׁ ְל
.יהן ְל ַבר
ֶ ֵוְ נֹוי

The Gemara asks: The reason that it is prohibited to tie a bow is that
a bow is a full-fledged knot. If that were not so, one could tie the
phylacteries with a bow. But didn’t Rav Yehuda, son of Rav Shmuel bar Sheilat, say in the name of Rav: The form of the permanent
knot of phylacteriesB is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai; and Rav Naĥman said: And their decorative side, the side of
the knot where the shape of the letter appears, must face outward.N
Apparently, a bow does not suffice for phylacteries, as an actual knot
is required.

BACKGROUND

Knot of phylacteries – ק ֶׁשר ׁ ֶשל ְּת ִפ ִּילין:ֶ The pictures show
the letter shin on the head phylactery itself, the knot of
the head phylactery according to the Ashkenazic custom,
which is tied in the shape of the letter dalet, and the knot
of the arm phylactery, which is tied in the shape of the
letter yod. Together these spell out the Hebrew word
Shadai, which is one of God’s names.

.ּ דְּ ָענֵיב ְלה ּו ְּכ ֵעין ְק ׁ ִש ָירה דִּ ְידהוThe Gemara rejects this contention: It is referring to a case where
one tied a bow similar in form to a permanent knot, without actually tying a permanent knot.
 ַהלּ ֵֹוק ַח ְּת ִפ ִּילין: ָא ַמר ַרב,ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
ִמ ִּמי ׁ ֶש ֵאינֹו מו ְּמ ֶחה – ּב ֵֹודק ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם ׁ ֶשל
ֹאש
ׁ  אֹו ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם ׁ ֶשל ר,ֹאש
ׁ יָ ד וְ ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל ר
.וְ ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל יָ ד

Rav Ĥisda said that Rav said: One who purchases a large quantity
of phylacteries from one who is not an expert, i.e., a person who
has not proven to be a reliable manufacturer of phylacteries, the
purchaser examines two phylacteries of the arm and one of the
head, or two of the head and one of the arm, to see if they are
valid and the individual reliable. If the three phylacteries are found
to be valid upon examination, the seller is considered an expert and
the rest of the phylacteries are presumed valid as well.

Letter shin on head phylactery

–  ַמה ַּנ ְפ ׁ ָש ְך; ִאי ֵמ ַחד ַ ּג ְב ָרא ָקא זָ ֵביןThe Gemara asks: Whichever way you look at it, this ruling is
לש ׁ ֶשל
ׁ לש ׁ ֶשל יָ ד אֹו ׁ ָש
ׁ  ִל ְבדּ ֹוק אֹו ׁ ָשproblematic: If the buyer purchased all of the phylacteries from
.ֹאש
ׁ  רone person, who acquired them from somebody else, let him examine three phylacteries of the arm or three of the head, in accordance with the principle that presumptive status is established
after three instances.
 ִאי ִמ ְּת ֵרי ְּת ָל ָתא ַ ּג ְב ֵרי זָ ֵבין – ָּכל ַחד וְ ַחדIf he purchased the phylacteries from two or three people, each
H
,עֹולם ֵמ ַחד ַ ּג ְב ָרא זָ ֵבין
ָ  ְל.יב ֵעי ְ ּב ִד ָיקה
ּ ָ  ִלand every one of the phylacteries should require examination.
.ֹאש
ׁ ית ַמ ֵחי ְ ּב ׁ ֶשל יָ ד ו ְּב ׁ ֶשל ר
ְ  ו ָּב ֵעינַן דְּ ִמThe presumptive status of one pair of phylacteries does not apply to
the others, as they might have been produced by a different person.
The Gemara answers: Actually, this refers to a case where the buyer
bought the phylacteries from one person, and we require that
the seller prove himself to be an expert with regard to both the
phylactery of the arm and the phylactery of the head.
 ַ ּב ְּת ִפ ִּילין:ִאינִי? וְ ָהא ָּתנֵי ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 ַמאי ָלאו.ֹאש
ׁ ּב ֵֹודק ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ֶשל יָ ד וְ ׁ ֶשל ר
?ֹאש
ׁ  אֹו ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ֶשל ר,אֹו ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ׁ ֶשל יָ ד
.ֹאש
ׁ  ֵמ ֶהן ׁ ֶשל יָ ד ֵמ ֶהן ׁ ֶשל ר, ׁ ָשל ֹׁש,ל ֹא

Head phylactery, with knot in the shape of a dalet

The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rabba bar Shmuel teach that
with regard to phylacteries one examines three of the arm and
three of the head? What, is it not that he examines either three
phylacteries of the arm or three of the head? The Gemara rejects
this explanation: No, it means that he examines three phylacteries
in total, among them phylacteries of the arm and among them
phylacteries of the head, as stated by Rav Ĥisda in the name of Rav.

