Perek XXIV
Daf 154 Amud a
: ָא ַמר ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמא, ַרב זְ ִביד ַמ ְתנֵי ָה ִכיRav Zevid taught this as follows. Rami bar Ĥama said: With
H
 ְ ּב ׁשֹוגֵ ג – ֵאינֹו, ַה ְמ ַח ֵּמר ַא ַחר ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבתregard to one who drives his laden animal on Shabbat, if he does
. ְ ּב ֵמזִ יד – ַחּיָ יב ְס ִק ָילה, ַחּיָ יב ַח ָּטאתso unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering, and if he does
so intentionally, he is liable to be executed by stoning.
 ַה ְמ ַח ֵּלל ֶאת ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ְ ּב ָד ָבר:ְמ ִתיב ָר ָבא
ׁ ֶש ַחּיָ ִיבין ַעל ׁ ִשגְ גָ תֹו ַח ָּטאת – ַחּיָ ִיבין ַעל זְ דֹונֹו
–  ָהא ֵאין ַחּיָ ִיבין ַעל ׁ ִשגְ גָ תֹו ַח ָּטאת.ְס ִק ָילה
!ֵאין ַחּיָ ִיבין ַעל זְ דֹונֹו ְס ִק ָילה

:“הא ֵאין ַחּיָ ִיבין כו׳״? ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
ָ ִמי ָק ָתנֵי
דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ַחּיָ ִיבין ַעל ׁ ִשגְ גָ תֹו ַח ָּטאת – ַחּיָ ִיבין
 וְ יֵ ׁש דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַחּיָ ִיבין ַעל,ַעל זְ דֹונֹו ְס ִק ָילה
,ׁ ִשגְ גָ תֹו ַח ָּטאת – וְ ַחּיָ ִיבין ַעל זְ דֹונֹו ְס ִק ָילה
.ו ַּמאי נִיה ּו – ְמ ַח ֵּמר

 וְ ָא ְמ ִרי ָל ּה,ָר ָבא ֲאחו ּּה דְּ ַרב ָמ ִרי ַ ּבר ָר ֵחל
ישנָ א ָ ּב ְת ָרא
ָ ּ ׁ  ְל ִל.ֲאבו ּּה דְּ ַרב ָמ ִרי ַ ּבר ָר ֵחל
יה ְל ַרב ָמ ִרי ַ ּבר ָר ֵחל
ּ  ָהא דְּ ַרב ַא ְכ ׁ ַש ֵר,ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
 דִּ ְיל ָמא ְּת ֵרי ָמ ִרי.יה דְּ ָב ֶבל
ּ יה ְ ּבפו ְּר ֵס
ּ ֵו ַּמנְ י
.ַּ ּבר ָר ֵחל ָהוו

Rava raised an objection based on that which was taught in a
baraita: One who desecrates Shabbat by performing a matter
that for its unwitting performance one is liable to bring a sinoffering, then for its intentional performance one is liable to be
executed by stoning. The Gemara explains: By inference, for a
matter that for its unwitting performance one is not liable to
bring a sin-offering, for its intentional performance one is not
liable to be executed by stoning. This contradicts Rami bar
Ĥama’s statement.
The Gemara answers: Was it taught in the baraita: By inference,
for a matter that for its unwitting performance one is not liable
to bring a sin-offering, for its intentional performance one is not
liable to be executed by stoning? The baraita can be understood
differently, and this is what it is saying: With regard to a matter
that for its unwitting performance one is liable to bring a sinoffering, for its intentional performance one is always liable to
be executed by stoning. However, there is also a matter that for
its unwitting performance one is not liable to bring a sin-offering,
and nevertheless, for its intentional performance one is liable to
be executed by stoning. And what is that case? It is the case of
driving a laden animal.

HALAKHA

Working with one’s animal on Shabbat – בֹודה
ָ ֲע
ב ְב ֶה ְמ ּתֹו ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:ּ ִ It is prohibited to have an animal carry
out a burden on Shabbat, as it is stated: “That your ox
and your donkey may rest” (Exodus 23:12). One who
has his animal carry out a burden on Shabbat does not
receive lashes, because it is a prohibition that stems
from a positive commandment and he is only liable to
receive lashes for violating a negative commandment.
One who drives a laden animal on Shabbat is exempt,
because he did not perform the prohibited labor himself. However, it is still prohibited to do so (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:1).
NOTES

Rav needed to validate the status of Rav Mari –
יה ְל ַרב ָמ ִרי דְּ ַרב
ַ The Sages interpreted the verse:
ּ א ְכ ׁ ַש ֵר:
“From among your brethren you shall set yourself a king”
(Deuteronomy 17:15), to mean that only one born Jewish
can be crowned king or appointed to any other position
of authority. Even a convert, who is a full-fledged Jew
and obligated in all of the mitzvot, cannot be appointed
to those positions. Rav ruled that one born to a Jewish
mother and a non-Jewish father can be appointed to
positions of authority other than king.
LANGUAGE

Official [pursei] – יה
ּ פו ְּר ֵס: From the Greek ἔφορος,
eforos, meaning supervisor, official, or clerk.

