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The primary focus of this chapter is on the various details of the prohibitions of car-
rying out and moving objects on the Shabbat.

The prohibited labor to carry out a burden on Shabbat is alluded to in the Torah and 
explicitly stated in the Prophets. Although it appears in the list of prohibited labors 
in the mishna, it constitutes its own discrete unit, and its parameters are significantly 
different from those of the other prohibited labors.

There are two fundamental aspects to the prohibited labor of carrying out. The most 
significant of these is the prohibition to carry an object from one domain to another, 
e.g., from the private to the public domain. The definitions of these domains with 
regard to Shabbat are distinctive, and their parameters are by no means identical 
to the definitions of domains in other aspects of halakha, neither in terms of their 
ownership nor in terms of their use.

There are four Shabbat domains: The private domain, the public domain, an interme-
diate domain [karmelit] whose precise definition will follow, and an exempt domain, 
which is a neutral domain within which carrying objects is not prohibited at all.

Any area that is four handbreadths by four handbreadths and separated from its sur-
roundings by ten handbreadths, either by a partition of that height that delimits it or 
because it stands on ground ten handbreadths higher or lower than its surroundings, 
is a private domain, even if legally it is publicly owned. The airspace of the private 
domain extends to the sky.

An area that is a minimum of sixteen cubits wide and which the public, some say 
at least 600,000 people, use regularly is a public domain. The airspace of the public 
domain extends only ten handbreadths off the ground.

To these domains, whose basis is in Torah law, the Sages added a third domain, the 
karmelit. A karmelit is defined as any place that is fit to be a private domain in terms 
of its area, but is not surrounded by an enclosure or is not sufficiently removed from 
its surrounding area to be an actual private domain. In addition, an area that is large 
enough to be a public domain but is not frequented by the public, e.g., a field or a 
body of water, is also a karmelit. The Sages decreed that those areas have the legal 
status of a public domain by rabbinic law.

An exempt domain is defined as a place that is set apart from its surroundings, has 
an area of less than four handbreadths by four handbreadths, and has airspace more 
than ten handbreadths above the public domain or karmelit. There is absolutely no 
prohibition against carrying or moving objects in that domain on Shabbat.
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Let every man remain where he is; let no man leave his place 
on the seventh day.

(Exodus 16:29)

Neither shall you carry out a burden from your houses on the 
Shabbat day, nor do any work, but you shall hallow the Shab-
bat day, as I commanded your fathers. 

( Jeremiah 17:22)
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The other fundamental aspect of the prohibition to carry out is the prohibition to 
carry an object four cubits within a public domain. Carrying an object four cubits 
in a karmelit is prohibited by rabbinic law.

One only violates the Torah prohibition to carry out on Shabbat if he lifts the object 
from one place and places it in another place. As is the case with regard to the other 
prohibited labors, one who performs this action intentionally is liable for the punish-
ment of karet. If he does so unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 

Based upon these principles, the Mishna and Gemara discuss the prohibitions of 
carrying out on Shabbat, its parameters, and the safeguards decreed by the Sages.
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The tractate opens with a discussion of the biblical prohibition of car-
rying out on Shabbat, a topic that is somewhat unexpected, in order 
to pique the interest of the reader. In terms of the overall framework 
of the tractate, it would have been more appropriate to begin with 
later mishnayot. Carrying an object from a public domain to a private 
domain, or vice versa, violates a biblical prohibition. When the entire 
act is performed by a single individual, it is punishable by karet. The 
prohibited act consists of lifting an object in one domain and placing 
it in another. 

MISHNA The acts of carrying out from a public domain into 
a private domain or vice versa, which are prohib-

ited on Shabbat,n1h1 are primarily two basic actions that comprise four 
cases from the perspective of a person inside a private domain, and two 
basic actions that comprise four cases from the perspective of a person 
outside,n2 in a public domain.

The mishna elaborates: How do these eight cases take place? In order to 
answer that question, the mishna cites cases involving a poor person and 
a homeowner.

The poor person stands outside,n3 in the public domain, and the home-
owner stands inside, in the private domain. The poor person lifted an 
object in the public domain, extended his hand into the private domain, 
and placed the object into the hand of the homeowner. In that case, the 
poor person performed the prohibited labor of carrying from the public 
domain into the private domain in its entirety. Or, the poor person 
reached his hand into the private domain, took an item from the hand of 
the homeowner, and carried it out into the public domain. In that case, 
the poor person performed the prohibited labor of carrying out from the 
private domain into the public domain in its entirety. In both of these 
cases, because the poor person performed the prohibited labor in its 
entirety, he is liable and the homeowner is exempt.

The mishna cites two additional cases. In these, the prohibited labor is 
performed by the homeowner, who is in the private domain: The home-
owner lifted an item in the private domain, extended his hand into the 
public domain, and placed the object into the hand of the poor person. 
In that case, the homeowner performed the labor of carrying out from 
the private domain into the public domain in its entirety. Or, the home-
owner reached his hand into the public domain, took an object from the 
hand of the poor person, and carried it into the private domain. In that 
case, the homeowner performed the labor of carrying from the public 
domain into the private domain in its entirety. In both of those cases, 
because the homeowner performed the prohibited labor in its entirety, 
he is liable and the poor person is exempt.

There are four additional cases where neither the homeowner nor the poor 
person performed the labor in its entirety, and therefore neither is liable: 
The poor person extended his hand into the private domain and either 
the homeowner took an object from his hand and placed it in the private 
domain or the homeowner placed an object into the hand of the poor 
person, and the poor person carried the object out into the public do-
main. In those cases and the two that follow, the act of transferring the 
object from one domain to another was performed jointly by two people, 
the poor person and the homeowner. Because each performed only part 
of the prohibited labor, both of them are exempt.