 ַ ּב ְּת ִפ ִּילין ּב ֵֹודק ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם: וְ ָה ָתנֵי ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ אThe Gemara asks: But didn’t Rav Kahana teach that with regard to
, ָהא ַמ ּנִי ַר ִ ּבי ִהיא.ֹאש
ׁ  ׁ ֶשל יָ ד וְ ׁ ֶשל רphylacteries one examines two of the arm and two of the head?
.ימנֵי ָהוֵ י ֲחזָ ָקה
ְ ִ ִ ּב ְת ֵרי ז: דְּ ָא ַמרThis statement certainly contradicts Rav’s opinion. The Gemara
explains: In accordance with whose opinion is this halakha? It is
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said: Presumptive
status is establishedN by two times. Although most Sages maintain
that it takes three instances to establish a presumptive status, Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi rules that two cases suffice. Consequently, in the
case of phylacteries, it is sufficient to examine two.

Arm phylactery, with knot in the shape of a yod
HALAKHA

Examination of phylacteries – ב ִד ַיקת ְּת ִפ ִּילין:ּ ְ One who
buys phylacteries from a person who has not been es
tablished as an expert must examine them. If he checked
three phylacteries of the head and the arm and found
them to be valid, all the other phylacteries are presumed
to be valid as well. If he bought them in bundles he
must examine each and every bundle, as stated by Rav
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer
Torah 2:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 39:9).

NOTES

Their decorative side must face outward – יהן ְל ַבר
ֶ ֵנֹוי: This state
ment has been explained in several ways. Some commentaries
state that it refers to the raised letter shin on the phylactery of
the head, which should not be contained inside the phylactery
box, but must be visible on the outside, as taught by Rashi. Other
authorities explain that this means the shin must be raised rather
than carved into the phylactery. Yet other commentaries main
tain that the reference is to the halakha that the parchments must
be written on the better quality side of the hide (Me’iri).
The establishment of a presumptive status – יעת ֲחזָ ָקה
ַ ק ִב:ְ This
dispute regarding the laws of a presumptive status appears in



several places in the Talmud. The Rabbis maintain that something
that recurs three times has a presumptive status, i.e., it forms an
established status quo. An example of this is the halakha of an
ox that gored three times, at which point its owner is considered
forewarned and must pay full damages if the animal causes
further harm. By contrast, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi maintains that a
simple repetition is enough to create a presumptive status. In this
context, three consecutive examinations that reveal valid phylac
teries are enough to establish a reliable presumptive status that
all of the phylacteries are valid. This status can only be annulled
by evidence to the contrary.
זצ ףד.  ׳י קרפ. Perek X . 97a
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Pairs [zuvei ] – זוּוֵ י: Related to the Greek ζεῦγος, zeugos,
meaning a yoke, and by extension, a pair.
Bandits [listim] – ל ְס ִטים:ִ From the Greek λῃστής, lestès, mean
ing thief or bandit. The written form was corrupted slightly to
listim instead of listis.
BACKGROUND

Wrapped piles – כ ִריכֹות:ְּ A pile of phylacteries wrapped and
placed together, as opposed to bundles of phylacteries placed
in pairs.

Pile of phylacteries
HALAKHA

Any instance that were he to bring them in pair by pair –
נִיסן זוּג זוּג
ָ כֹל ׁ ֶש ִא ּיל ּו ַמ ְכ:ּ If one finds a large pile of phylacteries
outside and is unable to bring them all in by nightfall in pairs,
he may not carry any of them. Instead, he must wait alongside
them and guard them until nightfall (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 19:23; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 301:42).
Danger – ס ָּכנָ ה:ַ If it is dangerous to walk in public with phylac
teries on one’s head due to bandits, one may carry them in in
crements of less than four cubits each, or pass them to another
who then passes the phylacteries to another until the phylac
teries reach a private domain. In this case the halakha is not in
accordance with the first tanna, but with the lenient opinion
of Rabbi Shimon (Beit Yosef ). Furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda per
mits one to carry in this manner even for an optional purpose
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:24; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 301:42, and in the comment of the Vilna Gaon).
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, וְ ֵכן ַ ּב ֶ ּצ ֶבת ַה ׁ ּ ֵשנִי:ימא ֵס ָיפא
ָ  ֵא, ִאי ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara asks: If this ruling is in accordance with the opinion
ישי
ִ ׁ  וְ ִאי ַר ִ ּבי – ׁ ְש ִל.ישי
ִ ׁ  וְ ֵכן ַ ּב ֶ ּצ ֶבת ַה ׁ ּ ְש ִלof Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, say the latter clause of that same ba?יה
ּ  ִמי ִאית ֵלraita as follows: And he must likewise examine the second
bundle of phylacteries, and likewise the third bundle. And if
it is in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion, is he
of the opinion that a third examination is necessary? Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi does not require a third examination to establish
a presumptive status, as he maintains that the examination of
two bundles suffices.
The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi concedes with
 דְּ ִמ ְּת ֵרי ְּת ָל ָתא ַ ּג ְב ֵרי,מֹודה ַר ִ ּבי ִ ּבצְ ָב ִתים
ֶ
 וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו,יעי נַ ִמי
ִ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְר ִב, ִאי ָה ִכי. זָ ֵביןregard to bundles, as one buys them from two or three differ.ישי נַ ִמי
ִ ׁ  ֲח ִמent people. It can be assumed that the various bundles of phylacteries were not all manufactured by the same person. Consequently, the validity of one bundle does not establish a
presumption with regard to another. The Gemara asks: If so,
even the fourth bundle must be examined as well, and even the
fifth as well. If the bundles were bought from different manufacturers, every one of them requires examination, not only the
third.
– ישי
ִ ׁ  וְ ַהאי דְּ ָק ָתנֵי ׁ ְש ִל, ִאין ָה ִכי נַ ִמיThe Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so; this is how one must
יעי
ִ עֹולם ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְר ִב
ָ  ו ְּל,יה
ּ  ְל ַא ּפ ֵֹוקי ֵמ ַחזְ ֵקproceed. And the reason that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi teaches
.ישי נַ ִמי
ִ ׁ  וַ ֲח ִמthree bundles rather than four or five is to exclude the third
bundle from its presumptive status. By stating that the third
bundle must be examined, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi indicates that
in this case two examinations do not establish a presumption;
rather, all of the bundles must be checked. And actually, even
the fourth and fifth bundles require examination as well.
״מצָ ָאן צְ ָב ִתים אֹו ְּכ ִריכֹות וכו׳״ ַמאי
ְ
, ו ַּמאי ְּכ ִריכֹות? ָא ַמר ַרב יְהו ָּדה,צְ ָב ִתים
. ֵהן ֵהן ְּכ ִריכֹות, ֵהן ֵהן צְ ָב ִתים:ָא ַמר ַרב
. ְּכ ִריכֹות דִּ ְכ ִר ָיכן טו ָּבא,צְ ָב ִתים זוּוֵ י זוּוֵ י