Rava, the brother of Rav Mari bar Raĥel,P cites a different opinion with regard to the halakha of driving a laden animal on Shabbat, and some say that he was the father of Rav Mari bar Raĥel
and stated this halakha. As an aside, the Gemara comments: According to the latter version above, that Rava was the father of
Rav Mari bar Raĥel, the fact that Rav needed to validate the status
of Rav Mari bar RaĥelN and only then appoint him as an official
[pursei]L of Babylonia is difficult. This incident teaches that Rav
Mari bar Raĥel’s father was not Jewish, and before he could be
appointed his status required validation through the fact that his
mother was Jewish. If Rav Mari bar Raĥel’s father was a sage
named Rava, why was it necessary to validate his status by means
of his mother’s lineage? The Gemara answers: Perhaps there were
two people named Mari bar Raĥel. One was the son of a convert
and a Jewish mother, and the other was the son of a Sage named
Rava.

יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ יה ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
ּ  ֲהוָ ה ַמ ְתנֵי ָל ּה ְל ָהא ׁ ְש ַמ ֲע ֵתIn any event, that Sage taught his halakha in the name of Rabbi
Yoĥanan to exempt one who drives a laden animal, as Rabbi
 ַה ְמ ַח ֵּמר ַא ַחר:יֹוחנָן
ָ יֹוחנָן ִל ְפטֹור; ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ָ
. ְ ּב ֶה ְמ ּתֹו ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת – ּ ָפטוּר ִמ ְּכלוּםYoĥanan said: One who drives a laden animal on Shabbat is
exempt from any punishment.

PERSONALITIES

Rav Mari bar Raĥel – רב ָמ ִרי ַ ּבר ָר ֵחל:ַ He is also called Rav Mari, son
of Shmuel’s daughter, and was a Babylonian amora in the generation of Rava. Rav Mari’s unusual appellation can be understood in
the context of Shmuel’s family history. Shmuel’s daughters were
abducted and two of them were brought to Eretz Yisrael, where
one was taken by a gentile who later converted. He was known
as Issur the convert and was a confidant of the prominent Jewish
leaders of the generation in Babylonia. His son Rav Mari is attributed genealogically to his mother, rather than to his father, since
Issur converted after Rav Mari was conceived. Other Sages born
to well-known mothers from prominent families were also known



by their mothers’ names, unrelated to problematic lineage. Since
Rava is a combination of the title, Rav, and the name, Abba, Rav
Mari could not have been both the son of the Sage Rava and the
son of Issur the convert. The version that identifies his father as
Rava is referring to a different Rav Mari bar Raĥel, who was known
by the name of his mother for a different reason.
Rav Mari the son of Shmuel’s daughter was apparently a
wealthy merchant, in addition to being a prominent Sage worthy of being appointed as an official in Babylonia. Rav Mari had
three sons who were Sages: Rav Aĥa Sabba, Mar Zutra, and Rava
bar Rav Mari.
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NOTES

A prohibition that was given as a warning of court-imposed
capital punishment – ִיתן ְל ַאזְ ָה ַרת ִמ ַיתת ֵ ּבית דִּ ין
ַּ לאו ׁ ֶש ּנ:ָ In principle,
one who violates a Torah prohibition after being forewarned by
witnesses is flogged with forty lashes. However, there are certain
categories of prohibitions for which one is not punished with
lashes. One such type is called a prohibition that was given as a
warning of court-imposed capital punishment. In other words,
a prohibition whose punishment is explicitly articulated in the
Torah as court-imposed capital punishment is excluded from the
punishment of lashes. This is patently clear in a case where one is
actually sentenced to death. Based on the principle that two punishments are not imposed for one transgression, the one being
punished receives the more severe punishment, i.e., execution.
The same principle applies to a case where the death sentence
cannot be administered for some reason, e.g., where there was
no forewarning. Since this prohibition possesses an element of
the death penalty, it is classified as a prohibition that was given
as a warning of court-imposed capital punishment, and there is
no possibility of punishment by lashes.

