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EXPLANATORY REMARKS.

In our tranglation we adopted these principles:

1. Tenan of the original--We have learned in a Mishna; Tania--We have learned in aBoraitha;
Itemar--1t was taught.

2. Questions are indicated by the interrogation point, and are immediately followed by the
answers, without being so marked.

3. When in the original there occur two statements separated by the phrase, Lisna achrena or
Waibayith Aema or Ikha d'ani (literally, "otherwise interpreted”), we translate only the second.

4. Asthe pages of the original are indicated in our new Hebrew edition, it is not deemed
necessary to mark them in the English edition, this being only atranslation from the latter.

5. Words or passages enclosed in round parentheses () denote the explanation rendered by
Rashi to the foregoing sentence or word. Square parentheses [ ] contain commentaries by
authorities of the last period of construction of the Gemara.

COPYRIGHT, 1903, BY

MICHAEL L. RODKINSON.
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TO
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MICHAEL L. RODKINSON.
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION.

THE trandlator of the Talmud, who has now reached the thirteenth volume of his task, covering
twenty-one tracts of this great work, certainly cannot point with any great pride to the fact that
thisisthe second edition of his translation which first appeared in 1896, for he believes that the
opening and bringing to light of abook so long withheld from the gaze of the curious, and even
the learned, should have attracted more attention and deserved greater consideration than it has
received. However, heis glad to see that thousands of readers have at last taken advantage of the
opportunity of looking into the "sealed book," and to such an extent that second editions have
become necessary, both of this volume and of the Tract Rosh Hashana of the fourth volume,
which he has reédited and enlarged upon, adding many historical facts and legends, so that they
now appear as practically new works.

Thisis certainly an encouragement to him to continue his work, with the hope that in time it will
gain the proper recognition and proper attention which he thinks this great work of the sixth
century should receive at the hands of all scholars and even laymen.

In revising this volume the tranglator had in mind the many criticisms which have been passed
upon his effort and which have appeared in various papers throughout different countries, but he
gave his attention to those only which were not prompted by animosity and jealousy. He begs to
call the attention of al criticsto the dictum of the Talmud, "Ka Hat'haloth Kashoth" (all
beginnings are difficult); for, bearing thisin mind, they would no doubt have been more
moderate.

p. viii

The trandator will be very grateful to critics who will call his attention to any mistakes madein
the trandation of the original text. However, he will positively ignore criticisms of the kind
described above.

The tranglator further hopes that this and the succeeding volumes will meet with the favor and
approval of the public, which will be sufficient reward to repay him for his efforts.

M.L.R.

NEW YORK, June, 1901.
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EDITOR'S PREFACE.

[To thefirst edition.]

THE Hebrew edition of Rosh Hashana contains an elaborate introduction in three chapters, the
translation of which does not appear as yet. Its contents include many important rules which we
have followed in the entire work, but we do not feel called upon at this time to engross the time
of the English reader by reciting them. We, however, deem it aduty to say afew words, so that
the reader may understand our position and the reason why we have undertaken awork which
will probably be productive of much adverse criticism in certain quarters.

The fate of the Talmud has been the fate of the Jews. As soon as the Hebrew was born 1 he was
surrounded by enemies. His whole history has been one of struggle against persecution and
attack. Defamation and deformation have been hislot. So too, has it been with the Talmud. At
the beginning of its formative period, viz., the development of the Mishna, it was beset by such
enemies as the Sadducees, the Boéthusians, and other sects, not to mention the Roman
Government. 2 When its canon was fixed, the Karaites tried to destroy or belittle its influence,
and since that time it has been subjected to an experience of unvarying difficulty. Y et, with
remarkable truth, the words of Isaiah [xliii. 2] may be applied to both: "When thou passest
through the waters, | will be with thee; and through the rivers, they shall not overflow thee;
when thou walkest through the fire, thou shalt not be burned; neither shall the flame kindle upon
thee." Thereis, however, one point concerning which this simile is not true. The Jew has
advanced; the Talmud has remained stationary.

Since the time of Moses Mendel ssohn the Jew has made vast strides forward. There isto-day no
branch of human activity in

p. X

which hisinfluenceis not felt. Interesting himself in the affairs of the world, he has been
enabled to bring a degree of intelligence and industry to bear upon modern life that has
challenged the admiration of the world. But with the Talmud it is not so. That vast encyclopagdia
of Jewish loreremains asit was. No improvement has been possible; no progress has been made
with it. Issue after issue has appeared, but it has always been called the Talmud Babli, as chaotic
as it was when its canon was originally appointed. 1 Commentary upon commentary has
appeared; every issue of the Talmud contains new glosses from prominent scholars, proposing
textual changes, yet the text of the Talmud has not received that heroic treatment that will alone
enable usto say that the Talmud has been improved. Few books have ever received more
attention than this vast storehouse of Jewish knowledge. Friends and enemies it has had. Attack
after attack has been made upon it, and defence after defence made for it; yet whether its
enemies or its defenders have done it more harm it would be hard to tell. Not, forsooth, that we
do not willingly recognize that there have been many learned and earnest spirits who have



labored faithfully in its behalf; but for the most part, if the Talmud could speak, it would say,
"God save me from my friends!" For the friends have, generally, defended without due
knowledge of that stupendous monument of rabbinical lore; and the enemies have usually
attacked it by using single phrases or epigrams disconnected from their context, by which
method anything could be proven. In both cases ignorance has been fatal. For, how many have
read the whole Talmud through and are thus competent to judge of its merits? Isit right to attack
or defend without sufficient information? Isit not a proof of ignorance and unfairness to find
fault with that of which we are not able to give proper testimony?

Let us take the case of those persons in particular who attacked the Talmud and made it the
object of their venomous vituperation. Isit possible that they could have believed it awork
capable of teaching the monstrous doctrines so frequently attributed to it, when that work says,
among other things, "When one asks for food, no questions shall be asked asto who heis, but he
must immediately be given either food or money™"? Could awork be accused of frivolity and
pettiness that defines wickedness to be

p. Xi

[paragraph continues] "the action of arich man who, hearing that a poor man is about to buy a piece
of property, secretly overbids him"? (Qiddushin, 59a.) Could there be a higher sense of true
charity than that conveyed by the following incident? Mar Ugba used to support a poor man by
sending him on the eve of each Day of Atonement four hundred zuz. When the rabbi's son took
the money on one occasion he heard the poor man's wife say, "Which wine shal | put on the
table? Which perfume shall | sprinkle around the room?' The son, on hearing these remarks,
returned with the money to his father and told him of what he had heard. Said Mar Ugba: "Was
that poor man raised so daintily that he requires such luxuries? Go back to him and give him
double the sum?"' (Ketuboth, 7a.) Thisis not recorded by the Talmud as an exception; but it is
the Talmudical estimate of charity. The Talmud is free from the narrowness and bigotry with
which it isusually charged, and if phrases used out of their context, and in a sense the very
reverse from that which their author intended, are quoted against it, we may be sure that those
phrases never existed in the original Talmud, but are the later additions of its enemies and such
as never studied it. When it is remembered that before the canon of the Talmud was finished, in
the sixth century, 1 it had been growing for more than six hundred years, and that afterward it
existed in fragmentary manuscripts for eight centuries until the first printed edition appeared;
that during the whole of that time it was beset by ignorant, unrelenting, and bitter foes; that
marginal notes were easily added and in after years easily embodied in the text by unintelligent
copyists and printers, such atheory as here advanced seems not at all improbable.

The attacks on the Talmud have not been made by the enemies of the Jews alone. Large
numbers of Jews themselves repudiate it, denying that they are Talmud Jews, or that they have
any sympathy with it. Y et there are only the few Karaitesin Russia and Austria, and the il
fewer Samaritans in Palestine, who are really not Talmud Jews. Radical and Reform,
Conservative and Orthodox, not only find their exact counterparts in the Talmud, but also follow
in many important particulars the practices instituted through the Talmud, e.g., New Y ear's Day,
Pentecost (so far as its date and significance are concerned), the QADDISH, etc. The modern
Jew isthe product of the Talmud,

p. xii



which we shall find isawork of the greatest sympathies, the most liberal impulses, and the
widest humanitarianism. Even the Jewish defenders have played into the enemy's hands by their
weak defences, of which such expressions as "Remember the age in which it was written,” or
"Christians are not meant by 'gentiles," but only the Romans, or the people of AsiaMinor," etc.,
may be taken as atype.

Amid its bitter enemies and weak friends the Talmud has suffered a martyrdom. Its eventful
history istoo well known to require detailing here. We feel that every attack on it is an attack
upon the Jew. We fedl that defence by the mere citation of phrasesis useless and at the best
weak. To answer the attacks made upon it through ludicrous and garbled quotations were idle.
There is only one defence that can be made in behalf of the Talmud. Let it plead its own cause in
amodern language!

What is this Talmud of which we have said so much? What is that work on which so many
essays and sketches, articles and books, have been written? The best reply will be an answer in
negative form. The Tamud is not a commentary on the Bible; nor should the vein of satire or
humor that runs through it be taken for sober earnestness. 1 Nor isthe Talmud alegal code, for it
clearly states that one must not derive alaw for practical application from any halakhic
statement, nor even from a precedent, unless in either case it be expressly said that the law or
statement isintended as a practical rule [Baba Bathra, 130b]. Further: R. Issi asked of R.
Jo'hanan: "What shall we do if you pronounce alaw to be a Halakha?' to which R. Jo'hanan
replied: "Do not act in accordance with it until you have heard from me, 'Go and practice.™
Neither isthe Talmud a compilation of fixed regulations, although the Shul'han Arukh would
make it appear so. Y et, even when the Shul'han Arukh will be forgotten, the Talmud will receive
the respect and honor of all who love liberty, both mental and religious. It lives and will live,
because of its adaptability to the necessities of every age, and if any proof were needed to show
that it is not dead, the attacks that are with remarkable frequency made on it in Germany might
be given as the strongest evidence. In its day the Talmud received, not the decisions, but the
debates of the leaders of the people. It was an independent critic, asit were, adapting itself to the
spirit of the times; adding where necessary to the teachings of former
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days, and abrogating also what had become valuelessin its day. In other words, the Talmud was
the embodiment of the spirit of the people, recording its words and thoughts, its hopes and aims,
and its opinions on every branch of thought and action. Religion and Ethics, Education, Law,
History, Geography, Medicine, Mathematics, etc., were all discussed. It dealt with living issues
in the liveliest manner, and, therefore, it isliving, and in reading it we live over again the lives
of its characters.

Nothing could be more unfair, nothing more unfortunate than to adopt the prevailing false
notions about this ancient encyclopaadia. Do not imagine it is the bigoted, immoral, narrow work
that its enemies have portrayed it to be. On the very contrary; in its statementsit is as free as the
wind. It permits no shackles, no fetters to be placed upon it. It knows no authority but
conscience and reason. It isthe bitterest enemy of all superstition and al fanaticism.

But why speak for it? Let it open its mouth and speak in its own defence! How can it be done?
The Tamud must be translated into the modern tongues and urge its own plea. All that we have
said for it would become apparent, if it were only read. Trandation! that is the sole secret of



defencel In trandating it, however, we find our path bristling with difficulties. To reproduce it
asitisintheoriginal isin our judgment an impossible task. Men like Pinner and Rawicz have
tried to do so with single tracts, and have only succeeded in, at the best, giving translations to
the world which are not only not correct but also not readable. If it were translated from the
original text one would not see the forest through the trees. For, as we have said above,
throughout the ages there have been added to the text marginal notes, explanatory words, and
whole phrases and sentences inserted in malice or ignorance, by its enemies and itsfriends. 1 As
it standsin the originad it is, therefore, atangled mass defying reproduction in a modern tongue.
It has consequently occurred to us that, in order to enable the Talmud to open its mouth, the text
must be carefully edited. A modern book, constructed on a supposed scientific plan, we cannot
make of it, for that would not be the Talmud; but areadable, intelligible work, it can be made.
We have, therefore, carefully punctuated the Hebrew text with modern punctuation marks, and
have reédited it by omitting all such irrelevant matter as interrupted
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the clear and orderly arrangement of the various arguments. We have also omitted repetitions;
for frequently the same thing is found repeated in many tracts; whilein this translation each
statement is to be found only once, and in the proper place for it. In this way there disappear
those unnecessary debates within debates, which only serve to confuse and never to enlighten on
the question debated. Thus consecutiveness has been gained, but never at the expense of the
Talmud, for in no case have we omitted one single statement that was necessary or of any
importance. In other words, we have merely removed from the text those accretions that were
added from outside sources, which have proven so fruitful a source of misunderstanding and
misrepresentation.

We continue our labors in the full and certain hope that "he who comes to purify receives divine
help,” and that in our task of removing the additions made by the enemies of the Talmud we
shall be purifying it from the most fruitful source of the attacks made on it, and thereunto we
hope for the help of Heaven. As we have already said, we feel that this work will not be received
everywhere with equal favor. We could not expect that it would. Jewish works of importance
have most usually been given amid "lightning and thunder," and thisis not likely to prove an
exception.

We are always ready to accept criticism, so long as it is objective, and we shall gladly avail
ourselves of suggestions given to us, but we shall continue to disregard all personal criticism
directed not against our work but against its author. This may serve as areply to aso-called
review that appeared in one of our Western weeklies.

