,ֹ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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HALAKHA

He carried it…above his head – ה ֱע ִבירֹו דֶּ ֶרךְ ָע ָליו:ֶ One
who carries an object four cubits in the public domain
by carrying it above his head is liable, in accordance
with Rava’s opinion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 12:14).
An extended threshold – יסקו ּ ָּפה ֲארו ָּּכה
ְ א:
ִ With re
gard to one who is reading a scroll while sitting on a
threshold and one end of it rolls out of his hand, if the
other end remains in his hand he may roll it back to
himself even if it rolled beyond four cubits. This ruling
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabba, as Abaye’s
answer with regard to a long threshold is rejected due
to the fact that the Sages do not distinguish between
different cases in the application of their decrees. The
second resolution is based on the opinion of Ben Azzai,
which is not accepted as halakha (Vilna Gaon). How
ever, this ruling applies only to sacred writings, not
to other scrolls (Rema, based on the Rashba). Other
later commentaries rule leniently in all cases involving
scrolls (Nehar Shalom; Vilna Gaon; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 352:1).
One does not throw sacred writings – ֵאין ְמזָ ְר ִקין ִּכ ְת ֵבי
ה ּק ֶֹד ׁש:ַ It is prohibited to throw the sacred writings that
are in the Bible, and that prohibition applies to other
sacred books as well (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 282:5).
Turn the sheet facedown – יעה
ָ ל ֲהפ ְֹך יְ ִר:ַ A scribe is
not permitted to turn the parchment of a Torah scroll
facedown onto its writing. Instead, he spreads a cloth
over it. It is also prohibited to turn over other sacred
writings (Baĥ; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 277).

NOTES

An extended threshold – יסקו ּ ָּפה ֲארו ָּּכה
ְ א:
ִ Rabbi
Zeraĥya HaLevi rules that the halakha is not in accor
dance with this resolution because elsewhere the ac
cepted halakha is that there is no distinction between
the cases, and that the decree applies even if there is
no concern that one might violate a prohibition. Other
commentaries explain that since this is an unlikely cir
cumstance, the Sages were lenient in deference to the
sacred writings (Ge’on Ya’akov).
BACKGROUND

Reading on top of the roof – ֹאש ַה ַ ּגג
ׁ קֹורא ְ ּבר:
ֵ In this
illustration, a scroll has rolled down from a rooftop
toward the public domain along a vertical rather than
inclined wall.

יתי
ִ ְ דְּ ִאי נָ ֵפיל ו ַּמי, ּתֹוךְ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹותThe reason for the different rulings is as follows: If the scroll rolled
יה ָלא ָא ֵתי ִל ֵידי ִחּיוּב ַח ָּטאת – ׁ ָשר ּו
ּ  ֵלwithin four cubits, even if the entire scroll falls out of the one’s hand
.יה ַר ָ ּבנַן
ּ  ֵלand he brings it back, he cannot incur liability to bring a sin-offering,
as the prohibition against carrying from a public domain to a karmelit
is a rabbinic decree. Consequently, the Sages permitted him to roll it
back to himself, as there is no danger of transgressing a Torah prohibition.
יה
ִ ְ דְּ ִאי ַמי, חוּץ ְל ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹותHowever, if it rolled beyond four cubits, so that if he brings it back he
ּ יתי ֵל
 ָא ֵתי ִל ֵידי ִחּיוּב ַח ָּטאת – ָלא ׁ ָשר ּוincurs liability to bring a sin-offering, as carrying an object four cubits
.יה ַר ָ ּבנַן
ּ  ֵלin the public domain is prohibited by Torah law, the Sages did not
permit him to roll it back. In this case, if he forgot and carried the scroll
instead of rolling it, he would be violating a severe prohibition.
 נִ גְ זַ ר, ּתֹוךְ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות נַ ִמי,ִאי ָה ִכי
דִּ ְיל ָמא ְמ ַעּיֵ יל ֵמ ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים ִל ְר ׁשוּת
 ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ַמ ְפ ֶס ֶקת:ימא
ָ  וְ ִכי ֵּת.ַהּיָ ִחיד
:ַּכ ְר ְמ ִלית ֵלית ָלן ָ ּב ּה – וְ ָה ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
ַה ַּמ ֲע ִביר ֵח ֶפץ ִמ ְּת ִח ַּלת ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְלסֹוף
. וְ ֶה ֱע ִבירֹו דֶּ ֶרךְ ָע ָליו – ַחּיָ יב,ַא ְר ַ ּבע