So too, in a case where the homeowner extended his hand into the 
public domain and, either the poor person took an object from the 
homeowner’s hand and placed it in the public domain or the poor person 
placed an object into the homeowner’s hand and the homeowner carried 
the object into the private domain. Because each performed only part of 
the prohibited labor, both of them are exempt.
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בד
ע  ַאְאּבַ ֵהן  ׁשֶ ִים  ּתַ ׁשְ ת  ּבָ ַ ַהּשׁ ְיִציאֹות 

חּוץ, ע ּבַ ֵהן ַאְאּבַ ִים ׁשֶ ּתַ ְ׳ִנים ּוׁשְ ּבִ

יַצד: ּכֵ

ְ׳ִנים,  ִית ּבִ חוּץ ּוַבַעל ַהּבַ ֶהָעִני עֹוֵמד ּבַ
ט ֶהָעִני ֶאת ָידֹו ִלְ׳ִנים ְוָנַתן ְלתֹוְך  ׁשַ ּ׳ָ
ַטל ִמּתֹוָכּה  ּנָ ִית, אֹו ׁשֶ ַעל ַהּבַ ל ּבַ ָידֹו ׁשֶ
ִית  ַהּבַ ּוַבַעל  ַחָּייב  ֶהָעִני   – ְוהֹוִציא 

טּואד ּ׳ָ

ִית ֶאת ָידֹו ַלחּוץ ְוָנַתן  ַעל ַהּבַ ט ּבַ ׁשַ ּ׳ָ
ַטל ִמּתֹוָכּה  ּנָ ל ָעִני, אֹו ׁשֶ ְלתֹוְך ָידֹו ׁשֶ
ְוֶהָעִני  ַחָּייב  ִית  ַהּבַ ַעל  ּבַ  – ְוִהְכִניס 

טּואד ּ׳ָ

ַעל  ט ֶהָעִני ֶאת ָידֹו ִלְ׳ִנים ְוָנַטל ּבַ ׁשַ ּ׳ָ
ְלתֹוָכּה  ַתן  ּנָ ׁשֶ אֹו  ִמּתֹוָכּה  ִית  ַהּבַ

טּוִאיןד ֵניֶהם ּ׳ְ ְוהוִֹציא – ׁשְ

ִית ֶאת ָידֹו ַלחּוץ ְוָנַטל  ַעל ַהּבַ ט ּבַ ׁשַ ּ׳ָ
ְלתֹוָכּה  ַתן  ּנָ ׁשֶ אֹו  ִמּתֹוָכּה,  ֶהָעִני 

טּוִאיןד ֵניֶהם ּ׳ְ ְוִהְכִניס – ׁשְ

n1The acts of carrying out on Shabbat – ת ּבָ ַ  :ְיִציאֹות ַהּשׁ
Several reasons were given for the fact that the trac-
tate opens specifically with the prohibited labor of 
carrying out from domain to domain (see Tosafot). 
Some explained that the reason is because the 
tractate, in general, is ordered chronologically and 
begins with a discussion of matters prohibited im-
mediately when Shabbat begins. One of the matters 
that requires immediate attention is the prohibition 
of carrying out, and therefore it was necessary to 
cite this halakha first (Rabbeinu Tam; Ran; Rashba). 
Others explained that since the matter of carrying 
out is derived from the verse, “A man should not go 
out of his place” (Exodus 16:29), which is mentioned 
in the Torah prior to the rest of the prohibited labors 
of Shabbat, the Sages introduced it earlier in the 
Mishna (Penei Yehoshua).

n2Inside…outside – חּוץ ְ׳ִנים…ּבַ  Some explain that :ּבִ
the term inside is from the perspective of the object, 
which is taken inside. Accordingly, the continuation 
is clear as, indeed, the mishna cites an example of 
carrying an object into the private domain (Ramban).

n3The poor person stands outside, etc. – ֶהָעִני עֹוֵמד 
חּוץ וכופ  It is surprising that the mishna did not cite :ּבַ
the simplest case of transferring an object from one 
domain to another, i.e., a person walking from the pri-
vate domain to the public domain with an object in 
his hand. Since the mishna’s intent was to underscore 
the innovative aspects of this halakha, it cited a more 
complex case involving one standing in one domain 
who performed a prohibited labor in another domain 
and is, nevertheless, liable (Tziyyun LeNefesh Ĥayya).

notes

h1The acts of carrying out on Shabbat, etc. – ְיִציאֹות 
ת וכופ ּבָ ַ  By Torah law, one who lifts an object in the :ַהּשׁ
public domain and places it in the private domain or 
vice versa is liable. If he lifted the object and someone 
else placed it in the other domain, both are exempt 
by Torah law but prohibited to do so by rabbinic law. 
Even in a case where the passive participant did not 
perform a prohibited labor at all, i.e., if the one who 
carried the object out placed it in the hand of the 
receiver, or if the object was in the hand of the giver 
and the receiver took it from his hand without his 
assistance, although he is passive, he violates a pro-
hibition. Although one of them performed the entire 
labor himself, the  other violates the prohibition: “Be-
fore a blind person do not place a stumbling block” 
(Leviticus 19:14), since the active participant could 
not have performed the transgression without the 
collaboration of the other (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 12:9 and 13:2, 7; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 347:1).

halakha
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GEMARA We learned in our mishna: The acts of car-
rying out on Shabbat are two that comprise 

four. Similarly, we learned in the mishna there, in tractate Shevuot: 
Oaths on a statement, which, when violated, render one liable to 
bring a sin-offering are two that comprise four. The first two cases, 
which are mentioned explicitly in the Torah, are: One who swore 
that he would perform a specific action in the future and one who 
swore to refrain from performing said action. Based on an amplifica-
tion in the language of the Torah, two more cases are added: One 
who swore that he performed a specific action in the past and one 
who swore that he did not perform said action. 

Similarly, with regard to awareness of ritual impurity, there are two 
cases that comprise four. It is prohibited for one who is ritually 
impure to enter the Temple or to consume a consecrated item. 
However, one who unwittingly violates this serious prohibition is 
obligated to bring a sacrifice for his transgression only if he was 
clearly aware of his ritually impure status both before committing 
the transgression and thereafter. The two cases of unwitting trans-
gression in this area are: One who was aware and then forgot that 
he is ritually impure, and then either ate consecrated meat or en-
tered the Temple, and subsequently recalled that he was ritually 
impure. Two additional cases are: One who was aware of his ritu-
ally impure status but was unaware that the food he was about to 
eat was consecrated and ate it, or he was unaware that he was about 
to enter the Temple and entered it.

