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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

אִתְעֲבִידָא  וְהָא  טוּרִין״.  פְּ נֵיהֶן  “שְׁ
י אוֹמֵר:  נְיָא, רַבִּ ינַיְיהוּ! תַּ מְלָאכָה מִבֵּ
ה  הָעוֹשֶׂ  – עֲשׂוֹתָהּ״  בַּ הָאָרֶץ  “מֵעַם 
ה אֶת מִקְצָתָהּ,  הּ וְלאֹ הָעוֹשֶׂ אֶת כּוּלָּ
נַיִם וְעָשׂוּ  ה אוֹתָהּ – חַיָּיב, שְׁ יָחִיד וְעָשָׂ
י  מַר נַמִי, אָמַר רַבִּ טוּרִין. אִיתְּ אוֹתָהּ – פְּ
חֲבוּרָה  י  מִפִּ נִזְרְקָה  א;  מְדָּ גַּ ר  בַּ חִיָּיא 
אָהּ  עֲשָׂ שֶׁ יָחִיד  עֲשׂתָֹהּ״ –  “בַּ וְאָמְרוּ: 

טוּרִין. אוּהָ פְּ עֲשָׂ נַיִם שֶׁ חַיָּיב, שְׁ

חֲבֵירוֹ  הִטְעִינוֹ  י:  מֵרַבִּ רַב  יהּ  מִינֵּ עֵי  בָּ
קִין וְהוֹצִיאָן לַחוּץ מַהוּ?  אוֹכָלִין וּמַשְׁ
קוֹמוֹ  מִמְּ חֵפֶץ  עֲקִירַת  כַּ גּוּפוֹ  עֲקִירַת 
ילְמָא לָא? אָמַר  מֵי – וּמִיחַיַּיב, אוֹ דִּ דָּ
מַאי  לְיָדוֹ.  דּוֹמֶה  וְאֵינוֹ  חַיָּיב,  לֵיה: 

טַעְמָא? גּוּפוֹ נָיֵיח, יָדוֹ – לָא נָיֵיח.

NOTES
n1Exempt in the laws of Shabbat –ת בָּ דִינֵי שַׁ בְּ  :פָּטוּר 
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 – בּוֹן  חֶשְׁ
נָה מִשְׁ לָאכוֹת בַּ  The expression: Exempt acts where :הַמְּ
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 חֲבוּרָה  The :נִזְרְקָה מִפִּ
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 – יָדוֹ – לָא נָיֵיח: 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 – ר טוּר וּמוּתָּ -One who per :פָּ
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 – ֹגּוּפו  Moving his body :עֲקִירַת 
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).
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חֲתֵי!  פַּ ר  בַּ לְרַב:  חִיָּיא  י  רַבִּ לֵיה  אָמַר 
הָא  בְּ י  רַבִּ קָאֵי  י  כִּ לָךְ:  אָמִינָא  לָא 
א  כְתָּ מַסֶּ בְּ יְּילֵיהּ  שַׁ תְּ לָא  א  כְתָּ מַסֶּ
יהּ.  עְתֵּ אַדַּ לָאו  ילְמָא  דִּ אַחֲרִיתִי, 
 – הוּא  ה  רַבָּ בְרָא  גַּ י  רַבִּ דְּ לָאו  אִי  דְּ
לָאו  דְּ ינּוּיָא  שִׁ לָךְ  י  נֵּ ַ מְשּׁ דִּ יהּ,  סַפְתֵּ כְּ

ינּוּיָא הוּא. שִׁ

n3It emanated from the group – י חֲבוּרָה -The rea :נִזְרְקָה מִפִּ
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 – יָדוֹ לָא נָיֵיח: 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 – ֹגּוּפו  Moving his body when :עֲקִירַת 
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 לָא כְתָּ הָא מַסֶּ י בְּ י קָאֵי רַבִּ  כִּ
א אַחֲרִיתִי כְתָּ מַסֶּ יְּילֵיהּ בְּ שַׁ  It is improper for a student to ask :תְּ
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 – לָאו דְּ ינּוּיָא   שִׁ
ינּוּיָא הוּא  The answer [shinuya] is one of the common forms of :שִׁ
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
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Now, he was involved in another tractate. Nevertheless, he answered you 
well, as it was taught in a baraita: One who was laden with food and drink 
while it was still day, before Shabbat began, and, consequently, did not 
perform the act of lifting on Shabbat, and he carried them out into the 
public domain after dark on Shabbat is liable. Since, as a rule, his body is 
fixed in one place, moving it is considered like lifting an object, and he is 
liable. It is not similar to lifting his hand and moving it from place to place. 
Since his hand is not fixed in one place, moving it is not considered lifting.

Abaye said: It is obvious to meb2 that the hand of a person in and of itself, 
when he moves it out of the domain where he is located, is considered to 
be neither like the public domain nor like the private domain, even if it 
is the hand of someone standing in one of those domains. Proof that the 
hand is not considered like the public domain can be derived from the 
ruling of the mishna with regard to the hand of the poor person. As we 
learned with regard to the poor person who brought his hand carrying an 
object that he lifted from the public domain into the private domain and 
the homeowner took the object from his hand; the homeowner is not liable. 
Apparently, the hand of the poor person is not considered part of the public 
domain, even though he himself is located in the public domain. Proof that 
it is not considered like the private domain can be derived from the ruling 
of the mishna with regard to the hand of the homeowner. As we learned 
with regard to the homeowner who moved his hand carrying an object that 
he lifted from the private domain into the public domain and the poor 
person took the object from his hand; the poor person is not liable for car-
rying out from a private domain.

However, Abaye raised a dilemma: What is the ruling with regard to the 
hand of a person with an object in it, when that person reached his hand 
into a different domain? Does it assume karmelit status? A karmelit is an 
intermediate domain established by the Sages that is neither a private nor a 
public domain. This dilemma is based on the fact that his hand left one 
domain and did not yet enter a second domain. In terms of practical halakha, 
the two sides of this dilemma are: Did the Sages penalize him and issue a 
rabbinic decree prohibiting him from bringing his hand with the object 
back to the domain where he is standing or not?

The Gemara says: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that 
which we learned elsewhere, with regard to the question: What must one 
in the private domain do in a case where his hand was filled with fruits and 
he extended it outside,h2 into the public domain? It was taught in one ba-
raita that it is prohibited for him to bring it back into his house, and it was 
taught in another baraita that it is permitted for him to bring it back. Is it 
not with regard to this that they disagree; that the Sage in one baraita 
holds that his hand is like a karmelit, and the Sage in the other baraita 
holds that it is not like a karmelit?

The Gemara rejects this explanation: No, everyone agrees that it is like a 
karmelit, and yet, this is not difficult, as the difference between the baraitot 
can be explained in the following manner: Here, the baraita prohibiting him 
from bringing his hand back, is referring to a case where he took it out at a 
height below ten handbreadths off the ground, within the airspace of the 
public domain. And there, the baraita permitting him to bring his hand 
back, is referring to a case where he took it out at a height above tenn1 hand-
breadths off the ground, outside the airspace of the public domain. Conse-
quently, the object is considered to be neither in the public domain nor in 
a karmelit.

And if you wish, say instead that this baraita and that baraita are both refer-
ring to a case where he took his hand out to the public domain at a height 
below ten handbreadths, and his hand is not considered a karmelit. And 
yet, this is not difficult. As here, the baraita permitting him to bring it back, 
is referring to a case where he took it out while it was still day on Shabbat 
eve. Since he extended his hand before Shabbat and, in doing so, did nothing 
wrong, the Sages did not penalize him and permitted him to bring his hand 
back on Shabbat itself. However, there, the baraita prohibiting him from 
bringing it back, is referring to a case where he took it out after dark, and 
Shabbat had already begun. Since there is an element of prohibition involved, 
the Sages penalized him and prohibited him from bringing it back.

תַנְיָא:  י לָךְ, דְּ נֵּ יר מְשַׁ פִּ א מִיהַת שַׁ תָּ הָשְׁ
עוֹד יוֹם  קִין מִבְּ הָיָה טָעוּן אוֹכָלִין וּמַשְׁ
חַיָּיב,   – יכָה  חָשֵׁ ֶ מִשּׁ לַחוּץ  וְהוֹצִיאָן 

אֵינוֹ דּוֹמֶה לְיָדוֹ. לְפִי שֶׁ

ל אָדָם  יטָא לִי, יָדוֹ שֶׁ שִׁ יֵי: פְּ אָמַר אַבַּ
רְשׁוּת  ים וְלאֹ כִּ רְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ אֵינָה לאֹ כִּ
 – מְיָא  דָּ לָא  ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  כִּ הַיָּחִיד. 
מְיָא –  רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד לָא דָּ עָנִי, כִּ מִיָּדוֹ דְּ

יִת. עַל הַבַּ בַּ מִיָּדוֹ דְּ

ה  עָשֶׂ תֵּ ל אָדָם מַהוּ שֶׁ יֵי: יָדוֹ שֶׁ עֵי אַבַּ בָּ
נַן לְאַהֲדוֹרֵי  כַרְמְלִית, מִי קְנַסוּהּ רַבָּ כְּ

יהּ אוֹ לָא? לְגַבֵּ

ירוֹת  פֵּ מְלֵאָה  יָדוֹ  הָיְתָה  מַע:  שְׁ א  תָּ
אָסוּר  חֲדָא:  נֵי  תָּ לַחוּץ.  וְהוֹצִיאָהּ 
ר לְהַחֲזִירָהּ.  לְהַחֲזִירָהּ, וְתָנֵי אִידָךְ: מוּתָּ
מָר סָבַר:  דְּ לְגִי;  הָא קָמִיפַּ בְּ מַאי לָאו 
לָאו  סָבַר:  וּמָר  מְיָא,  דָּ כַרְמְלִית  כְּ

מְיָא? כַרְמְלִית דָּ כְּ

מְיָא,  דָּ כַרְמְלִית  כְּ עָלְמָא  י  כוּלֵּ דְּ לָא, 
רָה,  מֵעֲשָׂ ה  לְמַטָּ  – אן  כָּ יָא;  קַשְׁ וְלָא 

רָה. אן – לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ כָּ

ה  לְמַטָּ וְאִידֵי  עֵית אֵימָא: אִידֵי  וְאִיבָּ
מְיָא, וְלָא  כַרְמְלִית דָּ רָה, וְלָאו כְּ מֵעֲשָׂ
 – אן  כָּ יוֹם,  עוֹד  מִבְּ  – אן  כָּ יָא:  קַשְׁ
עוֹד יוֹם – לָא קְנַסוּהּ  יכָה, מִבְּ חָשֵׁ ֶ מִשּׁ

נַן. יכָה – קְנַסוּהּ רַבָּ חָשֵׁ ֶ נַן, מִשּׁ רַבָּ

b2It is obvious to me – יטָא לִי שִׁ  This is one of the :פְּ
set forms in the organized presentation of a com-
plex question. First, the questioner explains what 
is obvious to him in the matter, and only after 
laying the groundwork with that prelude, does he 
proceed with: Rabbi…raised a dilemma.

background

h2His hand was filled with fruits and he extended 
it outside – ירוֹת וְהוֹצִיאָהּ לַחוּץ פֵּ  :הָיְתָה יָדוֹ מְלֵאָה 
If someone in the private domain extended his 
hand filled with objects out to the public domain, 
within ten handbreadths of the ground, he may 
not bring his hand back to the private domain. If 
he extended his hand unwittingly, he is permit-
ted to bring his hand back to the private domain. 
This is in accordance with the final explanation 
suggested by the Gemara, which is apparently 
the conclusion. Others explained that if he did 
so intentionally, the Sages, nevertheless, permit-
ted him to bring the object back. They did so in 
order to avoid placing him in a situation where 
he will come to throw the objects from his hand 
and thereby violate a prohibition punishable by 
stoning. According to that opinion, only in a case 
where he took the object out into the public do-
main while it was still day and kept it there until 
after dark did the Sages penalize him and prohibit 
him from bringing it back. Others explained that 
this is not a concern in modern times (Shulĥan 
Arukh HaRav). If he extended his hand with an 
object in it out into a karmelit, whether he did so 
intentionally or unwittingly, it is permitted to bring 
it back (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
13:20; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 348).

halakha

n1Here below ten and there above ten – ה אן לְמַטָּ  כָּ
רָה מֵעֲשָׂ לְמַעְלָה  אן  כָּ רָה,   The question was :מֵעֲשָׂ
raised: What is the novel element in that expla-
nation? More than ten handbreadths above the 
ground of a public domain is an exempt domain 
into which one is permitted ab initio to take out 
an object and all the more so he may return it. 
Some explain that the phrase: Here above ten, 
means that one who took the object into the 
public domain below ten handbreadths is even 
permitted to raise it above ten handbreadths and 
take it back inside. Even if the halakha is that his 
hand is considered like a karmelit, it is permissible 
to take an object from a karmelit to an exempt 
domain and from an exempt domain to a private 
domain (Ritva).

notes
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The Gemara comments that this explanation is difficult. On the contrary, 
the opposite is reasonable. In the case where he extended his hand while 
it was still day, when even were he to throw the object from his hand into 
the public domain, he would not incur liability to bring a sin-offering 
because the object was lifted from its place on a weekday, let the Sages 
penalize him. However, in the case where he extended his hand after dark, 
where were he to throw the object from his hand into the public domain, 
he would thereby incur liability to bring a sin-offering, let the Sages not 
penalize him. Were the Sages to penalize him by prohibiting him from 
bringing his hand back, he is liable to drop the object in the public domain, 
and by doing so he would violate a Torah prohibition.

And from the fact that we did not explain it that way, but preferred the 
contrary distinction, resolve the dilemma raised by Rav Beivai bar 
Abaye,b3 whose dilemma is predicated on the same fundamental issue. As 
Rav Beivai bar Abaye raised the dilemma: One who unwittingly stuck 
bread in the ovenn2 on Shabbat, as bread was baked by sticking the dough 
to the sides of a heated oven, did they permit him to override a rabbinic 
prohibition and remove it from the oven before it bakes, i.e., before he 
incurs liability to bring a sin-offering for baking bread on Shabbat, or did 
they not permit him to do so? Removing the bread is also prohibited on 
Shabbat. However, its prohibition is only by rabbinic law. The fundamen-
tal dilemma is: May one violate a rabbinical prohibition in order to avoid 
violating a Torah prohibition or not?