The Gemara asks: If so, let us likewise issue a decree in the case where
the scroll remained within four cubits, lest he bring the scroll in from
the public domain to the private domain, i.e., to his house. And lest
you say: Since a karmelit separates the public and private domains we
have no problem with it, as nothing is directly carried from one domain
to the other, didn’t Rava say: One who carries an object from the
beginning of four cubits to the end of four cubits in the public domain,
and he carried it by way of the airspace above his head,H he is liable,
even though the object remained more than ten handbreadths off the
ground and passed from the beginning to the end of four cubits by way
of an exempt zone? Here, too, one should be liable for carrying the scroll
from the public domain to a private domain by way of a karmelit.

יסקו ּ ָּפה
ְ  ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַ ן – ְ ּב ִאThe Gemara answers: With what are we dealing here? We are dealing
HN
. ֲארו ָּּכה ַאדְּ ָה ִכי וְ ָה ִכי ִמ ְיד ַּכרwith an extended threshold. Consequently, in the meantime, while
he is carrying the scroll along the length of the threshold, he will remember not to bring it into the private domain.
עֹולם ְ ּב ִא ְסקו ּ ָּפה
ָ  ְל:ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ וְ ִא
 ו ְּס ָתם ִּכ ְת ֵבי ַה ּק ֶֹד ׁש,ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה ֲארו ָּּכה
 וְ ֵליחו ּׁש.ִּעּיוּנֵי ְמ ַעּיֵ ין ְ ּבה ּו ו ַּמ ַּנח ְלהו
,דִּ ְיל ָמא ְמ ַעּיֵ ין ְ ּבה ּו ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
.וְ ָעיֵ יל ְלה ּו ְ ּב ֶה ְדיָ א ִל ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחיד

And if you wish, say instead: Actually, it is referring to a threshold that
is not extended; however, ordinarily one peruses sacred writings and
then puts them in their place. Consequently, there is no concern that
he might pass directly from the public to the private domain, as he will
pause on the threshold to read the scroll. The Gemara asks: According
to this explanation too, let us be concerned lest he pause to peruse the
scroll in the public domain, and subsequently carry it directly into
the private domain without pausing in the karmelit.

ְ ְמ ַה ֵּלך: דְּ ָא ַמר,ָהא ַמ ּנִי ֶ ּבן ַעּזַ אי ִהיא
, וְ ִד ְיל ָמא זָ ֵריק ְלה ּו ִמזְ ָרק.עֹומד דָּ ֵמי
ֵ ְּכ
מֹודה ֶ ּבן ַעּזַ אי
ֶ :יֹוחנָ ן
ָ דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
?זֹורק
ֵ ְ ּב

The Gemara answers: In accordance with whose opinion is this mishna?
It is the opinion of Ben Azzai, who said that walking is considered
like standing. Consequently, one who passes through the karmelit is
considered to have paused and stood there. Therefore, the object was
not transferred directly from the public domain to the private domain,
as he paused in the karmelit. The Gemara asks: But what of the concern
lest he throw the scrolls inside, rather than carry them by hand, as
Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Ben Azzai concedes that one who throws an
object from the public domain to a private domain by way of an exempt
domain is liable?