ְ ּב ׁשֹוגֵ ג ָלא ִמ ַחּיַ יב ַח ָּטאת – דְּ הו ְּּק ׁ ָשה
 ְ ּב ֵמזִ יד.בֹודה זָ ָרה
ָ ָּכל ַה ּת ָֹורה ּכו ָּּל ּה ַל ֲע
 ַה ְמ ַח ֵּלל ֶאת:יחּיַ יב – דִּ ְתנַן
ַ נַ ִמי ָלא ִמ
יבין ַעל ׁ ִשגְ גָ תֹו
ִ ַָה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ְ ּב ָד ָבר ׁ ֶש ַחּי
 ָהא ֵאין.ַח ָּטאת וְ ַעל זְ דֹונֹו ְס ִק ָילה
ַחּיָ ִיבין ַעל ׁ ִשגְ גָ תֹו ַח ָּטאת – ֵאין ַחּיָ ִיבין
.ַעל זְ דֹונֹו ְס ִק ָילה

The Gemara explains: For driving the animal unwittingly, he is
not liable to bring a sin-offering because all of the prohibitions
in the Torah were juxtaposed to the prohibition of idolatry,
from which the principle is derived that one is liable only for
actions that he himself performed. And for driving the animal
intentionally, he is also not liable to be executed by stoning, as
we learned in the mishna: One who desecrates Shabbat by
performing a matter that for its unwitting performance one is
liable to bring a sin-offering, and for its intentional performance one is liable to be executed by stoning. By inference, for
a matter that for its unwitting performance one is not liable to
bring a sin-offering, for its intentional performance one is not
liable to be executed by stoning.

יה ָלאו
ַ ְ ּב ָלאו נַ ִמי ָלא ִמ
ּ  דַּ ֲהוָ ה ֵל,יחּיַ יב
 וְ ָכל,יתת ֵ ּבית דִּ ין
ַ ִיתן ְל ַאזְ ָה ַרת ִמ
ַּ ׁ ֶש ּנ
– ִיתן ְל ַאזְ ָה ַרת ִמ ַיתת ֵ ּבית דִּ ין
ַּ ָלאו ׁ ֶש ּנ
.לֹוקין ָע ָליו
ִ ֵאין

And similarly, he is not even liable to be flogged for violating a
Torah prohibition for which the punishment is lashes. Even
though the Torah explicitly warns against performing labor on
Shabbat, it is a prohibition that was fundamentally given, not
as a standard prohibition punishable by lashes, but rather as a
warning of court-imposed capital punishment, and for any
prohibition that was given as a warning of court-imposed
capital punishment,N if the death penalty is not imposed for
any reason, one is not flogged for its violation.

ּ וַ ֲא ִפ
יכ ּתֹוב
ְ לֹוקין ִל
ִ יל ּו ְל ַמאן דַּ ֲא ַמר
אכה
ָ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א “ל ֹא ַּת ֲע ֶ ׂשה ָּכל ְמ ָל
“א ָּתה״ ָל ָּמה ִלי? הוּא
ַ ,ו ְּב ֶה ְמ ֶּתךָ ״
.יחּיַ יב
ַ  ְ ּב ֶה ְמ ּתֹו – ָלא ִמ,יחּיַ יב
ַ נִיה ּו דְּ ִמ

And even according to the one who said that one is flogged
for violating a prohibition that was given as a warning of courtimposed capital punishment, the halakha with regard to driving
a laden animal can be derived by means of an inference from the
language of the verse. Let the Torah write: “You shall not
perform any manner of labor…and neither shall your animal.”
Why do I need the superfluous word you in the phrase: You and
your animal? Rather it is to teach that it is he himself who is
liable for performing a prohibited labor on Shabbat; however,
for a prohibited labor performed by his animal, he is not liable.

 ָא ַמר ַרב.“ה ִ ּג ַיע ֶל ָחצֵ ר ַה ִחיצֹונָ ה״
ִ
 ָהיְ ָתה ְ ּב ֶה ְמ ּתֹו ְטעוּנָ ה ְּכ ֵלי:הוּנָ א
זְ כו ִּכית – ֵמ ִביא ָּכ ִרים ו ְּכ ָסתֹות ו ַּמ ּנ ִַיח
 ּו ַמ ִּתיר ַה ֲח ָב ִלים וְ ַה ּ ַ ׂש ִּקין,יה
ָ ַּת ְח ֶּת
.נֹופ ִלים
ְ

We learned in the mishna: Once he reached the outer courtyard, he may untie the ropes that attach his bags to the donkey,
and the bags of vessels that may not be moved on Shabbat fall
on their own. Rav Huna said: If one’s animal was laden with
glass vessels,H which would break if he let them fall to the
ground, he may bring cushions and blankets and place them
beneath the animal and untie the ropes and let the bags fall
onto the cushions.