At the same time we deem it our duty to render to Dr. Isaac H. Wise, the venerable President of
the Hebrew Union College of Cincinnati, our heartfelt thanks for the several evenings spent in
revising this volume, and for many courtesies extended to us in general.

THE EDITOR.

CINCINNATI, May, 1896.




Footnotes
ix:1 Vide Genesis, xliii. 32.

ix:2 In our forthcoming "History of the Talmud" the reader will find all details of the
persecution, until the present time, in twenty chapters.

X:1 Vide Brief Introduction.
xi:1 According to others, in the eighth century. See our "History of the Talmud."
xii:1 See our article, "What isthe Talmud?' in the prospectus.

xiii:1 In others of our works we have named some of these interpolators.
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p. XV

BRIEF GENERAL INTRODUCTION

TO THE

BABYLONIAN TALMUD.

ON this, the appearance of our latest literary undertaking, we deem afew explanatory remarks
necessary. The brief outline of the origin of the Talmud that follows may suggest the thought
that we have departed from the usual manner of dealing with the questions here discussed, the
more so since we have, for the sake of brevity, refrained from citing the authorities on which our
statements are based. We wish, therefore, to declare here that we do not venture to make asingle
statement without the support of authorities well known in Hebrew literature. Our method isto
select such views as seem to us the best authenticated in the historical progress of Judaism. As
we have taken our choice from the numerous works on our subject, the student is entitled to
adopt or to reject the views that we represent.

Most of the Mishnayoth date from a very early period, and originated with the students of the
Jewish academies which existed since the days of Jehoshaphat, King of Judah [I1 Chron. xvii. 9].

The rabbinical students of ancient times noted the essence of the academical teachingsin brief
form, and, asarule, in the idiom in which it was spoken to them, so that they could afterward
easily commit it to memory. They have sometimes, however, added comments and extensive
explanations in the form of notes, so that the mass of their learning, embraced in course of time,
according to some authorities, as many as six hundred divisions.

The source of the Mishnayoth was the customs and regulations

p. Xvi

practised by the authoritiesin their administration of religious and civil affairs: such asthe
Sabbath, Prayers, Cleanliness (considered actually Godliness), Permitted and Forbidden Foods,
and controversies arising concerning Slavery. Indebtedness and corporal punishment are
subjects of academical discussion, conducted with the aim of perfecting them into national
statutes enforceable in all Jewish communities alike.

In course of time, however, when those Mishnayoth were noted down from earlier existing
copies, many additions were made. Finally Rabbi Jehudah the Prince, generally called Rabbi,
concluded to collect al the Mishnayoth in his college for proper arrangement. From these he
selected six divisions, called according to the subject they deal with, viz.: Seeds, Feasts,
Women, Damages, Sacrifices, and Purifications, and he proclaimed them holy for all Israel. Of
the Mishnayoth so treated by Rabbi some were left entirely intact, and were reproduced in their



original form. To others he parenthetically added brief comments of his own, and there are till
others that he changed in form completely, because already in his day old customs had changed
and taken new forms.

Such of them as he desired to make final and indisputable national laws he incorporated into the
Mishna without mentioning the names of their authors. Where, however, he could formulate no

definite decision himself, or where they were well known to the public, he gave full information
of their authors as well as the names of those opposed to their conclusions, without any decision
on his part. In still others he mentioned no names, but contented himself with saying "A'herim,”

i.e., "Anonymous teachers say," not wishing to specify their authority for certain reasons.

Rabbi did not seek the compliance and agreement of all his contemporaries in his arrangement
of the Mishna, and many differed from his conclusions and even arranged Mishnayoth in
accordance with their own views. Being, however, a man of great prominence, influence, and
wealth, Rabbi succeeded in quelling opposition and in making his conclusions as acceptable as
the Mosaic law itself; and his great pupils, seeing that his intentions
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were only to prevent dissensions and his only aim the public weal, supported him nobly, until
his teachings were accepted as the law of the nation.

Many Mishnayoth were rejected and destroyed by Rabbi, but, not being in possession of all
those he wished to destroy, he went in search of them to colleges outside of hisjurisdiction.
There, however, he met with great opposition. Some of the Mishnayoth were hidden beyond his
reach, others were secretly preserved and arranged within the very limits of his domain and
promptly brought to light after his death. But Rabbi's pupils did not dignify them with the name
MISHNA, implying "next to Mosaic law," 1 but called them TOSEPHTOTH, meaning
"additions of alater period," or merely additional, not principal, matter. Some of them were also
named BORAITHOTH (outsiders), i.e., secondary, not academical matter. They spread,
however, very rapidly after Rabbi's death, and to such an extent as to threaten the Mishnayoth of
Rabbi with entire extinction. Such would actually have been the result, had not the pupils of
Rabbi organized again colleges whose aim was to perpetuate the Mishnayoth of Rabbi, which
they also accomplished. Colleges of that character were those of Rabh and Samuel in Babylon
and Rabbi Janai and Rabbi Jo'hanan in Palestine. These colleges made strenuous efforts to
explain and harmonize the Mishnayoth of Rabbi with the teachings of the Boraithoth, generally
regarded as those of Rabbi Hyya and Rabbi Oshia, who were greatly admired by the public. At
times the Mishna of Rabbi was abbreviated and replenished with the text of the Boraitha, or
explained with an opposing opinion, so as to harmonize it with the latter or suit the new
conditions and consequent changes of the custom that originally caused the conclusion of the
Mishna. Where, however, they found no other way to suit their purpose, they inserted a new
Mishna of their own composition into the text of Rabbi. 2

p. xviii

The teachers mentioned in the Mishna of Rabbi or in the Boraithoth and Tosephta were called
Tanaim (singular Tana) signifying Instructors, Professors. The teachings of the colleges,
covering aperiod of some centuries, which aso found adherents and became the traditional law,



were called GEMARA, signifying "conclusion.” The intention was to harmonize Mishna and
Boraitha, and, in most cases, to arrive at afinal decision as to the theory of the law (as Rabbi the
proper interpretation or Jo'hanan prohibited compliance with the Halakha unlessit is
mandatory). These Gemara teachers were called AMORAIM (interpreters), i.e., they interpreted
to the public the difficult passagesin the Mishna. Being classified as interpreters only, they had
no authority to deviate from the spirit of the Mishna unless supported by another Tana opposing
the Mishna, in which case they could follow the opinion of the Tana with whom they agreed.
Rabhinaand R. Ashi, who lived at the end of the fifth century (third century of Amoraim),
began to arrange the Gemara, but without success, and commenced a second time to arrange it.
Unfortunately they died before accomplishing their task, and the Gemara had to undergo the
chances of transmission from hand to hand until the appearance upon the scene of Rabana Jose,
president of the last Saburaic College in Pumbeditha, who foresaw that his college was destined
to be the last, owing to the growing persecution of the Jews from the days of "Firuz." He also
feared that the Amoraic manuscripts would be lost in the coming dark days or materially atered,
so be summoned al his contemporary associates and hastily closed up the Talmud, prohibiting
any further additions. This enforced haste caused not only an improper arrangement and many
numerous repetitions and additions, but also led to the "talmudizing" of articles directly

traceable to bitter and relentless opponents of the Talmud. The time (Rabana Jose conducted his
college only seventeen years) being too short for a proper and critical review of
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each and every subject, many theories were surreptitiously added by its enemies, with the
purpose of making it detestable to its adherents. Of such character is the expression, "That of R.
Ashi isafabrication,” which is repeated numerous times throughout the Talmud and which
could by no means have originated with the Amoraim, which as arule were very guarded in
their expressions and would never have dreamed of applying it or similar expressions to such
Talmudical authorities as R. Ashi and Mar, his son, much less to the Patriarchs or the Prophets.
This closing up of the Talmud did not, however, prevent the importation of foreign matter into
it, and many such have crept in through the agency of the "Rabanan Saburai" and the Gaonim of
every later generation.

The chief aim of the authors of the Gemara being to perpetuate the Mishna as the sole source of
the Jewish religious and civil code after the Mosaic laws themselves, they not only directed all
their energy to the discussion and perfecting of its deductions, but treated its very words and
letters asinspired and as holy asthe Bible itself, forming at times conclusions from a
superfluous word or letter. Oftentimes, when they found the Mishna differing with an
established custom in their days, they resorted to subtle inquiry and minute discussion, until they
succeeded in establishing harmony between the differing points. All these efforts were directed
to refute and disprove the assertions of the different sects who opposed the oral law and who
were inclined to adhere to the written law solely. Therefore the Rabbis of the Gemara said
"MINALAN?" (Wherefrom its source?) or "MINOH HANNE MILI?" (which means "Whence
isal this deduced?") in the treatment of a subject not plainly specified in the Bible; and also the
exclamatory remark "PESHITA!" (It is self-evident!) as regards subjects plainly enumerated in
the Scriptures which do not admit of any other interpretation. Of the same origin is the question
"LEMAI HILKHETHA?" (For what purpose was this Halakha stated?) with reference to an
obsolete custom. So much for the general history of the Talmud.




Footnotes

xvii:1 See Mielziner's "Introduction to the Talmud," page 6.

xvii:2 Thiswas done by Rabh and R. Jo'hanan, the heads of the collegesin Babylon and

Palestine; and in many passages of the Talmud the latter exclaims. "This p. xviii Mishnawas
taught in the time of Rabbi!" which means that Rabbi himself was not aware of it. See Weiss
"Traditions of the Oral Law," under the head "Mishna and Rabbi."
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INTRODUCTION TO TRACT SABBATH.

WITH this tract we commence the trandation of the section of the Talmud called Moed
(Festivals), containing the following tracts. Sabbath, Erubhin, Rosh Hashana, Y uma, Shekalim,
Sukkah, Megillah, Taanith, Pesachim, Betzah, Hagigah, and Moed Katan. All these tracts are
entirely devoted to precepts pertaining to the observance of the festivals and Sabbath, such as
the performance of the different ritual ceremonies on feast-days, the manner of sanctifying the
Sabbath, and the ordinances relating to mourning for the dead both on Sabbath and week-days.

The commandments on which these precepts are founded, or from which they are derived, are
contained in various portions of the Pentateuch. The fourth commandment of the Decalogue
enacts (Exod. xx. 8-11 and Deut. v. 12-15): "The seventh day shall ye keep holy." In various
other parts of the Pentateuch the due observance of the Sabbath is repeatedly ordained; in some
instances merely mentioning the day as one to be kept inviolate and holy; and in others
employing greater emphasis, referring to the history of creation, and establishing the observance
asasign of the covenant between the Lord and Isragl. Such texts are Exod. xiii. 12; xvi. 15;
XXXi, 13-17; xxxiv. 21; xxxv. 1-3; Lev. xix. 29; xxiii. 32; Num. xv. 9, etc. While the general
principleis thus frequently incul cated, its special application, however, and specific enactments
as to what constitutes a violation of the Sabbath, are nowhere fully carried out in the Pentateuch,
and thus but few texts of the Scriptures serve as a direct basis for the minute and numerous
enactments of the rabbinical law.

The Mishna enumerates thirty-nine "Abhoth™ or principa acts
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of labor, the performance of any one of which constitutes aviolation of the Sabbath. Every other
kind of work becomesillegal only if it can be classified under one or any of these principal acts
of labor. Thus, for instance, under the principal act of ploughing, every analogous kind of work,
such as digging, delving, weeding, dunging, etc., must be classified. In addition to these thirty-
nine principal acts and their accessories and derivatives, there are other acts which are especially
prohibited by the rabbinical law as tending to violate the Sabbath rest (Shbhuth). For the
violation itself various degrees of culpability are established, and various degrees of punishment
awarded. All these subjects relating to the due observance of the Sabbath, and pointing out its
violation in every possible way, form the contents of the treatise Sabbath.

In order properly to understand the Mishna, and to avoid tedious repetitions, it is necessary to
commence with the explanation of certain general principles and technical expressions
predominating in the text.

Wherever throughout the Mishna the expression guilty, culpable (Hayabh), or free (Patur) is
used, the meaning of the former (guilty) is that the transgressor acting unintentionally must



bring the sin-offering prescribed in the law; of the second expression (free), that the accused is
absolved from punishment.

If through the performance of an unprohibited act some other (prohibited) occupation is
inadvertently entered upon, it constitutes no offence, providing the latter is not done
intentionally nor the lawful occupation entered upon with the covert purpose of making it serve
as a subterfuge to do that which is prohibited.

In the degrees of violation the nature of the occupation must be considered, as various kinds of
labor may be required to perform and compl ete one act, and thus the offender may become
amenable to several penalties. On the other hand, the rule islaid down that such occupations as
only destroy, but do not serve an end in view, do not involve culpability (in the rigorous sense of
the word); nor yet does work which is but imperfectly or incompletely performed involve
culpability.

The prohibition to carry or convey any object from one place
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to another, whichin Chap. I., 8 1, of thistreatiseis called "Y etziath (Ha) Shabbath" (which
means transfer on the Sabbath) and forms the thirty-ninth of the principal acts of labor, requires
particular attention and explanation from the complexity of casesto which it givesrise. All
space was by the Tanaim divided into four distinct kinds of premises, explained in the Gemara
of this chapter. When in the text of the Mishna the question is about carrying and conveying
from one place to another, it does not apply to the "free place,” asthat is subject to no
jurisdiction. Moreover, the open air above private property has no legal limitation, whereas that
over public property or unclaimed ground (carmelith) only belongs thereto to the height of ten
spans (see explanation of the Gemara). The carrying or conveying from one kind of premisesto
another does not constitute a complete or perfect act, unless the same person who takes a thing
from the place it occupies deposits it in another place.