 זֹאת: ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ָחא ַ ּבר ַא ֲה ָבהThe Gemara answers that Rav Aĥa bar Ahava said: That is to say that
one does not throw sacred writings,H as this is demeaning to them.
. ֵאין ְמזָ ְר ִקין ִּכ ְת ֵבי ַה ּק ֶֹוד ׁש:אֹומ ֶרת
ֶ
Consequently, there is no concern that one might throw the scrolls
rather than carry them by hand.
 ו ִּמי.ֹאש ַה ַ ּגג וכו׳״
ׁ קֹורא ְ ּבר
ֵ ״היָ ה
ָ
ֹות ֵבי ְס ָפ ִרים ְּת ִפ ִּילין
ְ  ּכ:ׁ ָש ֵרי? וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
יעה
ָ ו ְּמזוּזֹות ל ֹא ִה ִּתיר ּו ָל ֶהן ַל ֲהפֹךְ יְ ִר
יה ֶאת
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ּפ ֵֹורס ָע ֶל,נֶיה
ָ ַעל ּ ָפ
.ַה ֶ ּבגֶ ד

Scroll that has rolled down from a rooftop
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It was stated in the mishna: If one was reading on top of the roof,B
which is a full-fledged private domain, and the scroll rolled from his
hand, as long as the edge of the scroll did not reach ten handbreadths
above the public domain, he may roll it back to himself. However, once
the scroll reached within ten handbreadths above the public domain, it
is prohibited to roll it back. In that case, he should turn it over, so that
the writing of the scroll will be facedown and not be exposed and degraded. The Gemara asks: And is it permitted to do so? Wasn’t it taught
in a baraita that with regard to writers of scrolls, phylacteries, and
mezuzot who interrupt their work, the Sages did not permit them to
turn the sheet of parchment facedownH lest it become soiled? Rather,
one spreads a cloth over it in a respectful manner.

 וְ ִאי ל ֹא. ָה ָכא ל ֹא ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר, ָה ָתם ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשרThe Gemara answers: There, with regard to scribes, it is possible to
N
.יכא ִ ּבזְ יֹון ִּכ ְת ֵבי ַה ּק ֶֹוד ׁש ְט ֵפי
ָּ  ִא, ְ ַא ּ ֵפיךcover the parchment respectfully; here, it is not possible to do so.
And if he does not turn the scroll over, it will be more degrading
to the sacred writings. Consequently, although this is not an ideal
solution, it is preferable to turn it over rather than leave the scroll
exposed.

NOTES

Here it is not possible – ה ָכא ל ֹא ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר:ָ Rashi explains
that it is not possible because there is no large cloth
available with which to cover it. The Ritva explains that
covering the scroll is not an option, as one may not
place a cloth on the scroll if the scroll itself was uninten
tionally rolled to a location where it may not be placed.

The mishna states: Once the scroll has reached within ten hand[א ַמר
ֲ . וְ ָהא ל ֹא נָ ח.״הֹופכֹו ַעל ַה ְּכ ָתב״
ְ
כֹותל ְמ ׁשו ּ ָּפע
ֶ ] ְ ּב: ָר ָבאbreadths above the public domain, it is prohibited to roll it back to
oneself, and one turns it over onto the writing. The Gemara asks:
But why is this prohibited? Since the scroll did not come to rest in
the public domain, rolling it back to oneself should not be prohibited. Rava said: This teaching is referring to an inclined wall. Although the scroll did not reach the ground, it came to rest within
the confines of the public domain.
ימ ָּתא
ְ אֹוק
ִ
] ְ ּב ַמאי:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ֲ
ּ [א ַמר ֵל
:ימא ֵס ָיפא
ָ  ֵא,כֹותל ְמ ׁשו ּ ָּפע
ֶ נִיתין – ְ ּב
ִ ְל ַמ ְת
 ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵאינֹו ְמסו ָּּלק ִמן:אֹומר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
.ָה ָא ֶרץ ֶא ָּלא ְמל ֹא ַהחוּט – גּ ְֹוללֹו ֶאצְ לֹו
.יה
ּ וְ ָהא נָ ח ֵל

Abaye said to him: In what manner did you establish that the
mishna is referring to the case of an inclined wall? 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. But didn’t the scroll come to rest in the public
domain? It shouldn’t matter whether or not the scroll is in contact
with the ground.