Signs of affliction by leprosy are two that comprise four. The 
Torah (Leviticus 13) mentions two types of signs of affliction with 
regard to leprosy, baheret and se’et. Two additional, secondary signs 
of affliction were added. They are not as white as those delineated 
in the Torah. Consequently, there are derivatives of both baheret 
and se’et.

The mishna in Shevuot also mentions that the acts of carrying out 
on Shabbat are two basic actions that comprise four.

The Gemara asks: What is different here that our mishna teaches: 
Two that comprise four inside and two that comprise four out-
side, and what is different there, in tractate Shevuot, that the mish-
na teaches with regard to transfers on Shabbat: Two that comprise 
four, and nothing more?

The Gemara answers: Here, in tractate Shabbat, which contains the 
primary discussion of the halakhot of Shabbat, the mishna teaches 
the primary categories of labor that are prohibited on Shabbat, 
including carrying out from the private to the public domain, and 
it teaches the subcategoriesn2 of labor that are prohibited on Shab-
bat, including carrying from the public into the private domain. But 
there, in tractate Shevuot, which does not contain the primary 
discussion of the halakhot of Shabbat, the mishna teaches the 
primary categories of labor prohibited on Shabbat but does not 
teach the subcategories of labor.

The Gemara asks: What are the primary categories of labor prohib-
ited on Shabbat? They are acts of carrying out from the private 
domain to the public domain. However, the Gemara objects: The 
acts of carrying out are only two in number: There is the case of 
the homeowner who takes an object out of the private domain and 
places it in the hand of the poor person in the public domain and 
the case of a poor person who takes an object from the homeowner’s 
hand in the private domain and takes it out into the public domain. 
What are the two additional cases referred to by the phrase: Two 
that comprise four, in tractate Shevuot?

ֵהן  ִים ׁשֶ ּתַ בּועֹות ׁשְ ַנן ָהָתם: ׁשְ גמפ ּתְ
ע, NOTESַאְאּבַ

n1The acts of carrying out on Shabbat – ְיִציאֹות 
ת ּבָ ַ  Several reasons were given for the fact that :ַהּשׁ
the tractate opens specifically with carrying out from 
domain to domain (see Tosafot). Some explained that 
the reason is because the tractate, in general, is or-
dered chronologically, and begins with a discussion 
of matters prohibited immediately when Shabbat 
begins. One of those matters that requires immedi-
ate attention is the prohibition of carrying out and 
therefore, it was necessary to cite this halakha first 
(Rabbeinu Tam, Ran, Rashba). Others explained that 
since the matter of carrying out is derived from the 
verse, “A man should not go out of his place” (Exodus 
16:29), which is mentioned in the Torah prior to the 
rest of the prohibited labors on Shabbat, the Sages 
introduced it earlier in the mishna (Penei Yehoshua).

n2Outside…inside – ְ׳ִנים חּוץ… ּבִ  Some explain that :ּבַ
“inside” is from the perspective of the object, which 

goes inside. Accordingly, the continuation is clear as, 
indeed, the mishna cites an example of carrying an 
object into the private domain (Ramban).

n3How? The poor person stands etc. – יַצד: ֶהָעִני עֹוֵמד  ּכֵ
 It is surprising that the mishna did not cite :ַּבחּוץ וכו׳
the simplest case of transferring an object from one 
domain to another, i.e., a person walking from the 
private domain to the public domain with an ob-
ject in his hand. Since the mishna’s intent was to 
underscore the innovative aspects of this halakha, it 
cited a more complex case, i.e., a person who stands 
in one domain, who performs a prohibited labor 
in another domain, is, nevertheless, liable (Tziyyon 
leNefesh Ĥayya).

HALAKHA
h1The acts of carrying out on Shabbat etc. –ְיִציאֹות 
ת וכופ ּבָ ַ  According to Torah law, one who lifts an :ַהּשׁ
object in the public domain, carries it into the private 

domain and places it there or lifts it in the private 
domain and places it into the public domain, is liable. 
If he only lifted the object and someone else placed it 
in the other domain, they are both exempt by Torah 
law but they are prohibited to do so by rabbinic law. 
Even in a case where the one who received the object 
or gave the object did not perform a prohibited labor 
at all, i.e., if the one who carried the object out placed 
it in the hand of the receiver, or if the object was in 
the hand of the giver and the receiver took it from his 
hand without his assistance, the passive participant 
violates a prohibition. Although only one of them 
performed the entire labor himself, nevertheless 
since it could not have been accomplished without 
the collaboration of the other who facilitated it, the 
prohibition: “Before a blind person do not place a 
stumbling-block” (Leviticus 19:14) is violated (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:9 and 13:2, 7; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 347:1).

ב:
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ע, ֵהן ַאְאּבַ ִים ׁשֶ ּתַ ְיִדיעֹות ַהּטּוְמָאה ׁשְ

ע, ֵהן ַאְאּבַ ַנִים ׁשֶ ַמְאאֹות ְנָגִעים ׁשְ

עד ֵהן ַאְאּבַ ִים ׁשֶ ּתַ ת ׁשְ ּבָ ַ ְיִציאֹות ַהּשׁ

ֵהן  ׁשֶ ִים  ּתַ “ׁשְ ָתֵני:  ּדְ ָהָכא  ָנא  ׁשְ ַמאי 
ע  ַאְאּבַ ֵהן  ׁשֶ ִים  ּתַ ּוׁשְ ְ׳ִנים  ּבִ ע  ַאְאּבַ
ָתֵני:  ּדְ ָהָתם  ָנא  ׁשְ ּוַמאי  חּוץ״,  ּבַ

ע״ ְותּו ָלא? ֵהן ַאְאּבַ ִים ׁשֶ ּתַ “ׁשְ

ֵני ָאבֹות  ת הּוא – ּתָ ּבָ א ׁשַ ִעיּ ַ ָהָכא ּדְ
ת  ּבָ א ׁשַ ָלאו ִעיּ ַ ְוָתֵני ּתֹוָלדֹות, ָהָתם ּדְ
ָלא   – ּתֹוָלדֹות  ֵני,  ּתָ  – ָאבֹות  הּוא, 

