Perek XXII
Daf 146 Amud a
NOTES

The snake came upon Eve – ש ָ ּבא נָ ָח ׁש ַעל ַח ָּוה:
ֶ ׁ See Rashi
for the source of this homiletic interpretation. The majority
of commentaries understood this phrase, the plain sense of
which would refer to sexual intercourse, as a metaphor. As a
consequence of Eve’s accepting the snake’s advice, humanity became morally corrupt, unable to become completely
purified until the Torah was given to the Jewish people, or
until the period of the Patriarchs, depending on the two
views cited in the Gemara.
A person may break a barrel – ש ֵֹובר ָא ָדם ֶאת ֶה ָח ִבית:ׁ There is
a dispute with regard to the rationale for this leniency. Rashi
explained that it is based on the fact that breaking a barrel is
a destructive act that does not constitute a violation of Torah
law. The Ran and other commentaries add that destructive
acts are only permitted ab initio in cases of this kind, where
one performs the act to fulfill a Shabbat need.
To eat dried figs from it – ימ ָּנה ְ ּגרֹוגְ רֹות
ֶ ל ֱאכֹול ֵה:ֶ The Hebrew
term usually used for dried figs that were pressed together
is deveilim. By using the term gerogerot, the mishna teaches
that even if the figs were only somewhat attached due to
their having been packed tightly together, it is permitted to
bring a utensil to cut them apart and to open the barrel, even
according to Rabbi Neĥemya (Adderet Eliyahu).

.ׁ ֶש ָ ּבא נָ ָח ׁש ַעל ַח ָּוה ִה ִּטיל ָ ּב ּה זו ֲּה ָמא
יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ׁ ֶש ָע ְמד ּו ַעל ַהר ִסינַי – ּ ָפ ְס ָקה
–  גּ ֹויִ ם ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָע ְמד ּו ַעל ַהר ִסינַי,זו ֲּה ָמ ָתן
יה ַרב ַא ָחא
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ל ֹא ּ ָפ ְס ָקה זו ֲּה ָמ ָתן
 ֵ ּג ִרים ַמאי? ֲא ַמר:יה דְּ ָר ָבא ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ ְ ּב ֵר
 ַמּזָ ַליְ יה ּו,ּ ַאף ַעל ַ ּגב דְּ ִאינְ ה ּו ָלא ָהוו:יה
ּ ֵל
“את ֲא ׁ ֶשר יֶ ׁ ְשנֹו ּפֹה ִע ָּמנ ּו
ֶ  דִּ ְכ ִתיב,ָּהוו
עֹומד ַהּיֹום ִל ְפנֵי ה׳ ֱאל ֵֹהינ ּו וְ ֶאת ֲא ׁ ֶשר
ֵ
.ֵאינֶ נּ ּו ּפֹה וגו׳״

the snake came upon Eve,N i.e., when it seduced her to eat from
the Tree of Knowledge, it infected her with moral contamination,
and this contamination remained in all human beings. When the
Jewish people stood at Mount Sinai, their contamination
ceased, whereas gentiles did not stand at Mount Sinai, and their
contamination never ceased. Rav Aĥa, the son of Rava, said to
Rav Ashi: What about converts? How do you explain the cessation of their moral contamination? Rav Ashi said to him: Even
though they themselves were not at Mount Sinai, their guardian
angels were present, as it is written: “It is not with you alone that
I make this covenant and this oath, but with he that stands here
with us today before the Lord our God, and with he that is not
here with us today” (Deuteronomy 29:13–14), and this includes
converts.

 דְּ ָא ַמר,ו ְּפ ִליגָ א דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא ַ ּבר ָּכ ֲהנָ א
 ַעד ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה דּ ֹורֹות:ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא ַ ּבר ָּכ ֲהנָ א
בֹותינוּ; ַא ְב ָר ָהם
ֵ ל ֹא ּ ָפ ְס ָקה זו ֲּה ָמא ֵמ ֲא
הֹוליד ֶאת
ִ  יִ צְ ָחק,הֹוליד ֶאת יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵעאל
ִ
הֹוליד ׁ ְשנֵים ָע ָ ׂשר ׁ ְש ָב ִטים
ִ  יַ ֲעקֹב,ֵע ָ ׂשו
.ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָהיָ ה ָ ּב ֶהן ׁשוּם דּ ִֹופי

The Gemara points out that this opinion disagrees with Rabbi
Abba bar Kahana, as Rabbi Abba bar Kahana said: Until three
generations passed, the moral contamination did not cease
from our forefathers: Abraham fathered Ishmael, who was of
lowly moral stature; Isaac fathered Esau; finally, Jacob fathered
twelve tribes in whom there was no flaw. Rabbi Abba bar Kahana
holds that the moral contamination ceased in the Patriarchs long
before the Revelation at Sinai.

מתני׳ ׁש ֵֹובר ָא ָדם ֶאת ֶה ָח ִבית ֶל ֱאכֹול
 ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוין,ימ ָּנה ְ ּגרֹוגְ רֹות
ֶ ֵה
נֹוק ִבין ְמגו ָּפה ׁ ֶשל
ְ  וְ ֵאין.ַל ֲע ׂשֹות ְּכ ִלי
 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים,ָח ִבית – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
 וְ ִאם ָהיְ ָתה, וְ ל ֹא יִ ְּק ֶב ָּנ ּה ִמ ִ ּצדָּ ּה.ַמ ִּת ִירין
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי,יה ׁ ַש ֲעוָ ה
ָ נְ קו ָּבה – ל ֹא יִ ֵּתן ָע ֶל
 ַמ ֲע ֶ ׂשה: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה.ׁ ֶשהוּא ְמ ָמ ֵר ַח
,יֹוחנָ ן ֶ ּבן זַ ַּכאי ַ ּב ֲע ָרב
ָ ָ ּבא ִל ְפנֵי ַר ָ ּבן
.חֹוש ׁ ַשנִי לֹו ֵמ ַח ָּטאת
ְ ׁ :וְ ָא ַמר
BACKGROUND

Barrel and plug – ח ִבית ו ְּמגו ָּפה:ָ During the week, people
would either remove the plug from a barrel or make a hole
in it to pour out wine. Afterward they would seal it with wax
to preserve the flavor of the wine.

mishna

A person may break a barrelNH on Shabbat
in order to eat dried figs from it,N provided he does not intend to make a vessel. And one may not
perforate the plug of a barrelHB to extract wine from it; rather, one
must remove the plug entirely to avoid creating a new opening for
the barrel. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And the Rabbis permit puncturing the plug, but they too restrict this leniency
and say that one may not perforate the plug of the barrel on its
side. And if it was already perforated, one may not apply wax to
itH to seal the hole, because in doing so he spreads the wax evenly on the barrel and thereby violates the prohibited labor of
smoothing. Rabbi Yehuda said: An incident of that kind came
before Rabban Yoĥanan ben Zakkai in the city of Arav, and he
said: I am concerned for him, because he may be liable to bring
a sin-offering as a result of this.

gemara

Rabbi Oshaya said: They only taught
 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו:אֹוש ֲעיָ א
ַׁ
גמ׳ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
that it is permitted to break open a barrel
.פֹורדֹות – ל ֹא
ָ  ֲא ָבל ְמ,ֶא ָּלא דְּ רוּסֹות
when the figs were pressed together. This is because in that case
?פֹורדֹות ל ֹא
ָ  ו ְּמit is permissible to use a utensil to separate the figs, that utensil
may also be utilized to break open the barrel. However, if the figs
were already separated, it is not permitted to handle a utensil for
the sole purpose of breaking the barrel. The Gemara asks: And is
it not permitted to break the barrel for separated figs?

