
 
 

Today’s Daf In Review is being sent l’zecher nishmas Habachur Yechezkel Shraga A”H ben R’ Avrohom 
Yehuda 
 

Shabbos Daf Kuf Nun Daled 
 

• R’ Zvid had the following version: Rami bar Chamma says, if one leads a loaded animal on 
Shabbos b’shogeg he is not chayuv a chatas, but if done b’meizid he is chayuv s’kila.  

o Q: Rava asks, a Mishna says that one is chayuv s’kila for doing something that if done 
b’shogeg would make him chayuv a chatas!? A: The Mishna says that anything that 
carries a chatas liability if done b’shogeg, will carry the s’kila death penalty if done 
b’meizid. However, this doesn’t mean that there can’t be a chiyuv s’kila for an act that 
b’shogeg will not bring a chiyuv chatas.  

• Rava, the brother (some say the father) of R’ Mari bar Rachel said that R’ Yochanan said, one 
who leads a loaded animal on Shabbos b’shogeg is not chayuv a chatas (because we learn out 
from avodah zarah that he is patur since he did not do a melacha himself), if it is done b’meizid 
he is not chayuv s’kila (because the Mishna says one is chayuv s’kila for something that he is 
chayuv to a bring a chatas for when done b’shogeg, and he is not chayuv a chatas here), and he 
is not even chayuv malkus for transgressing a “lav”, because the warning in the pasuk which says 
not to do melacha serves as the warning for someone who does the melacha b’meizid as well 
(i.e. when he does the melacha himself, not with his animal), in which case he would be chayuv 
s’kila, and the rule is that a warning that may lead to the death penalty cannot also lead to 
malkus. 

o Even according to the view that such a warning may lead to the malkus penalty, in this 
case all would agree that no malkus is given, because the pasuk says “You…and your 
animals”. The Torah is teaching that there is a difference between the person doing a 
melacha himself, and having his animal do a melacha – namely that there is no malkus 
for having one’s animal do a melacha. 

HIGI’AH L’CHATZER HACHITZONA 

• R’ Huna said, if the animal was carrying glass keilim, he may bring pillows, place them 
underneath the animal, undo the straps on the animal and let the glass fall onto the pillows (so 
that they don’t break). 

o Q: Our Mishna said he may take off the non-muktzeh items by hand! Why does he need 
to let the glass fall to the ground?! A: R’ Huna is discussing the glass keilim used for 
blood-letting, which have no other use and are therefore muktzeh.  

▪ Q: By placing the glass on the pillow, he is making the pillow assur to move on 
Shabbos, thereby removing its utility, which one may not do on Shabbos?! A: He 
is discussing small bags of these glass utensils. He lets them fall onto a pile of 
pillows, and without touching the glass, he lets it slide from pillow to pillow until 
it falls onto the ground. In that way the pillows will not remain assur for the 
entire Shabbos. 

o Q: A Braisa says that if an animal is carrying “tevel” produce or pieces of glass on 
Shabbos, the owner must untie the loads and have them fall to the ground – even 
though the glass will break. We see that one can’t use pillows to prevent the glass from 
breaking!? A: The Braisa is discussing large pieces of glass which are destined to be cut 
down to use for windows. Since they stand to be broken, there is no major loss if they 
break when they hit the ground and that is why we are not allowed to use pillows to 
prevent them from breaking.  

▪ The Braisa is mashma that it is talking about such pieces of glass because it 
compares the glass to “tevel”. Just like there is absolutely no use for “tevel” on 
Shabbos, we must be talking about glass which has absolutely no use on 
Shabbos. 



▪ Q: If they are destined to be broken, why does the Braisa say they must be 
dropped “even though they will break”, as if that would be a reason to not have 
to let them break?! A: We would think we should allow a pillow to be used to 
prevent a small loss as well. The Braisa teaches that it  may not. 

• A Braisa says: R’ Shimon ben Yochai says, if one’s animal was loaded with a sack of “tevel” 
produce, he should push it off the animal with his head (moving muktzeh in that way is allowed). 
R’ Gamliel’s donkey was loaded with honey on Shabbos and he did not want to unload it until 
Motzei Shabbos. On Motzei Shabbos the donkey died.  

o Q: Our Mishna said one may remove non-muktzeh items from the animal, so why 
couldn’t he remove the honey? A: The honey had spoiled and was therefore muktzeh. 

▪ Q: If it was spoiled, why was he busy transporting it? A: It is useful to apply to 
the wound on a camel. 