Based on the above, resolve that the Sages did not permit one to do so. In 
resolving Abaye’s dilemma, the concern that one would likely throw the 
object from his hand, and thereby violate a Torah prohibition, was not 
taken into consideration. The one who extended his hand into the public 
domain was penalized by the Sages and prohibited to bring his hand back. 
Here too, resolve the dilemma and say that he may not remove the bread, 
even though he will thereby violate a Torah prohibition. The dilemma of 
Rav Beivai bar Abaye, which was thought to be unresolved, is thereby re-
solved. As a result, there is room for uncertainty whether or not the reso-
lution of the previous dilemma, through which Rav Beivai’s dilemma 
would also be resolved, is valid. The Gemara rejects this difficulty: That is 
not difficult. It is possible that even though a resolution had not been 
previously found for the dilemma of Rav Beivai bar Abaye, that does not 
mean that it cannot be resolved And, indeed, as proof  can be brought from 
the resolution of the other dilemma, resolve this dilemma as well.

And if you wish, say instead: Actually, do not resolve the dilemma, but, 
nevertheless, resolve the contradiction between the baraitot in the follow-
ing manner. Here, the baraita that taught that it is permitted to bring one’s 
hand back is referring to a case where he extended it unwittingly. There, 
the baraita that taught that it is prohibited for one to bring it back is refer-
ring to a case where he took it out intentionally. When he took it out 
unwittingly, the Sages did not penalize him. When he took it out inten-
tionally, the Sages penalized him and prohibited him from bringing it 
back.

And if you wish, say instead, in order to resolve the contradiction that this 
baraita and that baraita are both referring to a case where he took his hand 
out unwittingly. And here they disagree with regard to the question: Did 
the Sages penalize an unwitting offender due to an intentional offender? 
The Sage who prohibits him from bringing his hand back holds that they 
penalized an unwitting offender due to an intentional offender. Therefore, 
even though he took his hand out unwittingly, they penalized him and 
prohibited him from bringing the object back so that he would not come 
to do so intentionally. The Sage who permits him to bring it back holds 
that they did not penalize an unwitting offender due to an intentional 
offender. Therefore, they did not prohibit him from bringing it back.

And if you wish, say instead that, actually, they did not penalize an unwit-
ting offender due to an intentional offender, and still, this is not difficult, 
and there is no contradiction. Here, the baraita that permits bringing it 
back, is referring to bringing it back to the same courtyard where he is 
standing. 

עוֹד  מִבְּ רָא:  בְּ מִסְתַּ כָא  אִיפְּ ה,  רַבָּ אַדְּ
דֵי לֵיהּ לָא אָתֵי לִידֵי חִיּוּב  אִי שָׁ יוֹם, דְּ
יכָה,  חָשֵׁ ֶ נַן; מִשּׁ את – לִיקְנְסוּהָּ רַבָּ חַטָּ
חִיּוּב  לִידֵי  הוּ  בְּ אָתֵי  לֵיהּ  דֵי  שָׁ אִי  דְּ

נַן! את – לָא לִיקְנְסוּהָּ רַבָּ חַטָּ

פְשׁוֹט  תִּ הָכִי,  ינַן  נִּ מְשַׁ קָא  לָא  וּמִדְּ
יבָי  בֵּ רַב  בָעֵי  דְּ יֵי.  אַבַּ ר  בַּ יבָי  בֵּ רַב  דְּ
ירוּ  הִתִּ נּוּר,  תַּ בַּ ת  פַּ יק  הִדְבִּ יֵי:  אַבַּ ר  בַּ
חִיּוּב  לִידֵי  יָּבאֹ  שֶׁ קוֹדֶם  לִרְדּוֹתָהּ  לוֹ 

ירוּ? את אוֹ לאֹ הִתִּ חַטָּ

יָא,  ירוּ! הָא לָא קַשְׁ לאֹ הִתִּ פְשׁוֹט דְּ תִּ
וְתִפְשׁוֹט.

לאֹ  לְעוֹלָם  אֵימָא:  עֵית  וְאִיבָּ
שׁוֹגֵג,  בְּ  – אן  כָּ יָא;  קַשְׁ וְלָא  פְשׁוֹט,  תִּ
קְנַסוּהּ  לָא   – שׁוֹגֵג  בְּ מֵזִיד.  בְּ  – אן  כָּ

נַן. מֵזִיד – קְנַסוּהּ רַבָּ נַן, בְּ רַבָּ

שׁוֹגֵג,  עֵית אֵימָא: אִידִי וְאִידִי בְּ וְאִיבָּ
מֵזִיד״  אַטּוּ  שׁוֹגֵג  ״קָנְסוּ  בְּ וְהָכָא 
אַטּוּ  שׁוֹגֵג  קָנְסוּ  סָבַר:  מָר  לְגִי.  קָמִיפַּ
וּמָר סָבַר: לאֹ קָנְסוּ שׁוֹגֵג אַטּוּ  מֵזִיד, 

מֵזִיד.

קָנְסוּ,  לאֹ  לְעוֹלָם  אֵימָא:  עֵית  וְאִיבָּ
אן – לְאוֹתָהּ חָצֵר, יָא: כָּ וְלָא קַשְׁ

NOTES
n1Here below ten and here above ten – ה אן – לְמַטָּ  כָּ
רָה אן – לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ רָה, כָּ  :The question was raised :מֵעֲשָׂ
What is the novel element in that explanation? Obvi-
ously, if one took out the object above ten hand-
breadths he may return it, as he is permitted to take 
it out there ab initio. Some explain that the phrase: 
Here above ten means that one who took the object 
into the public domain below ten handbreadths is 
even permitted to raise it above ten handbreadths 
and take it back inside. Even if the halakha is that his 
hand is considered like a karmelit, it is permissible to 
take an object from a karmelit to an exempt place and 
from an exempt place to a private domain (Ritva).

HALAKHA
h1When Rabbi is involved in this tractate do not 
ask him about another tractate – הָא י בְּ רַבִּ י קָאֵי   כִּ
א אַחֲרִיתִי כְתָּ מַסֶּ בְּ יְּילֵיהּ  שַׁ תְּ א לָא  כְתָּ  It is improper :מַסֶּ
for a student to ask his teacher a question dealing 
with a topic not included the subject matter in whose 
study he is engaged, because his teacher might be 
temporarily unable to answer, and be embarrassed 
(Rambam Sefer Madda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 4:6).

h2His hand was filled with fruits and he extended 
it outside – ירוֹת וְהוֹצִיאָהּ לַחוּץ  One :הָיְתָה יָדוֹ מְלֵאָה פֵּ

who was in the private domain and extended his 
hand, filled with objects, out to the public domain, 
within ten handbreadths of the ground; if he did so 
unwittingly, he is permitted to bring his hand back 
to the private domain. If he did so intentionally, he 
is prohibited from bringing it back, in accordance 
with the final explanation suggested by the Gemara, 
which seems to be the conclusion. Others explained 
that if he did so intentionally, the Sages, nevertheless, 
permitted him to bring the object back. They did so 
in order to avoid placing him in a situation where he 
will come to throw the objects from his hand and 
thereby violate a prohibition punishable by stoning. 
According to that opinion, only in a case where he 
took the object out into the public domain while it 
was still day and kept it there until after dark did the 
Sages penalize him and prohibit him from bringing it 
back. Others said that this is not a concern in modern 
times (Shulĥan Arukh HaRav). If he took his hand with 
an object in it out into a karmelit, whether he did so 
intentionally or unwittingly, he is permitted to bring it 
back (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:20; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 348).

BACKGROUND
b1An answer that is not an appropriate answer – 
ינּוּיָא הוּא שִׁ לָאו  דְּ ינּוּיָא   The answer/explanation is :שִׁ
one of the common forms of talmudic discourse. 

Most of these answers are in the form of underscor-
ing the difference between the case in question and 
the case in the source of the difficulty. Many times 
the answer is merely an attempt to setave off that 
difficulty. In that case, even if the attempt to setave 
off the difficulty is successful, it is not viewed as a 
definitive explanation of the matter at hand. Con-
sequently, at times, the Gemara emphasizes that 
a certain answer is not merely a deflection, but an 
actual explanation.

b2It is obvious to me – יטָא לִי שִׁ  This form is one of the :פְּ
set forms in the organized presentation of a complex 
question. First, the questioner explains what is obvi-
ous to him in the matter, and only after laying the 
groundwork with that prelude, he proceeds with: 
Rabbi…raised a dilemma etc.

b3Resolve the dilemma raised by Rav etc… – פְשׁוֹט  תִּ
רַב וכו׳ -The challenge presented by the phrase: Re :דְּ
solve the dilemma etc. can be explained as follows: 
It does not seem likely that a specific dilemma that 
the Sages attempted to and were unable to resolve 
should have so simple a resolution. Therefore, the 
existence of this solution either constitutes a chal-
lenge to the Sage who was unsuccessful in resolving 
his dilemma at the time or proof that the proposed 
resolution is not viable. 

b3Resolve the dilemma raised by Rav Beivai bar 
Abaye – יֵי אַבַּ ר  בַּ יבָי  בֵּ רַב  דְּ פְשׁוֹט   The challenge :תִּ
presented by the phrase: Resolve the dilemma, etc., 
can be explained as follows. It does not seem likely 
that a specific dilemma that the Sages attempted 
and were unable to resolve should have so simple 
a resolution. Therefore, the existence of this solution 
either constitutes a challenge to the Sage who was 
originally unsuccessful in resolving this dilemma 
or proof that the proposed resolution is not viable. 

background

n2One who unwittingly stuck bread in the oven – 
נּוּר תַּ ת בַּ יק פַּ  The ovens in those days were made :הִדְבִּ
of earthenware. The oven was ignited from below. 
Through a special opening, they would stick the 
dough to the sides of the oven for baking. Removing 
the bread from the oven was performed in a unique 
manner which, while not considered an actual pro-
hibited labor, was viewed as a unique skill that was 
prohibited by the Sages.

Notes
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There, the baraita that prohibits returning the object, is refer-
ring to bringing it to a different courtyard, as Rava raised a 
dilemma before Rav Naĥman: One who was standing in a 
courtyard on Shabbat, and his hand was filled with fruits, 
and he extended it outside into the public domain, what is 
the ruling with regard to whether or not he is allowed to 
bring it back into the same courtyard where he is standing? 
Rav Naĥman said to him: It is permitted. And he asked him 
further: What is the ruling with regard to bringing it from 
the public domain to a different courtyard?b1 He said to him: 
It is prohibited.

Rava asked about this: And in what way is one case different 
from the other? By definition, both courtyards are private 
domains, and there is no apparent halakhic difference be-
tween them in terms of Shabbat. Rav Naĥman answered 
jokingly: When you eat a kor  b2 of salt while thinking it over, 
you will know the answer. Actually, the answer is simple: 
There, the baraita that taught that it is permitted to bring it 
back to the same courtyard, said so because his planned 
objective was not realized. Since he sought to take an object 
out of his courtyard, requiring him to bring the object back 
to its original place is a penalty of sorts. However, here, the 
baraita that taught that it is prohibited to bring it back to a 
different courtyard, said so because his planned objective 
was realized. Therefore, it is prohibited to bring it back there.

Since Rav Beivai bar Abaye’s dilemma was mentioned in 
passing, the Gemara proceeds to discuss the matter itself. 
Rav Beivai bar Abaye raised a dilemma: One who erred 
and stuck bread in the ovenh1 on Shabbat, did they permit 
him to override a rabbinic prohibition and remove it before 
it bakes, i.e., before he incurs liability to bring a sin-offering 
for baking bread on Shabbat, or did they not permit him to 
do so?

Rav Aĥa bar Abaye said to Ravina: What are the circum-
stances? If you say that he stuck the bread to the oven unwit-
tingly and did not remember either that today was Shabbat 
or that it is prohibited to do so on Shabbat, to whom did they 
permit to remove it? If he remains unaware that a prohibition 
is involved, it will not occur to him to ask whether or not he 
is permitted to remove the bread before it bakes.

But rather, is it not a case where he then, before it baked, 
remembered that it is prohibited? In that case, is he liable 
to bring a sin-offering? Didn’t we learn in a mishna: All 
those who sin unwittingly and are therefore liable to bring 
sin-offerings are only liable if the beginning of their action 
was unwitting and the end of their action was unwit-
ting.h2n1 This means that throughout the entire action until its 
completion, the person remains unaware that his action is 
prohibited. Consequently, in our case, since he became aware 
that his action is prohibited while the bread was still baking, 
his very awareness exempts him from a sin-offering and re-
moving the bread is no longer necessary to prevent him from 
incurring liability to bring a sin-offering.

Rather, say that that person stuck the bread in the oven in-
tentionally, but afterward regrets having done so and does 
not want to violate the prohibition. However, if that is the 
case, the formulation of the dilemma is inaccurate. It should 
have said: Before he comes to violate a prohibition punish-
able by stoning.n2 One who desecrates Shabbat intentionally 
is liable to be stoned, he is not merely liable to bring a sin-
offering.

ד.