HALAKHA

Breaking a barrel – ש ִב ַירת ָח ִבית:
ְ ׁ On Shabbat, it is prohibited
to break a barrel that was whole. However, if it was broken
previously and its pieces were reattached with pitch or the
like, it is permitted to break the barrel on Shabbat, provided
that one does not intend to create a utensil. The halakha is in
accordance with our mishna and the Gemara in tractate Beitza
(Tosafot; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:2; Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 314:1).
Earthenware barrel with a plug or cover on top
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Perforating the plug of a barrel – נְ ִק ַיבת ְמגו ָּפה: It is permitted
to perforate the top of a barrel plug, because it is not similar to

creating an opening in the barrel. The halakha is in accordance
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 23:2; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 314:6)
If it was already perforated, one may not apply wax
to it – יה ׁ ַש ֲעוָ ה
ָ היְ ָתה נְ קו ָּבה ל ֹא יִ ֵּתן ָע ֶל:ָ On Shabbat, one may
not spread wax over a hole on a barrel to seal it, because
this is a violation of the labor of smoothing (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:11; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 314:11).

:אֹומר
ֵ יאל
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל,ית ִיבי
ִ ֵמ
ֵמ ִביא ָא ָדם ֶאת ֶה ָח ִבית ׁ ֶשל יַ יִ ן ו ַּמ ִּתיז
אֹור ִחים
ְ ִיח ּה ִל ְפנֵי ָה
ָ  ו ַּמ ּנ,ֹאש ּה ַ ּב ַּסיִ יף
ָׁ ר
,חֹוש ׁש! ַה ִהיא ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
ֵׁ
ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת וְ ֵאינֹו
.נִיתין– ַר ִ ּבי נְ ֶח ְמיָ ה ִהיא
ִ ַמ ְת

The Gemara raises an objection based on a baraita: Rabban Shimon ben
Gamliel says: A person may bring a barrel of wine and cut off the top
of the barrel with a swordH and place it before the guests on Shabbat
without concern that it is prohibited to move the sword or that doing so
constitutes the creation of a new vessel, which is prohibited. Apparently,
it is permitted to move a sword in order to open a barrel on Shabbat even
if it is not needed to cut the contents of the barrel. The Gemara answers
for Rabbi Oshaya: That baraita, which cites the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, whereas our mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Neĥemya, who
said that it is prohibited to move any utensil on Shabbat for any purpose
other than that for which the utensil is designated.

אֹוק ֵמי
ְ אֹוש ֲעיָ א ְל
ַ ׁ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ֲ ּו ַּמאי ד
ּ ֹוח ֵק
לֹוק ָמ ּה
ְ ,נִיתין ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי נְ ֶח ְמיָה ו ִּב ְדרוּסֹות
ִ ַמ ְת
נִיתין
ִ  ַמ ְת:פֹורדֹות וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן! ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
ָ ִ ּב ְמ
ּ ְ  ַמאי ִא ְיריָ א דְּ ָתנֵי,יה
“גרֹוגְ רֹות״
ֵ ְק ׁ ִש
ּ ית
– “פירֹות״! ֶא ָּלא ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה
ֵ ּ יתנֵי
ְ ִל
.ִ ּב ְדרוּסֹות

The Gemara asks: And what forced Rabbi Oshaya to establish the mishna in accordance with the minority opinion of Rabbi Neĥemya and to
say that it is referring only to the case of a pressed dried figs? Let him
establish that the mishna is referring even to separated figs and is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. Rava said: The mishna posed
a difficulty for him; why did the tanna teach particularly about dried
figs? Let him teach a more general halakha with regard to fruit. Rather,
learn from here that the mishna is referring specifically to pressed dried
figs, and it is because one requires a utensil to separate them that he may
use it to open the barrel as well.

חֹותלֹות ׁ ֶשל ְ ּגרֹוגְ רֹות וְ ׁ ֶשל
ָ :ַּתנְיָא ֲח ָדא
 וְ ַתנְיָא. ְחֹותך
ֵ ְְּת ָמ ִרים – ַמ ִּתיר ו ַּמ ְפ ִק ַיע ו
 ֲא ָבל ל ֹא ַמ ְפ ִק ַיע וְ ל ֹא, ַמ ִּתיר:ִא ָיד ְך
– חֹות ְך! ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָהא – ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ָהא
ֵ
:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי נְ ֶח ְמיָ ה, דְּ ַתנְיָא.ַר ִ ּבי נְ ֶח ְמיָ ה
ּ  וַ ֲא ִפ,יל ּו ַט ִּלית
ּ  וַ ֲא ִפ,יל ּו ַּת ְרוָ וד
ּ ֲא ִפ
יל ּו
.ישן
ָ ׁ צֹורךְ ַּת ׁ ְש ִמ
ֶ נִיט ִלין ֶא ָּלא ְל
ָּ ַס ִּכין ֵאין

It was taught in one baraita: If one has sealed, wicker baskets of dried
figs or of dates,H one may untie the basket’s knot on Shabbat, and unbraid the basket and cut it open. And it was taught in another baraita:
One may untie the knot, but one may not unbraid or cut the basket.
There is a contradiction between these two baraitot. The Gemara resolves
this contradiction: This is not difficult. This baraita, which permits all of
these actions, is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. That baraita, which prohibits unbraiding and cutting, is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Neĥemya. As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi
Neĥemya says: Even a large spoon and even a cloak and even a knife
may only be taken on Shabbat for their designated use, and it is therefore
prohibited to take a knife to cut open baskets of fruit.