 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים:יח ְּס ָרא וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָתנֵי
ַ  ַח ּסו ֵּרי ִמThe Gemara answers: The mishna is incomplete and is teaching
 ֲא ָבל,כֹותל ְמ ׁשו ּ ָּפע
ֶ  ֲאמו ִּרים – ְ ּבthe following: In what case is this statement said? It is said in the
case of an inclined wall. However,
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–  ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ִמ ׁ ּ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה,כֹותל ׁ ֶש ֵאינֹו ְמ ׁשו ּ ָּפע
ֶ  ְ ּבwith regard to a wall that is not inclined, the following distinction
הֹופכֹו ַעל
ְ –  ְל ַמ ָּטה ִמ ׁ ּ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה, גּ ְֹוללֹו ֶאצְ לֹוapplies: If the end of the scroll is three handbreadths above the
. ַה ְּכ ָתבground, he may roll it back to himself; but if it is below three
handbreadths from the ground, it is considered as though the scroll
is on the ground, and he must therefore turn it facedown onto the
writing.
אֹומר ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵאינֹו ְמסו ָּּלק ִמן
ֵ  ַ״ר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהIt was stated in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: Even if the
.ּ דְּ ָב ֵעינַן ַה ָּנ ָחה ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַמ ׁ ּ ֶשהו. ָה ָא ֶרץ וכו׳״scroll is removed only a needle breadth from the ground, one rolls
it back to himself. The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yehuda maintains
that in order for an object to be deemed at rest, we require that it
rest atop something. Consequently, a scroll that is not actually
touching the ground is not considered resting and may be rolled
back.
ֹוך ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
ְ  ּת: וְ ֶא ָּלא ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ָבאThe Gemara asks: But consider that which Rava said with regard
H
ימא ְּכ ַת ָּנ ֵאי ֲא ָמ ָר ּה
ָ  ֵל, ְל ַר ָ ּבנָן צָ ִריךְ ַה ָּנ ָחהto an object located within three handbreadths of the ground.
?יה
ּ  ִל ׁ ְש ַמ ֲע ֵתRava said that according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree
with Rabbi Akiva and claim that something in the air is not considered to be at rest, nevertheless, for one to incur liability it is necessary for the object to rest on a surface. Let us say that he stated his
halakha in accordance with only one of the tanna’im,N but not in
accordance with all of them. This is an unacceptable conclusion.
 וְ ַח ּס ֵֹורי,ֶא ָּלא ּכו ָּּל ּה ַר ִ ּבי יְ ה ּו ָדה ִהיא
 ַ ּב ֶּמ ה דְּ ָב ִרים: וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָתנֵ י,יח ְּס ָרא
ַ ִמ
כֹותל
ֶ  ֲא ָבל ְ ּב,כֹותל ְמ ׁשו ּ ָּפע
ֶ ֲאמו ִּרים – ְ ּב
ּ ׁ ֶש ֵאינֹו ְמ ׁשו ּ ָּפע – ֲא ִפ
יל ּו ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ׁ ּ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
:אֹומר
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה.ְט ָפ ִחים ּג ְֹוללֹו ֶאצְ לֹו
ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵאינֹו ְמסו ָּּלק ִמן ָה ָא ֶרץ ֶא ָּלא ְמל ֹא
.ַהחוּט – גּ ְֹוללֹו ֶאצְ לֹו



Rather, the Gemara rejects the previous explanation in favor of the
following one: The mishna is all in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda,
and it is incomplete and is teaching the following: In what case is
this statement that once the end of the scroll is within ten handbreadths of the ground it may not be rolled back said? It was said in
the case of an inclined wall.H But with regard to a wall that is not
inclined, even if the end of the scroll is less than three handbreadths from the ground, one may roll it back to himself, as
Rabbi Yehuda says: Even if the scroll is removed only a needle
breadth from the ground, he rolls it back to himself.