Perek I
Daf 4  Amud a

יהּ  מִינֵּ דִבְעָא  כְּ אַחֶרֶת.  לְחָצֵר  אן –  כָּ
מְלֵאָה  יָדוֹ  הָיְתָה   : נַחְמָן  מֵרַב  רָבָא 
ירוֹת וְהוֹצִיאָהּ לַחוּץ, מַהוּ לְהַחֲזִירָהּ  פֵּ
.ר לְחָצֵר  לְאוֹתָהּ חָצֵר? אָמַר לֵיה: מוּתָּ

אַחֶרֶת מַהוּ? אָמַר לֵיה: אָסוּ.ר

כּוֹרָא  עֲלָהּ  תֵיכוֹל  לְכִי  נָא?  שְׁ וּמַאי 
אִיתְעֲבִידָא  לָא   – הָתָם  מִילְחָא;  דְּ
אִיתְעֲבִידָא   – הָכָא  בְתּוֹ,  מַחֲשַׁ

בְתּוֹ. מַחֲשַׁ

יק  יֵי: הִדְבִּ ר אַבַּ יבָי בַּ עֵי רַב בֵּ גּוּפָא, בָּ
לִרְדּוֹתָהּ קוֹדֶם  ירוּ לוֹ  הִתִּ נּוּר  תַּ בַּ ת  פַּ
לאֹ  אוֹ  את  חַטָּ חִיּוּב  לִידֵי  יָּבוֹא  שֶׁ

ירוּ? הִתִּ

יֵי לְרָבִינָא:  ר אַבַּ אָמַר לֵיה רַב אַחָא בַּ
וְלָא  שׁוֹגֵג  בְּ אִילֵימָא  מֵי,  דָּ הֵיכִי 

ירוּ? ר לֵיהּ – לְמַאן הִתִּ אִידְכַּ

מִי  ר –  וְאִידְכַּ אִיהֲדַר  דְּ א לָאו –  וְאֶלָּ
אוֹת  חַטָּ חַיָּיבֵי  ל  כָּ וְהָתְנַן:  מְחַיֵּיב? 
גָגָה  תָן שְׁ חִלָּ הֵא תְּ תְּ אֵינָן חַייָּבִין עַד שֶׁ

גָגָה! וְסוֹפָן שְׁ

לִידֵי  יָּבֹא  שֶׁ “קוֹדֶם   – מֵזִיד  בְּ א  אֶלָּ
עֵי לֵיהּ! אִיסּוּר סְקִילָה״ מִיבָּ

b1Courtyard and a different courtyard – חָצֵר וְחָצֵר אַחֶרֶת:

Adjacent courtyards

b2Kor – כּוֹר: The kor is the largest measurement of volume mentioned in 
our sources. The kor contains thirty se’a, and in modern measurements 
equals 240–480 ℓ. That significant disparity is due to a fundamental 
dispute with regard to halakhic measurements.

background

h1One who stuck bread in the oven – נּוּר תַּ בַּ ת  יק פַּ -If one inten :הִדְבִּ
tionally stuck bread in an oven on Shabbat, he, and only he (Magen 
Avraham), is permitted to remove it before incurring liability for violat-
ing a prohibition punishable by stoning. In that case, it is preferable 
to remove it in an unusual manner (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 3:18, 9:5, 22:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 254:6).

h2All those who are liable to bring sin-offerings…the beginning was 
unwitting and the end was unwitting – גָגָה תָן שְׁ חִלָּ אוֹת…תְּ  חַיָּיבֵי חַטָּ
את גָגָה וְחַטָּ  One is liable to bring a sin-offering for an unwitting :וְסוֹפָן שְׁ
act only if the act was unwitting from beginning to end, as per the 
mishna cited here (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:19 and 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:1).

halakha

n1All those who are liable to bring sin-offerings…the beginning was 
unwitting and the end was unwitting – גָגָה תָן שְׁ חִלָּ אוֹת…תְּ  חַיָּיבֵי חַטָּ
את גָגָה וְחַטָּ  In most of the halakhot with regard to punishment :וְסוֹפָן שְׁ
in the Torah, as well as those with regard to atonement, the general 
principle is that one’s intention must be consistent from the begin-
ning of the action through the end, and the action is evaluated based 
on that intention. Any deviation from the original intention, whether 
in the direction of leniency or stringency, changes the assessment of 
the act. The action can no longer be categorized in any existing frame-
work; neither in terms of punishment nor in terms of atonement.

n2Prohibition punishable by stoning – אִיסּוּר סְקִילָה: The accurate 
phrase here is: Before he comes to violate a prohibition punishable 
by stoning, and not: Before he incurs a liability of stoning. Since he 
regretted his action in the middle of its performance, he is no longer 
liable to be stoned for his action.

notes
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Rav Sheila said: Actually, it is referring to a case where he did so 
unwittingly, and the dilemma whether or not they permitted re-
moving the bread is not with regard to the person who stuck it in 
the oven, as he remains unaware of his transgression. Rather, with 
regard to whom is Rav Beivai raising a dilemma whether or not 
the Sages permitted him to remove the bread? It is with regard to 
others who wish to spare the unwitting sinner from violating a 
Torah prohibition.

Rav Sheshet strongly objected to this. And does one tell an-
other person: Sin so that another will benefit?n3 Permitting one 
to violate a prohibition, even one prohibited by rabbinic law, in 
order to help another perform a mitzva is inconceivable. The same 
is true with regard to preventing another from violating a more 
severe prohibition.

Rather, Rav Ashi said: Actually, it is referring to a case where he 
stuck the bread in the oven intentionally. And say, emend the text 
as follows: Before he comes to violate a prohibition punishable 
by stoning. Indeed, Rav Aĥa, son of Rava, would teach it explic-
itly in that manner;b3 not as a dilemma, but rather, as a halakhic 
ruling. According to his version, Rav Beivai bar Abaye said: With 
regard to one who stuck bread in an oven on Shabbat eve, the 
Sages permitted him to remove it from the oven on Shabbat 
before he comes to violate a prohibition punishable by stoning.

We learned in the mishna several examples where the poor per-
son extended his hand: One, when he placed an object into the 
hand of the homeowner and one, when he took an object from 
the hand of the homeowner. In those cases, we learned that he is 
liable to bring a sin-offering. The Gemara asks: Why is he liable? 
Don’t we require that halakhic lifting and placing be performed 
from and onto the surface of an area that is four by fourn4h3 hand-
breadths? A smaller area is not considered a defined place, and it 
is as if the object were not there at all; and a person’s hand is not 
that size. Why, then, is he liable?

Rabba said: Whose opinion is it in this mishna? It is the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva who said that we do not require a place of four 
by four handbreadths. According to his opinion, even a smaller 
area is considered a significant place in terms of carrying out on 
Shabbat. As we learned in a mishna: One who throws an object 
from the private domain to the other private domain and there 
is the public domain in the middle, Rabbi Akiva deems him 
liable for carrying out into the public domain, and the Rabbis 
deem him exempt because the object merely passed through the 
public domain and did not come to rest in it.

This dispute can be explained as follows: Rabbi Akiva holds that 
we say that an object in airspace is considered at rest. In his 
opinion, an object that passed, even briefly, through the airspace 
of the public domain is considered as if it came to rest in that 
domain. Therefore, one who threw the object has, for all intents 
and purposes, lifted the object from the private domain and 
placed it in the public domain, and he is liable. And the Rabbis 
hold that we do not say that an object in airspace is considered 
at rest. In their opinion, although he lifted the object from the 
private domain, it never came to rest in the public domain. Since 
he never placed it in the public domain, he is not liable. Regardless, 
according to Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, placing does not require a 
defined area. The mere presence of an object in the public domain 
accords it the legal status of having been placed there. Apparently, 
there is no requirement that an object be placed on a surface with 
an area of four by four handbreadths.

Initially, the Gemara wonders about the substance of Rabba’s 
opinion: Is that to say that it is obvious to Rabba that, with re-
gard to whether or not an object in airspace is considered at rest, 

שׁוֹגֵג, וּלְמַאן  ילָא: לְעוֹלָם בְּ אָמַר רַב שֵׁ
ירוּ – לַאֲחֵרִים. הִתִּ

ת: וְכִי אוֹמְרִים לוֹ  שֶׁ מַתְקִיף לָהּ רַב שֵׁ
ה חֲבֵירְךָ?! יִּזְכֶּ דֵי שֶׁ לְאָדָם חֲטָא כְּ

מֵזִיד,  בְּ לְעוֹלָם  י:  אַשִׁ רַב  אָמַר  א  אֶלָּ
אִיסּוּר  לִידֵי  יָּבֹא  שֶׁ “קוֹדֶם  וְאֵימָא 
רָבָא מַתְנֵי  רֵיהּ דְּ סְקִילָה״. רַב אַחָא בְּ
יֵי:  ר אַבַּ יבָי בַּ הֶדְיָא: אָמַר רַב בֵּ לָהּ בְּ
ירוּ לוֹ לִרְדּוֹתָהּ  נּוּר הִתִּ תַּ ת בַּ יק פַּ הִדְבִּ

יָּבאֹ לִידֵי אִיסּוּר סְקִילָה. קוֹדֶם שֶׁ

חַיָּיב?  אי  אַמַּ יָדוֹ״.  אֶת  הֶעָנִי  ט  שַׁ “פָּ
י  בֵּ גַּ מֵעַל  חָה  וְהַנָּ עֲקִירָה  עֵינַן  בָּ וְהָא 
א! עָה, וְלֵיכָּ עָה עַל אַרְבָּ מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ

עֲקִיבָא,  י  רַבִּ  – י  מַנִּ הָא  ה:  רַבָּ אָמַר 
עָה  אַרְבָּ מְקוֹם  עֵינַן  בָּ לָא  אָמַר  דְּ
מֵרְשׁוּת  הַזּוֹרֵק  תְנַן:  דִּ עָה.  אַרְבָּ עַל 
ים  הַיָּחִיד לִרְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד וּרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ
מְחַיֵּיב,  עֲקִיבָא  י  רַבִּ  – אֶמְצַע  בָּ

וַחֲכָמִים פּוֹטְרִים.

“קְלוּטָה  אָמְרִינַן  סָבַר:  עֲקִיבָא  י  רַבִּ
סָבְרִי:  נַן  וְרַבָּ מְיָא״,  דָּ הוּנְחָה  שֶׁ מִי  כְּ
הוּנְחָה  שֶׁ מִי  כְּ “קְלוּטָה  אָמְרִינַן  לָא 

מְיָא״. דָּ

ה  לְרַבָּ יהּ  לֵּ יטָא  פְשִׁ דִּ לְמֵימְרָא 
מְיָא״, הוּנְחָה דָּ מִי שֶׁ בִ״קְלוּטָה כְּ דְּ

NOTES
n1Anyone liable to bring sin-offerings…is only li-
able if the beginning was unwitting and the end 
was unwitting – וְסוֹפָן גָגָה  שְׁ תָן  חִלָּ אוֹת…תְּ חַטָּ  חַיָּיבֵי 
את וְחַטָּ גָגָה   In most of the halakhot with regard :שְׁ
to punishment in the Torah, as well as with regard 
to the halakhot of atonement, the general principle 
is that one’s intention must be consistent from the 
beginning of the action through the end, and that 
the action is evaluated based on that intention. Any 
deviation from the original intention, whether in the 
direction of leniency or stringency, changes the as-
sessment of the act. In that case, that action can no 
longer be categorized in any existing framework; 
neither in terms of punishment nor in terms of atone-
ment.

n2A prohibition punishable by stoning – אִיסּוּר סְקִילָה: 
The accurate phrase here is: Before he comes to vio-
late a prohibition punishable by stoning and not: 
Before he incurs a liability of stoning. Since he regret-
ted his action in the middle of its performance, he is 
no longer liable to be stoned for his action.

n3Sin so that another will benefit – ה יִּזְכֶּ שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ  חֲטָא 
 In the Tosefta this statement is phrased: Do :חֲבֵירְךָ
we tell a person to sin so that you can benefit? There, 
the principle is that a person has no license to sin and 
there is no justification to sin, even if he thinks that 
through his sin he can prevent a greater transgres-
sion. There are, indeed, cases where the Sages per-
mitted certain sins. However, the permission always 
stems from the consideration that the act contains 
a mitzva which tips the balance (see Tosafot). Some 
commentaries insist that this principle only applies 
in a case where another sinned. If the other person 
did not sin, there is room to commit a mild transgres-
sion in order to facilitate his friend’s fulfillment of a 
mitzva or to save him from committing a grave sin 
(Rosh, Rashba).

n4Lifting and placing from the surface of an area 
four by four – עָה עַל י מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ חָה מֵעַל גַבֵּ  עֲקִירָה וְהַנָּ
עָה  The Gemara works under the assumption :אַרְבָּ
that liability exists only in a case where an object is 
lifted from an area that measures at least four by four 
handbreadths. The commentaries seek a source for 
that assumption. Some explained that one does not 
generally place objects on a smaller surface due to 
concern they might fall. In all of the prohibited labors 
of Shabbat, the standard manner in which action are 
performed is the determining factor (Rabbeinu Tam 
and see the Rashba). Others explained that the verses 
themselves include allusion to the fact that an object 
requires a defined area. There is no smaller defined 
area (Tosafot). Yet others explained that although the 
reason was not clear, the Sages of the Talmud had 
a tradition that this is the halakha (Rashba, Ritva).

HALAKHA
h1One who stuck bread in an oven – נּוּר תַּ ת בַּ יק פַּ  :הִדְבִּ
If one intentionally stuck bread in an oven on Shab-
bat eve before dark, he, and only he (Magen Avra-
ham) is permitted to remove it before becoming 
liable for violating a prohibition punishable by ston-
ing. It is preferable to remove it in an unusual manner 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat. 3:18, 9:10 
and 22:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 254:6).

h2Anyone who is liable to bring sin-offerings … the 
beginning was unwitting and the end was unwit-
ting – את גָגָה וְחַטָּ גָגָה וְסוֹפָן שְׁ תָן שְׁ חִלָּ אוֹת… תְּ  :חַיָּיבֵי חַטָּ
A person is liable to bring a sin-offering for an unwit-
ting act only if the act was unwitting from beginning 
to end, as per the mishna cited here (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:19 and Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 2:1).

h3Lifting and placing from the surface of an area four 
by four – עָה עָה עַל אַרְבָּ י מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ חָה מֵעַל גַבֵּ  :עֲקִירָה וְהַנָּ
A place that is smaller than four handbreadths by 

four handbreadths is not considered a defined area 
in terms of the halakhot of Shabbat. Lifting an ob-
ject from it or placing an object on it does not incur 
liability of a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 13:1 and 14:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 345:19).

BACKGROUND
b1A courtyard and a different courtyard – חָצֵר וְחָצֵר 
אַחֶרֶת

b2Kor – כּוֹר: The kor is the largest measurement of 
volume mentioned in our sources. The kor contains 
thirty se’a, and in modern measurements equals 
240–480 liters. That significant disparity is due to a 
fundamental dispute with regard to halakhic mea-
surements.

b3Would teach it explicitly – הֶדְיָא  The use :מַתְנֵי לָהּ בְּ
of this and similar phrases is common in the Talmud. 
After the Gemara reaches the conclusion, based on 
various theoretical considerations that there is a need 
to emend the text of a baraita, occasionally, it turns 
out that one of the Sages had already received a tra-
dition with that emended version of the statement.

n3Sin so that another will benefit – ָה חֲבֵירְך יִּזְכֶּ שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ  In :חֲטָא 
the Tosefta, this statement is phrased: Do we tell a person 
to sin so that you can benefit? There, the principle is that a 
person has no license to sin and there is no justification to sin, 
even if he thinks that through his sin he can prevent a greater 
transgression. There are, indeed, cases where the Sages permit 
certain sins. However, the permission always stems from the 
consideration that the act involves a mitzva as well, which tips 
the balance (see Tosafot). Some commentaries insist that the 
principle prohibiting sinning for the sake of another only ap-
plies in a case where the other has already sinned. If the other 
has not yet sinned, there is room to perform a mild transgres-
sion in order to facilitate his friend’s fulfillment of a mitzva or 
to prevent him from committing a grave sin (Rosh; Rashba).

n4Lifting and placing from the surface of an area four by four – 
עָה עָה עַל אַרְבָּ י מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ בֵּ גַּ חָה מֵעַל  וְהַנָּ -The Gemara as :עֲקִירָה 
sumes that liability exists only in a case where an object is 
lifted from an area that measures at least four by four hand-
breadths. The commentaries seek a source for that assumption. 
Some explained that one does not generally place objects on 
a smaller surface due to concern that they might fall. In all 
of the prohibited labors of Shabbat, the standard manner in 
which the action is performed is the determining factor (Rab-
beinu Tam; see the Rashba). Others explained that the verses 
themselves include allusion to the fact that an object requires 
a defined area. There is no smaller defined area (Tosafot). Yet 
others explained that, although the reason was not clear, the 
Sages of the Talmud had a tradition that this is the halakha 
(Rashba; Ritva).

notes

b3Would teach it explicitly – הֶדְיָא  The use of this and :מַתְנֵי לָהּ בְּ
similar phrases is common in the Talmud. After the Gemara 
cites various theoretical considerations and reaches the con-
clusion that there is a need to emend the text of the baraita, 
occasionally it turns out that one of the Sages had already 
received a tradition with that emended version of the baraita. 

background

h3Lifting and placing from the surface of an area four by 
four – עָה עָה עַל אַרְבָּ י מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ בֵּ גַּ חָה מֵעַל  וְהַנָּ  A place :עֲקִירָה 
that is smaller than four by four handbreadths is not considered 
a defined area in terms of the halakhot of Shabbat. One who 
lifts an object from it or places an object on it does not incur 
liability to bring a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 13:1 and 14:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 345:19).

halakha
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and it is in a case where the object passed within ten handbreadths of 
the ground that they disagree? And wasn’t it raised as a dilemmab1 by 
Rabba, as it was unclear to him whether or not that is the correct expla-
nation of the dispute between Rabbi Akiva and the Rabbis? As Rabba 
raised a dilemma: Do those who dispute the matter of one who throws 
from a private domain to a private domain with a public domain in the 
middle disagree with regard to a case where the object was thrown 
below ten handbreadths off the ground, and this is the point over which 
they disagree: Rabbi Akiva holds that an object in airspace is consid-
ered at rest,n1 and the Rabbis hold that we do not say that an object in 
airspace is considered at rest? However, if the object passed more than 
ten handbreadths above the public domain, everyone agrees that he is 
exempt and everyone agrees that we do not derive the halakha of 
throwing from the halakha of passing. There is a special halakha with 
regard to passing objects: One standing in a private domain who passes 
an object through a public domain to another private domain, even 
though the object did not come to rest in the public domain, his action 
is considered to have carried out. However, the halakha with regard to 
throwing is different.