ֵניד ּתָ

ָאבֹות ַמאי ִניהּו – ְיִציאֹות, ִויִציאֹות 
ֵאי ָהְוָיין! ּתְ

n2The mishna teaches the primary categories and it teaches 
the subcategories – ֵני ָאבֹות ְוָתֵני ּתֹוָלדֹות -Primary catego :ּתָ
ries  and subcategories appear in various areas. In each area, 
problems arise with regard to the precise nature of the rela-
tionship between the primary categories and the subcatego-
ries. The general understanding is that primary categories are 
those written explicitly in the Torah and subcategories are 
the conclusions drawn from and fences constructed around 
the primary categories. However, in some cases, there is no 
halakhic distinction between a primary category and its 
subcategory. In those cases specifically, problems arise with 
regard to the definition of primary category and its implica-
tions. See Chapter Seven in this tractate and the beginning 
of tractate Bava Kamma.

notes
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And if you say that the mishna in tractate Shevuot enumerates all four 
cases of carrying out, among them those for which there is liability 
and among them those for which there is exemption, including those 
mentioned in the second half of our mishna in which each individual 
performs only half of the prohibited labor, that is not feasible. The 
mishna in Shevuot teaches the prohibition of carrying out on Shabbat 
parallel to the signs of affliction by leprosy. Just as there, with regard 
to leprosy, all four of them are cases for which there is liability, so too, 
here, with regard to Shabbat, all four of them are cases for which there 
is liability.

Rather, Rav Pappa saidn3 that the difference between the manner in 
which the halakha is cited in tractates Shevuot and Shabbat must be 
understood as follows: Here, where it contains the primary discussion 
of the halakhot of Shabbat, the mishna teaches both cases of liability 
and cases of exemption, meaning cases of carrying out for which one 
is liable by Torah law as well as those for which one is exempt by Torah 
law. However, there, where it does not contain the primary discussion 
of the halakhot of Shabbat, the mishna teaches cases of liability but 
does not teach cases of exemption.

The Gemara asks: What are the cases of liability? They are acts of 
carrying out from the private domain to the public domain. The 
Gemara objects on the grounds that there are only two acts of carry-
ing out: Carrying out while standing inside and carrying out while 
standing outside. What is the meaning of the phrase in Shevuot: Which 
comprise four? The Gemara answers: It is possible to arrive at a total 
of four. Cases of carrying in from the public domain to the private 
domain are also enumerated in tractate Shevuot. Consequently, there 
are two cases of carrying out and two cases of carrying in.

The Gemara objects: In Shevuot, the phrase: Acts of carrying out, is 
taught in the mishna, not acts of carrying in. Rav Ashi said: The 
tanna in Shevuot also refers to carrying in as carrying out.

From where do I know this? From that which we learned in a mish-
na: One who carries out an object from one domain to anothern4 is 
liable. Are we not also dealing with a case where he is carrying it in 
from the public domain to the private domain, and nevertheless the 
mishna characterizes it as carrying out?

And what is the reason that the term carrying out is used to refer to 
an act of carrying in? The tanna characterizes any act that involves 
lifting of an object from its place and transferring it to another do-
main as carrying out. Carrying out does not refer only to carrying an 
object out from one’s house. Rather, it is a general depiction of moving 
an object from the domain in which it is located into another domain.

Ravina said: Our mishna is also precise, and its language leads us to 
the same conclusion, as the expression: Acts of carrying out on Shab-
bat, was taught in our mishna, yet immediately a case of carrying in 
is articulated. The first case listed in our mishna involves the poor 
person placing an object into the hand of the homeowner, which is a 
case of carrying in from the public to the private domain. The Ge-
mara notes: Indeed, conclude from this that the term carrying out 
also refers to carrying in.

Rava said: The language of the mishnayot poses no difficulty. The 
tanna in both of these mishnayot did not teach: Acts of carrying out on 
Shabbat. Rather, he taught: Domainsn5 of Shabbat. The correct version 
of the mishna is: The domains of Shabbat are two that comprise four, 
and, according to this tanna, there are four instances of prohibited 
labor in these two domains, inside and outside.

Rav Mattana said to Abaye: The mishna speaks of two that comprise 
four inside and two that comprise four outside, for a total of eight. Yet 
there is a difficulty: Are these eight cases? They are twelve. Upon 
closer inspection, in the four cases in the latter part of the mishna, the 
homeowner and the poor person each performs an individual action 
contributing to the overall prohibited labor of carrying in or carrying 
out. Consequently, there are four actions in the first part of the mish-
na and eight actions in the second part.

ִלְ׳טּוא,  ּוֵמֶהן  ְלִחּיּוב  ֵמֶהן  יָמא  ּתֵ ְוִכי 
ָ ָתֵני,  ְנָגִעים  ַמְאאֹות  ּדְ ּדּוְמָיא  ְוָהא 
הּו ְלִחּיּוָבא, ַאב ָהָכא  ָמה ָהָתם – ּכּוּלְ

הּו ְלִחּיּוָבא! ַנִמי – ּכּוּלְ

א  ִעיּ ַ ּדְ ָהָכא  א:  ּ׳ָ ּ׳ַ ַאב  ָאַמא  א  ֶאּלָ
ֵני ִחּיּוֵבי ּוְ׳טּוֵאי, ָהָתם  ת הּוא – ּתָ ּבָ ׁשַ
ֵני,  ת הּוא, ִחּיּוֵבי – ּתָ ּבָ א ׁשַ ָלאו ִעיּ ַ ּדְ

ֵניד ּוְ׳טּוֵאי – ָלא ּתָ

ְיִציאֹות  ְיִציאֹות,   – ִניהּו  ַמאי  ִחּיּוֵבי 
ִים  ּתַ הֹוָצָאה ּוׁשְ ִים ּדְ ּתַ י ָהְוָיין! ׁשְ ְאּתֵ ּתַ