The tracts Sabbath and Erubhin will contain the laws for the observance of rest on Sabbath, and
these laws can be divided into two separate parts. Firstly, the part prohibiting labor on the
Sabbath day, at the same time defining what is to be termed labor and what does not constitute
an act of labor; and secondly, the part ordaining how the day is to be sanctified and
distinguished from a week-day in the manner of eating, drinking, dress, lighting of candlesin
honor of the Sabbath, and incidentally the lighting of candlesin honor of the festival of
'Hanukah (the Maccabees).

It has been proven that the seventh day kept holy by the Jews was also in ancient times the
genera day of rest among other nations, 1 and was usually spent by the people of those daysin
much the same way asit is spent now, wherever local laws do not restrict buying and selling,
namely: In the forenoon prayers were recited and the necessities of life for the day were bought,
while
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the afternoon was devoted to pleasure-seeking, merrymaking, visiting, and so forth. The Jews



living prior to the time of Ezra and Nehemiah, and even during the latter's régime, were wont to
spend the Sabbath in the same manner as their pagan neighbors. It was this fact that caused the
sages of Nehemiah'stime to fear that should the Jews, who were always in the minority as
compared with other nations, continue this method of keeping the Sabbath and join in the
merrymaking and pleasures of their neighbors, mingling freely with their sons and daughters,
assimilation was almost inevitable, especially as the Jewish race was scattered over all the
known world and was nowhere in very large numbers.

The sages then devised means to keep the Jew from mingling with the Gentile and from
participating in the pleasures and carousals of his neighbors. This can be seen from Nehemiah,
Xiii. 1-26: "In those days saw | in Judah some treading wine-presses on the Sabbath,” etc. "In
those days also saw | Jews that had married wives of Ashdod, of Ammon, and of Moab," etc.
"Y e shall not give your daughters unto their sons nor take their daughters unto your sons, or for
yourselves." Thus we see that Nehemiah began by prohibiting traffic and the carrying of
burdens on the Sabbath [ibid. xiii. 19] and ended by prohibiting intermarriage with foreign
women. About this time also another prophet, the second I saiah--who, though not possessing the
temporal power of Nehemiah, was gifted with that persuasive el oquence that appealed to the
heart--preached against indulging in pleasures on the Sabbath day. He says[lsaiah, lviii. 13-14]:
"If thou turn away thy foot from the Sabbath™ (meaning if thou keep away from drinking-places,
dancing-houses, etc., on the Sabbath and follow not the custom of other nations), "and call the
Sabbath a delight” (meaning the rest on the Sabbath shall constitute thy pleasure), "the holy of
the Lord, honorable; and shalt honor him, not doing thine own ways, nor finding thine own
pleasure, nor speaking thine own words. Then shalt thou delight thyself in the Lord; and | will
cause thee to ride the high places of the earth, and feed thee with the heritage of Jacob thy
father; for the mouth of the Lord hath spoken it." (The inferenceis very

p. XXV

plain. The prophet wishes to impress the Jew with the fact that the Lord will reward those with
the heritage of Jacob who have kept away from mingling with the pleasures of other nations.
Read ibid. Ivii., especially verses 10, 11, and 12.)

After the establishment of a permanent government among the Jews, however, it was found that
the exhortations of the prophets after the manner of Isaiah were of no avail; the people still
continued seeking pleasures on the Sabbath, after the manner of other nations, and were still
wont to enjoy the pastimes of their neighbors. The enforcement of the prohibition of carrying
burdens was then decided upon to act as a check upon the people by defining minutely the
meaning of burdens, and the prohibition was interpreted to include not only heavy burdens, but
all portable articles, such as money, trinkets, eatables, etc., while only necessary articles of
clothing and apparel were permitted to be worn. To such an extent was the matter carried that
even the wearing of rings, with the exception of such as had the name of the wearer engraved
upon them, was not permitted. In fact, everything that could be converted into money was
included in the definition of burdens. Beggars were not permitted to solicit ams on the Sabbath,
contrary to the customs of other nations, so as not to afford any one an excuse for carrying
money on that day.

The enforcement of such alaw, however, was practically impossible in the case of people who
remained in their houses, and certain modifications were made. These modifications were as
follows: The laws were made to apply only on public grounds but were not valid on private



grounds, so that in a private house a person was permitted to carry whatever was necessary.
Private grounds were also established by the institution of Erubhin, i.e., where a street or a
public place was inhabited by Jews alone a small amount of meal was collected from each
household; from the meal a cake was made and hung conspicuously in that locality. The point
where the street inhabited by Jews alone commenced and the point where it ended were joined
by a piece of twine, and thus definitely marked. Thus public grounds were turned into private
grounds, from the fact that each household
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contributing a share of meal made them all in a manner copartners in one object. The walking of
more than two thousand €ells outside of the city limits was also prohibited. Within the city limits,
be the city ever so large, walking was permitted.

The possibility of confinement in the house on the Sabbath becoming conducive to the
performance of labor was offset by the establishment of alaw prohibiting all the different modes
of labor used in the construction of the tabernacle, besides all manner of agricultural labor. This
again brought about the detailing of all the different modes of Iabor employed in the
construction of the tabernacle and in agriculture, al of which is discussed in these treatises of
Sabbath and Erubhin.

Naturally the institution of laws carries with it provisions for the penalties attending their
infraction, and these penalties were divided into three classes:

First, the penalties for unintentional infractions.
Secondly, for intentional infractions.

Thirdly, for intentional violations where the violator had been previously forewarned of the
penalty by two witnesses.

The penalty for the first class of infractions was simply the sacrificing of a sin-offering, which,
however, involved a great many hardships, as the culprit had to bring the sin-offering to the
temple in Jerusalem in person, and was frequently compelled to travel quite a distance in order
to do so, besides sustaining the loss of the value of the offering.

For the second class, if two witnesses testified before the tribunal that the cul prit had labored on
the Sabbath, and the culprit admitted that he had done so intentionally, no penalty was inflicted
by the tribunal, but the person was told that he would be punished by the heavenly power with
the curse of Karath (shortening his allotted time of existence on earth). No penalty was inflicted,
for the reason that, the culprit having made himself liable to severe punishment from
superhuman sources, it served as an excuse to absolve him from human punishment. 1
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For the third class, however, when the culprit openly defied the existing authority and in spite of
forewarnings, persisted in violating the law, he was considered a traitor to the government, to be



sentenced to death by stoning, as was the wood-gatherer [Numbers, xv. 32].

It is upon these laws that the discussions in the treatises Sabbath and Erubhin are based, and in
addition the reader will find many ethical laws, legends, and the enumeration of such
enjoyments as are permitted on the Sabbath day and the festivals.

In addition to the above we would make the following citations from the text of the Talmud, asa
necessary feature of the introduction:

I. Wefind in the Tract Sabbath, 61b and 96b, the story of the mysterious scroll which Rabh
claimed to have found in the house of hisuncle, R. Hyya. This scroll referred to the principal
acts of labor prohibited on the Sabbath, which were forty less one. Rabh discovered in this scroll
the statement of R. Issi b. Jehudah to the effect that although thirty-nine principal acts of labor
are enumerated, only one of them makes a man actually culpable. The Gemara then amends this
statement and declares that it should read: "One of the thirty-nine does not involve culpability,”
but does not mention which oneit is. Consequently it remains doubtful which act it is that does
not involve culpability, and where a doubt exists as to whether an act is prohibited or not no
punishment can be inflicted for its commission. From this, two things may be inferred: First,
that these acts of |abor were prohibited for political reasons, because the mystery was extant,
and we find the term mystery applied to political cases only; and second, that the Gemara
declares in the same passage that the carrying of an object from public ground into private
ground is not one of the doubtful acts and a penalty is prescribed in the event of its being
committed. Hence the object was to prevent the assimilation explained above.

I1. Wefind in Y ebamoth, 90b: "R. Eliezer b. Jacob said: "I have heard that a man was found
riding a horse on Sabbath in the time of the Greeks, and being brought before the tribunal for
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the crime was stoned to death.' This man was punished, not because his crime merited the
penalty, but because the times made it necessary.” The inference istherefore clearly established
that the man was punished for political reasons, and that the violation of the Sabbath laws did
not involve capital punishment.

[11. In Yoma, 85b, it iswritten: "R. Jonathan b. Joseph said, 'The Sabbath is holy unto you,™
implying that the Sabbath is handed over to you and not you to the Sabbath. 1

V. R. Johanan states el sewhere that in Palestine, where the Jews were together, no public
ground existed.

MICHAEL L. RODKINSON.

CINCINNATI, March, 1896.




Footnotes

xxiii:1 In atable compiled by Rev. A. H. Lewis, Alfred Centre, N. Y., 1884, in hiswork entitled

"Biblical Teachings, concerning the Sabbath and the Sunday," it is shown that among nearly all
nations the Sunday is the first and the Sabbath the seventh day of the week.

xxvi:1 Becauseit isarule of rabbinical law that, of two punishments incurred by one act, the
severer one is meted out Qam |éh bid'rabba minéh.

xxviii:1 Thisistaken from Mechilta, an authority older than the Talmud, and stands in no

connection with the Halakha. Furthermore, the mystic scrolls may in some instances have had
reference to political necessities of the day, but by no meansin all cases.--The Reviser.
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SECTION MOED (FESTIVALS).

SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS

OF

VOLUME |.--TRACT SABBATH.

SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS.

SEVERAL reguests have been received by the translator that an index should be made to the
volumes of the Talmud, as is customary with al modern works. It would be an utter
impossibility to give a complete index of everything contained in the Talmud. Were it like other
scientific works, which treat each subject separately, this could easily be done; but with the
Talmud it is different. On one page many different subjects may be discussed, and again asingle
subject may occupy several pages. The Tamud, therefore, has never had an index, not even the
portions which have been trandlated.

After careful examination of the volumes, page by page, it has been decided to make a synopsis,
i.e., to give briefly the heads of the discussions and conversations upon each Mishna, indicating
the page where the Mishnais to be found, and the Gemara of each one, which servesasa
commentary. By this the reader should be able to refer to what he desires to know.

A synopsisistherefore given of every Mishna which discusses a single subject, with its
accompanying Gemara; but when several short Mishnas cover the same subject, asingle
synopsisis given of the whole, including the Gemara of each one; and where a chapter is short
and has but one subject, a synopsis of the whole chapter is made, without dividing it into
Mishnas.

Thisisthe best that can be done, and it is hoped that readers will find it satisfactory.
CHAPTER I

MISHNA |. Regulations concerning prohibited and permitted acts of transfer over the dividing
line of adjoining premises and the area of such premises; the classification of premises; in which
premises transfer is permitted; laws of transfer of labor, when committed by the joint efforts of
two persons; transfer from and to doorsteps, 1-13

MISHNA 11. Whether work may be commenced at the approach of the time for afternoon
prayer; what kind of work is referred to; how a man should pray; what he must wear; when he



may eat his midday meal; the
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informing of the bestowal of gifts, Sabbath as a valuable gift of God and its origin; various
legends of Rabha bar Mahassia in the name of Rabh, 13-19

MISHNA 111. Tailors and other artisans are not permitted to go out with their tools on Friday
near eventide. Treats also on whether one may read by lamplight on the Sabbath; the laws of
visiting the sick; what prayers may be offered for the sick, 19-22

MISHNAS IV. TO VI. How the eighteen famous ordinances were ingtituted in the attic of
Hananya ben Hyzkiyah ben Gorion, and by whom the Roll of Fasts was written. Which acts of
labor may be commenced on Friday eve; concerning labor which is accomplished without
assistance of man on Sabbath; laws concerning labor which is accomplished without assistance
of man on Sabbath; laws concerning work given to Gentiles. Narrative of R. Simeon ben
Gamaliel concerning how his father's house dealt with Gentile clothes-washers. On transmission
of letters and journeying on ships on the Sabbath. Regulations pertaining to the roasting of
meats and baking of bread before the Sabbath; the sacrifices at the Temple on the Passover.
Appendix to p. 8, 22-30

CHAPTER II.