HALAKHA

Placement within three handbreadths – ֹוך
ְ ַה ָּנ ָחה ּת
של ׁ ָֹשה:
ְ ׁ For an object to be considered at rest with re
gard to the halakhot of Shabbat, it must rest atop a
surface. This requirement applies even if it is hanging
within three handbreadths of the ground, in accor
dance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:16).
An inclined wall – כ ֶֹותל ְמ ׁשו ּ ָּפע:ּ If one end of a scroll
rolls off a roof and rests on the incline of a wall ten
handbreadths above the ground, it is permitted to
roll it back. If it is less than ten handbreadths off the
ground, one must turn it facedown (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 352:2).
NOTES

Let us say he stated his halakha in accordance with
one of the tanna’im – יה
ָ ל:ֵ This
ּ ימא ְּכ ַת ָּנ ֵאי ֲא ָמ ָר ּה ִל ׁ ְש ַמ ֲע ֵת
expression bears an unusual meaning in this context. In
this case, it is clear that this matter is indeed a tannaitic
dispute. However, according to the first presentation of
the issue, Rava’s opinion is a minority opinion contrary
to the majority opinion. After the Gemara implements
several corrections, Rava’s statement is taken to mean
that there is no dispute in the mishna, as the Rabbis
did not disagree with Rabbi Yehuda with regard to this
principle (Ritva).
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NOTES

Fragile utensils – כ ִלים ַה ּנ ׁ ְִש ָ ּב ִרים:ֵּ Another reason that it is
permitted to place fragile utensils on a ledge is that a per
son is very careful that they should not fall. Consequently,
there is no concern that one might carry them out into the
public domain (Rabbeinu Yehonatan).
Two ledges – שנֵי זִ יזִ ים:ְׁ The Gemara does not explain why
the ruling with regard to two ledges is more stringent than
the ruling with regard to one ledge. The Rambam and other
commentaries explain that in this case one domain renders
the other prohibited. If the lower and upper ledges are each
four by four handbreadths in size, each owner of a ledge
retains his own domain, provided that the two ledges are
not too close to each other (see Ge’on Ya’akov). However, if
the lower ledge is four by four handbreadths , while the
upper one is smaller, the entire domain of the wall up to
the sky belongs to the owner of the lower ledge, and the
upper ledge may not be used (Rashba). The Rambam rules
differently, but it is unclear whether he does so due to a
different reading of the text, or because he does not dis
tinguish between these cases.
BACKGROUND

A ledge in front of a window – זִ יז ׁ ֶש ִּל ְפנֵי ַה ַחלּ ֹון: The ge’onim
define the difference between a ledge and a balcony as
follows: A balcony is an outwardly protruding section of a
house, with walls, while a ledge is a protrusion from a house,
beneath which there are partitions.

 ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא – דְּ ָב ֵעינַ ן ַה ָּנ ָחה ַעלWhat is the reason for this ruling? The reasoning is that for an object
.ּ ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַמ ׁ ּ ֶשהוto be considered at rest, we require that it rest atop some surface.
Consequently, if the scroll is not actually touching the ground, it is not
considered at rest, even if it is less than three handbreadths from the
ground.
נֹותנִין
ְ – מתני׳ זִ יז ׁ ֶש ִּל ְפנֵי ַח ּלֹון
.נֹוט ִלין ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ְ ְָע ָליו ו
?יכא
ָ גמ׳ ַהאי זִ יז דְּ ַמ ּ ֵפיק ְל ֵה
– ימא דְּ ַמ ּ ֵפיק ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
ָ ִא ֵיל
! וְ ָא ֵתי ְל ִאיתוּיֵ י,ֵליחו ּׁש דִּ ְיל ָמא נָ ֵפיל
– ֶא ָּלא דְּ ַמ ּ ֵפיק ִל ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחיד
!יטא
ָ ּ ְפ ׁ ִש

LANGUAGE

With regard to a ledge in front of a window,
that is ten handbreadths high and four handbreadths wide, one may place objects upon it or remove them from
it on Shabbat via the window.

gemara

The Gemara clarifies: This ledge, to where
does it protrude? If you say that the ledge
protrudes into a public domain, one should be prohibited to place
an object on it, as we should be concerned lest the object fall and he
will forget and come to bring it in from the public domain to a private
domain. Rather, it must be that the ledge protrudes into a private
domain; but if so, it is obvious that it is permitted to place objects on
it and to remove them.