ַהְכָנָסהד ּדְ

י:  ַאׁשִ ַאב  ָאַמא  ָ ָתֵני!  ְיִציאֹות  ְוָהא 
א, ַהְכָנָסה ַנִמי הֹוָצָאה ָ ֵאי ָלּהד ּנָ ּתַ

ֵמְאׁשּות  “ַהּמֹוִציא  ְתַנן:  ִמּדִ  – אי  ִמּמַ
ָ א  ּדְ ָעְסִ יַנן  ָלא  ִמי  ַחָּייב״,  ִלְאׁשּות 
ִלְאׁשּות  ים  ָהַאּבִ ֵמְאׁשּות  ְמַעֵּייל 

ַהָּיִחיד – ְוָ א ָ ֵאי ָלּה הֹוָצָאהד

ֵחֶ׳ץ  ֲעִ יַאת  ל  ּכָ  – ַמאי  ְוַטְעָמא 
א ‘הֹוָצָאהפ ָ ֵאי ָלּהד ּנָ ִמּמְ ֹומֹו, ּתַ

ְיָ א,  ּדַ ַנִמי  ַמְתִניִתין  ָאִביָנא:  ָאַמא 
ָ ָתֵני ‘ְיִציאֹותפ ְוָ א ְמָ׳ֵאׁש ַהְכָנָסה  ּדְ

ּהד ַמע ִמיּנָ אד ׁשְ ְלַאְלּתַ

ְאׁשּוּיֹות  ָ ָתֵני,  ְאׁשּוּיֹות  ָאַמא:  ָאָבא 
ִיםד ּתַ ת ׁשְ ּבָ ׁשַ

ָמֵני  ֵיי: ָהא ּתְ ָנה ְלַאּבַ ָאַמא ֵליה ַאב ַמּתָ
י ְסֵאי ָהְוָיין! ְאּתֵ ָהְוָיין? ּתַ

n3Rather, Rav Pappa said, etc. – וכופ א  ּ׳ָ ּ׳ַ ַאב  ָאַמא  א    :ֶאּלָ
Apparently, according to his opinion, there is no distinc-
tion between the prohibited labor of carrying out and 
the prohibited labor of carrying in, as both are considered  
the same prohibited labor and not a primary category 
and a subcategory respectively (Ramban). According 
to his opinion, there is no distinction, even linguistically, 
between carrying in and carrying out (Rabbi Betzalel 
Ronsburg).

n4One who carries out from one domain to another – 
 If the language of carrying out was :ַהּמֹוִציא ֵמְאׁשּות ִלְאׁשּות
reserved exclusively for carrying in one direction and 
not the other direction, it would have been necessary 
for the mishna in Chapter Seven to say: One who carries 
out from the private domain to the public domain. Since 
it says: From domain to domain, apparently it does not 
distinguish between domains. Rather, every transfer from 
domain to domain is considered carrying out (Ritva).

n5He taught: Domains – ְאׁשּוּיֹות ָ ָתֵני: Some explain that 
Rava did not actually emend the text. Rather, he reinter-
preted the word yetziot in the mishna. Rather than inter-
pret it in its standard sense, i.e., going out, he interpreted 
it in the sense of domain, as in the word from the same 
root, totzeotav, which appears in the Torah (Numbers 34:4) 
and means its domains (Rashba).

notes
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Abaye responded: According to your reasoning, they are six-
teen actions, as even in the first part of our mishna, the one who 
receives the object and the one who places the object each 
participates in the performance of a prohibited action. Therefore, 
there are a total of sixteen actions. 

Rav Mattana said to Abaye: That is not difficult, as granted,

the first section of the mishna speaks of cases in which the one 
performing the actions is exempt from punishmentn1 by Torah 
law, and even by rabbinic law he is ab initio permittedh1 to per-
form those actions. When the poor person or homeowner nei-
ther lifted nor placed the object, i.e., the object was placed into  
or removed from their hands by others, their role is insignificant. 
Therefore, it was not taught in the mishna, and those cases were 
not factored into the total number of acts of carrying from do-
main to domain. However, with regard to the latter section of 
the mishna, where the person performing those actions is ex-
empt by Torah law, but his actions are prohibited by rabbinic 
law, it is difficult. Since the Sages prohibited those actions, they 
should be included in the total in the mishna, which should be 
twelve, not eight.

 Incidentally, the Gemara wonders: Is there, in all the halakhot 
of Shabbat, an act for which the mishna deems one exempt 
and the act is permitted?  Didn’t Shmuel say: With regard to 
all exempt rulings in the halakhot of Shabbat, although one 
who performs the action is exempt by Torah law, his action is 
prohibited by rabbinic law. This applies to all cases except for 
these three cases for which one is exempt and he is permitted 
to perform the action: Trapping a deer, where he does not 
actually trap it, rather he sits in the entrance of a house that a 
deer had previously entered on its own, preventing its exit; and 
trapping a poisonous snake because of the danger that it 
poses; and one who drains an abscess, meaning one who 
lances the boil of pus and drains the liquid from it. If so, the 
cases in the first section of our mishna, where the ruling is 
exempt, must be understood as exempt but prohibited.

The Gemara answers: In these cases, too, the ruling is: Exempt 
and permitted. When, though, was it necessary for Shmuel to 
cite specific cases as exempt and permitted? It was necessary in 
exempt cases where he performs a defined action. However, 
there are many exempt cases where he does not perform an 
action, which are completely permitted.

The Gemara returns to Rav Mattana’s question: In any case, 
there are twelve actions that should have been enumerated in 
the mishna. The Gemara answers: The mishna took into con-
sideration cases of exempt acts where the one who performed 
them could come, through their performance, to incur liabil-
ity to bring a sin-offering. The mishna did not take into con-
sideration cases of exempt acts where the one who performed 
them could not come, through their performance, to incur li-
ability to bring a sin-offering.n2 Here, only the instances where 
one lifts an object from its place are taken into consideration. 
Having lifted an object, if he continued, he could potentially 
incur liability to bring a sin-offering. Under no circumstances 
can one who merely places an object come to violate a more 
serious prohibition.