It was stated in the mishna that if one finds phylacteries tied in
bundles or in wrapped piles, he sits there and waits with them
until dark and then brings them in. The Gemara asks: What is
the meaning of bundles in this context, and what is meant by
wrapped piles? Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: The same types
of objects are called bundles, and they are also called wrapped
piles, i.e., both contain more than one pair of phylacteries. Bundles consist of many pairs of phylacteries arranged in pairs
[zuvei]L of a head phylactery with an arm phylactery, whereas
wrapped pilesB indicates that many phylacteries are wrapped
together in no particular arrangement.

? וְ ַא ַּמאי.יאן״
ָ יהן ּו ְמ ִב
ֶ יך ֲע ֵל
ְ ״מ ְח ׁ ִש
ַ
יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ַרב יִ צְ ָחק ְ ּב ֵר.ְל ַעּיְ ִילינְ ה ּו זוּג זוּג
ֵיה
ּ יה ִמ ּינ
ּ  ְל ִד ִידי ִמ ּ ַיפ ְר ׁ ָשא ֵל:דְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
נִיסן זוּג זוּג וְ ָכלֹות
ָ  ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ִאילּ ּו ַמ ְכ:דְּ ַא ָ ּבא
,נִיסן זוּג זוּג
ָ יעת ַה ַח ָּמה – ַמ ְכ
ַ קֹודם ׁ ְש ִק
ֶ
.יאן
ָ יהן ו ְּמ ִב
ֶ וְ ִאי ל ֹא – ַמ ְח ׁ ִשיךְ ֲע ֵל

We learned in the mishna that one sits there and waits with
them until dark and then brings them in. The Gemara asks:
And why must he do that? Let him bring them in pair by pair.
Rav Yitzĥak, son of Rav Yehuda, said: This matter was explained to me personally by my father as follows: Any instance
where there are few enough phylacteries that were he to bring
them in pair by pairH he would finish before sunset, he brings
them in pair by pair. But if not, i.e., if there are so many pairs
of phylacteries that were he to bring them in one pair at a time
he would not bring them all in before sunset, he waits there with
all of them until dark and then brings them in.

: וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א.הֹול ְך ״
ֵ ְ״ ו ַּב ַּס ָּכנָ ה ְמ ַכ ָּסן ו
יכן ּ ָפחֹות ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע
ָ מֹול
ִ ו ַּב ַּס ָּכנָ ה
–  ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָהא: ָא ַמר ַרב.ַא ּמֹות
. ָהא – ְ ּב ַס ָּכנַ ת ִל ְס ִטים,ְ ּב ַס ָּכנַ ת גֹויִ ם

It was stated in the mishna that in a time of dangerH one covers
the phylacteries and proceeds on his way. The Gemara asks:
Wasn’t it taught in a different baraita: And in a time of danger
he carries them less than four cubits at a time? The Gemara
answers that Rav said: It is not difficult. In this mishna, which
states that the finder covers the phylacteries, it is referring to the
danger posed by gentiles, where the gentile authorities decreed
against donning phylacteries and the finder is afraid to be seen
carrying them. However, in that baraita, which teaches that one
may carry them less than four cubits at a time, it is dealing with
the danger posed by bandits [listim].L In that case he is afraid
to remain there until dark, but he is not worried about taking
the phylacteries with him. Consequently, he may carry them less
than four cubits at a time.
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ימ ָּתא
ְ אֹוק
ִ
 ְ ּב ַמאי:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ָא ַמ ר ֵל
;ימא ֵס ָיפא
ָ  ֵא,נִיתין – ְ ּב ַס ָּכנַ ת גֹויִ ם
ִ ְל ַמ ְת
 וַ ֲח ֵבירֹו,נֹותנָן ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו
ְ :אֹומר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
.ושא ִמ ְּיל ָתא
ָ ׁ ְ ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן דְּ ַאו.ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו

Abaye said to him: In what manner did you establish our mishna as dealing with the danger posed by gentiles? Say the latter
clause of the mishna as follows: Rabbi Shimon says that one
gives them to another and the other passes them to another. In
that case, all the more so will the matter be conspicuous, and
they should fear the decree issued by the gentiles.