עֹולם דְּ ַמ ּ ֵפיק ִל ְר ׁשוּת
ָ  ְל: ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ יAbaye said: Actually, the mishna is dealing with a case where it pro– נֹותנִין ָע ָליו דְּ ָק ָתנֵי
ְ  ו ַּמאי, ָה ַר ִ ּביםtrudes into a public domain, and what is the meaning of that which
One may place objects upon it? This refers to fragile
. ֵּכ ִלים ַה ּנ ׁ ְִש ָ ּב ִריםit teaches:
utensils,N which would break instantly if they fell. Consequently, there
is no concern that one might then bring them in from the public domain to the private domain.
 זִ יז ׁ ֶש ִּל ְפנֵי ַה ַח ּלֹון:ַּתנְ יָ א נַ ִמי ָה ִכי
נֹותנִין
ְ – ַהּיֹוצֵ א ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
יתֹונִּיֹות
ּ ָע ָליו ְק ָערֹות וְ כֹוסֹות ִק
.לֹוחּיות
ִ ְוּצ

The Gemara comments: That was also taught in a baraita: With regard
to a ledge in front of a windowBH that protrudes into a public domain,
one may place on it bowls, cups, small cups [kitoniyot],L and saucers.
All of these utensils are made of fragile glass or earthenware, which
supports Abaye’s opinion.

ֹותל ַעד ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ֶ ו ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש ְ ּב ָכל ַה ּכ
 וְ ִאם ׁיֵש זִ יז ֶא ָחד ְל ַמ ָּטה.ַה ַּת ְח ּתֹונִים
 ו ָּב ֶע ְליֹון ֵאין,ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש ּבֹו
.ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש ּבֹו ֶא ָּלא ְּכנֶ גֶ ד ַחלּ ֹונֹו

The baraita continues: And one may use this ledge along the entire
length of the wall, if the ledge spans its length, whether in close proximity to the window or removed from it, until the lower ten handbreadths of the wall, but not if the ledge is lower than that. And if
there is one other ledge below it but still ten handbreadths above
the ground, one may use the lower ledge along the entire length of
the wall; but with regard to the upper ledge, one may use it only
opposite his window.NH

יה
ִ ַהאי זִ יז ֵה
ּ יכי דָּ ֵמי ִאי דְּ ֵלית ֵ ּב
 וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו,ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ְמקֹום ּ ְפטוּר הוּא
 וְ ִאי.ְּכנֶ גֶ ד ַחלּ ֹונֹו נַ ִמי ל ֹא יִ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש
ֹותל
ֶ יה ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – ְ ּבכו ֵּּלי ַה ּכ
ּ ִאית ֵ ּב
!יש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש
ְ ׁ ִל

The Gemara asks: This upper ledge, what are its circumstances? If it
is not four handbreadths deep, although it is an exempt domain with
regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, which means it does not pose a
problem in itself, one should nonetheless not be permitted to use it
even opposite his window, as anything placed on this narrow ledge
is likely to fall. Consequently, it is as though he has thrown the object
directly to the ground. And if it is four handbreadths deep, let him
use the ledge along the entire length of the ledge along the wall.

יה
ּ  ַּת ְח ּתֹון – דְּ ִאית ֵ ּב:ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
,יה ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ּ  וְ ֶע ְליֹון – ֵלית ֵ ּב,ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
 ְּכנֶ גֶ ד.ימתֹו ְל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ָ וְ ַח ּלֹון ַמ ׁ ְש ִל
,חֹורי ַחלּ ֹון הוּא
ֵ ְּ ד,ַחלּ ֹון – ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש
.יסא – ָאסוּר
ָ יסא ו ְּד ַהאי ִ ּג
ָ דְּ ַהאי ִ ּג

Abaye said: We are dealing with a case where the lower ledge is four
handbreadths deep and the upper ledge is not four handbreadths
deep, but the windowsill on the inside completes it to form a surface
four handbreadths deep. Accordingly, one may use the part of the
upper ledge opposite the window, as it is considered an extension of
the window, but the parts to this side or to that side of the window
are prohibited, as they are less than four handbreadths deep.