יְתְסֵאי ָהְוָיין! ְוִליַטְעִמיְך ׁשִ

ָלָמא ׁשְ ָיא; ּבִ ָאַמא ֵליה: ָהא ָלא ַ ׁשְ

NOTES
n1The mishna teaches the primary categories and 
teaches the derivative categories – ְוָתֵני ֵני ָאבֹות   ּתָ
 The concepts of primary and derivative :ּתֹוָלדֹות
are found in various areas. In each area, problems 
arise about the precise nature of the relationship 
between the primary and the derivative. The general 
understanding is that primary refers to that which is 
written explicitly in the Torah and derivative refers to 
conclusions drawn from and fences built around the 
primary. However, in some cases, there is no halakhic 
distinction between primary and derivative. In those 
cases specifically, problems arise with regard to the 
definition of primary and its implications. See the 

seventh chapter in this tractate and the beginning 
of the tractate Bava Kamma.

n2Rather Rav Pappa said etc. – א וכופ ּ׳ָ א ָאַמא ַאב ּ׳ַ  :ֶאּלָ
Apparently, according to his opinion there is no dis-
tinction between the prohibited labor of carrying out 
and the prohibited labor of carrying in, as both are 
considered to be the same prohibited labor, and not 
a primary category and a derivative category respec-
tively (Ramban). According to his opinion, there is no 
distinction at all, not even linguistic, between carry-
ing in and carrying out (Rabbi Betzalel Ronsburg).

n3One who carries out from one domain to another – 
 If the language of carrying out :ַהּמֹוִציא ֵמְאׁשּות ִלְאׁשּות
was reserved exclusively for carrying in one direction 

it would have been necessary for the mishna to say: 
One who carries out from the private domain to the 
public domain. Since it says: From domain to domain, 
apparently it does not distinguish between domains. 
Rather, every transfer from domain to domain is con-
sidered carrying out (Ritva).

n4He taught domains – ְאׁשּוּיֹות ָ ָתֵני: Some explain 
that Rava did not actually emend the text. Rather, 
he changed the meaning of the word yetzi’ot in the 
mishna from its standard sense, i.e., to go out, to 
mean domain, as in the word from the same root, 
totze’otav, that appears in the Torah (Numbers 34:4), 
which means domain (Rashba).

גד
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ָלא  א  ּומּוּתָ טּוא  ּ׳ָ  – א  ֵאיׁשָ ּדְ ָבא  ּבָ
ָ׳טּוא ֲאָבל  ֵסיָ׳א ּדְ ָבא ּדְ א ּבָ ָ ָתֵני, ֶאּלָ

ָיא! ָאסּוא, ַ ׁשְ

א?  טּוא ּומּוּתָ ת ּ׳ָ ּבָ י ׁשַ כּוּלֵ א ּבְ ִמי ִאיּכָ
ת  ּבָ ׁשַ ּדְ טּוֵאי  ּ׳ְ ל  ּכָ מּוֵאל:  ׁשְ ְוָהָאַמא 
ָלת  ּתְ ֵמָהֵני  א  ּבַ ָאסּוא,  ֲאָבל  טּוא  ּ׳ָ
ְוִציַדת  ְצִבי,  ִציַדת  א:  ּומּוּתָ ָ׳טּוא  ּדְ

ָנָחׁש, ּוֵמִ׳יס מּוְאָסא!

טּוֵאי  ּ׳ְ מּוֵאל –  ִלׁשְ ֵליּה  ִאיְצְטִאיְך  י  ּכִ
ָ א  ָלא  ּדְ טּוֵאי  ּ׳ְ ה,  ַמֲעׂשֶ ָעֵביד  ָ א  ּדְ

א טּוָבאד ה – ִאיּכָ ָעֵביד ַמֲעׂשֶ

טּוֵאי  ּ׳ְ ָהְוָיין!  ְסֵאי  י  ְאּתֵ ּתַ ָמ ֹום,  ל  ִמּכָ
ָ א   – את  ַחּטָ ִחּיּוב  ִליֵדי  הּו  ּבְ ָאֵתי  ּדְ
ִחּיּוב  ִליֵדי  הּו  ּבְ ָאֵתי  ָלא  ּדְ יב,  ָחׁשֵ

יבד את – ָלא ָ א ָחׁשֵ ַחּטָ

n1Exempt in the halakhot of Shabbat – ת ּבָ ִדיֵני ׁשַ טּוא ּבְ -The com :ּ׳ָ
mentaries explain that the general principle which states that 
all exemptions of Shabbat are exempt from punishment but 
prohibited does not apply universally. Essentially, it applies spe-
cifically to the laws of the prohibited labors of Shabbat, but not 
to all halakhot mentioned in the tractate (Ramban). Not all of the 
exceptions were enumerated, as in certain cases of full-fledged 
exemption with regard to several prohibited labors, the ruling is 
not based on the fundamental definition of that labor but on the 
overriding principle of saving a life (Ritva).

n2The tally of prohibited labors in the mishna – ָלאכֹות ּבֹון ַהְמּ  ֶחׁשְ
ָנה ִמׁשְ  The expression: Exempt acts where one could come :ּבַ
through their performance to incur liability to bring a sin-offering, 
is not unequivocal and has various interpretations. According to 
Rashi and Rabbeinu Ĥananel, only acts of lifting are enumerated 
in the mishna. Others explain that the reference is specifically to 
acts of placing (Ramban). Others hold that it refers to actions in 
which the object is transferred from one domain to the other, 
whether by means of placing or by means of carrying out (Rab-
beinu Zeraĥya HaLevi; Rashba; Tosafot).

notes

h1Exempt and permitted – א טּוא ּומּוּתָ  One who performs the :ּ׳ָ
act is exempt from punishment, as the act is permitted from the 
perspective of the halakhot of Shabbat. However, it is prohibited 
to do so by the Torah law: “Before a blind person do not place a 
stumbling block” (Leviticus 19:14). Even if the transgressor could 
have transgressed without the help of another, it is forbidden 
by rabbinic law to help him, as it was incumbent upon him to 
prevent the transgressor from violating the prohibition (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 347:1).