 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים: וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָתנֵי,יח ְּס ָרא
ַ ַח ּסו ֵּרי ִמ
ֲאמו ִּרים – ְ ּב ַס ָּכנַ ת גֹויִ ם ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ַס ָּכנַ ת
יכן ּ ָפחֹות ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע
ָ מֹול
ִ – יס ִטים
ְ ִל
.ַא ּמֹות

The Gemara answers: The mishna is incomplete and is teaching
the following: In what case is this statement that the finder covers the phylacteries said? It is where the concern is danger posed
by gentiles. However, where the concern is danger posed by
bandits, one carries them less than four cubits at a time. In that
case Rabbi Shimon disagrees, maintaining that it is preferable that
many people carry the phylacteries.

.נֹותנָ ן ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו וכו׳״
ְ אֹומר
ֵ ַ״ר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
 ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע:ְ ּב ַמאי ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י? ָמר ָס ַבר
נֹותנָ ן ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו
ְ  דְּ ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת,ַא ּמֹות ָע ִדיף
.ושא ִמ ְּל ָתא דְּ ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
ָ ׁ ְוַ ֲח ֵבירֹו ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו – ַאו

It is stated in the mishna that Rabbi Shimon says: One gives
them to another and the other passes them to another. The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do they disagree? One
Sage, the first tanna, holds that having one person carrying the
phylacteries less than four cubits at a time is preferable, as if you
say that the finder gives them to another, and the other passes
them to another, Shabbat desecration will be noticeable,N thereby demeaning Shabbat’s character as a sacred day of rest.

 דְּ ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת,נֹותנָן ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו ָע ִדיף
ְ :ו ָּמר ָס ַבר
ימנִין
ְ ִיכן ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות – ז
ָ מֹול
ִ
 וְ ָא ֵתי ְל ַאתֹויֵ ינְ ה ּו ַא ְר ַ ּבע,יה
ּ דְּ ָלאו ַאדַּ ְע ֵּת
.ַא ּמֹות ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים

And the other Sage, Rabbi Shimon, holds that the solution that
one gives the phylacteries to another is preferable, as if you say
that the finder carries them less than four cubits at a time, sometimes it is not in his thoughts and will unwittingly come to
carry the phylacteries four cubits in the public domain. That is
unlikely if there are numerous people together.

NOTES

Shabbat desecration will be noticeable – ושא ִמ ְּל ָתא
ָ ׁ ְַאו
דְּ ׁ ַש ָ ּבת: Some commentaries explained the problem as
follows: Although this does not constitute a prohibition,
the concern is that a person ignorant in halakha might
think they are desecrating Shabbat (Rabbeinu Yehonatan).
What is his son doing there – בנֹו ַמאי ָ ּב ֵעי ָה ָתם:ּ ְ In other
words, the case being discussed must certainly be some
sort of an emergency, as one does not generally carry a
child in this method. The Gemara therefore asks how the
child got there (Ritva).
Where his mother gave birth to him in a field – ְ ּב ׁ ֶשּיָ ַל ְד ּתֹו
א ּמֹו ַ ּב ּ ָ ׂש ֶדה:ִ The explanation in the Jerusalem Talmud is that
this refers to a baby whose life would be threatened were
it to remain outside the town. Nevertheless, the Sages
insisted that the situation should be addressed without
performing labor prohibited on Shabbat if possible.
The commentaries on the Babylonian Talmud and the
halakhic authorities disagree with this interpretation. They
maintain that if the baby’s life is threatened or if it requires
first aid, Shabbat prohibitions may certainly be violated.
Rather, it is referring to a case where bringing the baby to
town would permit better care for the child, although the
baby would not be in danger if left where it is (see Ritva).
Water…has no substance – ם…אין ָ ּב ֶהם ַמ ָּמ ׁש
ֵ
ִמי:ַ The initial
assumption is surprising: How can water in dough be
comparable to water in its pure unadulterated form? The
Ritva suggests that even water in dough is discernible. That
is because dough can only be prepared with water, which
facilitates its preparation, and an ingredient that facilitates
preparation of that food cannot be nullified.