MISHNASI. AND I1. Permissible and non-permissible oils and wicks for lamps on the Sabbath
and 'Hanukah (feast of Maccabbees); the law of the 'Hanukah lights; 'Hanukah and the miracle;
the duration of 'Hanukah; benedictions to be said on that festival; the reward of those who keep
the Sabbath-light commandment; the reward of those who esteem scholarship, The second
Mishna treats on: What balsams may and may not be used both for light and for the person on
the Sabbath; a narrative of awoman who hated her daughter-in-law; who may be called arich
man, 31-42

MISHNAS I11. TO V. What wicks made from parts of trees may be used; whether broken
vessels may be used for fuel on abiblical feast clay; what may be done with the residue of ail
left in alamp; practical laws of egg-shells and whether chairs may be dragged on the floor on
Sabbath. The different opinions of R. Eliezer and R. Aqgiba concerning the defilement of a piece
of cloth, and if it is allowed to make awick of it. What happened with R. Jehudah in the Hall of
Beth Nitzaand with Abhin of Ziphoris, who committed certain acts which were not allowed, in
the presence of the sages, 42-49

MISHNA V1. Whether alight may be extinguished on Sabbath either for fear of accident or to
afford rest for the sick; the question asked R. Tan'hum of Nav and his replying sermon; the soul
being called the "Light of God"; the intended concealment of the Book of Proverbs and
Ecclesiastes; the Shekhina (divine presence) not resting with a man except through hisjoy of
having performed a good deed; Rabha's custom when commencing his lectures to his disciples.
R. Gamaliel's sermon and answers to the disciple who derided him. The story of the three
proselytes rejected by Shamai and accepted by Hillel. "What is hateful to thee, do not unto thy
neighbor, that isthe law. All else is but acommentary.” The six sections of the Mishna are



inferred from a biblical passage. The first thing asked of aman
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when standing before the divine judgment is, "Hast thou traded in good faith?' The "Fear of the
Lord" isthe chief principle. The wicked fear death, although mentioning it every day, 48-53

MISHNAS VII. AND VIII. The sins of women are passed upon when confined in childbirth, the
sins of men while in danger, A good deed is committed through the agency of a meritorious
person and a bad deed through the agency of the wicked; all who are about to die must repent of
their sins; the defenders of man before divine judgment are repentance and good deeds. A
thousandth part of one defender saves a man from the danger threatened him by a thousand
accusers. The penaltiesimposed upon man for hating without cause; for robbery; for perverting
or procrastinating justice; for destroying the law; for murder; for adultery; for idolatry; for using
obscene language. The story of R., Simeon ben Johai, who remained in a cave for twelve years.
The causes leading up to his concealment in the cave; his adventures after leaving the cave. The
three things to be said by aman in his house on Friday eve; how they are to be said; when
twilight takes place; how many signals of the horn were blown to remind the people of the
advent of the Sabbath. Is there a difference between a shophar and a fife?, 53-62

CHAPTER Il

MISHNAS . AND II. In which hearths or ovens victuals may be deposited on the Sabbath. The
opinions of the school of Hillel and the school of Shamai concerning the same; the different
opinions upon the teaching of the two schools. Victuals having once been taken out of an oven,
would it be allowed to replace them? The law concerning a pot of victuals which had been
forgotten and was thus cooked on the Sabbath. Usages of R. Jose on hisway to Zipporah, and of
R. Jehudah Hanassi when travelling. A narrative of R. Ishai while in the presence of R. Hyyathe
Great. The difference in law between an oven and a hearth; also, difference arising from an oven
or a hearth being heated with straw or with wood, etc., 63-67

MISHNAS [11. TO VII. Customs of the people of Tiberias relative to the heating of a pitcher of
cold water. Isit alowed to place a pitcher of cold water into one filled with hot water in order to
heat the water; or, vice versa, in order to heat the water? May one wash his body in the warm
water of the Tiberius springs or in water warmed on the Sabbath eve? May the entire body be
washed at once or each member separately? Customs in a bath-house. Are sweat-baths permitted
on the Sabbath? Incidents occurring in the bath-house of the city of B'ni Brak. Why sweat-baths
were prohibited. May one warm himself by a hearth-fire? I's bathing one's self in a washtub and
anointing one's self with oils permitted on the Sabbath? Usages of Rabbi Jehudah Hanassi in this
matter. |s swimming in alake permitted on the Sabbath? Incidents attending R. Zera's
witnessing R. Abuhu's swimming in alake on a Sabbath. Concerning the permissibility of
pouring cold water in amuliar or antikhi, the fuel of which had been removed; or in akettle, the
hot water of which had been poured out, and the prescribed quantity of such water. Concerning
the addition of spicesto a pot of victuals. Concerning the permissibility of placing a vessel

under a burning lamp to receiveits dripping oil or falling
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sparks, and the placing of avessel under a hen to receive the egg. Ordinance relating to a corpse
lying in the sun. If it is alowed to save a corpse from fire. Prayersto be offered on Sabbath over
the dead. The accordance of permission to save a corpse from conflagration on the Sabbath, 67-

74

MISHNAS VIII. AND IX. Concerning the handling of new and old lamps on the Sabbath.
Ordinances relative to a bed which had been designated for the purpose of holding money on the
Sabbath. The permissibility of handling a burning 'Hanukah lamp for fear of the Persians. The
law of Muktza. The ordinance relative to handling alamp on Sabbath and the dictum of Resh
Lakish in Zidon. The ordinance concerning the nuptial couch. Action of R. Makiawhile the
guest of R. Simlai and R. Abuhu at the house of R. Joshua ben Levi and R. Johanan. The
experience of R. Avia, who came to the house of Rabha and sat on Rabha's bed without
removing his dirty shoes. Questions put to him by Rabha, and hisreplies. The law of a principal
prohibited act. What R. Hanina did with afolding-bed that had become unfastened on afeast
day, 74-82

CHAPTER IV.

MISHNASI. TO IV. What substances may be used for the preserving of victuals. Rabba's and
R. Zeras upbraiding of a slave of the Exilarch, while sojourning in the latter's house.
Concerning the replacing of feathersin a pillow. Concerning the opening of abunghead in a
barrel and the making of a neckband in a shirt. Concerning the permissibility of depositing
victualsin cloth and shorn wool intended for market. The derivation of the thirty-nine principal
acts of labor on the Sabbath from the thirty-nine times "work" is mentioned in the Pentateuch.
The law concerning branches of trees which were bound together to be used for fuel and were
subsequently intended for sitting upon. R. Hanina ben Agiba's action in such a case. The
ordinance relating to the use of soap-powder and soap on the Sabbath. The necessity of washing
one's hands and feet for the sake of the Creator. What is to be done with a pot that had not been
covered on the eve of Sabbath? The decision of Ishmael in the matter in the presence of Rabbi.
The mutual respect of the sages for one another. R. Nahman's statement to Doen his servant, 83-

90

CHAPTER V.

MISHNASI. TO I1l. What gear animals may go out in on the Sabbath. Levi the son of R. Huna
bar Hyya and Rabbi the son of R. Huna, occurrence on the road. A bridle may be worn by an ass
whose behavior isbad. A bridleis allowed as a guard but not as an ornament. An ass may go out
with arug, but what is the law concerning a saddle? Ordinances relative to afeed-bag. The
decision of Arioch of Babylon (Samuel) in the matter. Concerning bags tied around the udders
of she-goats. The miracle that was wrought for a man whose wife died and left him anursing
child. The discussion of the rabbis about such amiracle. Narrative relating to a man whose wife
was maimed. Concerning gear which may not be worn by animals on Sabbath. Peculiarities of
the Hanun tree and where it may be found.
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[paragraph continues] The wealth of R. Eliezer ben Azariah. Penalty for the failure to warn one's
family against evil. The different signs on the foreheads of the righteous and the wicked. The



seal of God. Derivation of the merits of the fathers. Is death possible without sin? Defence for
Reuben and others who are mentioned in the Bible as sinners. Rabbi Hanassi's justification for
David. Was David guilty of listening to slander? Consequences of David's sin. King Solomon's
sin. The Archangel Gabriel's act at the time of King Solomon's marriage with Pharaoh's
daughter. The most fervent penitents, 91-106

CHAPTER VI.

MISHNASI. TO Ill. What garments a woman may go out in. Definition of totaphoth.
Concerning the garb of slaves. May the rabbis wear their insignia of office on Sabbath? Effect of
a sermon on the women of the city of Mehuza concerning ornaments in the shape of a crown.
Ordinances concerning nose-bands, earrings, and finger-rings. What garments a man must not
go out in. Consequences of wearing iron-bound sandals. The law of majority. How shoes are to
be put on. Why one when anointing himself should first anoint the head. Law concerning
amulets, both tried and untried. Ordinances concerning hairpins and perfume-bottles. Causes of
poverty. The trees of Jerusalem, 107-117

MISHNAS V. TO I X. Concerning bows, swords, and shields. Are they considered ornaments or
isthe wearing of such things degrading? Interpretation of biblical passages. Are they to be taken
literally or figuratively. Rewards emanating from the proper study of the Law. Customs of
scholars when discussing the Law. God's blessing upon scholars who mutually instruct one
another. Regarding a man who keeps a vicious dog about his premises. Why the children of
Israel were in need of forgiveness upon their return from the war with the Midianites. What
garments women, young girls, and boys may go out in on Sabbath. References to cripples and to
children of princes. Concerning the danger of imitating the customs of the Amorites. Occurrence
at the feast given by R. Aqiba, 117-126

CHAPTER VII.

MISHNASI. TO Ill. The principal rule concerning the Sabbath. Regulations regarding children
in captivity among idolaters and converts. Remaining with idolaters. Rules concerning one who
was ignorant as to what labor was prohibited on the Sabbath but was conscious of the Sabbath,
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TRACT SABBATH.

CHAPTER I.
REGULATIONS REGARDING TRANSFER ON SABBATH.

MISHNA |.: There are two acts constituting transfer 1 of movable things (over the dividing line
of adjoining premises, based on biblical statutes). The two acts are, however, increased to four
on the inside and to a like amount on the outside of the premises (by the addition of rabbinical
statutes). How so? A mendicant stands outside and the master of a house inside. The mendicant
passes his hand into the house (through awindow or door) and puts something into the hand of
the master, or he takes something out of the master's hand and draws it back (toward him). In
such a case the mendicant is guilty (of transfer) and the master of the house isfree. If the master
of the house passes his hand outside and puts a thing into the hand of the mendicant, or takes
something out of the mendicant's hand and brings it into the house, the master of the houseis
culpable and the mendicant is free. 2 If the mendicant extends his hand into the house and the
master takes something out of it, or puts something into it which is drawn to the outside by the
mendicant, they are both free. If the master of the house extends his hand outside and the
mendicant takes something out of it, or puts something into it which is drawn to the inside by
the master, they are both free.

GEMARA: We were taught (Shebuoth, 1V. 2): "The acts
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of transfer on the Sabbath are two, respectively four.” Why is this teaching here specified as two
respectively four on the inside, and two respectively four on the outside, and there no such
specification was made? Said R. Papa: Here the special subject of treatment is the Sabbath, and
the Mishna enumerated the cases which involve guilt and those which do not involve guilt;
while there the principal subject of treatment is a different one, and he mentions only the cases
that involve guilt, leaving the cases that do not involve guilt untouched. But the cases that
involve guilt are those by which acts of transfer are committed, and such are only two? Nay,
there are two acts of transfer from within and two from without. But the Mishna says,
"Yetziath" (whichin aliteral sense means transfer from within)? Said R. Ashi: The Tanacalls
transfer from without by the same term. And for what reason? Because every act of removing a
thing from its placeis called Y etziah. Said Rabbina: The Mishna also bears out this sense; for it
speaks of Y etziath and immediately illustrates its remark by citing a case from without. This
bearsit out. Rabha, however, says. He (the Tana) speaks about divided premises (whose line of
division is crossed), and in this case there are only two (in each of which there may be four acts
of transfer).



Said R. Mathnato Abayi: Are there not eight, even twelve (instances of transfer over the line of
division)? 1 And he rgoined: Such transfers as involve the obligation of asin-offering are
counted; but those that do not involve such an obligation are not counted.

"They are both free." Was not the act (of transfer) committed by both? Said R. Hyya bar Gamda:
The act of removing the thing was committed by the joint efforts of both, and they (the rabbis)
said: "It iswritten in the law, when a person did it" 2--i.e., when one person commits the act he
is culpable, but when an act is committed by the joint efforts of two persons, they are both free.

Rabh questioned Rabbi: If one were laden by his friend with eatables and beverages and carried
them outside (of the house), how is the law? Is the removing of his body tantamount to the
removing of athing from its place, and therefore heis culpable, or isit not so?
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Said Rabbi to him: Heis culpable. And this case is not like the case of removing his hand. Why
s0? Because (in the latter case) the hand was not at rest, while (in the former) the body (before
and after removal) was entirely at rest. 1

Said Rabbi Hyyato Rabh: Descendant of nobles! Did | not tell thee that when Rabbi is engaged
with a certain tract ask him not about a subject (that is treated) in another tract, for he may not
have that subject in hismind! And if Rabbi were not a great man thou mightest cause him
shame, for he would give thee an answer which might not be right. In thisinstance, however, he
gave thee a correct answer; as we have learned in the following Boraitha: If one was laden with
eatables and beverages while it was yet light on the eve of Sabbath, and he carried them outside
after dark, heis culpable; for hiscaseisnot like that of removing the hand mentioned above.

Abayi said: From all that was said above it is certain to me that the hand of a man (standing on
the street) is not treated as public ground. 2 And | also see that (if a man stands on private
ground) his hand is not to be treated a-, private ground. Would it be correct, then, to regard the
hand as unclaimed ground? If so, would the penalty imposed by the rabbis in such a case,
namely, that one should not move his hand (containing a movable thing) back (during the
Sabbath day), apply in this case or not?