 ַמה ּו ְל ִמ ְיב ַרז:ֵיה ֵמ ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
ּ ָ ּבע ּו ִמ ּינ
ית ָחא
ְ יתא ְ ּבבו ְּר ִטיָ א ְ ּב ׁ ַש ְ ּב ָתא? ְל ִפ
ָ ָח ִב
 ְל ַעיִ ן יָ ָפה: אֹו דִּ ְיל ָמא,יכ ֵּוין – וַ ֲא ִסיר
ַּ ָק ִמ
ית ָחא ָקא
ְ  ְל ִפ:יה
ַּ ָק ִמ
ּ  וְ ׁ ָש ֵרי! ֲא ַמר ֵל,יכ ֵּוין
.ִמ ַּכ ֵּוין – וַ ֲא ִסיר

The students raised a dilemma before Rav Sheshet: What is the halakha
with regard to whether or not it is permitted to perforate a barrel with a
spear [burtiya]NL on Shabbat? Is the assumption that one intends to
make an opening in the barrel and it is therefore prohibited, or perhaps
is the assumption that one merely intends to display generosity and it
is permitted? Rav Sheshet said to them: He intends to make an opening
in the barrel and it is prohibited.

:אֹומר
ֵ יאל
ֵ  ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל,ית ִיבי
ִ ֵמ
ֹאש ּה
ָ ׁ ֵמ ִביא ָא ָדם ָח ִבית ׁ ֶשל יַ יִ ן ו ַּמ ִּתיז ר
.יכ ֵּוין
ַּ ַ ּב ַּסיִ יף! ָה ָתם וַ דַּ אי ְל ַעיִ ן יָ ָפה ָק ִמ
– יכ ֵּוין
ָ ָה ָכא ִאם ִא
ַּ יתא דִּ ְל ַעיִ ן יָ ָפה ָק ִמ
.ֹוחי ִמ ְיפ ַּתח
ֵ ְל ַפ ּת

The Gemara raises an objection based on that which was taught in the
baraita that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: One may bring a barrel
of wine on Shabbat and cut off its top with a sword. This contradicts Rav
Sheshet’s opinion that opening a barrel with a spear is prohibited? He
answered them: There, in the case of the sword, since one essentially
destroys the barrel by cutting off its top, he certainly intends to display
generosity by breaking the barrel open in his guests’ honor. However,
here, in the case of spearing a hole in the barrel, if it were true that he
intends to display generosity, let him open the top of the barrel by removing its plug. By perforating the barrel, he indicates that he specifically wants there to be a small hole.

: ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָא.נֹוק ִבין ְמגו ָּפה וכו׳״
ְ “אין
ֵ
 ֲא ָבל ִמן ַה ַ ּצד – דִּ ְב ֵרי,לֹוקת ְל ַמ ְע ָלה
ֶ ַמ ֲח
 וְ ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ ָק ָתנֵי “ל ֹא יִ ְּק ֶב ָּנ ּה.ַה ּכֹל ָאסוּר
לֹוקת ִמן
ֶ  ַמ ֲח: וְ ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א ָא ַמר.ִמ ִ ּצדָּ ּה״
. ֲא ָבל ַעל ַ ּג ָ ּב ּה – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל מו ָּּתר,ַה ַ ּצד
וְ ָהא דְּ ָק ָתנֵי “ל ֹא יִ ְּק ֶב ָּנ ּה ִמ ִ ּצדָּ ּה״ ָה ָתם
.ְ ּבגו ָּפ ּה דְּ ָח ִבית

We learned in the mishna: And one may not perforate the plug of a barrel; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, and the Rabbis permit it. Rav
Huna said: This dispute is only with regard to a case where one seeks to
make a perforation on top of the plug; however, if he seeks to perforate
it from the side, everyone agrees that it is prohibited, because people
sometimes puncture a barrel beneath the plug in this way. And that is
what the mishna is teaching: One may not perforate it on its side.
Whereas Rav Ĥisda said: This dispute is with regard to a case where one
seeks to perforate it from the side; however, if one seeks to perforate it
on top, everyone agrees that it is permitted, and with regard to that
which the mishna is teaching: One may not perforate it on its side,
there it is referring to perforating the barrel itself, not the plug.



HALAKHA

A person may bring a barrel of wine and cut off
the top with a sword – ֵמ ִביא ָא ָדם ֶאת ֶה ָח ִבית ׁ ֶשל
ֹאש ּה ַ ּב ַּסיִ יף
ָ ׁ יַ יִ ן ו ַּמ ִּתיז ר: One is permitted to remove
the top of a barrel with a sword, because one is
not creating an opening and one’s intention is
merely to display his generosity. However, making
a hole in any other way is prohibited, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Sheshet (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:2; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 314:6).
Wicker baskets of dried figs or of dates – חֹותלֹות
ָ
של ְ ּגרֹוגְ רֹות וְ ׁ ֶשל ְּת ָמ ִרים:
ֶ ׁ If one has tightly woven
baskets containing dried fruits, it is permitted to
untie or cut the rope that keeps them closed, or
even to cut the baskets themselves on Shabbat, in
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis in the
baraita (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 314:8).
NOTES

With a spear – בבו ְּר ִטיָ א:
ּ ְ Some commentaries
explain that the term burtiya refers to a special
type of drill used to make holes in the plugs of
barrels. According to this explanation, it is easy to
understand why Rav Sheshet would prohibit using
this tool, because one would create a real opening
in the same manner as he would during the week
(see Rabbeinu Ĥananel and Me’iri).
LANGUAGE

Spear [burtiya] – בו ְּר ִטיָ א:
ּ Either from the Greek
βέλος, belos, meaning missile and ῥυτήρ, rutèr,
meaning one who draws a missile, or from the
Latin verutum, meaning spear.
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HALAKHA

Any opening that is not made to insert and to remove is not an opening – ָּכל ּ ֶפ ַתח ׁ ֶש ֵאינֹו ָע ׂשוּי ְל ַה ְכנִיס
ו ְּלהֹוצִ יא – ֵאינֹו ּ ֶפ ַתח: According to Torah law, only a hole
that is used both to insert something into an area and
to remove something from it is considered an opening.
However, the Sages prohibited fashioning openings
that serve only one of these purposes, as stated by
Rabba. Included in this decree is the prohibition against
creating a new hole in a barrel or adding to a preexisting hole on Shabbat. However, one may reopen an old
hole that was sealed (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 23:1, 10:16).

,נֹוק ִבין נֶ ֶקב ָח ָד ׁש ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ְ  ֵאין:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
 ֵאין:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  וְ יֵ ׁש.מֹוסיף
ִ – הֹוסיף
ִ וְ ִאם ָ ּבא ְל
. וְ ׁ ָשוִ ין ׁ ֶשנּ ְֹוק ִבין נֶ ֶקב יָ ׁ ָשן ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּילה.מֹוס ִיפין
ִ
–  ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ִמ ֶ ּנ ֶקב ָח ָד ׁש דְּ ָלא,וְ ַת ָּנא ַק ָּמא
אֹוסֹופי נַ ִמי – ָקא ְמ ַת ֵ ּקן
ֵ
,דְּ ָקא ְמ ַת ֵ ּקן ּ ִפ ְית ָחא
!ית ָחא
ְ ּ ִפ

The Sages taught in a baraita: One may not create a new hole in
a vessel on Shabbat. And if one seeks to add to and widen an
already existing hole, one may add to it; and some say that one
may not even add to an already existing hole. And all opinions,
even those who generally prohibit creating new holes, agree that
one may perforate the seal over an old hole, even ab initio. And
with regard to the opinion of the first tanna, the Gemara asks:
What is different about perforating the seal over an old hole that
makes it permitted, whereas creating a new hole is not permitted?
Is it because in creating the new hole he is creating an opening?
If so, by adding to an already existing hole he is also creating an
opening.