Or, perhaps they disagree with regard to a case where the object 
passed ten handbreadths above the ground, and this is the point over 
which they disagree: Rabbi Akiva holds that we derive the halakha of 
throwing from the halakha of passing and considers them details of 
one halakha. And the Rabbis hold that we do not derive throwing 
from passing, and, although one who passes the object in that case is 
liable, one who throws it is not. The halakha with regard to passing is a 
unique halakha, a Torah decree, and other cases cannot be derived from 
it. However, with regard to one who throws from one private domain 
to another via a public domain, if the object passed below ten hand-
breadths off the ground, everyone agrees that he is liable. What is the 
reason for this? Everyone agrees that an object in airspace is consid-
ered at rest. Since Rabba himself is uncertain as to the point of the 
dispute in that mishna with regard to one who throws an object, how 
can he determine Rabbi Akiva’s opinion in the matter of our mishna?

The Gemara answers: That is not difficult. It can be explained that, after 
he raised the dilemma, it was later resolved for him that the correct 
understanding is that Rabbi Akiva alone holds that an object in air-
space is considered at rest.

However, there is room to question the parallel between Rabbi Akiva’s 
opinion and the case in our mishna. Perhaps placing alone does not 
require an area of four by four in order to be considered halakhic plac-
ing, but lifting does requiren2 a minimum of four by four handbreadths 
to be considered halakhic lifting. Perhaps placing, which is merely the 
conclusion of the prohibited labor, does not require the same conditions 
as lifting, which is the beginning and the essence of the labor of carrying 
out (Rashba). From Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, a conclusion may be drawn 
that an object in airspace is considered placed even without the surface 
area of four by four handbreadths. But, a conclusion may not be drawn 
that an object lifted from a surface lacking that area is considered lifted.

Rather, Rav Yosef said: Whose opinion is it in this mishna? It is the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.

The Gemara asks: To which of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s halakhot is Rav 
Yosef referring? If you say that he is referring to this halakha, as it was 
taught in a baraita: One who threw an object on Shabbat in the public 
domain from the beginning to the end of four cubits, and it, the object, 
came to rest atop a projection of any size,N3 Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
deems him liable, and the Rabbis deem him exempt. Apparently, this 
proves that, according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, there is no minimum 
area required for lifting and placing. This is the halakha to which Rav 
Yosef referred.

ד:

Perek I
Daf 4  Amud b

עֵי  לִיגִי? וְהָא מִיבְעֲיָא בָּ רָה פְּ וּבְתוֹךְ עֲשָׂ
רָה  מֵעֲשָׂ ה  לְמַטָּ ה:  רַבָּ בָעֵי  דְּ ה!  רַבָּ לָהּ 
י עֲקִיבָא סָבַר  רַבִּ דְּ לִיגִי:  פְּ וּבְהָא  לִיגִי;  פְּ
נַן  וְרַבָּ מְיָא,  דָּ הוּנְחָה  שֶׁ מִי  כְּ קְלוּטָה 
הוּנְחָה  מִי שֶׁ סָבְרִי לָא אָמְרִינַן קְלוּטָה כְּ
בְרֵי הַכּלֹ  רָה דִּ מְיָא. אֲבָל לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ דָּ
י עָלְמָא – לָא יָלְפִינַן זוֹרֵק  טוּר, וּדְכוּלֵּ פָּ

יט מִמּוֹשִׁ

לִיגִי,  פְּ רָה  מֵעֲשָׂ לְמַעְלָה  ילְמָא:  דִּ אוֹ 
י עֲקִיבָא סָבַר – יָלְפִינַן  רַבִּ לִיגִי: דְּ וּבְהָא פְּ
נַן סָבְרִי – לָא יָלְפִינַן  יט, וְרַבָּ זוֹרֵק מִמּוֹשִׁ
רָה –  ה מֵעֲשָׂ לְמַטָּ יט. אֲבָל  זוֹרֵק מִמּוֹשִׁ
בְרֵי הַכּלֹ, חַיָּיב. מַאי טַעְמָא – אָמְרִינַן  דִּ

מְיָא״?  הוּנְחָה דָּ מִי שֶׁ “קְלוּטָה כְּ

הֲדַר   – אִיבְעִי  דְּ תַר  בָּ יָא,  קַשְׁ לָא  הָא 
עֲקִיבָא  י  רַבִּ סָבַר  דְּ לֵיהּ,  יטָא  אִיפְשִׁ

מְיָא. הוּנְחָה דָּ מִי שֶׁ קְלוּטָה כְּ

הָא  עְיָא,  בַּ לָא  דְּ הוּא  חָה  הַנָּ וְדִילְמָא: 
עְיָא! עֲקִירָה בַּ

י הִיא. י – רַבִּ א אָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף: הָא מַנִּ אֶלָּ

תַנְיָא: זָרַק  י, דְּ י? אִילֵימָא הָא רַבִּ הֵי רַבִּ
מְחַיֵּיב  י  רַבִּ הוּא,  שֶׁ ל  כָּ זִיז  י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  וְנָח 

וַחֲכָמִים פּוֹטְרִין.

b1And wasn’t it raised as a dilemma – עֵי  וְהָא מִיבְעֲיָא בָּ
 The Gemara uses this expression to ask: Since :לָהּ
Rabba raised this dilemma and was unable to resolve 
it, how is it possible that a resolution to that dilemma 
would incidentally appear as a given in another di-
lemma of his? That leads to the conclusion that the 
resolution is not sufficiently substantiated.

background

n1An object in airspace is considered at rest – קְלוּטָה 
מְיָא דָּ הוּנְחָה  מִי שֶׁ -It is possible to identify two fun :כְּ
damental approaches in clarifying the essence of this 
halakhic principle. According to Rashi and Rabbeinu 
Ĥananel, an object passing through airspace of a 
certain domain is considered as if it were placed on 
the ground of that domain. In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
on the other hand, this phrase was understood to 
mean that all the airspace in a certain domain is 
considered as if it were solid matter upon which 
the objects rest. The principle was formulated: The 
air within the partitions is like its substance, i.e., the 
ground beneath it.

n2Perhaps placing does not require, but lifting does 
require – עֲקִירָה הָא  עְיָא,  בַּ לָא  דְּ חָה הוּא  הַנָּ  וְדִילְמָא: 
עְיָא  Some explain that the fact that lifting would :בַּ
require an area of four by four handbreadths, while 
placing would not, is derived from the Torah. Lifting 
an object from its place is alluded to in the verse: 

“A man should not go out [yetze] from his place” 
(Exodus 16:29). This verse can be interpreted: “A man 
should not carry out [yotzi ] from his place.” There is 
no biblical allusion to placing (Tosafot).

n3Projection of any size – הוּא ל שֶׁ כָּ  The ge’onim :זִיז 
define ziz as anything that projects from the wall of a 
house; both the house and the projection are consid-
ered private property. A projection of any size means 
that it can be less than four by four handbreadths.

Projection from the wall of a house

notes
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The Gemara rejects this: There, the explanation is according to what we will need 
to say later in accordance with the statement of Abaye, as Abaye said: Here, the 
baraita is not dealing with just any situation. Rather, it is dealing with a special 
case where there is a tree standing in the private domain and its boughsb2 lean 
into the public domain, and one threw an object from the public domain and 
it rested upon the boughs of the tree.

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that we say: Cast its boughs after its trunk. The 
tree’s branches are considered an extension of its trunk. Therefore, the entire tree 
is considered as a private domain, and one who throws onto it is liable. And the 
Rabbis hold that we do not say: Cast its boughs after its trunk. Therefore, the 
boughs themselves are not considered to be a private domain, and one who 
throws atop them from the public domain is not liable. Since Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi considers the boughs of the tree like part of the trunk, something thrown 
atop the tree is considered as if it were placed on the trunk, which is four by four 
handbreadths. If so, one cannot conclude from here that there is no need for a 
significant area according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 

Rather, it is possible that Rav Yosef referred to this halakha of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, as it was taught in a baraita: One who threw an object on Shabbat from 
the public domain to the public domain and the private domain was in the 
middle, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems him liable for carrying out from domain 
to domain, and the Rabbis deem him exempt. 

And Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: In that case, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
holds that the one who threw the object is liable to bring two sin-offerings, as he 
violated two prohibitions: One, due to carrying from the public domain into 
the private domain, when the object passed through the airspace of the private 
domain; and one, due to carrying from the private domain out to the public 
domain. Apparently, he requires neither lifting from nor placing upon an area 
of four by four handbreadths, as not only is he liable for carrying the object into 
a private domain and placing it by means of passing through its airspace, but he 
is also liable for lifting the object from that private domain and bringing it to the 
public domain. According to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, neither lifting nor placing 
requires a significant area. 

The Gemara rejects this proof. Wasn’t it stated with regard to this dispute that 
Rav and Shmuel both said: 

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi only deemed him liable in the covered private domain, 
with a roof, as we say: The house is considered as one that is full? The entire 
house with all its space is considered one unit, and each part of it is considered 
as if it is filled with actual objects. Therefore, an object passing through the house 
is considered as if it landed on an actual surface of at least four by four hand-
breadths. However, in a private domain that is not covered, Rabbi Yehuda Ha-
Nasi does not deem him liable.

And if you say: Here too our mishna is speaking about a covered domain, and 
therefore the lifting from and the placing on the hand are considered as if they 
were performed in a place that is four handbreadths; granted, in a covered pri-
vate domain lifting from and placing in a hand are considered as if it were lifted 
from and placed onto an area of four by four handbreadths, but in a covered 
public domain is he liable at all? Didn’t Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda say that 
Rabbi Abba said that Rav Huna said that Rav said: One who carries an object 
four cubits from place to place in a covered public domain, even though transfer-
ring an object four cubits in the public domain is like carrying out from one do-
main to another and prohibited by Torah law, in this case, he is not liable? The 
reason is that since the covered public domain is not similar to the banners in 
the desert,N1 i.e., the area in which the banners of the tribes of Israel passed in the 
desert. The labors prohibited on Shabbat are derived from the labors that were 
performed in the building of the Tabernacle during the encampment of Israel in 
the desert, and the desert was most definitely not covered. Consequently, even 
according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion, it is impossible to explain that our 
mishna is referring to the case of a covered public domain.

ן,  לְקַמָּ לְמֵימַר  דְבָעֵינַן  כִּ  – הָתָם 
אִילָן  בְּ הָכָא  יֵי:  אַבַּ אָמַר  דְּ יֵי.  דְאַבַּ כִּ
נוֹטֶה  וְנוֹפוֹ  הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת  בִּ הָעוֹמֵד 

ים, וְזָרַק וְנָח אַנּוֹפוֹ. לִרְשׁוּת הָרַבִּ

תַר  בָּ נוֹפוֹ  דִי  “שְׁ אָמְרִינַן  סָבַר:  י  דְרַבִּ
דִי  נַן סָבְרִי: לָא אָמְרִינַן “שְׁ רוֹ״, וְרַבָּ עִיקָּ

רוֹ״. תַר עִיקָּ נוֹפוֹ בָּ

מֵרְשׁוּת  זָרַק  תַנְיָא:  דְּ י,  רַבִּ הָא  א  אֶלָּ
וּרְשׁוּת  ים  הָרַבִּ לִרְשׁוּת  ים  הָרַבִּ
י מְחַיֵּיב וַחֲכָמִים  אֶמְצַע, רַבִּ הַיָּחִיד בָּ

פּוֹטְרִין.

מוּאֵל: מְחַיֵּיב  וְאָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה אָמַר שְׁ
וּם הוֹצָאָה  יִם, אַחַת משִּׁ תַּ י שְׁ הָיָה רַבִּ
לָא  אַלְמָא:  הַכְנָסָה.  מִשׁוּם  וְאַחַת 
י מְקוֹם  בֵּ חָה עַל גַּ עֵי עֲקִירָה וְלָא הַנָּ בָּ

עָה. עָה עַל אַרְבָּ אַרְבָּ

אָמְרִי  מוּאֵל דְּ מַר עֲלָהּ, רַב וּשְׁ הָא אִיתְּ
רְוַויְיהוּ: תַּ

NOTES
n1An object in airspace is considered at rest – קְלוּטָה 
מְיָא דָּ הוּנְחָה  מִי שֶׁ -It is possible to identify two fun :כְּ
damental approaches in clarifying the essence of this 
halakhic principle. According to Rashi and Rabbeinu 
Ĥananel, it means that an object passing through 
airspace of a certain domain is considered as if it 
was placed on the ground of that domain. In the 
Jerusalem Talmud, on the other hand, this phrase was 
understood to mean that all the airspace in a certain 
domain is considered as if it was solid matter upon 
which the objects rest. The principle was formulated: 
The air within the partitions is like their substance, 
i.e., the ground.

n2Perhaps placing does not require, but lifting does 
require – עְיָא עְיָא, הָא עֲקִירָה בַּ לָא בַּ חָה הוּא דְּ  :וְדִילְמָא: הַנָּ
Some explain that the fact that lifting would require 
an area of four by four handbreadths, while placing 
would not is derived from the Torah. Lifting an object 
from its place is alluded to in the verse: “A man should 

not go out [yetze] from his place” (Exodus 16:29). This 
verse can be interpreted: “A man should not carry out 
[yotzi ] from his place.” There is no biblical allusion to 
placing (Tosafot).