Come and hear the following Boraitha: If aman has his hand filled with fruit and he extends it
outside (of the premises where he stands), one said he is not permitted to draw it back, and
another Boraitha says he is alowed to do so. May we not assume that thisistheir point of
dispute: the former holds that the hand is treated as unclaimed ground, and the latter thinks that
it isnot like unclaimed ground? Nay, it may be that both agree that the hand (as spoken of in our
Mishna) is like unclaimed ground, and yet it presents no difficulty. One of the Boraithas treats
of aman who had extended his hand unintentionally, and the other one treats of a man who had
put forth his hand intentionally. In the former case the rabbis did not
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fine him, and in the latter case they did. And if you wish, it may be said that they both speak of a
case when the act was done unintentionally, and their point of differing is as to the varying
premises, whether the hand may be drawn back to the ground where the man stands, or to other



(private) ground that adjoinsit? As Rabha questioned R. Nahman: If the hand of a man was
filled with fruit, and he extended it outside, may he draw it back to the same ground where he
stands? And he answered: He may. (And may he remove his hand) to other (private) ground?
Nay. And to the question, "What is the distinction?' he said: If thou wilt measure awhole kur of
salt and present me withit, | shall tell thee the answer. (See footnote, Erubin, p. 79.) In the
former case his design was not accomplished; in the latter, however, his design was
accomplished (and it is prohibited for fear that it should be repeated).

R. Bibi bar Abayi questioned: If one has put bread into the oven, is he allowed to take it out
before (it is baked and) he becomes liable to bring a sin-offering, or not?

Said R. A'ha bar Abayi to Rabhina: What does the questioner mean? Unintentionally and
without remembering (that it is Sabbath), then what does the expression "allowed" mean? To
whom? He is still not aware of it. On the other hand, if he did it unintentionally and afterward he
remembered of the Sabbath, how can he be liable to a sin-offering; did not a Mishna state that
the liability to bring such a sacrifice applies only when the failing was begun and accomplished
unintentionally? Should it be understood that the act was done intentionally, then it would not
involve the liability of a sin-offering, but it would constitute a crime that involved capital
punishment. 1

Said R. Ashi: Say, then, it isa crime that involves capital punishment. R. A'ha, the son of
Rabha, taught so plainly. R. Bibi bar Abayi said: If one put bread into the oven, heisallowed to
take it out before it may involve a case of capital punishment.

"The mendicant extended his hand,” etc. Why is he culpable? (To complete the act) there must
be atransfer from a place that is four ells square and a depositing into a place of the same area,
and such was not the case here. Said Rabba: Our
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[paragraph continues] Mishnais in accordance with R. Agiba's opinion, who holds that as soon as the
air of aplace surrounds athing it is equal to the thing being deposited in that place. But may it
not be that depositing does not require four ells, for the reason stated above, but removing does?
Said R. Joseph: The teaching of this paragraph agrees (not with the opinion of R. Agiba), but
with that of Rabbi, as we have learned in the following Boraitha:

If one threw an object from one street into the other, and there was a private ground between
them, Rabbi declared him culpable, and the sages freed him. Hereupon R. Jehudah in the name
of Samuel said: Rabbi declared the man guilty of two offences. one for having removed the
thing from its place, and one for having deposited it in another place. Hence in both, the four ells
in question are not required.

But with reference to this it was taught that both Rabh and Samuel said that Rabbi's declaration
of culpability treated of a case where the private ground (that divided the two streets) was
roofed, for the assumption is that a house must be regarded as a solid object that fills out al the
space it occupies, but not when it was unroofed?

Therefore said Rabha: (All these views can be dispensed with, as) the hand of a man (because of



its value) is considered as a piece of ground four ells square. And so, also, was declared by
Rabin, when he came from Palestine, in the name of R. Johanan.

R. Abhin in the name of R. llaa, quoting R. Johanan, said: If one threw athing and it rested in
the hands of another man, heis culpable.

Why the repetition--has not R. Johanan declared above, already, that the hand of aman is
considered as a space of four ells square? Lest one say that thisis only when he intended to put
it into his hand (and the intention makes it valuable as the space in question), but not otherwise.
Therefore the repetition.

The same said again in the name of the same authority: If one remains standing in his place
when he receives athing, heis culpable; but if he was moving away from his place when he
received it, heisfree. And so also we have learned in a Boraithain the name of the anonymous
teachers.

R. Johanan asked the following question: If one threw athing and then moved from his place
and caught it, is he culpable or not? How is this question to be understood? Said R. Ada bar
Ah'bah: The difficulty is concerning the exercise
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of two forces by one man, and the question was thus: If two forces were exercised by one man
(in committing a prohibited act), should both parts of the act be accounted to the same, so that
he should be declared culpable, or should each part of the act be considered separately, asif
there were two individuals concerned, and then he is free? This question is not decided.

R. Abhin in the name of R. Johanan said: If one put his hand into the yard of his neighbor, got it
full of rain water, and withdrew it, he is guilty. But to make one guilty of the act, it must consist
of removing athing from a place of four ells square, which is not the case here. Said R. Hyyab.
R. Huna: It meansthat he took the water as it was running down a slanting wall, as Rabba taught
elsewhere that removing a thing from a slanting wall made the man culpable. But (in speaking
of removing an object from a dlanting wall) Rabba treated on the question of removing a book,
which isa stationary thing. Isit analogous to removing water that can never become stationary?

Therefore said Rabha: Our case treats when he dipped the water out of a cavity (in thewall) in
guestion. Is not this self-evident?

Lest one say that water standing upon water is not considered stationary,, he comes to teach us
that it is. And thisisin accordance with histheory, asfollows. Water standing upon water is
considered stationary; a nut, however, lying upon the surface of water is not considered so.

The same said again, in the name of the same authorities: One who was laden with eatables and
beverages, entering and going out the whole day, he is not culpable until he rests. Said Abayi:
And even then only if he stops for the purpose of resting; but not when he stops merely to adjust
his burden on his shoulders. Whence is this deduced? From what the master said: "he stopped
within the limit of four ellsto rest heisfree, but if he stopped to adjust the load on his shoulders



heis culpable. Beyond four ells, if he stopped to rest he is culpable, but if he stopped to adjust
the burden on his shoulder he is not culpable. What does this imply? It implies that one cannot
be culpable unless his intention of removing was before he stopped.

The rabbis taught: If one takes anything from his store into the market through the alley-way
(where the benches of market-men are situated), he is culpable; it makes no difference whether
he carries, throws, or pushesit with hisarm. Ben Azai, however,
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said: If he carriesit in or out he is not culpable, but if he throws or pushesitinor out heis
culpable. The same we have learned in another Boraitha.

The rabbis taught: There are four kinds of premises as regards the Sabbath--viz.: private ground,
public ground, unclaimed ground, and ground that is under no jurisdiction. What is private
ground? A ditch or hedge that is ten spans deep or high and four spans wide--such are absolutely
private grounds. What is public ground? A country road or a wide street, or lanes open at both
ends--such are absolutely public grounds. [So that in these two kinds of premises nothing must
be carried from one to the other; and if such was done by one unintentionally, heisliableto a
sin-offering; if, however, intentionally, then heisliable to be "cut off," or to suffer the extreme
penalty (at the hands of human justice).]

A sea, avalley of fields, the front walk (before arow of stores), and unclaimed ground are
neither like public nor like private ground. [Nothing should be carried about there to start with;
but if one has doneit, he is not culpable. Nor should anything be taken out of these grounds into
public or private ground, or brought in from the latter into these grounds; but if one has done so,
he is not culpable. In adjoining courtyards of many tenants and alleys that are open at both ends,
where the tenants have made it communal property, 1 carrying thingsis alowed; however, it is
not allowed when such is not done. A man standing on the door-step 2 may take things from or
give things to the master of the house; so also may he take athing from a mendicant in the street
or giveit to him; but he must not take things from the master of the house and hand them over to
the mendicant in the street, nor take from the latter and transmit to the former. Still, if thiswas
done, al the three men are not guilty. Anonymous teachers, however, say that the door-step
serves as two separate grounds: when the door is open it belongs to the inside, and when the
door is closed it belongsto the outside. But if the door-step is ten spans high and four spans
wide, it isconsidered as a premisesin itself.]

The master said: "Such are absolutely private grounds.”
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What does he intend to exclude (by this emphatic declaration)? To exclude that which R.
Jehudah taught about Erubhin (p. 25).

"These are absolutely public grounds." What does it mean to exclude? To exclude another
instance of R. Jehudah's teaching, concerning the enclosure of wells. (1bid., p. 40.)



Why does not the Boraitha count the desert also, for have we not learned in a Boraitha: Public
ground is constituted by public roads, wide streets, alleys that are open at both ends, and the
desert? Said Abayi: It presents no difficulty. There the law was expounded as it existed when
Israel dwelt in the desert; here, however, the law istaught asit prevails at the present time.

The master said: "If one has brought in or taken out a thing unintentionally,” etc. Is not this self-
evident? He meansto say that if the culprit did it intentionally, "heis liable to be cut off," etc.
Also thisis self-evident? He comes to teach, because of the following statement of Rabh, who
said: "I found mysterious scrolls in the possession of my uncle, R. Hyya, which read: Aysy ben
Jehudah says: There are forty less one principal acts of labor. A man, however, cannot be guilty
of performing but one. And to the question, How is this to be understood? the answer was: It
should be corrected and read: There is one of those acts of labor for which aman is not guilty.
(In consequence, however, of the omission just what particular act of labor is excluded, al of the
thirty-nine remained doubtful); and the Boraitha teaches that the labor mentioned is not one of
the doubtful."

Again, the master said: "A sea, avalley of fields," etc. Isthat so? Have we not learned
(Taharoth, V1. 7) that avalley is, in summer time, to be regarded as private ground with
reference to the Sabbath, and as public ground with reference to defilement; in the rainy season,
however, it is private ground in all respects? Said Ula: As a matter of fact it is unclaimed
ground, but by calling it private ground the Boraitha only means to distinguish it from public
ground. R. Ashi, however, said: He speaks of avalley in which there are partitions. 1

"And unclaimed ground." Are not all the above-mentioned unclaimed ground? When R. Dimi
came he said in the
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name of R. Johanan: The mention of "unclaimed ground” in this case is required merely to
imply acorner (of a private plot) that adjoins public ground; for although at times (when the
street is crowded) many people are forced into this corner, it is considered as unclaimed ground,
asthe public use of it is not regarded with favor. He said also in the name of the same authority:
The space between the pillars and the buildings (on the side of the street) is considered by the
law as unclaimed ground. Why so? Because athough many walk there, still, since one cannot
make hisway in such space freely (the row of pillars being irregular or in abrokenline), itis
like unclaimed ground.

R. Zerain the name of R. Jehudah said: The benchesin front of pillars are regarded as
unclaimed ground (even if they are ten spans high and four spans wide). The one who holds that
the space between the pillarsis considered as such, will so much the more agree that the benches
in front of the pillars are considered such; but he who says that the benches are so considered,
may hold that thisis so because the encroachment upon them is not regarded with favor. The
ground between the pillars, however, which is usually trodden by many people, is like public
ground.

Rabba b. Shilain the name of R. Hisda said: If one throw or plaster (an adhesible) thing against
the side of abrick that is standing up in the street, heis culpable; but if he throw or plaster a
thing on top of it, heisnot. Abayi and Rabha both said: Provided the brick is three spans high,



so that people do not step upon it; with bushes or briars, however, even if less than three spans
high, oneis not culpable. And Hyya bar Rabh said: Even a bush or briar must be three spans
high. 1

Rabba, of the school of R. Shila, said: When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said in the name
of R. Johanan: No space can be considered unclaimed ground unless it has an area of four spans
square, and R. Shesheth added that it holds good up to ten spans square. What does it mean?
Shall we assume that only if it has a partition of ten spansit is unclaimed ground? Has not R.
Giddell in the name of R. Hyya bar Joseph, quoting
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[paragraph continues] Rabh, said: A house that is not ten spans high, but which is raised to that
height by the ceiling, one may handle on the roof over its entire area; inside of the house,
however, only within four ells square? Therefore we must say that the statement: "It holds good
up to ten spans,” implies that the law of unclaimed ground is valid when the height does not
exceed ten spans. As Samuel said to R. Jehudah: "Ingenious scholar! treat not on laws of the
Sabbath exceeding ten spansin height.” And to what does it apply? To private ground it could
not apply, asit is known that private ground is so considered to the sky; henceit isonly to
unclaimed ground that above ten spans does not exist, as the rabbis have invested unclaimed
grounds with the lenient regulations pertaining to private ground--viz.: If the place have an area
of four spans square, it is unclaimed ground; if it has alesser area, it is not subservient to any
jurisdiction. And with the lenient regulations of public ground--viz.: The place is regarded as
unclaimed ground only to the height of ten spans; beyond that it ceases to be unclaimed ground.

Thetext says. "In ahouse the inside of which is not ten spans high," etc. Said Abayi: If,
however, one has cut in it an excavation four ells square, so as to complete the height of ten
spans, one may handle things freely in the whole house. Why so? Because in such a case the
entire space of the house (around the excavation) would be considered like holes on private
ground, and it has been taught that such holes are regarded the same as the private ground itself.
Asto holes on public ground, Abayi said: They are like public ground. Rabha, however, says
that they are not. Said Rabhato Abayi: According to your theory, holes on public ground areto
be considered the same as the ground itself. In which respect, then, does this case differ from
what R. Dimi said above (p. 8) in the name of R. Johanan? Let, according to thy opinion, such a

corner be considered as a hole in public ground. Nay, the use of the corner is not considered
favorable by people, while no one objects to the use of aholein the street.