 דְּ ַבר ּת ָֹורה – ָּכל ּ ֶפ ַתח ׁ ֶש ֵאינֹו:ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה
 וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן,ָע ׂשוּי ְל ַה ְכנִיס ו ְּלהֹוצִ יא – ֵאינֹו ּ ֶפ ַתח
 דְּ ָע ִביד,גֹולין
ִ ְהוּא דְּ גָ זוּר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם לוּל ׁ ֶשל ַּת ְרנ
 “וְ ִאם ָ ּבא.ְל ַעּיו ֵּלי ֲאוֵ ָירא ו ְּל ַא ּפ ֵֹוקי ַה ְב ָלא
אֹוסֹופי וַ דַּ אי ְ ּבלוּל ׁ ֶשל
ֵ
מֹוסיף״
ִ הֹוסיף
ִ ְל
,אֹוסֹופי
ֵ
גֹולים – ָלא ָא ֵתי ְל
ִ ְַּת ְרנ

Rabba said: Actually, even creating a new hole is not prohibited,
because by Torah law, any opening that is not made to both
insert and to remove is not considered an opening,H and a hole
that one perforates in a barrel is intended exclusively to remove
the contents of the barrel. And it was the Sages who issued a
decree that one may not perforate a vessel because it is similar to
perforating a chicken coop, which is designated for use in both
directions, e.g., to let in air and to let out heat, and it is therefore
prohibited by Torah law. And therefore we learned that if one
seeks to add to an existing hole one may add to it. There is no
reason to prohibit this due to concern that one may do so in a
chicken coop, because one will certainly not come to add to an
already existing hole in a chicken coop,

 ֵא ין:אֹומ ִר ים
ְ
 “וְ יֵ ׁש.יח ׁ ָש א
ֲ ִמ ׁ ּש ּו ם ִר
ּ ָ נֵיה ֵמ ִע
,יק ָרא
ְ ִיפים״ – ז
ִ מֹוס
ִ
ּ ימנִין דְּ ָלא ַּת ְּק
 דָּ ַר ׁש ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ִמ ׁ ּשוּם.יה
ּ וְ ָא ֵתי ְל ַא ְרוְ ֵחי ֵ ּב
.אֹומ ִרים
ְ  ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכיֵ ׁש:יֹוחנָן
ָ ַר ִ ּבי

because one does not want vermin to enter the coop. And when
we learned that some say that one may not add to a preexisting
hole, that ruling is also due to a decree lest one come to do so in
a chicken coop, as sometimes one does not properly create the
opening initially, and comes to expand it so that it will be fit for
use. In that case, widening the opening is considered its completion. Rav Naĥman taught in the name of Rabbi Yoĥanan: The
halakha is in accordance with the statement cited as: Some say.

 ָא ַמר ַרב.יָשן ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה״
ָ ׁ “וְ ׁ ָשוִ ין ׁ ֶשנּ ְֹוק ִבין נֶ ֶקב
 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ָמקֹום:יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 ֵה ִיכי דָּ ֵמי. ֲא ָבל ְל ַחּזֵ ק – ָאסוּר,ֶה ָעשׂ וּי ְל ׁ ַש ֵּמר
:יכי דָּ ֵמי ְל ַחּזֵ ק? ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
ִ  ֵה,ְל ׁ ַש ֵּמר
–  ְל ַמ ָּטה ִמן ַהּיַ יִ ן,ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ִמן ַהּיַ יִ ן – זֶ ה ּו ְל ׁ ַש ֵּמר
 ְל ַמ ָּטה ִמן ַהּיַ יִ ן נַ ִמי זֶ ה ּו: ָר ָבא ָא ַמר.זֶ ה ּו ְל ַחּזֵ ק
ְּ יכי דָּ ֵמי ְל ַחּזֵ ק – ְּכגֹון ׁ ֶש ּנ
ִיק ָב ּה
ִ  וְ ֵה.ְל ׁ ַש ֵּמר
.ְל ַמ ָּטה ִמן ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָמ ִרים

We learned in the baraita: And everyone agrees that one may
perforate an old holeH that was sealed ab initio. Rav Yehuda said
that Shmuel said: They only taught this in a place where the hole
is made to strain the wine from the sediment; however, if it was
made to reinforce the barrel, it is prohibited (ge’onim). The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances in which a hole is considered to have been made to strain and what are the circumstances in which a hole is meant to reinforce the barrel? Rav
Ĥisda said: If one perforates the barrel above the level of the wine,
that is a hole designated to strain the wine, and if one perforates
the barrel below the level of the wine, that is a hole designated to
reinforce the barrel. Rava said: A hole made below the level of
the wine is also designated to strain the wine, and what are the
circumstances in which a hole is meant to reinforce the barrel?
It is in a case where one perforated it below the sediment.

Perek XXII
Daf 146 Amud b
HALAKHA

Perforating an old hole – לנְ קוׂב נֶ ֶקב יָ ׁ ָשן:ִ With regard
to a barrel with a hole that was sealed, if the hole was
below the level of the sediment in the barrel, it is prohibited to open it on Shabbat. If the hole was above the
level of the sediment, it is permitted, even if it is a large
hole (Mishna Berura), in accordance with the baraita
as explained by Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 23:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 314:2).
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 ַּתנְיָ א דִּ ְמ ַסּיַ יע:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְל ָר ָבא
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
,“ביִ ת ָסתוּם – יֵ ׁש לֹו ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות
ּ ַ ; ְָלך
.ימיו – ֵאין לֹו ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות
ָ ּ ָפ ַרץ ֶאת ּ ַפ ִ ּצ
 ּ ָפ ַרץ,ַ ּביִ ת ָסתוּם ֵאינֹו ְמ ַט ֵּמא ָּכל ְס ִב ָיביו
.ימיו – ְמ ַט ֵּמא ָּכל ְס ִב ָיביו״
ָ ֶאת ּ ַפ ִ ּצ

Abaye said to Rava: A baraita was taught that supports your
opinionN that any opening retains its status unless it is absolutely
clear that it is no longer used for that purpose. When dividing a
courtyard between the owners of the houses in it, in addition to
an equal share of the courtyard, each receives the four cubits adjoining each entrance leading from his house to the courtyard. A
house with a sealed entrance still has the four cubits adjoining
that entrance,NH because the entrance can be reopened. It is only
if one broke its doorposts and sealed the entrance that the entrance has been completely negated and it does not have the four
cubits adjoining it. This applies similarly to the halakhot of ritual
impurity: A house in which there is a corpse transmits ritual impurity only through its doorways. A house with sealed entrances
does not render all of its surroundings ritually impure;NH the
ritual impurity only extends opposite the entrances. However, if
one broke its doorposts, it is no longer considered an entrance,
and it renders all of its surroundings ritually impure.