▪ Q: Why didn’t he cut the ropes and let the honey fall to the ground? A: The 
honey would have spilled out and been ruined. 

▪ Q: Why didn’t he have the honey fall onto pillows? A: It would have made the 
pillows dirty and would have rendered them useless on Shabbos. 

▪ Q: By not taking it off he was causing the animal pain?! A: He held that “tzar 
ba’alei chaim” is only an issur D’Rabanan (and Shabbos is an issur D’Oraisa). 

• Abaye saw Rabbah playing with his son by sliding him down the back of a donkey. He asked 
Rabbah, you are using an animal, which is something that the Rabanan were goizer not to do! 
Rabbah answered, I am only using the sides, and that was never part of the gezeirah. 

o Our Mishna says that one undoes the ropes and lets the muktzeh items fall off the 
animal. To undo the ropes of saddlebags one must lean on the side of the animal, and 
yet we see that it is allowed. This seems to be a proof to Rabbah’s view. 

▪ It could be that the ropes were not tied together, but were held together by 
some clip. In that case it can be undone without leaning on the animal, and 
maybe only in that case is it allowed. 

o Q: A Mishna says, if a succah’s 3 walls are made of 2 man-made walls and one tree, one 
may not use that succah on Yom Tov, because he may come to hang things on, or take 
them off of, the “s’chach”, which itself is being supported by the tree, and in that way is 
using a tree on Yom Tov. Presumably, when the Mishna says that a tree is a wall it 
means that boards are attached to the tree to make a wall. This would be considered to 
be making use of the side of the tree, and still it is prohibited!? A: The case is where the 
tree actually formed the wall (by taking 2 trees and tying their branches together to 
form a wall and having the s’chach rest on them), so he would be making use of the 
actual tree and that is why it is assur.  

▪ Q: If so, why does the next part of that Mishna allow one to use a succah that 
has 3 man-made walls and has a tree as the 4th wall? If the actual tree is the 
wall, why may one use it? Even if our original question is right, that we are 
dealing with using the sides of the tree, the fact that this part of the Mishna 
allows its use shows that using the sides of the tree is permitted! A: The last 
case is talking about where the 4th wall is made from a wide tree, but the 
s’chach is not resting on the tree – it is resting on the other 3 walls. Therefore 
he may use this succah on Yom Tov.  

• In fact, the Mishna even makes a general rule that if the s’chach can 
stand even if the tree is taken away, it may be used. We see this is the 
case that is being referred to in the latter case of the Mishna. 

o Q: In a Braisa the T”K and R’ Shimon ben Elazar in the name of R’ Meir argue whether 
one may use a succah with 2 man-made walls and one wall made using a tree (boards 
attached to a tree). Maybe they argue in the machlokes of Abaye and Rabbah? A: 
Abaye says all may agree that using the “sides” of a tree would be assur. Here we are 
talking about using the s’chach, which is on the boards, which are attached to the tree. 
It is using the “sides of the sides” and only in that case is there a machlokes. Rava says 
whoever says using the “sides” is assur would say using the “sides of the sides” is also 
assur. Therefore, the Tanna’im argue in the same machlokes as Abaye and Rabbah. 



▪ Q: R’ Mesharsheya asked Rava, a Braisa says, if one placed his eruv food into a 
basket which he then hung onto a nail which was stuck into a tree (in order for 
the eruv to be effective, he must be able to have access to the food), if the 
basket is higher than 10 tefachim off the ground, it is not a good eruv (because 
it is considered to be in a separate reshus and he would have to transfer from 
one reshus to another in order to have access to the food). If the basket is lower 
than 10 tefachim the eruv is effective. It is mashma, that even lower than 10 
tefachim it is only effective because the basket was on a nail in the tree (it is the 
“sides of the sides”), but if it was directly on the tree (using only the “sides”) it 
would be assur. We see that there are those who say that “sides” are assur but 
“sides of the sides” are mutar!? A: R’ Pappa says we are dealing with a narrow 
basket. In order for him to get to the food he would need to use force which 
would move the tree. This would be considered to be using the tree itself, and 
not the “sides”. 

o The Gemara paskens that using the “sides” is assur, but using the “sides of the sides” is 
mutar. 

▪ R’ Ashi said, based on this, when using a ladder on Shabbos one should not lean 
it directly on a tree, but rather on nails coming out of the tree. Also, one should 
not step up on the nails themselves, but only on the ladder that is leaning on 
those nails. 

 
 
 