Window with a ledge in front of it

Small cups [kitoniyot] – ק ּיתֹונִּיֹות:ִ From the Greek κώθων,
kothon, meaning earthenware drinking vessel.

mishna

HALAKHA

A ledge in front of a window – זִ יז ׁ ֶש ִּל ְפנֵי ַח ּלֹון: One may place
fragile utensils on a window ledge four by four handbreadths
in size (Rashi). According to the Rambam, one may do so even
if the ledge is less than four by four handbreadths, provided
that it protrudes from a wall ten handbreadths above the public
domain, as stated in the mishna, in accordance with Abaye’s
explanation (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 353:2).
Two ledges – שנֵי זִ יזִ ים:ְׁ With regard to two window ledges
owned by different people on the same wall, if the upper ledge
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is four by four handbreadths, the lower ledge serves to render
the use of the upper ledge prohibited to its owner, even if it is
smaller than four by four handbreadths (Magen Avraham, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 353:2, based on the Maggid Mishne on Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:4). However, if both ledges are
smaller than four by four handbreadths in size, both may be
used. If the lower ledge is four by four handbreadths and the
upper one is less than four by four handbreadths, one may use
only the section of the upper one that is opposite his window,
as stated by Abaye (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 353:2).

עֹומד ָא ָדם ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחיד
ֵ מתני׳
 ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת,ו ְּמ ַט ְל ֵטל ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
,ָה ַר ִ ּבים ּו ְמ ַט ְל ֵטל ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחיד
ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יֹוצִ יא ח ּוץ ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע
.ַא ּמֹות
ל ֹא יַ ֲעמֹוד ָא ָדם ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחיד
 ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת,וְ יַ ׁ ְש ִּתין ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
 וְ ֵכן,ָה ַר ִ ּבים וְ יַ ׁ ְש ִּתין ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחיד
.ל ֹא יָ רֹוק

mishna

A person may stand in a private domain
and move objects that are in a public
domain, as there is no concern that he might mistakenly bring
them into the private domain. Similarly, one may stand in a
public domain and move objects in a private domain, provided that he does not carry them beyond four cubits in the
public domain, which is prohibited on Shabbat.H
However, a person may not stand in a private domain and
urinate into a public domain, nor may one stand in a public
domain and urinate into a private domain. And likewise, one
may not spit in such a manner that the spittle passes from a
private domain to a public domain or vice versa.H

 ַאף ִמ ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַל ׁש:אֹומר
ֵ
 ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהRabbi Yehuda says: Even once a person’s spittle is gathered in
H
, רו ּּקֹו ְ ּב ִפיו ל ֹא יְ ַה ֵּל ְך ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹותhis mouth, he may not walk four cubits in the public domain
until
he
spits
it out, for he would be carrying the accumulated
.ַעד ׁ ֶשּיָ רֹוק
spittle in his mouth, which is akin to carrying any other object.
יה ַרב ִח ָּיננָ א ַ ּבר ׁ ְש ָל ִמּיָא
ּ גמ׳ ַמ ְתנֵי ֵל
 ל ֹא יַ ֲעמֹוד:יה דְּ ַרב
ּ ְל ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ַרב ַק ֵּמ
ּיָחיד ו ְּמ ַט ְל ֵטל ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת
ִ ָא ָדם ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ַה
 ׁ ְש ַב ְק ְּת ַר ָ ּבנַ ן:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ָה ַר ִ ּבים
!וַ ֲע ַב ְד ְּת ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר

gemara

Rav Ĥinnana bar Shelamiya would
teach this mishna to Ĥiyya bar Rav
before Rav as follows: A person may not stand in a private
domain and move objects that are in a public domain. Rav said
to him: Have you abandoned the majority opinion of the RabbisN and followed the solitary dissenting opinion of Rabbi Meir,
who is stringent in this regard?