ְ ְמ ַח ֵּתך. ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ׁ ָש ֵרי, ַרב ָא ַסר,ּגו ְּב ָתא
ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה – דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י
דֹורי – דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא ָלא
ֵ  ַא ֲה.דְּ ָאסוּר
יכה וְ ָלא
ָ  ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – דַּ ֲח ִת.ּ ְפ ִליגִ י דְּ ׁ ָש ֵרי
 ַמאן דְּ ָא ַסר – ָ ּגזְ ִרינַ ן דִּ ְיל ָמא.ִמ ַּת ְּקנָ א
–  ו ַּמאן דְּ ׁ ָש ֵרי,יח ָּתךְ ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּלה
ְ ָא ֵתי ְל ִמ
.ָלא ָ ּגזְ ִרינַן

With regard to inserting a reed through a hole in a barrelH in order
to draw wine through it, Rav prohibited doing so on Shabbat, and
Shmuel permitted doing so. The Gemara elaborates: With regard
to cutting and inserting the reed ab initio, everyone agrees that
it is prohibited, because this is considered fashioning a utensil.
With regard to restoring a prepared reed to its place, everyone
agrees that it is permitted. When they disagree is in a case where
the reed has been cut but not yet inserted into the barrel. The
one who prohibits doing so, Rav, holds that we issue a decree
that prohibits inserting the reed due to the concern that perhaps
one will come to cut the reed ab initio for this purpose; and the
one who permits doing so, Shmuel, holds that we do not issue a
decree in that situation.

פֹופ ֶרת ְ ּביֹום טֹוב
ֶ חֹות ִכין ׁ ְש
ְ  ֵאין:ְּכ ַת ָּנ ֵאי
)(אין
ֵ –  נָ ְפ ָלה.לֹומר ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ַ ְוְ ֵאין צָ ִריך
לֹומר
ַ ְ וְ ֵאין צָ ִריך,אֹות ּה ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ָ ַמ ֲחזִ ִירין
.ֹאשּיָ ה ֵמ ֵיקל
ִ ׁ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי י,ְ ּביֹום טֹוב

The Gemara notes that Rav and Shmuel’s dispute is parallel to a
dispute between tanna’im: One may not cut a reed tube on a
Festival, and needless to say, it is prohibited on Shabbat. And if
it was already cut but fell, one may restore it to its place on Shabbat, and needless to say, it is permitted to do so on a Festival.
And Rabbi Yoshiya is lenient in this matter.

– ישא
ָ ׁ ימא ַא ֵר
ָ ֹאשּיָ ה ַא ַהּיָ יא? ִא ֵיל
ִ ׁ ַר ִ ּבי י
ָהא ָק ְמ ַת ֵ ּקן ָמנָ א! ֶא ָּלא ַא ֵּס ָיפא – ַּת ָּנא
 דַּ ֲח ִת ָיכה:יש ָרא ָק ׁ ָש ֵרי! ֶא ָּלא
ְ ׁ ַק ָּמא נַ ִמי ִמ
: ָמר ָס ַבר,ּיכא ֵ ּבינַיְ יהו
ָּ וְ ָלא ִמ ַּת ְּקנָ א ִא
 דְּ ַר ׁש ַרב. ָלא ָ ּגזְ ִרינַ ן: ו ָּמר ָס ַבר,ָ ּגזְ ִרינַ ן
יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ָ ׁ ׁ ֵש
ּ יה דְּ ַרב ִא ִידי ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
ּ ישא ְ ּב ֵר
.ֹאשּיָ ה
ִ ׁ  ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי י:יֹוחנָן
ָ

The Gemara asks with regard to the statement of Rabbi Yoshiya:
On which section of the baraita is he commenting? If you say that
he is referring to the first clause of the baraita, which discusses
cutting a tube, isn’t he creating a vessel, which is a prohibited
labor? How could Rabbi Yoshiya permit doing so? Rather, say
that he is referring to the latter clause of the baraita, which discusses restoring a fallen tube to its place; the first tanna also
permits doing so, leaving no room for further leniency by Rabbi
Yoshiya. Rather, it is with regard to a case in which it was cut but
not inserted into the barrel that there is a practical difference
between them: One Sage, the first tanna, held that we issue a
decree that prohibits doing so, and one Sage held that we do not
issue a decree. The Gemara concludes: Rav Sheisha, son of Rav
Idi, taught publicly in the name of Rabbi Yoĥanan: The halakha
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoshiya.

יש ָחא; ַרב
ְ ׁ  ִמ.“וְ ִאם ָהיְ ָתה נְ קו ָּבה וכו׳״
 ַמאן דְּ ָא ַסר – ָ ּגזְ ִרינַן. ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ׁ ָש ֵרי,ָא ַסר
. ו ַּמאן דְּ ׁ ָש ֵרי – ָלא ָ ּגזְ ִרינַן,ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ׁ ַש ֲעוָ ה
יה ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר ַ ּבר ָחנָ ה ְל ַרב
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
יה דְּ ַרב
ֵ
ּ  ְ ּב ֵפירו ּׁש ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ָלן ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ:יֹוסף
.יש ָחא ׁ ָש ֵרי״
ְ ׁ “מ
ִ

And we also learned in the mishna: And if the barrel was already
perforated, one may not seal the hole with wax. There is a dispute
among the amora’im whether or not it is permitted to seal that
hole with oil: Rav prohibited doing so, and Shmuel permitted
doing so. The Gemara explains: The one who prohibits doing so,
Rav, holds that we issue a decree prohibiting oil due to concern
lest one come to seal the hole with wax. And the one who permits doing so, Shmuel, holds that we do not issue a decree prohibiting oil due to concern lest one come to use wax to seal the
hole. Rav Shmuel bar bar Ĥana said to Rav Yosef: How is Rav
cited as prohibiting the sealing of the hole in a barrel with oil on
Shabbat? You told us explicitly in Rav’s name: Oil is permitted
for use in sealing a hole.