Perek XXIV
Daf 154 Amud b
HALAKHA

If one’s animal was laden with glass vessels – ָהיְ ָתה ְ ּב ֶה ְמ ּתֹו
טעוּנָ ה ְּכ ֵלי זְ כו ִּכית:ְ If one’s animal is laden with glass vessels that
are set-aside on Shabbat, e.g., a blood letter’s horns, it is permitted to place cushions and blankets beneath the animal and allow
the bags containing the vessels to fall on their own. However,
he may do so only in a case where the glass vessels are small,
enabling him to remove the cushions and blankets, so that the
preparedness of the cushions and the blankets is not negated
by the set-aside objects. If there are large chunks of glass on the
animal, one allows them to fall on the ground and break, because
the Sages are not concerned about the minimal loss incurred
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:10; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 266:9).
NOTES

Horns of a blood letter – ק ְרנֵי דְּ או ָּּמנָ א:ַ According to most commentaries, this is referring to vessels already used for bloodletting
that are therefore repulsive and not suitable for any use, not even
to cover another vessel (Rashba). In that case, even Rabbi Shimon
would agree that they are set-aside. Others explain that these vessels are set-aside due to monetary loss. Since they are designated
for bloodletting, their owner treats them with extreme care and
does not use them for any other purpose (Tosefot Rid).

ִיט ִלין
ָּ נֹוטל ֶאת ַה ֵּכ ִלים ַה ּנ
ֵ : וְ ָה ֲאנַן ְּתנַןThe Gemara asks: Why is it necessary to unload glass vessels in
! ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבתso complicated a manner? Didn’t we learn in the mishna: He
takes the vessels that may be moved on Shabbat off the donkey? As glass vessels fall into that category, why not simply remove the glass vessels and then untie the bags?
, ִּכי ָק ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א – ְ ּב ַק ְרנֵי דְּ או ָּּמנָ אThe Gemara answers: When Rav Huna stated this halakha, he
N
 וְ ָהא ָקא ְמ ַב ֵּטל ְּכ ִלי.יה
ּ  דְּ ָלא ַחזְ יָ א ֵלwas referring to the horns of a blood letter, which are not
suitable
for
any
other
purpose
and
are
therefore
set-aside on
.יכנּ ֹו! ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִל ֵיפי זו ְּט ֵרי
ֶ ֵמ ֵה
Shabbat due to prohibition and repulsiveness. The Gemara asks:
Isn’t he thereby negating a vessel’s preparedness? Initially, the
cushion was available for any use. Since it now has the set-aside
vessels on it, the cushion, too, may no longer be moved. The
Sages ruled that one may not place a vessel in a circumstance
that will render it prohibited to move. The Gemara answers:
This mishna is referring to small bundles of glass vessels that
will not break if the cushions are subsequently removed from
beneath them.
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 ָהיְ ָתה ְ ּב ֶה ְמ ּתֹו ְט ע ּונָ ה ֶט ֶבל:יבי
ִ ית
ִ ֵמ
וַ ֲע ׁ ָש ׁ ִשּיֹות – ַמ ִּתיר ֶאת ַה ֲח ָב ִלים וְ ַה ּ ַ ׂש ִּקין
 ָה ָתם. וְ ַאף ַעל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ְ ּב ִרין,נֹופ ִלין
ְ
. דְּ ָק ָתנֵי דּ ו ְּמיָ א דְּ ֶט ֶבל, דַּ יְ ָקא נַ ִמי.ְ ּבכו ְּל ָסא
–  ַאף ָה ָכא נַ ִמי,יה
ּ ַמה ֶּט ֶבל – דְּ ָלא ֲחזִ י ֵל
.יה
ּ ָלא ֲחזִ י ֵל

The Gemara raises an objection based on that which was taught
in a baraita: If one’s animal was laden with untithed produceN
and chunks of glass [ashashiot],N one unties the ropes and the
bags fall on their own, even though they break. Apparently, placing cushions beneath the animal is prohibited. The Gemara answers: There, the baraita is not referring to vessels but rather to
chunks [kulsa]L of glass that are designated to be broken so that
they can be melted and crafted into vessels. The Gemara adds: The
language of the baraita is also precise, as it teaches that chunks
are similar to untithed produce: Just as untithed produce is not
fit for his use, here too, the chunks are also not fit for his use.