R. Hisda said: If aperson erected a pole on private ground and threw something at it, if that
thing rested on top of the pole, and be that pole a hundred ells high, the person is culpable, for
private ground is absolutely unlimited in height. Shall we assume that R. Hisda holdsin
accordance with Rabbi of the following Boraitha: "If one threw athing (in
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the street) and it rested upon the smallest cornice 1 (of a house), according to Rabbi heis

culpable, and the schoolmen say that heisnot.” Said Abayi: In private ground all admit the
decision of R. Hisda. The case, however, in which Rabbi and the sages differ was a tree that
stands on private ground with its branches reaching out into public ground, and one threw a



thing which rested on a branch. Rabbi holds that the branch is part and parcel of the root, but the
sages opine that we need not assume such to be the case.

Abayi said: If one threw a bee-hive which was ten spans high, but not six spans wide, into the
street, heis culpable; if, however, the bee-hive was six spans wide, he isfree (becauseit is
considered a piece of private ground in itself). Rabha, however, said heis not, even if it be less
than six spans wide. Why so? Because it isimpossible for twined reed not to exceed the given
height. 2 In case he threw the bee-hive 3 with its mouth down, even if the hiveis atrifle over
seven spans high, heis culpable; but if it is seven and a half spans high, heisnot. R. Ashi,
however, said: Heis, evenif it is seven and a half spans high. Why so? Because the enclosing
rim of the bee-hive is made for the purpose of containing something within, and not to be
attached to the ground; hence it is not included in the Lavud class. 4

Ulasaid: A post nine spans high, which stands in the street, and people use it to shoulder (their
burdens) on, if one threw athing and it rested on the top of it, he is culpable. Why so? Because a
thing that is less than three spans high is stepped upon by many; athing between three and nine
gpans high is not used either to step or to shoulder a burden on; but if it is nine spans high, it is
surely used to shoulder burdens on.

Abayi questioned R. Joseph: What isthe law of apit (of similar depth)? Said he: The same (as
of the post). Rabba,
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however, said: A pit of similar depth is not governed by the same law. Why so? Because the use
(which is made of athing) through compulsion is not called (a customary) use.

R. Adda bar Mathna objected to Rabha from the following Boraitha: If one intended to keep the
Sabbath on public ground and deposited his Erubh in a pit less than ten spans (bel ow the
ground), hisact isvalid. "If he deposited it more than ten spans below the ground, his Erubh is
of novalue." Let us see how was the case. If the pit was more than ten spans deep, and by the
saying "he deposited it |ess than ten spans below the ground” is meant that he raised the Erubh
to ahigher place, and by the saying "more than ten spans” is meant on the bottom of the pit,
then, at all events, the Erubh could not be of any value; as heisin public ground, and his Erubh
isin private, therefore we must say that the case was of a pit less than ten spans deep, and
nevertheless the Erubh is valid; hence we see that the use of a place through compulsion can at
times be considered as customary use.

The answer was that the Boraitha is according to Rabbi, who says that against things which are
prohibited only rabbinically because of rest (Shebuoth) no precautionary measures are taken
when they are to be done at twilight, and the prescribed time for depositing an Erubh is twilight;
therefore, although the use of the pit which was less than ten spans deep was compul sory, the
Erubh was nevertheless valid, because respecting twilight the rabbis are not particular.

R. Jehudah said: If one moves abundle of reeds by raising one end and throwing it over, then
raising the other end and throwing it over, heis not culpable, unless he lifts the entire bundle of f
the ground.



The master said: "A man standing on the door-step,” etc. What is that step? If it is the step of the
street, how may he "take from the master of the house"; does he not transfer from private ground
into public ground? If it is the step of the house, how may he "take from the mendicant (standing
in the street)"? Does he not transfer from public into private ground? And if it is unclaimed

ground, how may he "take and give intentionally," since adirect prohibition to that effect exists?

Nay, the door-step is a place concerning which the law has no provision; as, for instance, it is
not four spans square. It is said elsewhere by R. Dimi in the name of R. Johanan that such a
thing is not under the jurisdiction.

p. 13

The master said: "All three are not culpable.” Would this not be an objection to Rabha, who said
if one transfer an object (in public ground) from one to the other limit of four spans, even if he
movesit over his head (i.e., above ten spans from the ground), he is cul pable? In the above-
mentioned case, however, heis not.

Anonymous teachers say "a door-step,” etc. Is such the case even if there is no side-beam to it?
Has not R. Hamma bar Gorion in the name of Rabh said that if it isinside the door, and not even
four spans square, there must still be a side-beam to make it afree place? Said R. Judah in the
name of Rabh: Here the doorstep of an alley istreated of, the half of which isroofed, and the
other half not roofed, and the roofing istoward the inside. In this case when the door isopenit is
considered like the inside, when it is closed it is like the outside. R. Ashi, however, said: The
case was of a door-step of a house, but the door was topped by two beams, each of which was
less than four spans wide, and between them the space was less than three spans wide, the door
itself being in the middle, so that the law of Lavud applies only when the door is open, and not
when it is closed; therefore when it is open the door-step is considered as the inside, and when it
is closed the door-step is regarded as the outside.

"If the door-step is ten spans high,” etc. This supports the theory of R. Isaac bar Abbimi, who
said that R. Mair used to say: Wherever thou findest two distinct grounds belonging to the same
premises (i.e., to which the law of premises regarding the Sabbath applies equally), like apost in
private ground, that is ten spans high and four wide, it is prohibited to shoulder (a burden) onit.
As a precautionary measure (enacted by the rabbis), for fear that the same would be done with a
rock of the same size that may be found in the street, and it is biblically prohibited to shoulder
upon it.

MISHNA 11.: One shall not sit down 1 before the hair-cutter at the approach of the time for
afternoon devotion, 2 before
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reciting his prayers. Nor shall he enter a bath-room or atannery (the same is the case with any

factory or large business), or sit down to eat, or start pleading a case (before ajudge). But if he
has started, he need not be interrupted. One must quit hiswork to read Shema, but he need not

stop working in order to pray.

GEMARA: What time of Min'ha does the Mishna mean? Does it mean the high afternoon 1



time? Why should a man not be alowed, since the day is still young? Does it mean the lesser
time, and still hold that (if the man had started the work) he need not discontinue it? Shall this
be taken as an objection to the opinion of R. Joshua ben Levi, who said: "When the time of
afternoon prayer draws nigh, one must not partake of anything before performing his devotion"?
Nay, he speaks here of the high time, and yet one shall not begin cutting his hair, as a precaution
against accidents, lest his scissors break; a bath to sweat, lest he grow exhausted; atannery, lest
he notice some damage to his wares and become confused; nor shall he sit down to eat lest the
meal be protracted; pleading a case of justice, lest argument be advanced that overthrows all
previous arguments, and until all thisis settled the. Min'ha prayer will be forgotten.

From what moment does the act of hair-cutting begin? Said R. Abhin: From the moment the
barber's cloth is spread over him. The act of bathing begins from the moment the coat is pulled
off; tanning begins from the moment the working-apron istied around the shoulders; a meal
begins from the moment the hands are washed, so said Rabh; but R. Hanina said, from the
moment one takes off his girdle. And they do not differ. Rabh spoke of the custom of his
country, and R. Hanina spoke of the custom of his country.

Abayi said: According to him who holds that the evening prayer is discretionary, our Babylon
colleagues, as soon as they take off their girdle for the meal, they must not be troubled to pray
before meal; however, according to him who holds that even this prayer is obligatory, they must
be troubled. But is
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not the afternoon prayer obligatory by all means, and nevertheless our Mishnateaches that "if he
began (his meal) he need not be interrupted,” to which R. Hanina said that the loosening of the
girdle (is the beginning)? In the case of the afternoon prayer, since the time for it isfixed, (we
assume) that the man will hasten and will not fail to pray in time, while for evening prayer, the
time for which extends through the entire night, it is feared that he may not hasten, and neglect it.

R. Shesheth opposed: Is it so much trouble to put on one's girdle? Furthermore, cannot one stand
up (without agirdle) and pray? Nay! Asit iswritten: "Prepare thyself to meet thy God, O
Israel!" [Amos, iv. 12]; and as Rabha b. R. Huna used to put on stockings when he stood up to
recite prayers, saying: It iswritten: "Prepare thyself,” etc. Rabha, however, used to throw off his
mantle and fold his hands when he prayed, speaking as a slave before his master. R. Ashi said: |
have observed R. Kahana. In times of trouble he threw off his mantle and folded his hands when
he prayed, speaking like a slave before his master. In times of peace he dressed and fitted
himself up carefully, saying: "It is written, Prepare thyself to meet thy God, O Israel.” Rabha
noticed that R. Hamnuna spent much time at his prayers. Said he: "Thus they quit eternal life
and busy themselves with transient life." 1 He, R. Hamnuna, however, thought that the time
spent in prayer is athing by itself, and the time devoted to study is also athing by itself. R.
Jeremiah was sitting before R. Zera discussing a Halakha. The day was breaking and time for
prayer came, and R. Jeremiah hastened for the purpose of praying. Said R. Zerato him: "When
one turneth away his ear so as not to listen to the law, even his prayer becometh an
abomination” [Prov. xxviii. 9].

At what moment does the work of dispensing justice commence? R. Jeremiah and R. Jonah--one
said: "From the moment the judges put on their mantles’; the other said: "From the moment the



litigants begin pleading.” And they do not differ. The former speaks of the instance of opening
court; the latter of the instance when the court was in session and the judges were engaged in
deciding other cases.

Up to what time should court be in session? R. Shesheth
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said: "Up to meal time." Said R. Hama: From what scriptural passage have we this? From
"Happy art thou, O land! when thy king is noble-spirited, and thy princes eat in proper time, for
strengthening and not for gluttony!" [Eccl. x. 17]; i.e., for the strength of the law and not for
indulgence in wine.

The rabbis taught: The first hour (of the day) is the time the Lydians eat (the Lydians were
cannibals); in the second hour robbers eat; in the third hour (rich) heirs eat; the fourth hour is
eating-time for the people in general; in the fifth hour laborers eat; in the sixth hour scholars eat;
from the last hour onward, eating is like throwing a stone into a barrel (rather injurious than
beneficial). Said Abayi: Thisis the case only when one has tasted nothing in the morning; but if
he did so, it does not matter.

R. Adabar Ahba said: One may say his prayersin anew bath-room, which has not been used. R.
Hamnuna said in the name of Ula: Oneis not permitted to call Shalom to another man in a bath-
room, for it iswritten: "He called the Eternal Shalom” [Judges, vi. 23]. 1 If so, the saying of the
word "faith" should also be prohibited, for it iswritten, "the faithful God" [Deut. vii. 9]. And lest
one say so it is, has not Rabha bar Mehassia said in the name of R. Hama bar Gorion, quoting
Rabh, that "faith" may be mentioned? In the latter case the nameitself is not so designated, asiit
means asit istrandated above. But in the former case it (Shalom) is a designation of the name
itself.

The same says again in the name of the same authority: If one bestows a gift on hisfriend, he
should let him know it; asit iswritten: "To know that I, the Eternal, made you holy" [Ex. xxxi.
13]. And thereis a Boraitha which states as follows: "The Holy One, blessed be He, said unto
Moses, | have agood gift in my storehouse; its name is Sabbath, which | wish to bestow on
Israel; go and announce it to them.” From this R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: One who givesa
child some bread should announce it to its mother. How shall he do this? Said Abayi: He should
put some ointment around its eyes and stain it with dye.

Isthis so? Has not R. Hama b. Hanina said: He who bestows a gift on his friend need not
announce it to him, for it iswritten: "Moses knew not," etc. [Ex. xxxiv. 29]. This
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presents no difficulty. The latter instance represents a thing that is to become known by itself;
the former instance treats of athing that cannot become known by itself.

But was not the Sabbath a thing that was to become known? Aye, but the reward (for keeping
the Sabbath holy) that attends it was not to be known.



R. Johanan in the name of R. Simeon b. Yohayi said: All the commands that the Holy One,
blessed be He, gave unto Israel, were given with publicity, excepting the Sabbath, which was
given in privacy, for it iswritten: "Between me and the children of Israel it is an everlasting
sign” [Ex. xxxi. 17]. If such isthe case, the idolaters need not be punished for its sake. The
Sabbath was made known, but the additional soul (a new impetus of life) which comes with the
Sabbath was not made known to them. Thus R. Simeon b. Lakish said: "The Holy One, blessed
be He, bestows an additional soul on man on the eve of the Sabbath, and takes it back again
when the Sabbath departs.” 1

R. Hisda held in his hand two gifts 2 from the flesh of an ox, and said: "l will give thisto the
man who will tell me some new teaching in the name of Rabh." Said Rabha b. Mehassiato him,
thus taught Rabh: "He who bestows a gift on afriend should let him know it." And R. Hisda
gave him the meat. Said the former again: Art thou so fond of the teachings of Rabh?"Aye,
aye," he answered. Said he: Thisislike that which Rabh said: A silk garment is preciousto the
wearer. Rejoined R. Hisda: Did Rabh indeed say so? This second thing is even better than the
first; if 1 had other gifts | would bestow them too.

Rabhab. Mehassiain the name of the same said again: One should never show preference for
one child above his other children, as for the sake of two selas weight of silk, which Jacob
bestowed on Joseph in preference to his other sons, the brothers became jeal ous of Joseph, and
the development brought about our ancestors migration into Egypt.

Again he continued: One should always endeavor to seek adwelling in a city of recent
settlement, for the settlement being recent, the sins are few. Asit iswritten: "Behold, thiscity is
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near to flee thereunto, and it islittle” [Gen. xix. 20]. What does it mean, it is near and small?
Could not he see this himself? But it means its settlement is recent and therefore its sins are not
many.