NOTES

A baraita was taught that supports your opinion – ַּתנְיָא
דִּ ְמ ַסּיַ יע ָל ְך: Rabbi Akiva Eiger in Derush VeĤiddush explains
that the proof that Abaye cites from the baraita should not
be understood as support for the opinion of Rava in his dispute with Rav Ĥisda. Rather, it is proof that when an opening
has been sealed in the most effective manner possible, the
original opening is completely negated and it is as though
there had never been a hole.
Four cubits for each entrance to a house – ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות
ל ַביִ ת:ְ In tractate Bava Batra, where the primary discussion
of this halakha appears, the Gemara describes precisely how
a courtyard that belongs to partners is divided. When heirs
or partners split a courtyard, each receives a portion of the
property, and additionally, each receives four cubits adjacent
to every doorway to the courtyard that can be utilized as an
entrance. In deciding these halakhot, it is crucial to know
exactly what is defined as the house and what is considered
the entrance.
Ritual impurity in a sealed house – טו ְּמ ָאת ַ ּביִ ת ָסתוּם: Rashi
and Tosafot disagree whether a sealed house transmits ritual
impurity in a circumference of four cubits all around it like
a grave, or whether it transmits ritual impurity only under
ledges adjacent to the house, which would constitute a
tent over a corpse were the corpse to be removed from the
house at that location.
HALAKHA

Four cubits for each entrance to a house – ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות
ל ַביִ ת:ְ When partners divide a courtyard, each is granted four
cubits adjacent to each doorway to the courtyard, even if the
entrance to the house was sealed. However, if the door frame
was destroyed and the doorway sealed, then the entrance is
totally negated and the owner does not receive the four cubits adjacent to it (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Shekhenim
2:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 172:1, 7).
Ritual impurity of a sealed house – טו ְּמ ָאת ַ ּביִ ת ָסתוּם: A
house in which there is a corpse transmits ritual impurity
to the outside only through an opening through which
the dead body could exit, even if the opening was sealed.
However, if the house has no openings at all, or its doorposts
have been destroyed and its entrances sealed, the house
assumes the legal status of a grave and transmits ritual impurity to the entire surrounding area (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot Tumat Met 7:1).
A reed in a barrel – קנֶ ה ֶ ּב ָח ִבית:ָ It is permitted to insert a
hollow reed into the hole in a barrel on Shabbat, even if
there had never been a reed there previously, in accordance
with Rabbi Yoshiya, whose statement supports the ruling
of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:6;
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 314:5).

ומק ףד:  ב״כ קרפ. Perek XXII . 146b
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HALAKHA

A myrtle leaf in a barrel – ע ֶלה ֲה ָדס ֶ ּב ָח ִבית:ָ One is prohibited to insert a myrtle leaf into the hole of a barrel
to be used as a spout on Shabbat. The Sages prohibited
this because one might come to fashion an actual spout.
However, some authorities permit using a myrtle leaf
when there are several cut leaves ready (Rosh and Tur), in
accordance with the Gemara’s explanation of Rav Ashi’s
ruling (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 314:5 and in the comment of the Rema).
Types of felt – מינֵי ֶל ֶבד:ִ It is prohibited to wrap oneself in
hard felt in the manner in which one wears a garment and
bring the cloth into a public domain or a karmelit on Shabbat. If the felt is not so hard and is thin, similar to regular
garments (Magen Avraham, based on Rambam), it is permitted, in accordance with the Gemara’s conclusion that
even Rav is not strict in that case (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat, 19:17; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 301:35).
One may place a cooked dish into an empty pit – נֹותנִין
ְ
תֹוך ַה ּבֹור
ְ ת ְב ׁ ִשיל ְל:ַּ One may place a pot of food into a pit
on Shabbat to preserve it. In addition, one may place a
vessel of potable water into non-potable water without
being concerned that he appears to be insulating food
in a prohibited manner (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 22:9; Tur, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 318).
Someone whose garments fell into water on the road,
etc. – מי ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְָשר ּו ֵּכ ָליו ַ ּבדֶּ ֶר ְך וכו׳:ִ In the case of one whose
garments became wet on Shabbat, it is permitted to continue walking in them, and he need not be concerned that
water will be squeezed from them. However, one may not
lay them out to dry, because it creates the impression that
one laundered the clothing on Shabbat. Once the Sages
prohibited this, it was prohibited to do so even in the
innermost chambers, where no one will see it (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat, 22:20; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 301:45).
NOTES

Cut and placed – דִּ ְק ִטים ו ַּמנְ ִחי: Some commentaries explain that this means that the leaf was already cut and
inserted into the hole in the barrel before Shabbat (Rabbeinu Ĥananel, Me’iri, and others).

:יש ָ ּבא ֲא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ְ ׁ ֲא ַמר ָטבוּת ִר
 ַמאי.ַהאי ַט ְר ּ ָפא דְּ ָא ָסא – ָאס ּור
 ְ ּגזֵ ָירה:ימר ִמדִּ ְפ ִּתי ָא ַמר
ָ ֵַט ְע ָמא? ַרב י
 ְ ּגזֵ ָירה: ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמר,ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַמ ְרזֵ ב
יכא
ָּ  ַמאי ֵ ּבינַיְ יהוּ? ִא.ׁ ֶש ָּמא יִ ְקטֹום
. דִּ ְק ִטים ו ַּמנְ ִחי:ֵּ ּבינַיְ יהו

The Gemara cites a statement that Tavut the hunter said that Shmuel said: With regard to this myrtle leaf, it is prohibited to insert it
into a hole in a barrelH to be used as a spout. The Gemara asks: What
is the reason for this? Rav Yeimar of Difti said: It is a decree issued
due to the concern lest one come to make an actual spout on Shabbat.
Rav Ashi said: It is a decree issued lest one cut a myrtle leaf from its
branch on Shabbat for this purpose. The Gemara asks: What is the
practical difference between them? The Gemara answers: There is a
practical difference between them in a case in which the leaves were
already cut and placed,N as in that case, Rav Ashi’s concern would not
apply, but Rav Yeimar would still rule stringently.

. ַרב ָא ַסר ּו ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ׁ ָש ֵרי,ֵ ּבי ַס ְדיָ א
ְ ּב ַר ִּכין – דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י
 ְ ּב ָק ׁ ִשין – דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא ָלא,דְּ ׁ ָש ֵרי
. ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ְ ּב ִמיצְ ֵעי,ּ ְפ ִליגִ י דְּ ָאסוּר
 ו ַּמאן.יחזִ י ְּכ ַמ ּ ׂשֹוי
ֱ ַמאן דַּ ֲא ַסר – ֶמ
.יחזִ י ְּכ ַמ ּ ׂשֹוי
ֱ דְּ ׁ ָש ֵרי – ָלא ֶמ

The Gemara cites another dispute between Rav and Shmuel: With
regard to felt cloths upon which people typically sit but that may also
be worn as cloaks, the Sages disagreed whether or not one may wrap
himself in them on Shabbat and transfer them from one place to another through a public domain. Rav prohibited doing so, and Shmuel permitted doing so. The Gemara elaborates: With regard to articles
made of soft felt,H everyone agrees that it is permitted, as their legal
status is that of other garments. With regard to articles made of hard
felt, everyone agrees that it is prohibited. When they disagree, it is
with regard to felt articles that have an intermediate level of softness.
The one who prohibits wearing them, Rav, holds that one who wears
these as a garment appears as one carrying a burden, and the one
who permits wearing them, Shmuel, holds that it does not appear as
one carrying a burden, because the material appears to be a garment.