 ּו ַמאי ַאף ַעל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ְ ּב ִרין – ַמה ּוThe Gemara explains: And what is the meaning of the phrase:
 ָקא,ּ ְל ֶה ְפ ֵסד מו ָּעט נַ ִמי ָח ׁ ְש ׁשו:ימא
ָ  דְּ ֵתEven though they break? If the mishna is indeed referring to
. ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלןchunks of glass, they are designated to be broken. Rather, lest you
say that the Sages were also concerned about a minimal loss, as
certainly some small slivers of glass will be lost when the chunks
fall and break, the tanna in the baraita teaches us that the Sages
did not consider minimal loss a reason significant enough to
permit carrying the prohibited glass.
 ָהיְ ָתה:אֹומר
ֵ יֹוחי
ַ  ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן,ַּתנְיָא
ְ ּב ֶה ְמ ּתֹו ְטעוּנָ ה ׁ ָש ִליף ׁ ֶשל ְּתבו ָּאה – ַמ ּנ ִַיח
 וְ הוּא, ו ְּמ ַס ְּלקֹו ְלצַ ד ַא ֵחר,יה
ָ ֹאשֹו ַּת ְח ֶּת
ׁ ר
.נֹופל ֵמ ֵא ָליו
ֵ

It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Yoĥai says: If
one’s animal was loaded with a burden of untithed grain, he may
place his head beneath the pile and move itN to a different side
of the animal, and it falls by itself. The Sages prohibited moving
set-aside objects in the typical manner, but there is no concern
about doing so in an unusual manner.

יאל ָהיְ ָתה ְטעוּנָ ה
ֵ ֲחמֹורֹו ׁ ֶשל ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
פֹור ָק ּה ַעד מֹוצָ ֵאי
ְ דְּ ַב ׁש וְ ל ֹא ָרצָ ה ְל
: וְ ָה ֲאנַ ן ְּתנַ ן. ְלמֹוצָ ֵאי ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ֵמ ָתה,ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
 ִה ְד ִ ּב ׁיש.ִיט ִלין! ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִה ְד ִ ּב ׁיש
ָּ נֹוטל ֵּכ ִלים ַה ּנ
ֵ
.יתא דִּ גְ ַמ ֵּלי
ָ ְל ַמאי ֲחזִ י? ִל ְכ ִת

The Gemara relates: Rabban Gamliel’s donkey was laden with
honeyH and he did not want to unload the donkey until the
conclusion of Shabbat. At the conclusion of Shabbat, the donkey died of fatigue. The Gemara asks: Didn’t we learn in the
mishna: He takes the vessels that may be moved on Shabbat off
the donkey? Why, then, did Rabban Gamliel not unload the honey? The Gemara answers: This is a case where the honey had
spoiled. The Gemara asks: For what use is spoiled honey suited?
Why did Rabban Gamliel bring it? The Gemara answers: It can be
used to rub on the wounds of camels.

.וְ יַ ִּתיר ֲח ָב ִלים וְ יִ ּ ְפל ּו ַ ׂש ִּקין! ִמיצְ ְטר ּו זִ ֵיקי
!יהן
ֶ וְ יָ ִביא ָּכ ִרים ו ְּכ ָסתֹות וְ יַ ּנ ִַיח ַּת ְח ֵּת
יכא
ֶ  וְ ָק ְמ ַב ֵּטל ְּכ ִלי ֵמ ֵה,ְמ ָטנְ ֵפי
ָּ  וְ ָה ִא.יכנּ ֹו
 צַ ַער ַ ּב ֲע ֵלי ַחּיִ ים:צַ ַער ַ ּב ֲע ֵלי ַחּיִ ים! ָק ָס ַבר
.דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן

יה ְל ַר ָ ּבה דְּ ָקא ְמ ׁ ַש ְפ ׁ ֵשף
ּ יה ֵל
ּ ַא ַ ּביֵ י ַא ׁ ְש ַּכ ֵח
:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל.יה ַא ַ ּג ָ ּבא דַּ ֲח ָמ ָרא
ּ יה ִל ְב ֵר
ּ ֵל
:יה
ּ ָקא ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש ָמר ְ ּב ַב ֲע ֵלי ַחּיִ ים! ָא ַמר ֵל
 ְמנָ א. וּצְ ָד ִדין ל ֹא ְ ּגזַ ר ּו ְ ּבה ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן,צְ ָד ִדין ֵהן
 ַמ ִּתיר ֲח ָב ִלים וְ ַה ּ ַ ׂש ִּקין:ימ ָרא – דִּ ְתנַ ן
ְ ֵּת
 דְּ ָהו ּו ְלה ּו, ַמאי ָלאו ְ ּב ִח ֵ ּבר גּ וּוַ ָל ִקי.נֹופ ִלין
ְ
. וּצְ ָד ִדין ָלא ְ ּגזַ ר ּו ְ ּבה ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן,צְ ָד ִדין