BACKGROUND
b1But wasn’t it raised as a dilemma – עֵי  וְהָא מִיבְעֲיָא בָּ
 The Gemara uses this expression to ask: Since :לָהּ
Rabba raised this dilemma and was unable to resolve 
it, how is it possible that a resolution to that dilemma 
would incidentally appear as a given in another di-
lemma of his? That leads to the conclusion that the 
resolution is not sufficiently substantiated.

b2A tree and its boughs – ֹאִילָן…וְנוֹפו

ה.

Perek I
Daf 5  Amud a

רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד  א בִּ י אֶלָּ לאֹ מְחַיֵּיב רַבִּ
מַאן  כְּ יתָא  ״בֵּ אָמְרִינַן:  דְּ מְקוֹרָהּ, 
אֵינוֹ מְקוֹרָה –  מְיָא״, אֲבָל שֶׁ מַלְיָא דָּ דְּ

לאֹ.

מְקוֹרָה; הָתִינַח  ימָא : הָכָא נַמִי בִּ וְכִי תֵּ
רְשׁוּת  בִּ מְקוֹרָהּ,  הַיָּחִיד  רְשׁוּת  בִּ
ים מְקוֹרָה מִי חַיָּיב? וְהָאָמַר רַב  הָרַבִּ
א  אַבָּ י  רַבִּ אָמַר  יְהוּדָה  ר  בַּ מוּאֵל  שְׁ
עֲבִיר  הַמַּ רַב:  אָמַר  הוּנָא  רַב  אָמַר 
ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  בִּ אַמּוֹת  ע  אַרְבָּ חֵפֶץ 
דּוֹמֶה  אֵינוֹ  שֶׁ לְפִי  טוּר,  פָּ  – מְקוֹרָה 

ר! לְדִגְלֵי מִדְבָּ

b2Tree and its boughs – ֹאִילָן…וְנוֹפו

Boughs leaning into the public domain

background

n1The banners of the desert – ר דְבָּ מִּ גְלֵי   :דִּ
With regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, 
the encampment of Israel in the desert is 
the model upon which the definition of a 
public domain is based. Like the encamp-
ment, a public domain is at least sixteen 
cubits wide. It is an area through which 
many people pass daily; 600,000 people, 
according to some authorities.

Layout of the tribes’ encampment in the desert

Notes
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Rather, Rabbi Zeira said: There must be a different source for our 
mishna. Whose opinion is it in our mishna? It is the opinion of 
Aĥerim, as it was taught in a baraita: Aĥerim say: One who stood 
in his place on Shabbat and received an object thrown to him from 
another domain, the one who threw the object is liable for the 
prohibited labor of carrying out, as he both lifted and placed the 
object. However, if the one who received the object moved from 
his place, ran toward the object, and then received it in his hand, 
he, the one who threw it, is exempt. That is because, even though 
he performed an act of lifting, the placing of the object was facili-
tated by the action of the one who received it, and therefore the one 
who threw it did not perform the act of placing. In any case, accord-
ing to the opinion of Aĥerim, if he stood in his place and received 
the object, the one who threw it is liable. Don’t we require placing 
upon an area of four by four handbreadths and there is none in 
this case? Rather, certainly conclude from this that according to 
Aĥerim we do not require an area of four by four.

The Gemara rejects this: This is not a proof, and one could say: 
Perhaps it is specifically for placing that we do not require an area 
of four by four; however, for lifting we require an area of four by 
four in order to consider it significant. And with regard to placing 
as well, one could say: Perhaps it was performed in a manner in 
which he extended the corners of his coat and received it, so in 
that case there is also placing upon an area of four by four. There-
fore, there is no proof from here.

Rabbi Abba said: Our mishna is speaking about a special case 
where he received, i.e., lifted, the object that was in a basket [ter-
askal]l1b1 and he placed it atop a basket. In that case, there is also 
placing performed upon an area of four by four handbreadths. The 
Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in the mishna: His hand? So how 
can you say that he received it in a basket? The Gemara answers: 
Emend the text of the mishna and teach: The basket in his hand.

The Gemara asks about this matter: Granted, when the basket was 
in the private domain, but if it was a basket that was placed in the 
public domain, doesn’t it immediately become the private do-
main? Presumably, the basket is ten handbreadths above the ground, 
and its surface is the requisite size for creating a private domain.

Since that is not the explanation given, let us say that this is a proof 
that our mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. As it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: One who stuck a stick into the 
ground in the public domain, and hung a basket atop it, and threw 
an object from the public domain, and it landed upon it, he is li-
able, because he threw it from the public domain into the private 
domain. Since the surface of the basket is four by four handbreadths 
and it is ten handbreadths above the ground, it is considered a pri-
vate domain. Even though the stick, which is serving as the base for 
this basket, is not four handbreadths wide, since the basket is that 
wide, we consider it as if the sides of the basket descend in a straight 
line. Consequently, a type of pillar of a private domain is formed in 
the public domain.

Our mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, as if it were in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, in a case where the owner 
of the house extended his hand outside and placed an object in  
the basket in the hand of the poor person in the public domain, 
why is he liable? According to his opinion, the basket is considered 
a private domain and he, the owner of the house, is merely carrying 
out from private domain to private domain. This proves that the 
opinion of our mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda.

י – אֲחֵרִים  י זֵירָא: הָא מַנִּ א אָמַר רַבִּ אֶלָּ
עָמַד  אֲחֵרִים אוֹמְרִים:  תַנְיָא,  דְּ הִיא. 
קוֹמוֹ  ל – חַיָּיב, עָקַר מִמְּ מְקוֹמוֹ וְקִבֵּ בִּ
ל  וְקִבֵּ מְקוֹמוֹ  בִּ עָמַד  טוּ.ר  פָּ  – ל  וְקִבֵּ
י מְקוֹם  בֵּ חָה עַל גַּ עֵינַן הַנָּ חַיָּיב? הָא בָּ
הּ: לָא  מַע מִינָּ א שְׁ א! אֶלָּ עָה, וְלֵיכָּ אַרְבָּ

עָה. עֵינַן מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ בָּ

עֵינַן, הָא  לָא בָּ חָה הוּא דְּ וְדִילְמָא הַנָּ
ילְמָא  דִּ נַמִי,  חָה  וְהַנָּ עֵינַן!  בָּ עֲקִירָה 
א נַמִי  אִיכָּ דְּ לָהּ;  וְקִיבְּ נְפֵיהּ  כַּ יט  פָשֵׁ דְּ

חָה! הַנָּ

ל  קִבֵּ גוֹן )שֶׁ א: מַתְנִיתִין כְּ י אַבָּ אָמַר רַבִּ
טְרַסְקָל,  י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  יחַ  וְהִנִּ טְרַסְקָל(,  בִּ
קָתָנֵי!  ‘יָדוֹ’  וְהָא  חָה.  הַנָּ נַמִי  א  אִיכָּ דְּ

יָדוֹ. בְּ נִי: טְרַסְקָל שֶׁ תְּ

א  רְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד, אֶלָּ הָתִינַח טְרַסְקָל בִּ
רְשׁוּת  ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  בִּ שֶׁ טְרַסְקָל 

הַיָּחִיד הוּא!

יְהוּדָה.  י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ כְּ לָא  דְּ לֵימָא 
י יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר:  רַבִּ י יוֹסֵי בְּ תַנְיָא, רַבִּ דְּ
וּבְראֹשׁוֹ  ים  הָרַבִּ רְשׁוּת  בִּ קָנֶה  נָעַץ 

יו – חַיָּיב. בָּ טְרַסְקָל, זָרַק וְנָח עַל גַּ

ט  שַׁ פָּ יְהוּדָה,  י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ כְּ אִי  דְּ
יִת אֶת יָדוֹ לַחוּץ וְנָתַן לְתוֹךְ  עַל הַבַּ בַּ
מֵרְשׁוּת  חַיָּיב?  אי  אַמַּ עָנִי,  ל  שֶׁ יָדוֹ 

יק! הַיָּחִיד לִרְשׁוּת הַיָּחִיד קָא מַפֵּ

l1Basket [teraskal] – טְרַסְקָל: The origin of the word is ap-
parently a reordering of the letters of the Greek word 
κάρταλλος, kartallos, meaning a basket with a pointed 
bottom.

language

b1Basket – טְרַסְקָל: The ge’onim explained that a teraskal is a 
light, portable table made from braided willow. People ate 
on it outside the home.

background
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The Gemara answers: Even if you say that our mishna is in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, there, 
where we learned that a basket is considered like a private domain, 
was in a case in which the basket was above ten handbreadths off 
the ground. Here, in our mishna, the basket was below ten hand-
breadths off the ground. Even according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, in a case where it is below ten hand-
breadths it is not considered a private domain, rather it is part of the 
public domain. Therefore, it is considered carrying out and he is 
liable.

The Gemara comments: Nevertheless, this explanation is difficult 
for Rabbi Abbahu: Was the language taught in the mishna: A 
basket in his hand? His hand, was taught. There is no reason to 
emend the mishna in that way. Rather, Rabbi Abbahu said: The 
mishna here is referring to a case where the poor person lowered 
his hand below three handbreadths off the ground and received 
that object in his hand. Below three handbreadths is considered, in 
all respects, to be appended to the ground and, therefore, a place of 
four by four handbreadths.

The Gemara asks: Didn’t the mishna teach: The poor person stands 
outside? If he is standing, how is it possible that his hand is within 
three handbreadths of the ground? Rabbi Abbahu answered: It is 
describing a case where he is bending down. In that case, his hand 
could be adjacent to the ground even though he is standing. And if 
you wish, say instead that it is possible in a case where the poor 
person is standing in a hole and his hand is adjacent to the ground. 
And if you wish, say instead a different depiction of the situation: 
The mishna is speaking about a case involving a midget [nanas],l2 
whose hands, even when standing, are within three handbreadths 
of the ground.

About all of these Rava said: Did the tanna go to all that trouble in 
an effort to teach us all of these cases?b2 It is difficult to accept that 
the tanna could not find a more conventional manner to explain the 
halakha. Rather, Rava said: The problem must be resolved by es-
tablishing the principle: A person’s hand is considered like four 
by fourh1n2 handbreadths for him. It is true that lifting and placing 
upon a significant place are required. However, even though a sig-
nificant place is normally no less than four handbreadths, the hand 
of a person is significant enough for it to be considered a significant 
place as far as the halakhot of Shabbat are concerned. And, so too, 
when Ravinp1 came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that 
Rabbi Yoĥanan said: A person’s hand is considered four by four 
handbreadths for him.

יְהוּדָה,  י  רַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  רַבִּ ימָא  תֵּ אֲפִילּוּ 
ה  רָה, הָכָא לְמַטָּ הָתָם – לְמַעְלָה מֵעֲשָׂ

רָה. מֵעֲשָׂ

קָתָנֵי  מִי  הוּ:  אַבָּ י  לְרַבִּ לֵיהּ  יָא  קַשְׁ
קָתָנֵי!  ‘יָדוֹ’  וְהָא  יָדוֹ’?  בְּ שֶׁ ‘טְרַסְקָל 
ל  לְשֵׁ ִ שּׁ גוֹן שֶׁ הוּ: כְּ י אַבָּ א אָמַר רַבִּ אֶלָּ

לָה. ה וְקִבְּ לשָֹׁ ְ ה מִשּׁ יָדוֹ לְמַטָּ

עֵית  שׁוֹחֶה. וְאִיבָּ וְהָא ‘עוֹמֵד’ קָתָנֵי! בְּ
אֵימָא:  עֵית  וְאִיבָּ גוּמָא.  בְּ אֵימָא: 

ס. נַנָּ בְּ

מְעִינַן  לְאַשְׁ א  נָּ תַּ ל  אִיכְפַּ רָבָא:  אָמַר 
ל  שֶׁ יָדוֹ  רָבָא:  אָמַר  א  אֶלָּ הָנֵי?!  ל  כָּ
עַל  עָה  אַרְבָּ כְּ לוֹ  חֲשׁוּבָה  אָדָם 
אָמַר  רָבִין  אֲתָא  י  כִּ וְכֵן,  עָה.  אַרְבָּ
לוֹ  חֲשׁוּבָה  אָדָם  ל  שֶׁ יָדוֹ  יוֹחָנָן:  י  רַבִּ

עָה. עָה עַל אַרְבָּ אַרְבָּ כְּ

l2Midget [nanas] – ס -From the Greek νᾶνος, nanos, mean :נַנָּ
ing midget.

language

b2Did the tanna go to all that trouble in an effort to teach us 
all of these cases – ל הָנֵי מְעִינַן כָּ א לְאַשְׁ נָּ ל תַּ  Although the :אִיכְפַּ
Gemara at times explains the mishna by depicting special 
and rare cases, a fundamental principle or a description 
with wide-ranging application is not usually articulated by 
means of extraordinary situations. In situations of that sort, 
the Gemara asks: Did the tanna go to all that trouble…?

background

n2A person’s hand is considered like four by four – ל אָדָם  יָדוֹ שֶׁ
עָה אַרְבָּ עַל  עָה  אַרְבָּ כְּ לוֹ   Apparently, this is because a :חֲשׁוּבָה 
hand is the standard conduit for placing and lifting objects in 
a specific place. The hand does not have the requisite area of a 

significant place, the measure of a significant area for placing 
being four by four handbreadths. However, the hand, regardless 
of its size, is also a significant area in the sense of carrying and 
has the legal status of an area of four by four handbreadths.

notes

h1A person’s hand is considered like four by four – ל אָדָם  יָדוֹ שֶׁ
עָה עָה עַל אַרְבָּ אַרְבָּ  In the halakhot of Shabbat, the :חֲשׁוּבָה לוֹ כְּ
hand of a person is considered as if it were an area of four 
by four handbreadths. Therefore, one who lifts an object on 
Shabbat from one domain and places it in the hand of a 
person standing in another domain, or one who lifts it from 
the hand of a person who is in one domain and places it in 
a different domain, is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 13:2; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 347:1).

halakha

p1Ravin – רָבִין: An abbreviation of Rabbi Avin, who is called Rabbi 
Bon in the Jerusalem Talmud.

He was the most important of  “those who descended to,”  i.e., 
who went from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, in the third to fourth 
generation of the Babylonian amora’im.