The same said again: A city whose roofs are higher than that of the synagogue will ultimately be
destroyed, asit iswritten: "To raise high the house of our God," etc. [Ezra, ix. 9]. However, this
refers only to the roofs of the houses, but as to the tops of towers and pal aces, it does not
concern them. Said R. Ashi: | have prevented Matha M ehassia from being destroyed (as he had
made the prayer-house and the college higher than other houses). But was it not destroyed later?
Y ea, but not for thissin.

He also said: 1 It is better to be dependent on an Israelite than on an idolater; on an idolater than
on a Persian; on a Persian schoolman 2 than on a scholar; on a scholar than on awidow or an
orphan.

He also said: Rather any sickness than sickness of the bowels; rather any pain than pain of the
heart; rather any disorder than a disorder in the head; rather any evil than a bad wife.

Again hesaid: If al the seaswereink, if al the swamps were producing pens, if the whole
expanse of the horizon were parchment, and all the men were scribes, the (thoughts that fill the)



void of aruler's heart could not be written in full. Whence is this deduced? Said R. Mesharsia:
"The heavens as to height and the earth as to depth, and the hearts of kings cannot be
fathomed" [Prov. xxv. 3].

"Toread Shema," etc. Was it not stated before that they need not be interrupted? This sentence
appliesto study, as we have learned in a Boraitha: "Scholars that are engaged in studying the
Law must stop for the reading of Shema, but they need not stop for prayer.” Said R. Johanan:
Such isthe case with men like R. Simeon b. Y o'hai and his colleagues, for learning was their
profession; but men like ourselves must stop for prayer also. But have we not learned in a
Boraitha: "As (students) need not quit (their studies) for prayer, so they need not stop them for
Shema'? This applies only to the study of
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the establishment of leap year; asR. Adab. Ahba, and so also the sages of Hagruniain the name
of R. Elazar b. Zadok, declared: "When we were engaged in fixing aleap year at Y abne, we did
not quit (our work) either for Shemaor for prayer."

MISHNA 111.: A tailor shall not go out with his needle when it is nearly dark on Friday, lest he
forget and go out (carrying it about with him) after dark; nor a scribe with his pen; nor shall one
search for vermin in his garments or read before the lamp-light (Friday night). Of averity itis
said, an instructor may follow the children when they read, but he shall not read himself (before
the lamp-light). In asimilar manner it is said that one afflicted with gonorrhasa should not eat
from the same plate with a woman that has the same disease, lest they become accustomed to
one another and come to sin.

GEMARA: "Atailor shall not go out," etc. Does not the Mishna mean when the needle is stuck
in the garment? Nay, it treats of the case when (the tailor) holdsit in his hand.

Come and hear. "A tailor shall not go out with the needle sticking in his garment.” Does this not
treat of the eve of the Sabbath? Nay, it treats of the Sabbath itself.

But is there not another Boraitha: "A tailor shall not go out with the needle sticking in his
garment on Friday when it is nearly dark"? This was taught according to R. Jehudah, who holds
that alaborer (carrying athing) after the manner of his profession is culpable; as we have
learned in the following Tosephtha: " A tailor shall not go out with his needle sticking in his
garment; nor a carpenter with his ruler behind his ear; nor a cloth cleaner with the spanning cord
behind his ear; nor aweaver with the stuffing cotton behind his ear; nor a dyer with samples
around his neck; nor amoney changer with the dinar in his ear. If, however, they did so, they are
free, though they ought not to start it; so isthe decree of R. Mair. R. Jehudah, however, says:
The laborer only (going out) after the manner of his profession is culpable; but not common
men."

In the school of R. Ishmael it was taught: "One may go out with the phylacteries on his head at
twilight on the eve of Sabbath." Why so? As Rabhab. R. Huna said: One must feel the
phylacteries on his head at all times, and in consequence he will be reminded, through feeling
the phylacteries, that he must remove them before the Sabbath.



ThereisaBoraitha: A man must examine his garments on Friday evening, when it is getting
dark, to see whether thereis
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anything in them that must not be carried about on the Sabbath. Said R. Joseph: Thisisan
important ordinance concerning the Sabbath.

"One shall not search for vermin,” etc. Does it mean one shall not search for vermin in the day-
time (of a Sabbath) lest he destroy any; and he shall not read before alamp-light lest he snuff
(the wick); or are both ordinances connected with each other so as to make the ordinance
prohibiting the snuffing of the wick binding? Come and hear. "One shall not search for vermin
nor read before the lamp-light." What can we understand from this Boraitha better than from our
Mishna? Come and hear another Boraitha: "One shall not search before the lamp-light; also, one
shall not read beforeit." These two ordinances are among the other established Halakhas in the
attic of Hananiah b. Hyzkiyah b. Gorion. From thisisto be inferred that both cases were
prohibited for the same reason, that they may entail snuffing the wick.

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: One must not try to distinguish even between his own
and his wife's garments (before the lamp-light). Said Rabha: Thisis said only for the inhabitants
of Mahoza, 1 but among the dwellers of rural places the garments can easily be distinguished.
And even among the inhabitants of Mahoza, only the garments of old women cannot easily be
distinguished from those of the men, but not of young women.

The rabbis taught: One shall not search for vermin in the street out of self-respect. In the same
wise, R. Jehudah or R. Ne'hemiah taught that one shall not vomit in the street out of self-respect.
The rabbis taught: One who searches his garments and finds alouse shall not crack it, but
simply rub it with his fingers and throw it away (on the Sabbath). Says R. Huna: This should
also be done even on week days, out of self-respect.

We have learned, R. Simeon b. Elazar said: "One shall not kill vermin on the Sabbath." So said
Beth Shamai; Beth Hillel, however, allowed this. R. Simeon b. Elazar used aso to say in the
name of R. Simeon b. Gamaliel: "One is not allowed to negotiate marriage engagements for
children, nor to engage teachers or artisan masters for children, nor to pay visits of condolence
to mourners, nor to visit the sick on the Sabbath. Such is the decree of Beth Shamai; Beth Hilldl,
however, alowsal this.
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The rabbis taught: If one comesto visit the sick on the Sabbath, he shall say: "It is Sabbath and
we are not to cry, but relief is drawing nigh.” R. Mair said, one should say: "The Sabbath (if
respected) may bring mercy.” Rabbi Jehudah said: "May the Omnipotent have mercy with thee
and toward the sick of Isragl.” R. Jose said: "May the Omnipotent bestow mercy on thee
amongst the sick of Israel." Shebhnathe Jerusalemite when he entered (a sick-room on the
Sabbath) said, "Shalom"”; on leaving he said: "To cry! it is Sabbath; nevertheless, relief isnigh
AsHismerciesare great,” and "Rest yein peace."

According to whom iswhat R. Hanina said: "He who has a sick person in the house should



include him (in his prayers) amongst the sick in Isragl"? It was in accordance with R. Jose. R.
Hanina also said that it was with difficulty that the rabbis allowed visits of condolence to be paid
to mourners and to visit the sick on a Sabbath. Rabba b. b. Hana said: When | accompanied R.
Eliezer while visiting the sick, | sometimes heard him say (in Hebrew): "May the Omnipotent
mind thee in peace,” and sometimes (in Aramaic): "May the Merciful remember thee in peace.”
How could he do this? Did not R. Jehudah say: "One should never pray for what he needsin the
Aramaic language'? And also R. Johanan: "The angels of service do not listen to one's prayer in
the Aramaic tongue, for they know not that language.” The case of asick person is different, as
Shekhina itself iswith him. (Thiswill be explained in Tract Nedarin in the proper place.)

"One shall not read before the lamp-light.” Rabba said: It is the same even if the lamp is placed
two (men's) heights (from the ground); even two stories high, or even if it is on top of ten
houses, one above the other. "One shall not read,” but two may? Have we not learned, "Neither
one nor two"? Said R. Elazar: This presents no difficulty. Our Mishnatreats of two reading one
subject; and there it treats of two reading different subjects. Said R. Huna: Around the hearth-
fire even ten persons shall not read together. Rabba, however, said: A prominent man may read,
as he would not degrade himself by stirring the fire.

An objection was raised from the following: One should not read before alamp-light, lest he
snuff the wick. Said R. Ishmael b. Elisha: "I will read and not snuff it." Once he actually read
and was tempted to snuff the wick. And he exclaimed:
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[paragraph continues| "HOW great is the saying of the sages, that one should not read before alamp-
light." R. Nathan said: He actually snuffed the wick and noted in hisdiary: "I, Ishmael b. Elisha,
have read before the lamp on Sabbath, and have snuffed the wick. When the holy temple shall
be rebuilt, I will bring afat sin-offering.” Said R. Aba: With R. Ishmael b. Elishait is different,
for while studying the Law he always considered himself common.

Thereis one Boraitha: A servant may examine cups and dishes (to see, if they are clean, before
the lamp); and another, that he may not. This presents no difficulty. The former treats of a
servant in permanent engagement; 1 the latter of one who performs occasional service. And if
you wish, it may be said that both Boraithas apply to a permanent servant: the latter in the case
of alamp which isfed with oil, the former in the case where it is fed with naphtha. (Naphtha
emits a bad odor; he will therefore not be tempted to touch it.)

The schoolmen propounded a question: May a servant that is not permanently engaged (examine
his utensils) before alamp fed with oil?

Said Rabh: Theruleislaid down (that he may), but we do not practise it. R. Jeremiah b. Aba,
however, said: Soistherule, and so we practise.

Once R. Jeremiah b. Abatook (his Friday night meal) at the house of R. Assi. His servant (R.
Jeremiah's retainer, who was at the time doing occasional service in R. Assi's house) proceeded
to examine (the dishes) before the lamp. Said the wife of R. Assi (to her husband): "Y ou, my
master, do not approve of this." "Let him be," answered R. Assi; "he acts according to the
opinion of his master."



"Of a verity they said, an instructor," etc. Was it not said, "He may see"? For what purpose
should he do this but to read? Nay; he should see in order to watch the sequence of paragraphs.
So also said Rabba b. Samuel: "He may arrange the sequence of paragraphs.” Consequently,
may he not read the paragraphs through? Would this not oppose the statement of R. Simeon b.
Gamaliel, who said: "Children in their rabbi's house used to arrange their paragraphs and read
before the lamp-light"? With children the case is different; out of fear for their master they will
not be led to adjust.

MISHNA 1V.: And these are some of the regulations
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enacted in the attic of Hananiah b. Hyzkiyah b. Gorion, when the rabbis came to visit him. They
called the roll and found that the disciples of Shamai were more numerous than those of Hillel,
and they enforced eighteen regulations on that day.

GEMARA: Said Abayi to R. Joseph: Does the expression "and these," etc., refer to the things
that were mentioned, or is "these" used with reference to things to be mentioned farther on?
Come and hear. "One shall not search for vermin or read before alamp-light; and these are some
of the regulations,” etc. From thisit is obvious that "and these" is the correct version.

The rabbis taught: The "Roll of Fasts' was written by Hananiah b. Hyzkiyah and his company,
for they thought with fondness of the troubles (which their race had experienced). Said R.
Simeon b. Gamaliel: We also think with fondness of the troubles; but what shall we do? If we
wereto record (all the troubles our race has experienced since that time) we would never finish.
It may also be said: A fool never feels trouble, or (more pointedly) a dead member on aliving
body feels not the lancet. 1

MISHNA V.: The Beth Shamai said: Ink, dye material, or fodder (for animals) shall not be put
into water (on Friday) unless thereis still time for them to soak through whileit is day. The Beth
Hillel, however, permits this. The Beth Shamai prohibits putting bundles of linen thread (to
bleach) into the oven unless there is sufficient time left for them to become heated through while
itisyet day, or wool into a dye-kettle unless there is till timefor it to be soaked through the
same day. The Beth Hillel permits this. The Beth Shamai says. Traps shall not be set for animals
and birds, or nets for fishes (on Friday), unless thereis still time for them to be caught before
sunset. The Beth Hillel permitsthis. The Beth Shamai says: One shall not sell anything to a
Gentile (on Friday) or help him load hisanimal, or help him shoulder a burden unless he (the
Gentile) can reach (with hisload) the nearest place whileit isyet day. The Beth Hillel permits
this. The Beth Shamai
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says. Hides shall not be given to atanner nor clothesto a Gentile washer (on a Friday) unless
thereis still sufficient time left for him (the Gentile) to finish it whileit is day. The performance
of all these acts of labor heretofore mentioned was permitted by the Beth Hillel (on Friday)
while the sun was still shining. Rabbi Simeon b. Gamaliel said: At my father's house it was the
custom to give out white clothes to a Gentile washer three days before the Sabbath. Both



schools, however, agree that the presses may be put on olives and grapes in the press-pits (as
long asit is still daytime).

GEMARA: Who isthe Tanathat maintains that putting water on ink constitutes the final work
onit? Said R. Joseph: (It is Rabbi of the following Boraitha: "If one put flour (in avessel) and
another one put water on it, the latter is culpable (of the act of kneading); so is the decree of
Rabbi." R. Jose, however, says that one is not culpable until he kneadsiit.