נַשה
ֶ ּ ׁ  ְ ּבנֹו ַמאי ָ ּב ֵעי ָה ָתם? דְּ ֵבי ְמ. ״וְ ֵכן ְ ּבנֹו״It was stated in the mishna: And the same is true with regard to
N
. ְ ּב ׁ ֶשּיָ ַל ְד ּתֹו ִא ּמֹו ַ ּב ּ ָ ׂש ֶדה: ָּתנָ אone’s son. The Gemara is surprised: What is his son doing there
in the field necessitating his retrieval in this way? The school of
Menashe taught: It is referring to a case where his mother gave
birth to him in a field,N and he must be brought to town.
ּ  ּו ַמאי ֲא ִפAnd what may be inferred from the mishna’s ruling that the baby
יל ּו ֵהן ֵמ ָאה – דְּ ַאף ַעל ַ ּגב
ּ  ֲא ִפ,יה יָ ָדא
יל ּו ָה ִכי – ָהא
ּ  דְּ ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ֵלis passed from one person to the next, even if it requires a hun. ֲע ִד ָיפאdred people? This teaches that although it is difficult for the
child to be passed from hand to hand, even so, this method of
transporting him is preferable to his being carried by one person
less than four cubits at a time.
.נֹותן ָא ָדם ָח ִבית״
ֵ אֹומר
ֵ
 ַ״ר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהIt was stated in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: A person
 ַה ְ ּב ֵה ָמה:יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ָהא דִּ ְתנַן
ּ  וְ ֵלית ֵלgives a barrel to another, and the other may pass it to another,
.? וְ ַה ֵּכ ִלים ְּכ ַרגְ ֵלי ַה ְ ּב ָע ִליםand in that way they may take it even beyond the Shabbat limit.
The Gemara asks: And is Rabbi Yehuda not of the opinion of
that which we learned in a mishna: The distance that an animal
and vessels may be taken is like the distance that the feet of the
owners may go with regard to Shabbat limits?
 ָה ָכא:ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֵלוִ י ָס ָבא
.ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַן – ִ ּב ְמ ָע ָרן ֵמ ָח ִבית ְל ָח ִבית
 ַמיִ ם ֵאין: דְּ ָא ַמר,יה
ּ וְ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ְל ַט ְע ֵמ
.ָ ּב ֶהם ַמ ָּמ ׁש

Reish Lakish said in the name of Levi the Elder: With what are
we dealing here? We are dealing with a case where one pours the
water from one barrel to another barrel so that only the water,
rather than the barrel itself, is taken beyond the limit. And Rabbi
Yehuda follows his usual reasoning, as he said: Water has no
substance, i.e., it is not significant enough for its transfer beyond
the Shabbat limit to be prohibited.

 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ֵאין,ֹוטר ַ ּב ַּמיִ ם
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ּפ: דִּ ְתנַןAs we learned in a mishna that discusses a dispute on this issue:
. ָ ּב ֶהן ַמ ָּמ ׁשIf one person adds flour for dough while another adds the water,
the Rabbis say that the dough may only be taken as far as both
owners are permitted to go, whereas Rabbi Yehuda exempts
water from any limit due to the fact that it has no substance.N
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The barrel is nullified relative to the water – ָ ּב ְט ָלה
ח ִבית ְלגַ ֵ ּבי ַמיִ ם:ָ Since all authorities agree that with
regard to carrying on Shabbat the barrel is nullified
relative to the water, why do they disagree here? The
Ra’avad answers that although that is certainly the
case as far as the Torah prohibition is concerned, car
rying the barrel is prohibited by rabbinic decree.
Threshold – יסקו ּ ָּפה
ְ א:ִ Some commentaries explain
that this term refers to a kind of couch placed at the
entrance to a house (Agur by Rabbi Shmuel Jama).
HALAKHA

A sacred book on a threshold – יסקו ּ ָּפה
ְ ס ֶפר ַעל ָה ִא:ֵ
If one is sitting on a threshold with a book in scroll
form in his hand, and one end of the scroll rolls out of
his hand into the public domain, he may roll it back
toward himself (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 352:1).

 ו ַּמאי ״ל ֹא ְּת ַה ֵּלךְ זֹו״ – ל ֹא יְ ַה ֵּלךְ ַמה ׁ ֶש ָ ּבזֹוAnd what, then, is the meaning of the Rabbis’ statement in the mishna: This may not go farther than the feet of the owners may go, which
.יֹותר ֵמ ַרגְ ֵלי ַה ְ ּב ָע ִלים
ֵ
apparently refers to the barrel? It means: That which is in this barrel
may not go farther than the feet of the owners may go.
יכא
ָ יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ֵה
ַ ֵא
ּ ימר דְּ ׁ ָש ְמ ַע ְּת ֵל
 ֵה ָיכא דְּ ִא ְיתנְ ה ּו ְ ּב ֵעינַיְ יה ּו,יסה
ָּ יען ָ ּב ִע
ָ דִּ ְב ִל
יה? ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא ַ ּב ְּק ֵד ָירה ָא ַמר
ּ ִמי ׁ ָש ְמ ַע ְּת ֵל
? ְ ּב ֵעינַיְ יה ּו ָ ּב ְט ִלי,ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ָלא ָ ּב ְט ִלי
 ַמיִ ם ּו ֶמ ַלח:אֹומר
ֵ
 ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
, וְ ֵאין ְ ּב ֵט ִלין ַ ּב ְּק ֵד ָירה,יסה
ָּ ְ ּב ֵט ִלין ָ ּב ִע
.רֹוט ָ ּב ּה
ְ ִמ ּ ְפנֵי