Rabbi Avin was born in Babylonia and emigrated to Eretz Yis-
rael at an early age. There he was able to study Torah from Rabbi 
Yoĥanan, who lived to a very old age. After Rabbi Yoĥanan’s 
death, Ravin studied from his many students. Rabbi Avin 
was appointed to be one of “those who descended,” namely, 
those Sages who were sent to Babylonia to disseminate in-
novative Torah insights from Eretz Yisrael, as well as various 
Eretz Yisrael traditions that were unknown in other lands. Rav 

Dimi was the emissary from Eretz Yisrael before Ravin. How-
ever, Ravin transmitted new and revised formulations of the 
halakhot. Therefore, Ravin is considered an authority and, 
as a rule, the halakha was decided in accordance with his  
opinion.

Ravin returned to Eretz Yisrael several times. There he served 
as the transmitter of the Torah studied in Babylonia. His state-
ments are often cited in the Jerusalem Talmud. We know little 
about his family and the rest of his life. It is known that his father 
died even before he was born, and that his mother died when 
he was born. Some say that his father’s name was also Rabbi 
Avin and that he was named after him. Some believe that the 
Eretz Yisrael amora Rabbi Yosei bar Bon was his son.

Personalities
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Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Elai said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: One 
who threw an object and it landed in the hand of another who is in 
a different domain is liable. The Gemara asks: What is he teaching 
us? What halakhic principle is conveyed through this statement? Is it 
that a person’s hand is considered four by four for him? Didn’t 
Rabbi Yoĥanan already say that one time? Why was it necessary to 
repeat it, albeit in a different context? The Gemara answers: It was 
necessary to teach the halakha cited by Rabbi Elai as well, lest you 
say that this, the principle that a person’s hand is significant, applies 
only where he himself deemed his hand significant by lifting or re-
ceiving an object with his hand. However, where he did not deem 
his hand significant, rather the object fell into another’s hand without 
his intention, perhaps the hand is not considered a significant place 
and he would not be liable. Therefore, he teaches us that the hand’s 
significance is absolute and not dependent upon the intention of the 
one initiating the action.

Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Elai said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said ad-
ditionally: One who stood in his place and received an object that 
was thrown to him from another domain, the one who threw it is li-
able. However, if he moved from his placeh2 and then received the 
object, the one who threw it is exempt. That was also taught in a 
baraita. Aĥerim say: If he stood in his place and received in his hand 
the object that was thrown from another domain, the one who threw 
it is liable. And if he moved from his place and received it, he is 
exempt.

Rabbi Yoĥanan raised a related dilemma: One who threw an object 
from one domain and moved from his place and ran to another 
domain and then received the same object in his hand in the second 
domain, what is his legal status? 

To clarify the matter, the Gemara asks: What is his dilemma?b3 Didn’t 
one person perform a complete act of lifting and placing? Rav Adda 
bar Ahava said: His dilemma was with regard to two forces in one 
person.n3 Rabbi Yoĥanan raised a dilemma with regard to one who 
performs two separate actions rather than one continuous action. Are 
two forces in one person considered like one person, and he is li-
able? Or, perhaps they are considered like two people, and he is 
exempt? This dilemma remains unresolved and therefore, let it stand.

Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: If he brought his hand 
into the courtyard of another and received rainwater that fell at that 
time into his hand and carried it out to another domain, he is liable. 
Rabbi Zeira objects to this: What is the difference to me if his friend 
loaded him with an object, i.e., his friend placed an object in his hand, 
and what is the difference to me if Heaven loaded him with rainwa-
ter? In neither case did he perform an act of lifting. Why then should 
he be liable for carrying out from domain to domain? The Gemara 
answers: Do not say: He received rainwater, indicating that he pas-
sively received the rainwater in his hand. Rather, read: He actively 
gathered rainwater in his hand from the air, which is tantamount to 
lifting. The Gemara asks: In order to become liable, don’t we require 
lifting from atop an area of four handbreadths, and in this case there 
is none? How, therefore, would he be liable? 

Rabbi Ĥiyya, son of Rav Huna, said: It is a case where he gathered 
the rainwater from atop and on the side of the wall, so he lifted it from 
a significant place. Therefore, it is considered an act of lifting, and he 
is liable. The Gemara questions: Atop a wall, too, the rain did not 
come to rest. Rather, it immediately and continuously flowed. If so, 
the lifting was not from the wall at all. The Gemara answers: As Rava 
said in another context that the case involves an inclined wall, here 
too the case involves an inclined wall. The Gemara asks: And where 
was this statement of Rava stated? It was stated with regard to that 
which we learned in a mishna: 

י אֶילְעַאי אָמַר  י אָבִין אָמַר רַבִּ אָמַר רַבִּ
ל  תוֹךְ יָדוֹ שֶׁ י יוֹחָנָן: זָרַק חֵפֶץ וְנָח בְּ רַבִּ
מַע לָן –  חֲבֵירוֹ – חַיָּיב. מַאי קָא מַשְׁ
עָה עַל  אַרְבָּ ל אָדָם חֲשׁוּבָה לוֹ כְּ יָדוֹ שֶׁ
י יוֹחָנָן חֲדָא  עָה. וְהָא אֲמַרָהּ רַבִּ אַרְבָּ
י – הֵיכָא  תֵימָא: הָנֵי מִילֵּ זִימְנָא! מַהוּ דְּ
הֵיכָא  אֲבָל  לִידֵיהּ,  הוּא  בָהּ  אַחְשְׁ דְּ
בָהּ הוּא לִידֵיהּ, אֵימָא לָא,  לָא אַחְשְׁ דְּ

מַע לָן. קָא מַשְׁ

אֶילְעַאי  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  אָבִין  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
ל –  מְקוֹמוֹ וְקִיבֵּ י יוֹחָנָן: עָמַד בִּ אָמַר רַבִּ
טוּ.ר  פָּ  – ל  וְקִיבֵּ קוֹמוֹ  מִמְּ עָקַר  חַיָּיב, 
נְיָא נַמִי הָכִי, אֲחֵרִים אוֹמְרִים: עָמַד  תַּ
קוֹמוֹ  ל – חַיָּיב, עָקַר מִמְּ מְקוֹמוֹ וְקִיבֵּ בִּ

טוּ.ר ל – פָּ וְקִיבֵּ

וְנֶעֱקַר הוּא  זָרַק חֵפֶץ  י יוֹחָנָן:  רַבִּ עֵי  בָּ
לוֹ, מַהוּ? קוֹמוֹ, וְחָזַר וְקִיבְּ מִמְּ

ר  א בַּ עֲיָא לֵיהּ? אָמַר רַב אַדָּ מַאי קָמִבָּ
קָא  אֶחָד  אָדָם  בְּ כּחֹוֹת  נֵי  שְׁ אַהֲבָה: 
אָדָם אֶחָד –  נֵי כּחֹוֹת בְּ עֲיָא לֵיהּ. שְׁ מִבָּ
ילְמָא  דִּ וְחַיָּיב, אוֹ  מֵי,  דָּ אָדָם אֶחָד  כְּ
יקוּ. מֵי, וּפָטוּר? תֵּ נֵי אָדָם דָּ נֵי בְּ שְׁ כִּ

י יוֹחָנָן: הִכְנִיס  י אָבִין אָמַר רַבִּ אָמַר רַבִּ
מֵי  ל  וְקִיבֵּ חֲבֵירוֹ,  חֲצַר  לְתוֹךְ  יָדוֹ 
לָהּ  מַתְקִיף  חַיָּיב.   – וְהוֹצִיא  מִים  שָׁ גְּ
י הִטְעִינוֹ חֲבֵירוֹ, מַה  י זֵירָא: מַה לִּ רַבִּ
עָבֵיד  לָא  אִיהוּ  מַיִם,  שָׁ הִטְעִינוֹ  י  לִּ
א  אֶלָּ ל״  “קִיבֵּ ימָא  תֵּ לָא  עֲקִירָה! 
י  בֵּ גַּ מֵעַל  עֲקִירָה  עֵינַן  בָּ וְהָא  “קָלַט״. 

עָה, וְלֵיכּאָ! מְקוֹם אַרְבָּ

הוּנָא:  רַב  דְּ רֵיהּ  בְּ חִיָּיא  י  רַבִּ אָמַר 
י  בֵּ י הַכּוֹתֶל. עַל גַּ בֵּ לַט מֵעַל גַּ קָּ גוֹן שֶׁ כְּ
דְאָמַר רָבָא:  כּוֹתֶל נַמִי, וְהָא לָא נָח! כִּ
כוֹתֶל  בְּ נַמִי –  הָכָא  ע,  מְשׁוּפָּ כוֹתֶל  בְּ
רָבָא? אַהָא,  מַר דְּ ע. וְהֵיכָא אִיתְּ מְשׁוּפָּ

תְנַן: דִּ

NOTES
n1The hand of a person is considered like four by 
four – עָה עָה עַל אַרְבָּ אַרְבָּ ל אָדָם חֲשׁוּבָה לוֹ כְּ -Ap :יָדוֹ שֶׁ
parently, this is because that is the standard way of 
placing and lifting objects in a specific place. Al-
though the hand does not have the requisite area 
of a significant place, since the area of four by four 
handbreadths is the measure of a significant area 
for placing, the hand, regardless of its size, is also a 
significant area in that sense and has the legal status 
of an area of four by four handbreadths.

n2Two forces in one person – אָדָם אֶחָד בְּ נֵי כּחֹוֹת   :שְׁ
According to Rabbeinu Ĥananel’s variant text, some 
explain: Are two forces in one person like two people, 
and the first threw an object so that his friend could 
catch it, and he is liable? Or perhaps they are like one 
person who did two halves of a melakha and they 
do not add up to one complete melakha (Ramban).

HALAKHA
h1The hand of a person is considered like four by 
four – עָה עָה עַל אַרְבָּ אַרְבָּ ל אָדָם חֲשׁוּבָה לוֹ כְּ  In the :יָדוֹ שֶׁ
halakhot of Shabbat, the hand of a person is consid-
ered as if it was an area of four by four handbreadths. 
Therefore, one who lifts an object on Shabbat from 
one domain and places it in the hand of a person 
standing in another domain, or one who lifts it from 
the hand of a person who is in one domain and 
places it in a different domain, is liable (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:2; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 347:1).

h2One who stood in his place…he moved from his 
place etc. – קוֹמוֹ וכו׳ מִמְּ עָקַר  מְקוֹמוֹ…  בִּ  If one :עָמַד 
throws an object on Shabbat from one domain to 

another domain, and another person remained in 
his place in that domain and caught the object in 
his hand, the thrower is liable because he placed the 
object in another domain. However, if the second 
person moved from his place and caught the object 
in his hand, the thrower is exempt. This is in accor-
dance with the statement of Rabbi Yoĥanan with 
regard to which there is no dispute (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat.13:15).

LANGUAGE
l1Basket [Teraskal] – טְרַסְקָל: The origin of the word 
is apparently a reordering of the letters of the Greek 
word kartalos, which is a basket with a pointed bot-
tom.

l2Midget [Nanas] – ס  The origin of the word is in the :נַנָּ
Greek nanos, meaning midget.

BACKGROUND
b1Teraskal – טְרַסְקָל: The ge’onim explained that a ter-
askal is a light, portable table, made from braided 
willow, on which they would eat outside the house.

b2Did the tanna go to all that trouble an effort to 
teach us all these cases? – מְעִינַן לְאַשְׁ א  נָּ תַּ ל   אִיכְפַּ
ל הָנֵי?  Although the Gemara at times explains the :כָּ
mishna by depicting special and rare cases, a funda-
mental principle or a description with wide-ranging 
application is not usually articulated by means of 
extraordinary situations. With regard to situations of 
that sort, the Gemara asks: Did the tanna go to all 
that trouble…?

b3What is his dilemma? – ?ּעֲיָא לֵיה -This ex :מַאי קָמִבָּ
pression in the Gemara is a question that comes to 
clarify the internal essence of a certain dilemma. 

Frequently, the external problem is, in and of itself, 
clear; however, there is a need to explain the context 
of the dilemma and the general issue that it was 
coming to clarify.

PERSONALITIES
p1Ravin – רָבִין: An abbreviation of Rabbi Avin, who is 
called Rabbi Bon in the Jerusalem Talmud.

He was the most important of “those who de-
scended,” i.e., who went from Eretz Yisrael to Babylo-
nia, in the third–fourth generation of the Babylonian 
amoraim.

Rabbi Avin was born in Babylonia and emigrated 
to Eretz Yisrael at an early age. There he still managed 
to study Torah from Rabbi Yoĥanan and, after his 
death, from Rabbi Yoĥanan’s many students. Rabbi 
Avin was appointed to be one of “those who de-
scended,” namely, those Sages who were sent to Ba-
bylonia to disseminate innovative Torah insights from 
Eretz Yisrael, as well as various Eretz Yisrael traditions 
that were unknown in other lands. Rav Dimi was the 
emissary from Eretz Yisrael before Ravin. However, 
Ravin transmitted new and revised formulations of 
the laws. Therefore, Ravin is considered an authority 
and, as a rule, the halakha was decided in accordance 
with his opinion.

Ravin returned to Eretz Yisrael several times where 
he served as the transmitter of the Torah studied 
in Babylonia. His statements are often cited in the 
Jerusalem Talmud. We know little about his family 
and the rest of his life. It is known that his father died 
even before he was born, and that his mother died 
when he was born. Some say that his father’s name 
was also Rabbi Avin and that he was named after 
him. Some believe that the Eretz Yisrael amora, Rabbi 
Yosei bar Bon, was his son.

h2One who stood in his place…he moved from his place, 
etc. – קוֹמוֹ וכו׳ מְקוֹמוֹ…עָקַר מִמְּ -If one throws an ob :עָמַד בִּ
ject from one domain to another domain, and the object 
is caught by a person who remained in his place in the 
second domain, the one who threw it is liable because 
he placed the object in another domain. However, if the 
second person moved from his place and caught the 
object in his hand, the one who threw it is exempt. This 
is in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yoĥanan, 
with regard to which there is no dispute (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:15).

halakha

b3What is his dilemma – ּעֲיָא לֵיה  This expression :מַאי קָמִבָּ
in the Gemara is a question that comes to clarify the es-
sence of a certain dilemma. Frequently, the problem is, in 
and of itself, clear. Nevertheless, it is necessary to explain 
the context of the dilemma and the broader issue that it 
comes to clarify.

background

n3Two forces in one person – אָדָם אֶחָד נֵי כּחֹוֹת בְּ -Accord :שְׁ
ing to Rabbeinu Ĥananel’s variant text, some explain: Are 
two forces in one person considered like two people, in 
the sense that it is considered as if one threw it so the 
other would catch it, and he is liable? Or, perhaps it is 
considered like one person performed each half of the 
prohibited labor independent of the other half and he 
would be exempt (Ramban).

notes
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One who was reading a sacred book in scroll form on Shabbat on an 
elevated, wide threshold and the book rolled from his handh1 outside 
and into the public domain, he may roll it back to himself, since one 
of its ends is still in his hand. However, if he was reading on top the 
roof ,b1 which is a full-fledged private domain, and the book rolled from 
his hand,h2 as long as the edge of the book did not reach ten hand-
breadths above the public domain, the book is still in its own area, and 
he may roll it back to himself. However, once the book has reached 
within ten handbreadths above the public domain, he is prohibited to 
roll it back to himself. In that case, he may only turn it over onto the 
side with writing,n1 so that the writing of the book should face down 
and should not be exposed and degraded. And we discussed this ha-
lakha: Why must he turn it over onto the side with writing, and he is 
prohibited to bring the book back to himself? Didn’t the book not yet 
come to rest upon a defined area in the public domain? Even if he 
brought it back it would not constitute lifting.