HALAKHA

Moving objects in a different domain – ט ְלטוּל ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ַא ֶח ֶרת:ִ One
may stand in one domain and move objects that are in another
domain, provided that he does not carry them four cubits in the
public domain. However, one may not move any objects he needs,
as he might inadvertently draw them to him. According to the
Rambam, one is permitted to stand in one domain and move
even utensils he needs, with the exception of utensils used for
drinking, in another domain (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 350:1).
Spitting into a different domain – יְ ִר ָיקה ִל ְר ׁשוּת ַא ֵח ֶרת: It is prohib
ited to stand in a public domain and spit or urinate into a private
domain or vice versa. The same halakha applies to a karmelit
(Rosh; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 350:2).
Once a person’s spittle is gathered in his mouth – ִמ ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְת ַל ׁש רו ּּקֹו
ב ִפיו:ּ ְ Once a person has gathered spittle in his mouth, he may not
walk four cubits in the public domain or move from one domain
to another until after removing the spittle, as the Rabbis did not
disagree with Rabbi Yehuda in this regard (Tur). The later commen
taries rule likewise (Eliya Rabba; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 350:3).
NOTES

Have you abandoned the Rabbis – ש ַב ְק ְּת ַר ָ ּבנַן:
ְ ׁ The Ritva explains
that Rav Ĥinnana bar Shelamiya sought to be more stringent than
the basic halakha of the mishna. Rav replied that this stringency
itself is a matter of dispute between tanna’im, and the halakha is
not in accordance with the stringent ruling.

Perek X
Daf 99 Amud a
– יפא ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ָ  ִמדְּ ֵס: הוּא ָס ַברThe Gemara explains: Rav Ĥinnana maintains that from the
 ֵס ָיפא: וְ ל ֹא ִהיא,ישא נַ ִמי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ָ ׁ  ֵרfact that the latter clause of the mishna, was taught in accor.ישא ַר ָ ּבנַן
ָ ׁ  וְ ֵר, ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאירdance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, it can be inferred that
the first clause was likewise taught in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Meir. But in fact that is not so: The latter
clause is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, while
the first clause is in accordance with that of the Rabbis.
 ָהא.״ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יֹוצִ יא ח ּו ץ״
ימא ְמ ַסּיַ יע
ָ  ֵל.הֹוצִ יא – ַחּיָ יב ַח ָּטאת
 ַה ַּמ ֲע ִביר: דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא,יה ְל ָר ָבא
ּ ֵל
ַּ ֵח ֶפץ ִמ ְּת ִח
,ילת ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְלסֹוף ַא ְר ַ ּבע
.וְ ֶה ֱע ִבירֹו דֶּ ֶרךְ ָע ָליו – ַחּיָ יב

We learned in the mishna: One may move objects in a public
domain when he is standing in a private domain, provided that
he does not carry them beyond four cubits in the public domain. The Gemara infers: This teaching indicates that if he
carried them beyond four cubits, he is liable to bring a sinoffering. The Gemara asks: Let us say that this ruling supports
the opinion of Rava, as Rava said: With regard to one who
carries an object in a public domain from the beginning of
four cubits to the end of those four cubits, even if he carried it
above his head, i.e., he lifted the object above his head so that
it passed through an exempt place, he is nonetheless liable for
carrying four cubits in a public domain. Here, too, although he
is standing in an elevated private domain and carries the object
at that elevated height, he is still liable.

,״אם הֹוצִ יא ַחּיָ יב ַח ָּטאת״
ִ  ִמי ָק ָתנֵיThe Gemara rejects this contention: Is the mishna teaching that
 ִאם הֹוצִ יא – ּ ָפטוּר ֲא ָבל, דִּ ְיל ָמאif he carried the object beyond four cubits he is liable to bring
. ָאסוּרa sin-offering? Perhaps the mishna means: If he carried the
object beyond four cubits, he is exempt from bringing a sinoffering, but it is nevertheless prohibited by rabbinic decree to
do so.
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