halakha
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The Gemara asks about the mishna itself: In the latter section of the 
mishna, instances in which they are both exempt are enumerated. 
However, wasn’t a prohibited labor performed between the two of 
them? Since together they performed an act prohibited by a severe 
Torah prohibition, how is it possible that their partnership will result 
in both being exempt? The Gemara answers that it was taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: It is written: “And if one soul 
sins unwittingly from the people of the land when he does it, one of 
the laws of God that should not be done and he is responsible” (Le-
viticus 4:27). The verse’s emphasis on the words “when he does it” 
means: One who does all of it, i.e., the entire transgression, is liable 
and not one who does part of it. Therefore, an individual, and he 
performed an action in its entirety, is liable. However, two people, 
and they performed an action together, are not liable, as each one 
performed only part of the action. The Gemara comments: It was also 
stated in support of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion: Rabbi Ĥiyya 
bar Gamda said: Amidst a discussion of these matters, it emanated 
from the groupn3 of Sages and they said: From the verse’s emphasis 
on “when he does it” it is derived: An individual who performed it 
is liable. However, two who performed it are not liable.

Rav raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: One whom 
another person loaded with food and drink on his back in the private 
domain on Shabbat, and he carried them out while they were still on 
his back, what is the halakha with regard to the prohibition of carry-
ing out on Shabbat? Clearly, one who lifts an object with his hand in 
the private domain, and carries it out into the public domain is liable, 
as he performed the complete act of carrying out. However, in the 
case of one who is laden with an object; is moving his bodyh2 from its 
place in the private domain considered like lifting the object itself 
from its place? In that case, he would be liable. Or, perhaps it is not 
considered like lifting the object from its place, and therefore he 
would not be liable. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: He is liable, 
and it is not similar to the halakha of one who had an object placed 
in his hand and carried it out to the public domain, with regard to 
which we learned in the mishna that he is not liable by Torah law. 
What is the reason for the distinction between these two apparently 
similar cases? His body is at rest, in a defined place. However, his 
hand is not at rest.n4 Since a hand is not generally fixed in one place, 
moving it and even transferring it to a different domain without a 
bona fide act of lifting is not considered lifting. However, the body is 
generally fixed in one place. Moving it from its place is considered 
lifting in terms of Shabbat, and he is liable for doing so. 

Rabbi Ĥiyya said to Rav, his sister’s son: Son of great men, didn’t I 
tell you that when Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is involved in this tractate 
do not ask him questions in another tractate,h1 as perhaps it will not 
be on his mind and he will be unable to answer? The dilemma that 
Rav asked was not related to the subject matter of the tractate which 
they were studying. As, had it not been for the fact that Rabbi Ye-
huda HaNasi is a great man, you would have shamed him, as he 
would have been forced to give you an answer that is not an appro-
priate answer.b1

ִאְתֲעִביָדא  ְוָהא  טּוִאין״ד  ּ׳ְ ֵניֶהן  “ׁשְ
י אֹוֵמא:  ְנָיא, ַאּבִ יַנְייהּו! ּתַ ְמָלאָכה ִמּבֵ
ה  ָהעֹוׂשֶ  – ֲעׂשֹוָתּה״  ּבַ ָהָאֶאץ  “ֵמַעם 
ה ֶאת ִמְ ָצָתּה,  ּה ְולֹא ָהעֹוׂשֶ ֶאת ּכּוּלָ
ַנִים ְוָעׂשּו  ה אֹוָתּה – ַחָּייב, ׁשְ ָיִחיד ְוָעׂשָ
י  ַמא ַנִמי, ָאַמא ַאּבִ טּוִאיןד ִאיּתְ אֹוָתּה – ּ׳ְ
ֲחבּוָאה  י  ִמּ׳ִ ִנְזְאָ ה  א;  ְמּדָ ּגַ א  ּבַ ִחָּייא 
ָאּה  ֲעׂשָ ׁשֶ ָיִחיד  ֲעׂשָֹתּה״ –  “ּבַ ְוָאְמאּו: 

טּוִאיןד אּוָה ּ׳ְ ֲעׂשָ ַנִים ׁשֶ ַחָּייב, ׁשְ

ֲחֵביאֹו  ִהְטִעינֹו  י:  ֵמַאּבִ ַאב  יּה  ִמיּנֵ ֵעי  ּבָ
ִ ין ְוהֹוִציָאן ַלחּוץ ַמהּו?  אֹוָכִלין ּוַמׁשְ
ִמּמְ ֹומֹו  ֵחֶ׳ץ  ֲעִ יַאת  ּכַ ּגּו׳ֹו  ֲעִ יַאת 
יְלָמא ָלא? ָאַמא  ֵמי – ּוִמיַחַּייב, אֹו ּדִ ּדָ
ַמאי  ְלָידֹוד  ּדֹוֶמה  ְוֵאינֹו  ַחָּייב,  ֵליה: 

ַטְעָמא? ּגּו׳ֹו ָנֵייח, ָידֹו – ָלא ָנֵייחד

NOTES
n1Exempt in the laws of Shabbat –ת ּבָ ִדיֵני ׁשַ ּבְ  :ָּפטּור 
The commentaries explain that the general principle 
that states that all exemptions of Shabbat are exempt 
but prohibited does not apply universally. Essentially, 
it applies specifically to the laws of the prohibited 
labors of Shabbat, but not to everything mentioned 
in the tractate (Ramban). Not all of the exceptions 
were enumerated, as in certain cases of full-fledged 
non-liability regarding several prohibited labors, the 
ruling is not based on the essential definition of that 
labor, but on the overriding principle with regard to 
saving a life (Ritva).