And Rava said: It is referring to the case of an inclined wall. Because 
it is inclined, the scroll is resting upon it to some degree. However, that 
answer is not effective in explaining the case of gathering water. Say that 
Rava said that the legal status of the slanted wall is different, specifi-
cally with regard to a book, as it is wont to come to rest upon an in-
clined wall. In contrast, is water wont to come to rest upon an inclined 
wall? It continues flowing. Consequently, the question with regard to 
water remains.

Rather, Rava said: Here, it is referring to a case where he gathered the 
rainwater from on top of a holeh3 filled with water. The Gemara asks: If 
he gathered it from on top of a hole, it is obvious that it is considered 
like lifting from a significant place. The Gemara answers: Lest you say 
that since the water that comes down from the roof into the hole it is 
water on top of water and, perhaps, it is not considered placing. There-
fore, he taught us that collecting water from on top of a hole filled with 
water is considered an act of lifting an object from its placement.

The Gemara comments: And Rava follows his standard line of reason-
ing, as Rava already said: It is obvious to me that water on top of water, 
that is its placement, and lifting the water from there is an act of lifting 
in every sense. It is also obvious that if a nut is floating on top of water, 
that is not considered its placement, and therefore lifting it from there 
is not considered an act of lifting. However, Rava raised a dilemma: In 
a case where a nut is in a vessel, and that vessel is floating on top of 
water,h4 and one lifted the nut from the vessel, is that considered an act 
of lifting? The sides of the dilemma are: Do we go according to the nut 
and the halakha is decided exclusively based on its status, and it is at 
rest in the vessel? Or perhaps, we go according to the vessel and it is 
not at rest, as it is moving from place to place on the surface of the 
water. This dilemma remained unresolved, and therefore let it stand.

ה:

Perek I
Daf 5  Amud b

ה  הָאִיסְקוּפָּ עַל  סֵפֶר  בְּ קוֹרֵא  הָיָה 
אֶצְלוֹ.  גּוֹלְלוֹ  מִיָּדוֹ –  פֶר  הַסֵּ ל  לְגֵּ וְנִתְגַּ
ל  לְגֵּ וְנִתְגַּ ג  הַגַּ רֹאשׁ  בְּ קוֹרֵא  הָיָה 
רָה  יעַ לְעֲשָׂ לּאֹ הִגִּ פֶר מִיָּדוֹ, עַד שֶׁ הַסֵּ
יעַ  הִגִּ ֶ מִשּׁ אֶצְלוֹ,  גּוֹלְלוֹ   – טְפָחִים 
תָב,  רָה טְפָחִים – הוֹפְכוֹ עַל הַכְּ לְעֲשָׂ
תָב?  אי הוֹפְכוֹ עַל הַכְּ הּ: אַמַּ וְהָוֵינַן בָּ

הָא לאֹ נָח!

אֵימוֹר  ע.  מְשׁוּפָּ כוֹתֶל  בְּ רָבָא:  וְאָמַר 
נָיֵיח,  דְּ עֲבִיד  דַּ  – סֵפֶר  בְּ רָבָא  אָמַר  דְּ

מַיִם מִי עֲבִידִי דְנָיְיחִי?!

י  בֵּ לַט מֵעַל גַּ קָּ גוֹן שֶׁ א אָמַר רָבָא: כְּ אֶלָּ
תֵימָא:  דְּ מַהוּ  יטָא!  שִׁ פְּ א,  גּוּמָּ א.  גּוּמָּ
חָה הוּא,  י מַיִם – לָאו הַנָּ בֵּ גַּ מַיִם עַל 

מַע לָן. קָא מַשְׁ

רָבָא:  אָמַר  דְּ לְטַעֲמֵיהּ,  רָבָא  וְאָזְדָא 
חָתָן, אֱגוֹז  י מַיִם – הַיְינוּ הַנָּ בֵּ מַיִם עַל גַּ
עֵי  חָתוֹ. בָּ י מַיִם – לָאו הַיְינוּ הַנָּ בֵּ עַל גַּ
י  בֵּ גַּ עַל  צָף  וּכְלִי  כְלִי,  בִּ אֱגוֹז  רָבָא: 
נָיֵיח,  וְהָא   – אָזְלִינַן  אֱגוֹז  תַר  בָּ מַיִם, 
וְהָא   – אָזְלִינַן  לִי  כְּ תַר  בָּ ילְמָא  דִּ אוֹ 

יקוּ. נָיֵיד? תֵּ לָא נָיֵיח, דְּ

h1One who was reading a sacred book on a threshold and 
the book rolled from his hand – ה סֵפֶר עַל הָאִיסְקוּפָּ  הָיָה קוֹרֵא בְּ
פֶר מִיָּדוֹ ל הַסֵּ לְגֵּ  In the case of a person on a threshold who :וְנִתְגַּ
was reading a sacred text written on a scroll and that scroll 
unrolled and landed on a karmelit (Mishna Berura), if one end 
of the scroll remained in his hand, he may roll it back to him. 
That is the ruling even if the threshold was a private domain, i.e., 
four by four handbreadths and ten handbreadths high, and the 
scroll unrolled into a public domain. This was permitted in order 
to prevent disrespect for the sacred text, as explained in tractate 
Eiruvin. However, if the book fell from his hand completely, 
he is permitted to roll it back only if it rolled into a karmelit 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:21; Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 352:1).

h2And the book rolled from his hand – ֹפֶר מִיָּדו ל הַסֵּ לְגֵּ  One :וְנִתְגַּ

who was reading a book on Shabbat on top of the roof of a 
private domain, and the book rolled from his hand into the 
public domain, if one end of the scroll did not yet reach within 
ten handbreadths of the ground of the public domain and the 
other edge of the scroll is still in his hand, he is permitted to roll 
it back to where he is sitting. However, if it reached within ten 
handbreadths of the ground of the public domain, if the wall 
was slanted and the scroll was somewhat resting upon it, and it 
was a place frequented by the general public (Magen Avraham), 
it is prohibited to roll the book back to where he is sitting. This 
is in accordance with the explanation of Rava and according to 
Tosafot (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:21; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 352:2).

h3He gathered from on top of a hole – א י גּוּמָּ בֵּ לַט מֵעַל גַּ קָּ  One :שֶׁ
who is standing in one domain and extends his hand into 

another domain and takes water from on top of a hole filled 
with water and brings it back to him, is liable, since all of the 
water is considered as if it were placed on the ground. Therefore, 
it conforms to the typical manner of lifting and placing, as 
per the conclusion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 13:4).

h4A nut in a vessel and that vessel is floating on top of water – 
י מַיִם וכו׳ בֵּ גַּ כְלִי, וּכְלִי צָף עַל   One who lifts a fruit that was :אֱגוֹז בִּ
placed in a vessel floating on water is exempt because a floating 
object is not considered to be at rest and picking it up does not 
constitute halakhic lifting. This is all the more true if he lifted the 
vessel which itself was floating on the water. Although the matter 
remained unresolved, in a situation of uncertainty like this one, 
the practical ruling is that he is exempt (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 13:4).

halakha

b1Book on top of the roof – ג ראֹשׁ הַגַּ :סֵפֶר בְּ

Book that rolled when read on top of a roof

background

n1He may only turn it over onto the side with writing – 
תָב  One reason given is that this prevents :הוֹפְכוֹ עַל הַכְּ
dust from accumulating on the uncovered letters. An-
other is that when the writing is exposed, there is an 
element of disrespect for the sacred text (Rashi).

notes
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A similar dilemma was raised with regard to oil that was floating 
on top of wine.h5 Oil does not mix with wine. Rather, it floats on 
top of it in a separate layer. Resolution of this dilemma is depen-
dent on a dispute between Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri and the 
Rabbis. Is oil considered a discrete entity placed on the wine? Or, 
perhaps it is considered to be connected to the wine? As we 
learned in a mishna: Oil that was floating on top of wine and 
one who immersed himself during the dayb2 touched the oil,n2 
he disqualified only the oil alone and not the wine, as he only 
touched the oil and the oil does not render the wine impure. And 
Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri says: They both are considered con-
nected to each other, and therefore they are both rendered im-
pure through the same contact. The consideration of whether the 
oil and the wine are considered connected is the determining 
factor with regard to the laws of Shabbat as well.

Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Elai said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: 
One who was standing in the private domain or the public domain 
laden with food and drinks on Shabbat, and his intention was to 
carry them to another corner of the same domain, if once he be-
gan walking he changed his mind and exited that domain, and he 
enters and exits from domain to domain, even if he does so all 
day long,h6 he is exempt by Torah law for carrying out on Shabbat 
until he stands still. Moving the object is not considered carrying 
out, since he did not intend from the outset to move himself in 
order to carry out. Therefore, only after he stands still can it be 
considered a bona fide placement, and only when he subsequent-
ly moves and walks would he incur liability.

Abaye added and said: And that is specifically if he stopped to 
rest; then it is considered placement. However, if he stopped to 
adjust his burden, it is not considered placement. The Gemara 
comments: From where did Abaye arrive at this conclusion? 
From that which the Master said with regard to the laws of car-
rying in the public domain: Although, by Torah law, one who 
transfers an object four cubits in the public domain is liable, if 
while transferring the object he stopped to rest within four cu-
bits, he is exempt. By stopping to rest, he performed an act of 
placement in the middle of the transfer. As a result, he did not 
carry the object four complete cubits. However, if he stopped to 
adjust the burden on his shoulders, he is liable,h7 as stopping in 
order to adjust his burden is not considered an act of placement. 
It is considered an action required to facilitate the continued car-
rying of that burden. On the other hand, after he walked beyond 
four cubits, if he stopped to rest, he thereby performed an act of 
placement and completed the prohibited labor, and he is liable; 
if he stopped to adjust the burden on his shoulders, he is exempt. 
From this halakha, Abaye learned that only when one stops to rest 
is it considered an act of placement in terms of the prohibited 
labor of carrying on Shabbat.

י  י יַיִן – מַחֲלוֹקֶת רַבִּ בֵּ ף עַל גַּ צָּ מֶן שֶׁ שֶׁ
ף  צָּ שֶׁ מֶן  שֶׁ תְנַן:  דִּ נַן.  וְרַבָּ ן נוּרִי  בֶּ יוֹחָנָן 
מֶן –  ֶ שּׁ יַיִן – וְנָגַע טְבוּל יוֹם בַּ י  בֵּ גַּ עַל 
י יוֹחָנָן  לְבַד, רַבִּ מֶן בִּ א שֶׁ סַל אֶלָּ לאֹ פָּ
זֶה  רִים  מְחוּבָּ נֵיהֶם  שְׁ אוֹמֵר:  נוּרִי  ן  בֶּ

לָזֶה.

י אֶילְעַאי אָמַר  י אָבִין אָמַר רַבִּ אָמַר רַבִּ
קִין  י יוֹחָנָן: הָיָה טָעוּן אוֹכָלִים וּמַשְׁ רַבִּ
אֵינוֹ   – כּוּלּוֹ  הַיּוֹם  ל  כָּ וְיוֹצֵא  וְנִכְנָס 

יַּעֲמוֹד. חַיָּיב עַד שֶׁ

לָפוּשׁ.  עָמַד  שֶׁ וְהוּא  יֵי:  אַבַּ אָמַר 
ע אַמּוֹת  אָמַר מָר: תּוֹךְ אַרְבָּ אי – מִדְּ מִמַּ
ף – חַיָּיב. חוּץ  טוּר, לְכַתֵּ עָמַד לָפוּשׁ פָּ
חַיָּיב,   – לָפוּשׁ  עָמַד  אַמּוֹת,  ע  לְאַרְבָּ

טוּ.ר ף – פָּ לְכַתֵּ

h5Oil that was floating on top of wine – יַיִן י  בֵּ גַּ ף עַל  צָּ מֶן שֶׁ  If :שֶׁ
one who immersed himself during the day touched oil float-
ing on top of wine, he did not, thereby, disqualify the wine, as 
per the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Okhlin 8:3).

h6One who was laden with food and drinks and he enters 
and exits all day long – וְיוֹצֵא וְנִכְנָס  קִין  וּמַשְׁ  הָיָה טָעוּן אוֹכָלִים 
ל הַיּוֹם כּוּלּוֹ  One who was carrying objects on his body from :כָּ

domain to domain is only liable if he comes to a stop and, 
thereby, performs an act of placing. Even when he stops, he is 
only liable if he stopped to rest. But, if he stopped to adjust his 
burden, he is exempt, as per the statement of Rabbi Yoĥanan 
and the explanation of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot  
Shabbat 13:8).

h7If he stopped to rest within four cubits, he is exempt, if 
he stopped to adjust the burden on his shoulders, he is 

liable – ף חַיָּיב טוּר, לְכַתֵּ פָּ ע אַמּוֹת עָמַד לָפוּשׁ   One who :תּוֹךְ אַרְבָּ
lifted an object in the public domain and carried it there, if 
he stopped to rest within four cubits of the place where he 
lifted the object, he is exempt, since he did not carry the object 
four complete cubits. If he stopped to adjust his burden, he is 
considered to still be walking. Therefore, if he subsequently 
continued to walk and came to a stop beyond four cubits 
in order to rest, he is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot  
Shabbat 13:10).

halakha

b2One who immersed himself during the day – טְבוּל יוֹם: When 
one who became ritually impure immerses himself, a vestigial 
impurity remains until sunset. During this interval he renders 
liquids with which he comes into contact ritually impure. How-
ever, those liquids do not render other items ritually impure.

background

n2Oil that was floating on top of wine and one who immersed 
himself during the day touched the oil – י יַיִן בֵּ ף עַל גַּ צָּ מֶן שֶׁ  שֶׁ
מֶן ֶ שּׁ  The central problem with regard to oil atop :וְנָגַע טְבוּל יוֹם בַּ
wine is: Are these two liquids connected to the extent that 
they are considered one entity? Or, are they considered two 
separate entities, one atop the other? In every case of contact 
with impurity there is room, in principle, to raise this question. 
However, the halakha is that a liquid that becomes impure 
through any means immediately assumes first-degree ritual 
impurity status and renders other liquids that come into con-
tact with it impure. As a result, one who immersed himself dur-
ing the day was mentioned because it is an exceptional case, 
as liquids that he touches do not generate further impurity.

notes
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With regard to the essence of Rabbi Yoĥanan’s halakha about enter-
ing and exiting all day long, the Gemara asks: What principle is he 
teaching usn3 with this halakha? Is it to teach that one is exempt from 
bringing a sin-offering for performing the prohibited labor of car-
rying out on Shabbat when the lifting of the object from its place 
from the first moment was not for that purpose of carrying out, 
but for another purpose? Didn’t Rabbi Yoĥanan already say it 
once?b3 As Rav Safra said that Rabbi Ami said that Rabbi Yoĥanan 
said: One who transfers objects from corner to cornerh8 in a pri-
vate domain, and, while carrying them, he changed his mind about 
them and took them out to the public domain, he is exempt be-
cause the lifting at the first moment was not for that purpose of 
carrying out to another domain. Why, then, was it necessary to re-
peat the same halakha? The Gemara answers: They are different 
amora’imb4 who transmitted this matter. One Sage said it in this 
language and one Sage said it in that language. They chose differ-
ent halakhot to relate the principle that Rabbi Yoĥanan stated a 
single time.