The Gemara asks: And let Rabban Gamliel untie the ropes and
the bags will fall on their own. The Gemara answers: It was due
to the concern that the jugs containing the honey would crack.
The Gemara asks: And let him bring cushions and blankets and
place them beneath the jugs. The Gemara answers: He was concerned lest they become soiled and he would thereby negate the
vessel’s preparedness, i.e., the cushions and blankets would be
rendered unusable. The Gemara asks: Isn’t there the matter of the
suffering of a living creature?H He should suffer monetary loss
rather than cause the animal to suffer. The Gemara answers: Rabban Gamliel holds that causing a living creature to suffer is prohibited not by Torah law but rather by rabbinic law. Therefore, he
need not suffer monetary loss due to the rabbinic prohibition
(Ramban).
The Gemara relates: Abaye found Rabba sliding his son on the
back of a donkey on Shabbat to entertain him. He said to him:
The Master is making use of living creatures on Shabbat,N and
the Sages prohibited doing so. Rabba said to him: I placed my son
on the side of the donkey, and as they are sides, the Sages did not
issue a decree prohibiting making use of them. From where do
you say that this is so? As we learned in the mishna: One may
untie the ropes and the bags fall on their own. What, is it not
referring to a case where one attached the bags by means of
guvalaki,LB where the bags are strapped to the animal and the only
way to loosen them involves leaning against the sides of animal in
order to unstrap them? That is because it is a case of making use
of the sides, and the Sages did not issue a decree prohibiting
making use of an animal’s sides.

NOTES

Untithed produce – ט ֶבל:ֶ The parallel between untithed
produce and chunks of glass is clear. Just as untithed
produce requires an additional step in order to render
it usable, so too, the glass has no function in its present
state and one must melt and blow it in order to render it
usable (Ramban).
Chunks of glass [ashashiot] – ע ׁ ָש ׁ ִשּיֹות:ֲ The Hebrew word
ashashit has two meanings. One meaning is a translucent
glass lantern. The other meaning is a large chunk of raw
material, not necessarily glass. It was necessary for the
Gemara to explain that in this context the reference is to
the second meaning.
He may place his head beneath the pile and move it –
 ו ְּמ ַס ְּלקֹו,יה
ָ ֹאשֹו ַּת ְח ֶּת
ׁ ִיח ר
ַ מ ּנ:ַ Even though moving set-aside
items is prohibited in any manner, it is permitted in this
case because it involves moving the items in an unusual
manner, and failure to move them would cause suffering
to a living creature (Rashba).
Making use of living creatures on Shabbat – ׁ ִשימוּש
ב ַב ֲע ֵלי ַחּיִ ים:
ּ ְ It is prohibited to make use of animals on
Shabbat, even when it involves neither a Torah prohibition
nor a violation of the mitzva to rest one’s animal. Due to
a decree of the Sages, it is also prohibited to make use of
trees on Shabbat, lest one break off a branch either for
the benefit of tree itself or for use as an animal prod. The
Sages disputed the scope of this decree. Does it extend
to the sides of the tree or the animal, i.e., using the tree or
animal in an unconventional way, or is it limited to using
them in the conventional manner?
LANGUAGE

Chunks [kulsa] – כו ְּל ָסא:ּ The correct version of this word
is bulsa (Arukh), from the Greek βῶλος, bolos, meaning a
chunk, a clod of earth, or a metal bar.
Guvalaki –  ּגוּוַ ָל ִקי: From the Iranian jūwalak, meaning sack
or knapsack.
HALAKHA

An animal laden with a heavy load – ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ַה ְּטעוּנָ ה
מ ְשאוׂי ָּכ ֵבד:ַ One whose animal is laden with a heavy burden on Shabbat may unload it by shifting the items to
the other side of the animal and allowing them to fall on
their own. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Shimon ben Yoĥai, as the halakha with regard to
the suffering of living creatures is not in accordance with
the opinion of Rabban Gamliel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 21:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 266:9).
Suffering of a living creature – צַ ַער ַ ּב ֲע ֵלי ַחּיִ ים: It is prohibited by Torah law to cause a living creature to suffer. This
is a factor that must be always taken into consideration
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:10; Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 266:9).
BACKGROUND

One attached by means of guvalaki – ח ֵ ּבר ּגוּוַ ָל ִקי:ִ In this
method, the bags are attached and it is impossible to
remove the bags merely by untying the ropes. One must
lean on the donkey in order to lift up the bags.