,ית ַמר
ְ וְ ָהא דְּ ַרב ָלאו ְ ּב ֵפיר ּו ׁש ִא
יק ַלע
ְ  דְּ ַרב ִא.ית ַמר
ְ ֶא ָּלא ִמ ְּכ ָל ָלא ִא
,וחא
ָ ְיה ָרו
ּ ְל ַההוּא ַא ְת ָרא דְּ ָלא ֲהוָ ה ֵל
יה ֵ ּבי
ּ  ַאיְ ית ּו ֵל.נְ ַפק יְ ֵתיב ְ ּב ַכ ְר ְמ ִלית
–  ַמאן דַּ ֲחזָ א ָס ַבר.ַס ְדיָ א – ָלא יְ ֵתיב
, וְ ל ֹא ִהיא.ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ֵבי ַס ְדיָ א ָאסוּר
. ֵ ּבי ַס ְדיָ א ׁ ָש ֵרי:דְּ ַרב ַא ְכרֹוזֵ י ַמ ְכ ִריז
.ֹותינ ּו ל ֹא יָ ׁ ַשב ָע ָליו
ֵ ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם ְּכבֹוד ַר ּב
.ו ַּמאן נִינְ ה ּו – ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א וְ ַרב ַא ִסי

The Gemara points out that this opinion attributed to Rav was not
stated explicitly by him; rather, it was stated by inference, i.e., based
on Rav’s conduct, it was concluded that this is his opinion. As Rav
happened to come to a certain place where there was not enough
room for him and his students inside the house, and therefore, he
went out and sat in a karmelit. They brought him felt cloths by wearing them outside, and he did not sit on them. One who saw this incident assumed that he refused to sit on them because it is prohibited to move cloths in this manner; however, that is not so, as Rav
used to proclaim that it is permitted to move articles made of felt in
this manner. And it was in deference to our RabbisP who were there
that he did not sit on it, as he did not want to sit on a higher and more
distinguished surface than they did. The Gemara adds: And who were
these Rabbis? Rav Kahana and Rav Asi, who were Rav’s disciples
and colleagues.

נֹותנִין ַּת ְב ׁ ִשיל ְלתֹוךְ ַה ּבֹור
ְ מתני׳
 וְ ֶאת ַה ַּמיִ ם,ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִביל ׁ ֶשּיְ ֵהא ׁ ָשמוּר
 וְ ֶאת,ַּהּיָ ִפים ָ ּב ָר ִעים ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִביל ׁ ֶשּיְ צַ ְּננו
 ִמי.ַה ּצֹונֵ ן ְ ּב ַח ָּמה ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִביל ׁ ֶשּיֵ ַח ּמ ּו
ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְָשר ּו ֵּכ ָליו ַ ּבדֶּ ֶר ְך ַ ּב ַּמיִ ם – ְמ ַה ֵּל ְך
 ִה ִ ּג ַיע ֶל ָחצֵ ר. חֹוש ׁש
ֵׁ
ָ ּב ֶהן וְ ֵא ינֹו
 ֲא ָבל ל ֹא,ֹוט ָחן ַ ּב ַח ָּמה
ְ ַה ִחיצֹונָ ה – ׁש
.ְּכנֶ גֶ ד ָה ָעם

mishna

One may place a cooked dish into an empty
pitH on Shabbat so that it will be protected
from the heat, and similarly, one may place good potable water into
a vessel and place the vessel into bad, non-potable water so that the
potable water will cool off. And one may also place cold water out in
the sun so that it will be heated. They also taught: Someone whose
garments fell into water while walking on the roadH may replace
them and continue to walk wearing them and need not be concerned
about violating the prohibitions against wringing or laundering.
When he reaches the outer courtyard of a place where he can leave
his clothes, he spreads them in the sun to dry, but not opposite the
masses, as they will suspect him of laundering on Shabbat.

PERSONALITIES

Deference to our Rabbis – כבֹוד ַר ּב ֵֹותינ ּו:ְּ Rav Kahana and Rav
Asi were among the first amora’im in Babylonia. When Rav arrived from Eretz Yisrael, they were already exceptionally learned.
Nevertheless, they deferred to Rav and became his disciplecolleagues, accepting the halakhic traditions that he brought
from Eretz Yisrael. Apparently, Rav Asi was the head of the yeshiva in the city of Hutzal and was considered to be the equal of
Shmuel, Rav’s colleague.
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Rav Kahana was among the greatest Sages of the generation despite his young age. The Talmud recounts the powerful
impression he eventually made on the leading Sages of Eretz
Yisrael. Because of their greatness in Torah and their prominence,
Rav showed tremendous deference to both Rav Kahana and Rav
Asi. He even refused to sit on a raised surface so that he would
not seem to be demeaning his respected colleagues relative
to himself.

 נִיגְ זַ ר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם:ימא
ָ יטא! ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת
ָ גמ׳ ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
.ַא ׁ ְשוֹויֵ י גּ ו ּּמֹות – ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן

gemara

The Gemara is puzzled by the halakha that was
taught about placing food in a pit: It is obvious
that it is permitted. The Gemara answers: Lest you say: Let us issue a
decree prohibiting this due to concern lest one perform the prohibited
labor of leveling holes in the pit when he places the pot in it, it teaches us that no decree was issued due to this concern.

!יטא
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.“וְ ֶאת ַה ַּמיִ ם ַהּיָ ִפים ָ ּב ָר ִעים״
יה “וְ ֶאת ַה ּצֹונֵ ן
ָ יפא ִאיצְ ְט ִר
ָ ֵס
ּ יכא ֵל
:ימא
ָ יטא! ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת
ָ  ָהא נַ ִמי ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.ַ ּב ַח ָּמה״
 ָקא,נִיגְ זֹור דִּ ְיל ָמא ָא ֵתי ְל ַא ְטמֹונֵי ָ ּב ֶר ֶמץ
.ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן

We also learned in the mishna: One may place good water into bad
water on Shabbat in order to cool it off. The Gemara says: It is obvious
that it is permitted. The Gemara explains: It is necessary to mention
the latter clause of the mishna, which states that it is permitted to place
cold water out in the sun. The Gemara expresses surprise: This, too,
is obvious. The Gemara answers: Lest you say that we should issue a
decree prohibiting this action, because perhaps one will come to insulate it in hot ashes to warm it up, which also heats the water without
actually placing it on the fire, it teaches us that we do issue a decree in
that case.

 ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר.“מי ׁ ֶש ּנ ׁ ְָשר ּו וכו׳״
ִ
מכל ָמקֹום ׁ ֶש ָא ְסר ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים ִמ ּ ְפנֵי
ָּ :ַרב
ּ ַמ ְר ִאית ָה ַעיִ ן – ֲא ִפ
יל ּו ְ ּב ַח ְד ֵרי ֲח ָד ִרים
ֹוט ָחן ַ ּב ַח ָּמה ֲא ָבל ל ֹא
ְ  ׁש: ְּתנַ ן.ָאסוּר
ֹוט ָחן
ְ  ׁש:ְּכנֶ גֶ ד ָה ָעם! ַּת ָּנ ֵאי ִהיא; דְּ ַתנְיָא
 ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר,ַ ּב ַח ָּמה ֲא ָבל ל ֹא ְּכנֶ גֶ ד ָה ָעם
.אֹוס ִרין
ְ וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון

We learned in the mishna that one whose garments fell into water need
not be concerned about wringing or laundering the clothing and may
replace them and continue walking, and then place them to dry in the
sun, but not before the masses. This is so that they will not suspect him
of laundering on Shabbat. In this regard, the Gemara cites that which
Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Wherever the Sages prohibited an
action due to the appearance of prohibition,N even in the innermost
chambers where no one will see it, it is prohibited, as the Sages did
not distinguish between different circumstances. The Gemara says: We
learned in the mishna that one may spread them in the sun but not
opposite the masses, which contradicts that principle. The Gemara
explains: It is a dispute between tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita:
One may spread them out in the sun but not opposite the masses.
Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon prohibit doing so, which is a precedent for the opinion that Rav Yehuda stated in the name of Rav.

NOTES

Due to the appearance of prohibition – ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ַמ ְר ִאית
ה ַעיִ ן:ָ The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of
Rav: Any action that is prohibited in public because it
creates the appearance of wrongdoing is also prohibited in private. That is because the Sages do not make
distinctions in their decrees, because if the decree is
in effect only when the reason applies, it will not be
observed. Nevertheless, there are authorities who are
lenient in cases in which the decree was issued to prevent violation of rabbinic law. These authorities reason
that in those cases, the Sages did not prohibit actions
performed in private in their decree (Tiferet Yisrael).

 ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ אRav Huna said:
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.נַער ַט ִּליתֹו ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת – ַחּיָ יב ַח ָּטאת
ֵ ַה ְמ
–  ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ַע ִּת ֵיקי,וְ ָלא ֲא ַמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא ַ ּב ֲח ַד ֵּתי
, וְ ָלא ֲא ַמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא ְ ּבאו ָּכ ֵמי.ֵלית ָלן ָ ּב ּה
 וְ הוּא.ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ִחי ָּו ֵרי וְ סו ָּּמ ֵקי – ֵלית ָלן ָ ּב ּה
.ּדְּ ָק ִפיד ֲע ַליְ יהו

One who shakes his cloak on ShabbatNH to remove dust that collected
on it is liable to bring a sin-offering for violating the prohibition of
laundering. The Gemara qualifies this ruling: We only stated this halakha with regard to new garments, but with regard to old garments,
we have no problem with this behavior. And we only stated this with
regard to black garments, but with regard to white or red garments,
we have no problem, as shaking off the dust would not be prohibited.
And this prohibition applies only when one is particular about keeping them clean, but if one does not insist on wearing clean garments,
we have no problem with it, i.e., it is not prohibited to shake off the
dust.

 ֲחזָ א ַר ָ ּבנַן,יתא
ָ עו ָּּלא ִא ְיק ַלע ְלפו ְּמ ַ ּב ִד
 ָק ְמ ַח ְּל ִלין: ֲא ַמר.ּימיְ יהו
ַ דְּ ָקא ְמנַ ּ ְפצִ י ְ ּג ִל
 נְ פוּצֵ י:ַר ָ ּבנַן ׁ ַש ְ ּב ָתא! ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו ַרב יְהו ָּדה
. ֲאנַן ָלא ָק ְפ ִדינָן ִמידֵּ י,יה
ּ יה ְ ּב ַא ּ ֵפ
ּ ֵל

The Gemara relates that Ulla happened to come to Pumbedita, and
while there he saw rabbis shaking their cloaks to remove dust. He
said: The Rabbis are desecrating Shabbat. Rav Yehuda said to the
Rabbis whom Ulla criticized: You may continue to shake your cloaks
in his presence. We are not at all particular about this, and it is therefore permitted for us to shake the dust from our cloaks.

 ָא ַמר,יֹוסף
ֵ יה דְּ ַרב
ּ ַא ַ ּביֵ י ֲהוָ ה ָק ֵאי ַק ֵּמ
]יכא
ֲ . ַהב ִלי ּכו ְּמ ַתאי:יה
ָּ [חזָ א דְּ ִא
ּ ֵל
.יה
ּ  ֲהוָ ה ָק ְמ ַח ֵּסם ְל ִמ ֵית ָבה ֵל,יה
ּ ַט ָלא ֲע ֵל
 ֲאנַ ן ָלא ָק ְפ ִדינָ ן, נָ פֹוץ ׁ ְש ֵדי:יה
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
.ִמידֵּ י

The Gemara also relates that Abaye was standing before Rav Yosef.
Rav Yosef said to him: Give me my hat. Abaye saw that there was dew
on it, and he hesitated to give it to him, because he feared violating a
prohibition by shaking off the dew. Rav Yosef said to him: Shake off
the dew and throw me the hat; we are not at all particular about the
cleanliness of the hat, and it is therefore permitted to shake off the dew.



NOTES

One who shakes his cloak on Shabbat – נַער ַט ִּליתֹו
ֵ ַה ְמ
ב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:
ּ ַ See the commentaries of Rashi and Tosafot.
Others explain that this prohibition refers specifically
to shaking actual dirt off one’s garments. According
to this explanation, the discussion with regard to dew
on Rav Yosef’s hat is not referring to dew but to dirt of
some sort (Rabbeinu Ĥananel; Rabbeinu Yehonatan).
HALAKHA

One who shakes his cloak on Shabbat – נַער ַט ִּליתֹו
ֵ ַה ְמ
ב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:ּ ַ One may not shake dew or water off his new
black cloak on Shabbat if he would not wear it otherwise. One who does so is liable to bring a sin-offering
for violating the prohibited labor of laundering. One is
not liable for shaking dirt off a white or red garment
on Shabbat (Mishna Berura). This is in accordance with
the ruling of the Gemara as explained in Tosafot (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:18; Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 302:1).
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