The Gemara rejects this explanation. Say that you heard Rabbi
Yehuda express his opinion that water has no substance in a case
where it is absorbed in dough; but in a case where it is in its pure,
unadulterated state did you hear him say so? Now, if with regard to
water in a pot of cooked food Rabbi Yehuda said that it is not nullified, would it be nullified when it is in its pure, unadulterated state?
That is clearly not the case, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi
Yehuda says: Water and salt are nullified in dough, as they are absorbed into it and are not independently discernible. However, they
are not nullified in a pot of cooked food, because the water and salt
are discernible in its gravy.

 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ָח ִבית ׁ ֶש ָ ּקנְ ָתה: ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRather, Rava rejected this explanation and said: Here, we are deal,יתה ָע ְס ִקינַן
ָ  ו ַּמיִ ם ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָקנ ּו ׁ ְש ִב,יתה
ָ  ׁ ְש ִבing with a barrel that belonged to a particular individual who ac. דְּ ָב ְט ָלה ָח ִבית ְלגַ ֵ ּבי ַמיִ םquired residence at the start of Shabbat in a specific location, and
water that did not remain in one place, i.e., spring or river water,
and that does not belong to any individual who acquired residence.
In that case, the barrel is nullified relative to the water,N since the
barrel is designated to hold the water.
 ַה ּמֹוצִ יא ַה ַחי ַ ּב ִּמ ָּטה – ּ ָפטוּר ַאף: ְּכ ִד ְתנַןAs we learned in a mishna: One who carries out a living person on
. ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ַה ִּמ ָּטה ְט ֵפ ָילה לֹו, ַעל ַה ִּמ ָּטהa bed from one domain to another on Shabbat is exempt even for
carrying out the bed, due to the fact that the bed is secondary to the
person. He is exempt for carrying out the living person because a
living being carries itself, i.e., the person being carried lightens the
load and thereby assists those bearing him.
– אֹוכ ִלין ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ַּכ ׁ ּ ִשיעוּר ַ ּב ְּכ ִלי
ָ  ַה ּמֹוצִ יאSimilarly, one who carries out an amount of food, less than the
. ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ַה ְּכ ִלי ָט ֵפל לֹו, ּ ָפטוּר ַאף ַעל ַה ְּכ ִליmeasure that determines liability for carrying out food on Shabbat,
in a vessel is exempt, even for carrying out the vessel, due to the fact
that the vessel is secondary to the food inside it. By the same reasoning, the barrel should be nullified relative to the water it contains.

BACKGROUND

The book rolled from his hand – נִ ְת ַ ּג ְל ֵ ּגל ַה ֵּס ֶפר ִמּיָ דֹו:

 ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַשּיָ ָירא:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,יֹוסף
ֵ ְמ ִתיב ַרב
. וַ ֲח ֵבירֹו ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו,נֹותן ָא ָדם ָח ִבית ַל ֲח ֵבירֹו
ֵ
 ֶא ָּלא. ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַשּיָ ָירא – ָלא,ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַשּיָ ָירא – ִאין
– נִיתין
ִ  ִּכי ְּתנַ ן נַ ִמי ְ ּב ַמ ְת:יֹוסף
ֵ ָא ַמר ַרב
.ְ ּב ׁ ַשּיָ ָירא ְּתנַן

Rav Yosef raised an objection from the following baraita. Rabbi
Yehuda says: If members of a caravan camped in a field wish to drink,
one person gives a barrel to another, and the other passes it to another. By inference: In a caravan, yes, it is permitted to do so due to
exigent circumstances; however, in a case that is not a caravan, no, it
is prohibited. Rather, Rav Yosef said: When we learned the case in
the mishna as well, we learned it with regard to a caravan. The Sages
were lenient in the case of a caravan due to the lack of water.

ּ  ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַשּיָ ָירא – ֲא ִפ:ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָא ַמר
יל ּו ָח ִבית
.יתה
ָ יתה ּו ַמיִ ם ׁ ֶש ָ ּקנ ּו ׁ ְש ִב
ָ ׁ ֶש ָ ּקנְ ָתה ׁ ְש ִב
יתה
ָ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַשּיָ ָירא – ָח ִבית ׁ ֶש ָ ּקנְ ָתה ׁ ְש ִב
.יתה
ָ ו ַּמיִ ם ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָקנ ּו ׁ ְש ִב

Abaye said that this explanation is unnecessary: In a caravan, even
if the barrel acquired residence and the water acquired residence,
it is permitted to move them. If one is not in a caravan, if the barrel
acquired residence and the water did not acquire residence, it is
prohibited to move them.