Guvalaki method of attaching bags
דנק ףד:  ד״כ קרפ. Perek XXIV . 154b
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BACKGROUND

One who attached by means of agalavki – ח ֵ ּבר ַא ַ ּג ָלוְ ִוקי:ִ In this
method, the bags are attached by means of a strap. Each bag
can be removed individually by detaching it from its strap and
it is not necessary to lean against the donkey.

Agalavki method of attaching bags
HALAKHA

A sukka that is attached to a tree – סו ָּּכה ַה ְּמחו ֶ ּּב ֶרת ָ ּב ִא ָילן: A
sukka whose walls are made in trees is valid. However, if it is
constructed so that the sukka could not stand were the tree
not there, one may not enter it on the first day of the Sukkot
festival due to the prohibition against making use of trees on a
Festival. However, he may enter the sukka during the intermediate days of the Festival, except on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka VeLulav 4:6; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 628:3).
NOTES

Three walls built by a person and one on a tree – ָׁשלו ׁׂש ִ ּב ֵידי
א ָדם וְ ַא ַחת ָ ּב ִא ָילן:
ָ The precise meaning of this case is subject
to dispute. Some hold that it refers to roofing resting partially
atop the tree (Rashi, Tosafot, and others), and this was prohibited because it was common to place objects atop the roofing.
Another opinion states that this is referring to a case where
one elevated the walls of the sukka, and the floor of the sukka
is resting partially on the tree and partially on the ground (Rashi
in tractate Sukka; Tosefot Rid).
LANGUAGE

Branches [gavaza] – גוַ אזָ א:ּ ַ From the early Iranian language
Avestan, in which this word appears as gawāza and means a
shepherd’s staff.
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Perek XXIV . 154b . דנק ףד: ד״כ קרפ

. דְּ ָלא ָהו ּו צְ ָד ִדין,וקי
ִ ְ ְ ּב ִח ֵ ּבר ַא ַ ּג ָלו, ל ֹאAbaye answered: No, this is a case where one attached the bags
B
. ְ ּב ֶל ְּכ ָתא, ִאי נַ ִמיby means of agalavki, i.e., where the bags were not tightly
strapped to the animal, but rather attached by means of a hook.
In such a case, there is no need to make use of the sides of the
animal in order to unhook the strap. Alternatively, the bags
were tied to the sides of the animal with a rope, which could
likewise be untied with ease and without leaning against the
animal.
 ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם ִ ּב ֵידי ָא ָדם וְ ַא ַחת:יה
ֵ ית
ִ ֵא
ּ יב
עֹולין ָל ּה ְ ּביֹום
ִ  וְ ֵאין,ָ ּב ִא ָילן – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה
 דְּ ָהו ּו,יה ָ ּב ִא ָילן
ּ  ַמאי ָלאו – דְּ ָחק ֵ ּב.טֹוב
!ְלה ּו צְ ָד ִדין וּצְ ָד ִדין ֲאסו ִּרין

Abaye raised an objection to Rabba’s opinion based on that
which was taught in a mishna: A sukka that had two of its walls
on the ground, built by a person, and one wall on a treeH is
valid and can be used to fulfill the mitzva of sukka. However,
one may not enter it on the festival day of Sukkot because it is
prohibited to use trees rooted in the ground on Shabbat or a
Festival. What, is this not referring to a case where one carved
a hole in the tree and inserted a beam into the hole for support,
in which case these are sides of the tree that are being used, and
apparently, using the sides of the tree is prohibited?

,יה
ּ ֵיה ָל ִא ָילן וְ ַא ַּנח ִס ּיכוּךְ ִע ָּילו
ּ ֵ דְּ ַכ ְפי,ָלא
:ימא ֵס ָיפא
ָ  ֵא, ִאי ָה ִכי.דְּ ָק ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּמ ׁש ָ ּב ִא ָילן
,ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ִ ּב ֵידי ָא ָדם וְ ַא ַחת ָ ּב ִא ָילן – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה
יה
ִ ְו
ּ ֵ וְ ִאי דְּ ַכ ְפי.עֹולין ָל ּה ְ ּביֹום טֹוב
?עֹולין ָל ּה ְ ּביֹום טֹוב
ִ ָל ִא ָילן – ַא ַּמאי

Rabba rejected this: No, it is referring to a case where one bent
the tree over and placed the roofing atop it, as in that case, he
is making use of the tree itself and not its sides. Abaye asked:
If so, say the latter clause of the mishna: If there are three walls
built by a person and one on a tree,N it is a valid sukka and one
may enter it on a Festival. And if one bent a tree and placed
the roofing atop it, why may one enter it on a Festival?