n2The tally of prohibited labors in the mishna – ּבֹון  ֶחׁשְ
ָנה ִמׁשְ ָלאכֹות ּבַ  The expression: Exempt acts where :ַהְמּ
he could come thereby to incur liability to bring a sin-
offering, is not unequivocal and has various interpre-
tations. According to Rashi and Rabbeinu Ĥananel, 
only acts of lifting are enumerated in the mishna. 
Others explain that the reference is specifically to acts 
of placing (Ramban). Yet others hold that it refers to 
those actions in which the object is transferred from 
one domain to the other, whether by means of plac-

ing or by means of carrying out (Rabbeinu Zeraĥya 
HaLevi, Rashba, and along similar lines in Tosafot).

n3It emanated from the group – י ֲחבּוָאה  The :ִנְזְאָ ה ִמּ׳ִ
reason that the Gemara cited the anecdote that this 
halakha “emanated from the group” in addition to 
the explicit baraita of Rabbi’s statements is explained 
in various ways. Some explained that it was neces-
sary because the baraita alone could have led to 
the conclusion that this is Rabbi’s individual opinion, 
but the Rabbis disagree with him, Therefore, the Ge-
mara cited this anecdote to indicate that this is the 
consensus opinion (Rashba, Ritva). Others explained 
that the conclusion: An individual and he performed 
it, is liable etc., is not part of the original text of the 
baraita. Rather, it is an elaboration by the Gemara. 
Thus, the need arose to reinforce this conclusion 
with the words emanating from the group (Tziyyon 
leNefesh Ĥayya). See the Tosafot for two additional 
explanations.

n4His hand is not at rest – ָידֹו – ָלא ָנֵייח: The Gemara 
only said this in a case where his hand and his body 
are in different domains; however, if they are in the 
same domain his hand is considered part of his body 
(Ran).

HALAKHA
h1Exempt and permitted – א טּוא ּומּוּתָ -One who per :ּ׳ָ
forms the act is exempt from punishment and the 
act is permitted from the perspective of the laws 
of Shabbat; however, one is prohibited from doing 
so by the Torah law: “Before a blind person do not 
place a stumbling-block” (Leviticus 19:14). Even if the 
one who committed the transgression could have 
accomplished it without his help, he is forbidden 
to help him by rabbinic law, as he should have pre-
vented him from violating the prohibition (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:7; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 347:1).

h2Moving his body – ּגּו׳ֹו  Moving his body :ֲעִ יַאת 
when it is laden with an object on Shabbat is tan-
tamount to lifting the object itself. Coming to a stop 
with the object still on him is tantamount to placing 
the object itself on the ground upon which he is 
standing. Therefore, if he was laden with an object 
and he carried it out from domain to domain he is 
liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:8).

ג:

Perek I
Daf 3 Amud b

ֲחֵתי!  ּ׳ַ א  ּבַ ְלַאב:  ִחָּייא  י  ַאּבִ ֵליה  ָאַמא 
ָהא  ּבְ י  ַאּבִ ָ ֵאי  י  ּכִ ָלְך:  ָאִמיָנא  ָלא 
א  ְכּתָ ַמּסֶ ּבְ ְּייֵליּה  ׁשַ ּתְ ָלא  א  ְכּתָ ַמּסֶ
יּהד  ְעּתֵ ַאּדַ ָלאו  יְלָמא  ּדִ ַאֲחִאיִתי, 
 – הּוא  ה  ַאּבָ ְבָאא  ּגַ י  ַאּבִ ּדְ ָלאו  ִאי  ּדְ
ָלאו  ּדְ יּנּוָיא  ׁשִ ָלְך  י  ּנֵ ַ ְמּשׁ ּדִ יּה,  ַסְ׳ּתֵ ּכְ

יּנּוָיא הּואד ׁשִ

n3It emanated from the group – י ֲחבּוָאה -The rea :ִנְזְאָ ה ִמּ׳ִ
son that the Gemara cited the anecdote by saying that 
this halakha emanated from the group, in addition to 
citing the explicit baraita of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s state-
ments, is explained in various ways. Some explain that 
it was necessary because the baraita alone could have 
led to the conclusion that this is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
individual opinion, and the Rabbis disagree with him. The 
Gemara cited this anecdote to indicate that this is the 
consensus opinion (Rashba; Ritva). Others explain that the 
conclusion: An individual who performed it is liable, etc., is 
not part of the original text of the baraita. Rather, it is an 
elaboration by the Gemara. Therefore, the need arose to 
reinforce that conclusion with the statements emanating 
from the group (Tziyyun LeNefesh Ĥayya; see Tosafot for 
two additional explanations).

n4His hand is not at rest – ָידֹו ָלא ָנֵייח: The Gemara only said 
this in a case where one’s hand and body are in different 
domains. However, if they are in the same domain, his 
hand is considered part of his body (Ran).

notes

h2Moving his body – ּגּו׳ֹו  Moving his body when :ֲעִ יַאת 
it is laden with a burden on Shabbat is tantamount to 
lifting the object itself. Coming to a stop with the object 
on his body is tantamount to placing the object on the 
ground upon which he is standing. Therefore, if he were 
laden with an object and he carried it out from domain 
to domain he is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 13:8).

halakha

h1When Rabbi is involved in this tractate do not ask him 
questions in another tractate – א ָלא ְכּתָ ָהא ַמּסֶ י ּבְ י ָ ֵאי ַאּבִ  ּכִ
א ַאֲחִאיִתי ְכּתָ ַמּסֶ ְּייֵליּה ּבְ ׁשַ  It is improper for a student to ask :ּתְ
his teacher a question dealing with a topic not included in 
the subject matter that he is studying. His teacher might 
be temporarily unable to answer and be embarrassed 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 4:6).

halakha

b1An answer that is not an appropriate answer – ָלאו ּדְ יּנּוָיא   ׁשִ
יּנּוָיא הּוא  The answer [shinuya] is one of the common forms of :ׁשִ
talmudic discourse. In general, a shinuya distinguishes between 
the case under discussion and the case upon which the question 
is based. Many times the answer is merely an attempt to stave off 

that difficulty. If that is the case, even if the attempt to stave off 
the difficulty is successful, it is not viewed as a definitive explana-
tion of the matter at hand. Consequently, at times the Gemara 
emphasizes that a certain answer is not merely an attempt to 
deflect the question but an actual explanation.

background