 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ָח ִבית דְּ ֶה ְפ ֵקר:ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמר
 ו ַּמאן ָא ְמר ּו. ו ַּמיִ ם דְּ ֶה ְפ ֵקר ָע ְס ִקינַן,ָע ְס ִקינַן
 ֶח ְפצֵ י: דְּ ָא ַמר,יֹוחנָן ֶ ּבן נו ִּרי ִהיא
ָ לֹו – ַר ִ ּבי
ּ
 ו ַּמאי ל ֹא ְּת ַה ֵלךְ זֹו.יתה
ָ ֶה ְפ ֵקר קֹונִין ׁ ְש ִב
יֹותר ֵמ ַרגְ ֵלי ַה ְ ּב ָע ִלים – ל ֹא יְ ַה ֵּלכ ּו ֵא ּל ּו
ֵ
.יֹותר ִמ ֵּכ ִלים ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ָל ֶהם ְ ּב ָע ִלים
ֵ

Rav Ashi said: Here, we are dealing with an ownerless barrel and
ownerless water, neither of which acquired residence as they do not
belong to anyone. And who is the tanna about whom it says in the
mishna that they said to Rabbi Yehuda that it may not go farther than
the feet of its owners may go? It is Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri, who,
consistent with his approach, said that ownerless objects acquire
residence where they were located when Shabbat began, and it is
prohibited to move them beyond their limit. And what is the meaning
of the statement: This may not go farther than the feet of its owners
may go, as it has no owner? It means that the barrel and water may
not go farther than vessels that have owners, i.e., they may not be
moved beyond their limit.

,יסקו ּ ָּפה
ְ קֹורא ַ ּב ֵּס ֶפר ַעל ָה ִא
ֵ מתני׳ ָהיָ ה
. גּ ְֹוללֹו ֶאצְ לֹו,וְ נִ ְת ַ ּג ְל ֵ ּגל ַה ֵּס ֶפר ִמּיָ דֹו
Person sitting on a threshold with one end of a scroll in his hand,
while the other end has rolled away from him
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One who was reading a sacred book in scroll
form on Shabbat on an elevated, wide
threshold,NH and the book rolled from his handB into the public
domain, he may roll it back to himself, since one of its ends remains
in his hand.

,ֹאש ַה ַ ּגג וְ נִ ְת ַ ּג ְל ֵ ּגל ַה ֵּס ֶפר ִמּיָ דֹו
ׁ קֹורא ְ ּבר
ֵ ָהיָ ה
ַעד ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ִה ִ ּג ַיע ַל ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים – גּ ְֹוללֹו
הֹופכֹו
ְ –  ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ִה ִ ּג ַיע ַל ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים,ֶאצְ לֹו
.ַעל ַה ְּכ ָתב

If he was reading on top the roof, which is a full-fledged private
domain, and the book rolled from his hand, as long as the edge of
the book did not reach within ten handbreadths above the public
domain, the book is still in its own domain, and he may roll it back to
himself. However, once the book has reached within ten handbreadths above the public domain, it is prohibited to roll the book
back to oneself. In that case, he may only turn it over onto the side
with writing, so that the writing of the book will be facedown and not
exposed and degraded.

ּ  ֲא ִפ:אֹומר
יל ּו ֵאין ְמסו ָּּלק ִמן
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
 ַר ִ ּבי.ָה ָא ֶרץ ֶא ָּלא ִּכ ְמל ֹא ַמ ַחט – ּג ְֹוללֹו ֶאצְ לֹו
 ֲא ִפילּ ּו ָ ּב ָא ֶרץ ַעצְ מֹו – גּ ְֹוללֹו:אֹומר
ֵ ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
עֹומד
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְלךָ דָּ ָבר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ׁ ְשבוּת,ֶאצְ לֹו
.ִ ּב ְפנֵי ִּכ ְת ֵבי ַה ּק ֶֹוד ׁש

Rabbi Yehuda says: Even if the scroll is removed only a needle
breadth from the ground, he rolls it back to himself. Rabbi Shimon
says: Even if the scroll is on the ground itself, he rolls it back to
himself, as you have nothing that was instituted as a rabbinic decree
to enhance the character of Shabbat as a day of rest that stands as an
impediment before the rescue of sacred writings.

gemara

The Gemara questions the first clause of the
ימא
ָ יכי דָּ ֵמי? ִא ֵיל
ִ יסקו ּ ָּפה ֵה
ְ גמ׳ ַהאי ִא
mishna: What are the circumstances of this
, וְ ַק ָּמ ּה ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים,ּיָחיד
ִ ִא ְיסקו ּ ָּפה ְר ׁשוּת ַה
threshold? If you say it is referring to a threshold that is a private
, וְ ל ֹא ָ ּגזְ ִרינַן דִּ ְיל ָמא נָ ֵפיל וְ ָא ֵתי ְל ַא ּתֹויֵ יdomain, and there is a public domain before it, and the mishna
teaches that we do not issue a decree lest the entire scroll fall from
one’s hand and he come to bring it from a public to a private domain,
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 ָּכל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשהוּא: דְּ ָא ַמר,ַמ ּנִי ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ִהיא
.עֹומד ִ ּב ְפנֵי ִּכ ְת ֵבי ַה ּק ֶֹוד ׁש
ֵ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ׁ ְשבוּת ֵאינֹו
 ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵאין:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,ימא ֵס ָיפא
ָ ֵא
ְמסו ָּּלק ִמן ָה ָא ֶרץ ֶא ָּלא ְמל ֹא ַהחוּט – גּ ְֹוללֹו
ּ  ֲא ִפ:אֹומר
יל ּו ָ ּב ָא ֶרץ
ֵ
 ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון.ֶאצְ לֹו
.ַעצְ ָמ ּה – גּ ְֹוללֹו ֶאצְ לֹו