,וְ ֶא ָּלא ַמאי – צְ ָד ִדין ֲאסו ִּרין? סֹוף סֹוף
:עֹולין ָל ּה ְ ּביֹום טֹוב? ֶא ָּלא
ִ ַא ַּמאי
יה
ּ  דְּ ִא ָילן גּ ו ֵּפ,ָה ָתם ְ ּבגַ וַ אזָ א ּ ַפ ְר ַס ַּכנָ א
, דַּ יְ ָקא נַ ִמי.דּ ֶֹופן ְ ּב ָע ְל ָמא הוּא דְּ ׁ ַשוְ ויֵ ּה
ּ  ָּכל ִא: זֶ ה ַה ְּכ ָלל,דְּ ָק ָתנֵי
יל ּו ׁ ֶשּיִ ָּנ ֵטל
עֹולין ָל ּה ְ ּביֹום
ִ – יכֹולה ַל ֲעמֹוד
ָ ִָה ִא ָילן ו
. ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה,טֹוב

Rabba rejected this question: Rather, what would you say?
Making use of sides is prohibited. If so, the same problem still
exists, why is the sukka fit for use in the latter case? Ultimately,
why may one enter it on a Festival? Rather, there it is referring
to a case where the branches [gavaza]L are spread out and
where one made the tree itself into a wall, not where he leaned
a wall against it. The language of the mishna is also precise. The
wall may not be used if it is an integral part of the sukka, meaning that it is one of the three required walls. However, if it serves
as a fourth wall, one may use the sukka on a Festival as it is
taught that this is the principle: In any case where if the tree
was taken the sukka would still be able to stand, one may enter
it on a Festival. Then it is clear that the walls are not leaning
against the tree; rather, the tree itself serves as a wall. The
Gemara says in summary: Learn from here that this is so.

עֹולין ָל ּה ְ ּביֹום טֹוב
ִ ימא ְּכ ַת ָּנ ֵאי ֵאין
ָ ֵל
אֹומר ִמ ׁ ּש ּום
ֵ
ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר
 ַמאי.עֹולין ָל ּה ְ ּביֹום טֹוב
ִ :ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
 צְ ָד ִדין: ְ ּב ָהא ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י; דְּ ָמר ָס ַבר,ָלאו
? מו ָּּת ִרין: ו ָּמר ָס ַבר,ֲאסו ִּרין

The Gemara suggests: Let us say that these amora’im disagree
in a dispute parallel to a dispute between tanna’im with regard
to making use of the sides of a tree, as it was taught in the Tosefta:
One may not enter a sukka whose walls are leaning against a
tree on a Festival. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says in the name
of Rabbi Meir: One may enter it on a Festival. What, is it not
that they are disagreeing about this issue, as this Master,
meaning the Rabbis, holds that making use of the sides is
prohibited, and this Master, Rabbi Meir, holds that they are
permitted?

 דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא צְ ָד ִדין, ָלא:ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
;יפ ְלגִ י
ַ ּ  וְ ָה ָכא ְ ּבצִ דֵּ י צְ ָד ִדין ָק ִמ,ֲאסו ִּרין
: ו ָּמר ָס ַבר, צִ דֵּ י צְ ָד ִדין ֲאסו ִּרין:ָמר ָס ַבר
.צִ דֵּ י צְ ָד ִדין מו ָּּת ִרין

Abaye said: No. Everyone agrees that the sides are prohibited,
and it is with regard to the sides of the sides, i.e., not a wall
leaning against the tree itself, but a wall that is supported by a
beam that is placed in the hole carved in the tree, that they
disagree. This Master, meaning the Rabbis, holds that the
sides of the sides are prohibited, and this Master, Rabbi Meir,
holds that the sides of the sides are permitted.

 ַמאן דְּ ָא ַסר ִ ּבצְ ָד ִדין – ָא ַסר:ָר ָבא ָא ַמר
 ַמאן דְּ ׁ ָש ֵרי ְ ּבצִ דֵּ י,נַ ִמי ְ ּבצִ דֵּ י צְ ָד ִדין
יה ַרב
ִ  ֵא.צְ ָד ִדין – ׁ ָש ֵרי נַ ִמי ִ ּבצְ ָד ִדין
ּ ית ֵיב
נָעץ
ַ :ְמ ׁ ַש ְר ׁ ִשּיָ א ְל ָר ָבא

Rava said: The one who prohibited making use of the sides
also prohibited making use of the sides of the sides, and the
one who permitted making use of the sides also permitted
making use of the sides of the sides. Rav Mesharshiyya raised
an objection to the opinion of Rava: If one drove