Since the issue of interruptions in the performance of the prohib-
ited labor of carrying out was mentioned above, the Gemara pro-
ceeds to discuss a more complex related issue. The Sages taught in 
a baraita: One who carries an object out from a store, which is a 
private domain, to a plaza [pelatia],l1b5 which is a public domain, by 
way of a colonnade [setav],l2 which is situated between the store 
and the public domain and whose legal status is that of a karmelit, 
is liable, as he carried out from the private domain to the public 
domain. And ben Azzai deems him exempt.

The Gemara clarifies the opinions. Granted, the opinion of ben 
Azzai makes sense, as he holds that walking is considered like 
standing. In other words, with each step, he is considered as if he 
came to a complete stop. Therefore, as he walked through the colon-
nade, which is neither a public domain nor a private domain, he 
came to rest there. Consequently, he did not carry from a private 
domain to a public domain; he carried into and out of a karmelit. 
However, the Rabbis, although they hold that walking is not 
considered like standing, their opinion is difficult. Where do we 
find a comparable case where one is liable? There is no direct 
transfer from domain to domain. The transfer is via a domain where 
there is no Torah prohibition. Where do we find that the Torah 
deemed one who carried out in that manner liable? 

Rav Safra said that Rabbi Ami said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: That 
is not an exceptional case, 

הָיְתָה  לּאֹ  שֶׁ  – לָן  מַע  מַשְׁ קָא  מַאי 
הָא  לְכָךְ,  רִאשׁוֹנָה  עָה  ָ מִשּׁ עֲקִירָה 
אָמַר  י יוֹחָנָן חֲדָא זִימְנָא! דְּ אֲמַרָהּ רַבִּ
י  רַבִּ אָמַר  אַמִי  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  סָפְרָא  רַב 
עֲבִיר חֲפָצִים מִזָּוִית לְזָוִית,  יוֹחָנָן: הַמַּ
לּאֹ  טוּר, שֶׁ וְנִמְלַךְ עֲלֵיהֶן וְהוֹצִיאָן – פָּ
עָה רִאשׁוֹנָה לְכָךְ!  ָ הָיְתָה עֲקִירָה מִשּׁ
הַאי  בְּ לָהּ  אָמַר  מָר  נִינְהוּ,  אָמוֹרָאֵי 
נָא. הַאי לִישָׁ נָא, וּמַר אָמַר לָהּ בְּ לִישָׁ

לַטְיָא  נַן : הַמּוֹצִיא מֵחֲנוּת לַפְּ רַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
רֶךְ סְטָיו – חַיָּיב, וּבֶן עַזַּאי פּוֹטֵ.ר דֶּ

ךְ  מְהַלֵּ קָסָבַר:   – עַזַּאי  ן  בֶּ לָמָא  שְׁ בִּ
נַמִי  נְהִי  נַן,  רַבָּ א  אֶלָּ דָמֵי.  עוֹמֵד  כְּ
מֵי,  דָּ עוֹמֵד  כְּ לָאו  ךְ  מְהַלֵּ קָסָבְרִי  דְּ
וְונָא  גַּ הַאי  כְּ חְנָא  כַּ אַשְׁ הֵיכָא 

חַיָּיב? דְּ

אָמַר  אַמִי  י  רַבִּ אָמַר  סָפְרָא  רַב  אָמַר 
י יוֹחָנָן: רַבִּ

NOTES
n1He may only turn it over onto the side with writ-
ing – תָב  One reason given is that this :הוֹפְכוֹ עַל הַכְּ
prevents dust from accumulating on the uncovered 
letters. Another is that when the writing is exposed, 
there is an element of disrespect for the sacred book 
(Rashi).

n2Oil that was floating on top of wine and one who 
immersed himself during the day touched the oil – 
מֶן ֶ שּׁ בַּ וְנָגַע טְבוּל יוֹם  יַיִן –  י  בֵּ גַּ ף עַל  צָּ שֶׁ מֶן   The central :שֶׁ
problem with the oil atop the wine is: Are these two 
liquids connected in the sense that they are consid-
ered as one entity? Or are they considered two sepa-
rate entities, one on top of the other? In every case 
of contact with impurity there is room, in principle, 
to raise this question. However, the halakha is that a 
liquid that becomes impure through any means im-
mediately assumes first degree ritual impurity status 
and renders other liquids that touch it impure. As a 
result, one who immersed himself during the day 
was mentioned because it is an exceptional case, 
as liquids that he touches do not generate further 
impurity.

n3What is he teaching us – מַע לָן -Ostensi :מַאי קָא מַשְׁ
bly, it would have been possible to say that he was 
teaching us, at least in the first halakha, that walk-
ing is not considered like standing, contrary to the 
opinion of Ben Azzai. However, that was apparently 
not his intention, since, based upon its style, that 
does not appear to be the focus of Rabbi Yoĥanan’s 
statement, rather the impression is that it came up 
incidentally (Ĥiddushei Rav Aryeh Leib Zunz).

HALAKHA
h1One who was reading a book on the threshold 
and the book rolled from his hand – קוֹרֵא  הָיָה 
פֶר מִיָּדוֹ ל הַסֵּ לְגֵּ וְנִתְגַּ ה  סֵפֶר עַל הָאִיסְקוּפָּ  A person on :בְּ
a threshold who was reading a sacred text written 
on a scroll and that scroll unfurled away from him 
and landed on a karmelit (Mishna Berura), if the one 
end of the scroll remained in his hand, he may roll it 
back to him. That is the ruling even if the threshold 
was a private domain, i.e., four by four handbreadths 
and ten handbreadths high, and the scroll unfurled 
into a public domain. This was permitted in order to 
prevent disrespect for the sacred text, as explained 
in tractate Eiruvin. However, if the book fell from 
his hand completely, he is permitted only to roll it 
back only if it rolled into a karmelit (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:21; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 352:1).

h2And the book rolled from his hand – פֶר ל הַסֵּ לְגֵּ  וְנִתְגַּ
 One who was reading a book on Shabbat on top :מִיָּדוֹ
of the roof of a private domain, and the book rolled 
from his hand into the public domain, if one end of 
the scroll did not yet reach within ten handbreadths 
of the ground of the public domain and the other 
edge of the scroll is still in his hand, he is permit-
ted to roll it back to where he is sitting. However, if 
it reached within ten handbreadths of the ground 
of the public domain, if the wall was slanted and 

the scroll was somewhat resting upon it, and it was 
a place frequented by the general public (Magen 
Avraham), he is prohibited from rolling the book back 
to where he is sitting. This is in accordance with the 
explanation of Rava and according to Tosafot (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:21; Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 352:2).

h3He gathered from on top of a hole – לַט מֵעַל קָּ  שֶׁ
א גּוּמָּ י  בֵּ  One who is standing in one domain and :גַּ
extends his hand into another domain and takes 
water from on top of a hole filled with water and 
brings it back to him, is liable, since all of the wa-
ter is considered as if it was placed on the ground. 
Therefore, it conforms to the typical manner of lifting 
and placing, as per the conclusion of Rava (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:4 and Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tum’at Okhlin 8:3).

h4A nut in a vessel and the vessel is floating etc. – 
י מַיִם וכו׳ בֵּ כְלִי, וּכְלִי צָף עַל גַּ  One who lifts a fruit :אֱגוֹז בִּ
that was placed in a vessel floating on water and, all 
the more so, if he lifted the vessel itself which was 
floating on the water, since a floating object is not 
considered to be at rest, it is not considered lifting, 
and he is exempt. Although the matter remained 
unresolved, in a situation of uncertainty like this one, 
the practical ruling is that he is exempt (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:4 and Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tum’at Okhlin 8:3).

h5Oil that was floating on top of wine – ף עַל צָּ מֶן שֶׁ  שֶׁ
יַיִן י  בֵּ  ,Oil that is floating on top of wine and one :גַּ
who immersed himself during the day, touches the 
oil, he does not, thereby, disqualify the wine, as per 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 13:4 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tum’at 
Okhlin 8:3.

h6One who was laden with food and drinks and he 
enters and exits all day – קִין וּמַשְׁ  הָיָה טָעוּן אוֹכָלִים 
ל הַיּוֹם כּוּלּוֹ -One who was carrying ob :וְנִכְנָס וְיוֹצֵא כָּ
jects on his body from domain to domain is only 
liable if he comes to a stop and thereby performs an 
act of placing. Even when he stops, he is only liable 
if he stopped to rest, but if he stopped to adjust his 
burden, he is exempt, as per the statement of Rabbi 
Yoĥanan and the explanation of Abaye (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:8).

h7If he stood to rest within four cubits, he is exempt, 
if he stood to adjust the burden on his shoulders, 
he is liable – – ף טוּר, לְכַתֵּ ע אַמּוֹת עָמַד לָפוּשׁ פָּ  תּוֹךְ אַרְבָּ
 One who lifted an object in the public domain :חַיָּיב
and carried it there, if he stopped to rest within four 
cubits of the place where he lifted the object, he is 
exempt, since he did not carry the object four com-
plete cubits. If he stopped to adjust his burden, he 
is considered to still be walking. If he subsequently 
continued to walk and came to a stop beyond four 
cubits in order to rest, he is liable. However, he does 
not become liable unless he went beyond four cu-
bits with his load and rested there (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:10).

h8One who transfers objects from corner to corner – 
עֲבִיר חֲפָצִים מִזָּוִית לְזָוִית  One who was transferring :הַמַּ
an object within his house and, while carrying it, he 
reconsidered and carried it out to the public domain, 

he is exempt. Since his original intention was not 
to lift the object in order to carry it out, he did not 
perform the complete prohibited labor (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:2).

LANGUAGE
l1Plaza [pelatia] – לַטְיָא  The origin of the word is in :פְּ
the Greek pelatia, and its meaning, a street, plaza.

l2Colonnade [setav] – סְטָיו: The origin of the word is 
in the Greek setavia and its meaning is primarily, a 
covered row of columns.

BACKGROUND
b1A book on top of the roof – ג ראֹשׁ הַגַּ סֵפֶר בְּ

b2One who immersed himself during the day – טְבוּל 
 When one who became ritually impure later :יוֹם
immerses himself, a vestigial impurity remains un-
til sunset. During that interval, he renders liquids, 
with which he comes into contact, impure. How-
ever, those liquids do not render other items ritually 
impure.

b3Didn’t Rabbi Yoĥanan say it once – י רַבִּ  הָא אֲמַרָהּ 
 This common expression: Didn’t he :יוֹחָנָן חֲדָא זִימְנָא
say it once, points to the problem when the same 
idea is articulated twice by one Sage. Obviously, a 
Sage can repeat the same idea several times; how-
ever, that is only when this repetition is intentional. 
That is not the case when the same idea appears in 
two different formulations. Then the impression is 
that the Sage was unaware of his other statement 
and repeated himself unconsciously.

b4They are different amora’im – ּאָמוֹרָאֵי נִינְהו: This ex-
pression usually, though not always, indicates that 
two Sages transmitted one idea in two different 
forms. Usually, this appears in response to the ques-
tion: Didn’t he say it once.

b5Pelatia – לַטְיָא  The pelatia is the city square through :פְּ
which the public passes and in which they gather. 
It is a prominent example of a full-fledged public 
domain, in which all the conditions of the public 
domain are met.

The Forum in Pompei, from the time of the Mishna

n3What is he teaching us – מַע לָן  Ostensibly, it :מַאי קָא מַשְׁ
would have been possible to say that he is teaching us, at 
least in the first halakha, that walking is not considered like 
standing, contrary to the opinion of ben Azzai. However, that 
was apparently not his intention, since, based upon its style, 
that does not appear to be the focus of Rabbi Yoĥanan’s 
statement. Rather, the impression is that it was raised inci-
dentally (Ĥiddushei Rav Arye Leib Zunz).

notes

b3Didn’t Rabbi Yoĥanan say it once – י יוֹחָנָן חֲדָא  הָא אֲמַרָהּ רַבִּ
-This common expression: Didn’t he say it once, ques :זִימְנָא
tions why it was necessary for a Sage to repeat a statement. 
Obviously, a Sage can repeat the same idea several times. 
However, that is only when this repetition is intentional. 
That is not the case when the same idea appears in two 
different formulations. Then the impression is that the Sage 
was unaware of his other statement and repeated himself 
unconsciously.

b4They are different amora’im – ּאָמוֹרָאֵי נִינְהו: This expression 
usually, though not always, indicates that two Sages trans-
mitted one idea in two different forms. Usually, this appears 
in response to the question: Didn’t he say it once?

b5Plaza – לַטְיָא  The pelatia is the city square through which :פְּ
the public passes and in which it gathers. It is a prominent 
example of a full-fledged public domain, in which all the 
conditions of the public domain are met.

background

h8One who transfers objects from corner to corner – עֲבִיר  הַמַּ
 One who was transferring an object within :חֲפָצִים מִזָּוִית לְזָוִית
his house and, while carrying it, reconsidered and carried 
it out to the public domain, is exempt. Since his original 
intention was not to lift the object in order to carry it out, 
he did not perform a complete prohibited labor (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:12).

halakha

l1Plaza [pelatia] – לַטְיָא  ,From the Greek πλατεῖα, plateia :פְּ
meaning a street or a plaza.

l2Colonnade [setav] – סְטָיו: From the Greek στοά or στοιά, 
stoa or stoia. These words primarily mean a covered row 
of columns.

language

Forum in Pompeii, from the time of the Mishna