who is the tanna of the mishna? It is Rabbi Shimon, who said: Anything that is prohibited on Shabbat and its prohibition is not by Torah
law, but rather is due to a rabbinic decree issued to enhance the
character of Shabbat as a day of rest stands as an impediment before
the rescue of sacred writings. But if it is the opinion of Rabbi Shimon,
say the latter clause of the mishna as follows: Rabbi Yehuda says:
Even if the scroll is removed only a needle breadth from the ground,
he rolls it back to himself; and Rabbi Shimon says: Even if the scroll
is on the ground itself, he rolls it back to himself.

יע ָתא ַר ִ ּבי
ֲ ִ ְמצ,יפא ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
ָ ישא וְ ֵס
ָ ׁ  ֵרIs it possible that the tanna cited in the first clause of the mishna is
ישא וְ ֵס ָיפא
ָ ׁ  ֵר, ִאין: יְ הו ָּדה? ֲא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדהRabbi Shimon, as claimed above, while it is explicitly stated that the
N
.יע ָתא ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ֲ ִ ְמצ, ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹוןlast clause represents the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, and yet its
middle clause reflects the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? Rav Yehuda
said: Yes, that is the correct, albeit unconventional, explanation. The
first and last clauses are in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Shimon, while the middle clause of the mishna reflects the opinion
of Rabbi Yehuda.

NOTES

Is it possible that the tanna cited in the first
clause is Rabbi Shimon, while it is explicitly stated that the last clause represents the opinion of
Rabbi Shimon – ישא וְ ֵס ָיפא ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
ָ ׁ ר:ֵ Although
this question appears often in the Talmud, it bears
a different meaning in this context. The question is
usually raised in a case where two statements are
quoted without attribution. Here, Rabbi Shimon
is explicitly cited as the author of the last clause
of the mishna. The Ritva explains that the diffi
culty here stems from the fact that Rabbi Shimon’s
name is omitted from the first clause.
Sacred writings and other scrolls – ִּכ ְת ֵבי ַה ּק ֶֹד ׁש
ו ׁ ְּש ָאר ְס ָפ ִרים: Tosafot ask: If the concern is that one
might carry, why is there a difference between
sacred writings and other scrolls? Apparently, the
Sages were lenient only with regard to sacred writ
ings, as they distinguished between carrying four
cubits and less than four cubits (Ritva).

יסק ּו ּ ָפה ַה ִּנ ְד ֶר ֶסת
ְ  ָה ָכא ְ ּב ִא: ַר ָ ּבה ֲא ַמרRabba said that the mishna may be understood differently. Here, we
 ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם ִ ּבזְ יֹון ִּכ ְת ֵבי ַה ּק ֶֹד ׁש ׁ ָשר ּו, ָע ְס ִקינַ ןare dealing with a threshold that is trodden upon by the public, and
writings the Sages
. ַר ָ ּבנַןdue to the potential degradation of the sacred
permitted one to violate the rabbinic decree.N It would be disgraceful
if people were to trample over sacred writings.
ֹוך ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות גּ ְֹוללֹו
ְ  ּת:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ֵ ית
ִ ֵא
ּ יב
.הֹופכֹו ַעל ַה ְּכ ָתב
ְ –  ח ּוץ ְל ַא ְר ַ ּבע,ֶאצְ לֹו
 ַמה,יסקו ּ ָּפה נִ ְד ֶר ֶסת ָע ְס ִקינַן
ְ וְ ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ְ ּב ִא
ֹוך ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות ַמה ִּלי חוּץ ְל ַא ְר ַ ּבע
ְ ִּלי ּת
?ַא ּמֹות

Abaye raised an objection to his explanation: It was taught that if the
scroll rolled within four cubits, he rolls it back to himself; if it rolled
beyond four cubits, he turns it over onto its writing. And if you say
we are dealing with a threshold that is trodden on by the public,
what difference is there to me whether it remained within four cubits
and what difference is there to me if it rolled beyond four cubits?
Since the prohibition is a rabbinic decree, not a Torah prohibition,
why isn’t one permitted to move the scroll in both cases to prevent
the degradation of the sacred writings?

יסקו ּ ָּפה ַּכ ְר ְמ ִלית
ְ  ָה ָכא ְ ּב ִא: ֶא ָּלא ֲא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ יRather, Abaye said: Here, we are dealing with a threshold that is a
.נֶיה
ָ עֹוב ֶרת ְל ָפ
ֶ  ו ְּר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים, ָע ְס ִקינַןkarmelit, as the threshold is four handbreadths wide but is less than
ten handbreadths high. Furthermore, on one side of the karmelit there
is a private domain, and a public domain passes before it.
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