The rabbis taught: At twilight on the eve of Sabbath one may make an opening in a spring, so
that the water run into the garden the whole day (of the Sabbath). He may also put smoking
incense underneath garments, so that they hold the fragrance the whole day. It is also allowed to
put burning sulphur under enamelled vessels, so that its smoke work on the paints the whole
Sabbath day. It isalso alowed for one to put a balm on the eye and a plaster on awound, so that
the healing process continue throughout the Sabbath; it is prohibited, however, to put grain into
awater-mill, unless there is yet enough daytime left for it to be ground. Why so? Said R. Joseph:
Because one is obliged to give rest even to tools on Sabbath.

Now since it was said that the resting of toolsis obligatory according to the decision of the Beth
Hillel, why did they permit putting sulphur and incense to smoke, or linen thread to bleach
during the Sabbath? Because no act was being done, and (the tools were practically) at rest. But
do not traps set for animals, birds, and nets for fishes work? Why, then, did they alow these?
Here, too, they treated only of fishers' rods and traps, which do no work (but into which animals
work themselves).

Now, as R. Oshia has declared in the name of R. Asdl, that only the Beth Shamai holds that there
isabiblical obligation for the resting of tools, but not the Beth Hillel, all the acts enumerated
above are permitted by the latter, even in the event of the tools performing work.
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Who is the Tana of what the rabbis taught anonymously as follows: A woman shall not put
dried lentils and peas into the oven on Friday when it is getting dark and |eave them there (to get
soft); and if she needs them for after the Sabbath she shall not use them, unless she waits the
length of time required to cook them afresh. In the same wise a baker shall not put a vessel with
water in the oven on Friday when it is getting dark; and if he needs (the hot water) for after the
Sabbath, he shall not use it unless he waits the length of time it would require to boil it afresh.”
Shall we assume that thisisin accordance with the Beth Shamai, but not with Beth Hillel? It
may also be in accordance with the Beth Hillel, as the prohibitions were made as precautionary
measures lest one stir the coals. If such isthe case, the burning of incense and sulphur (as
mentioned in our Mishna) should also be prohibited for the same reason. There isto be feared
that the coals might be stirred, while here is no fear of that, as when the coals are stirred smoke
may arise and injure the enamel or the garments. In the case of the linen thread also, no
precautionary measure was necessary, because the draught caused by the admission of air into
the oven would prove injurious to the thread, and therefore one would not open the oven to stir
the fire. Then let the placing of wool into a (dye) kettle be prohibited as a precautionary
measure? The Mishnatreats of a kettle that stands at some distance from the fire; so says
Samuel. Still, the apprehension exists that he may stir the dye. Nay, we speak of a kettle whose
cover is sealed with clay.



Now that the master said that the prohibitions (of the Boraitha) are only precautionary measures,
to prevent one from stirring the coals, a cold pot may be put in the oven on Friday wheniitis
getting dark. Why so? Because the victualsin it cannot be used the same evening, and he (the
cook) will never think of stirring the coals.

"One shall not sell a thing to a Gentile," etc. The rabbis taught: The Beth Shamai said: One shall
not sell athing to a Gentile, nor lend it to him, nor help him carry it, nor lend him nor present
him with any money on Sabbath eve unless there is time enough for the recipient to reach his
house before night comes on. The Beth Hillel said (all this may be done) if there istime enough
to reach his house at the wall of the city where helives. R. Agiba, however, says: It is sufficient
if thereistime enough for the Gentile to leave the house of the Jew.
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[paragraph continues] Said R. Jose b. Jehudah: "R. Aqgiba contends that his teaching does not
contradict that of the Beth Hillel, but merely explains the latter'sreal intent.”

The rabbis taught: One may put down eatables on his own grounds for a Gentile (on the
Sabbath). If the latter takes the eatables and carries them off, he need not prevent him.

The rabbis taught: One shall not hire out histools to a Gentile on Friday, but he may do so on
Wednesday or Thursday (even if he knows positively that the Gentile will use them on Sabbath).
In the same manner, it is prohibited to transmit aletter by a Gentile on Friday, but it may be sent
on Wednesday or Thursday. It was said of R. Jose the Priest, according to others the Pious, that
his handwriting was never found in the hands of a Gentile (for fear that it might be carried on
the Sabbath).

The rabbis taught: One shall not send a letter by a Gentile on Friday unless he stipulated a
certain sum for the delivery. If such a stipulation was not made, the Beth Shamai saysit must
not be delivered, unless the messenger has time to reach the house in which it isto be delivered
(before sunset); the Beth Hillel, however, maintains. He may do it if the messenger hastimeto
reach the house nearest to the wall of the city where the letter is to be delivered. Was it not
taught at first that "one shall not send” at all? This presents no difficulty. In the first part the case
treats of atown which has no post-office; in the latter part the Boraitha speaks of a town which
has one.

The rabbis taught: One shall not embark on avessel less than three days before the Sabbath.
Thisisthe caseif one goes (to sea) on private business, but if he goes for a meritorious act, he
may do so. He may make a stipulation with the owner of the boat that it shall rest on Sabbath,
although he is aware that he will not do so; so is the decree of Rabbi. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel,
however, maintains that such a stipulation is not necessary. To travel from Tyre to Zidon (a
journey of afew hours) one may embark even on Friday.

The rabbis taught: Siege shall not be laid to Gentile cities less than three days before the
Sabbath, but when the siegeislaid it need not be interrupted. So also Shamai used to say: It is
written, "until it is brought down" [Deut. xx. 20], i.e., even on a Sabbath day.



"R. Smeon b. Gamalidl said," etc. ThereisaBoraitha:
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[paragraph continues] R. Zadok said: "It was the custom at the house of Rabban Gamaliel to give
white clothes to the washer three days before the Sabbath, but colored clothes even on a Friday."
From this we have learned that it is harder to wash white clothes than colored ones. Abayi gave
colored clothes to the washer and asked: How much wilt thou take for washing them?"As much
as for white clothes," answered the washer. Said Abayi: "The rabbis have preceded thee with
their declaration” (that white clothes are harder to wash).

"Both schools agree,” etc. Why did the school of Shamai enforce precautionary measuresin all
the previous cases, but in the case of wine and oil presses they did not do so? They prohibited
the performance of such labor as involves the obligation of a sin-offering, if performed
(unintentionally) on the Sabbath, or on a Friday when approaching darkness; but for the putting
of press beams on grapes or olives, which does not involve the obligation of a sin-offering even
if done on the Sabbath, the precautionary measure was not necessary.

From thisit may be inferred that work which continues by itself may well be started (late on
Friday). 1 Who isthe Tanathat holds so? Said R. Jose: R. Ishmael of the Mishna (Ediath, I1. 7):
"Garlic, unripe grapes, and green grain-stalks which were crushed (on Friday) while yet day,
may be put under pressure at sunset; so isthe decree of R. Ishmael. R. Agiba, however, says: "It
must not be done." R. Elazar (b. Pedath), however, said that the Tanain question is R. Elazar (b.
Samoa) of the following Mishna: "Honeycombs that were crushed on Friday shall not be put in
the press (at sunset), so that the honey run out by itself; R. Elazar, however, permitsit."” R. Jose
b. Hanina has practised in accordance with the theory of R. Ishmael.

The oil and the covers of the small oil-presses Rabh prohibits to handle on the Sabbath. Samue,
however, permitsit. The same is the case with reed-cloth; Rabh prohibits, and Samuel permits
(to handle). Coversthat are used on board of a vessel to cover the deck Rabh prohibits, and
Samuel permits the handling of.

R. Nahman said: "A goat that is kept for its milk, a sheep that is kept for itswool, ahen that is
kept for its eggs, an ox
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that is kept for the plough, and dates that are put up for the market, are prohibited for use at a
biblical feast,” according to Rabh; Samuel, however, said it was permitted. The point of their
differing isthe law of Muktza, in which R. Jehudah and R. Simeon differ. (It is explained farther
on that, according to the latter, no Muktza exists.)

A disciplein 'Harta of Argis 1 decided cases according to R. Simeon's teaching, and R.
Hamnunah put him under the ban. But have we not adopted the opinion of R. Simeon? Y ea, but
'Harta was within the jurisdiction of Rabh, and he (the disciple) should not have done as he did
against Rabha's teaching.



MISHNA VI.: Meats, onions, and eggs shall not be put to roasting on the eve of Sabbath, unless
they can be done whileit isyet day.

Bread shall not be put in the oven or a cake upon live coals, unless the crust can be formed while
itisyet day. R. Elazar saysit is enough if the bottom crust is formed. The Passover sacrifice
may be turned around in the oven (on Friday) when it is getting dark. In the heating-house of
(the sanctuary) the fire was fed at eventide. The firesin the rural districts may be fed until the
flames envelop the greatest part (of the fuel). R. Judha says. "Where coals were already burning
more fuel may be added, even when Sabbath is quite near at hand.”

GEMARA: When should such victuals be considered done? Said R. Elazar in the name of Rabh:
"When they are done like the victuals of Ben Drostai.” 2 Aswe have learned in a Boraitha:
Hananiah says all victualsthat are done like the victuals of Ben Drostai may be |eft upon the
hearth, even if the fire in the hearth is not stirred up and full of ashes.

"Bread shall not be put," etc. The schoolmen propounded a question: ("Does R. Elazar speak of)
the crust that is formed near the wall of the oven, or the crust formed (on the side of the loaf,
that is turned) to the fire?"

Come and hear. R. Elazar says: "It is sufficient if the surface is crusted, which lies close to the
wall of the oven."
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"The Passover sacrifice may be turned," etc. Why so? Because a company (when preparing a
sacrifice in the temple) is very cautious.

But if thiswere not the case, would it not be allowed? Has not the master said: A (sacrificial)
kid may be used, well done or not well done? Aye, but in that caseit is cut in pieces; in our case
it could not be cut in pieces. 1

"Thefire in the heating-house," etc. Why so? Whence is this deduced? Said R. Huna: It is
written [Ex. xxxv. 3]: "Ye shall not kindle any fire throughout your habitations upon the
Sabbath day." Your habitations excluded the sanctuary. R. Hisda opposed: If it is so, then they
may do so on Sabbath itself; therefore he explains thus: The cited verse excludes only the parts
of the members which are already upon the altar, and the reason of our Mishnais because priests
are very careful.

"Intherural districts," etc. What does "the greatest part" mean? According to Rabh: "The
greatest part of each piece"; and according to Samuel: "Until no more small wood is needed to
make the heap burn." R. Hyya taught the following Boraitha in support of R. Samuel: "The
flame should continue rising by itself, and not by the assistance of anything else.” And to only
one log of wood? -until the fire catches most of its thickness; and according to others, the most
of its circumference, was the decision of Rabh. Said R. Papa: To comply with both views just
mentioned it isright that the fire should catch both, the most of its thickness and the greatest part
of its circumference. However, regarding thislaw Tanaim of the following Boraitha differ. R.
Hyya says: Until it is so burned that it is unfit for any carpenter's work. R. Judah b. Bathyra
says. Until the fire catches both sides. And although this cannot be substantiated by evidence



(from Scripture), there is a hint of this--viz.: "Both ends are consumed by the fire and the inside
is scorched; isit fit for any work?' [Ez. xv. 4].

It was taught: R. Kahana said: Reeds, if they are tied together, must (have enough daytime on
Friday) to burn over half; if not tied together, lessis sufficient. Granum must have enough time
for the fire to catch their greater part; if they are put in afire-pot, they need not. R. Joseph taught
four substances
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[paragraph continues] (used as fuel) need not (have time until the fire catches) the greater part--viz.:
pitch, sulphur, cheese, and running fats. In a Boraitha it was taught that straw and (wood)
shavings belong to the same category. R. Johanan said that the same is the case with fuel in
Babylon. What does it mean? According to R. Joseph hast, and according to Rami b. Aba
branches.

APPENDIX.
[Explanatory to p. 8, line 2 (Erubhin, p. 25).]

ThereisaBoraithain addition to the last Mishna of Chap. IX., ibid., p. 226, asfollows: "More
than this said R. Jehudah: 'He who has two houses, one on each side of public ground, may add
to each abeam or a side beam (for asign), and this allows him to carry things from one house
into the other." To which the rabbis answered that such an erubh does not suffice for public
ground." (The reason of R. Jehudah's statement is that biblically two partitions suffice to turn
premises of public ground into private ground, with which the rabbis do not agree.) 1

Footnotes

1:1 See Jer. xvii. 21, 28, and Neh. xiii. 19. This Mishnatreats of the prohibition, so strongly

inculcated by the prophets, of transferring things over the line of division between various
grounds or premises.

1.2 The difference between the violation of the biblical statutes and that of the rabbinical

statutes is marked by the prescription of the penalties of sin-offerings, shortening of life and
capital punishment for the first-named violation, while no penalties are attached to a violation of
the last-named statutes. (See Introduction.)

2:1 Rashi explains at length how eight or even twelve instances of transfer could occur, but, not
being essential to the subject, we omit the explanation.

2:2Lev.iv. 27.



3:1 Students of the Talmud will remember that while it) the act of walking a man cannot be

guilty of the transgression of carrying movable property. The body must be at rest. The removal
of athing by means of the hand implies a disturbance in the rest of the body.

3:2 Asillustrated in our Mishna; for if he did not deposit the thing that he had passed from the
street into the house, he was not culpable.

4:1 All the labors that were performed at the construction of the tabernacle in the desert, asis

taught in a Mishnafarther on, if done on the Sabbath intentionally, involved capital punishment.
The intention becomes apparent when there are witnesses to warn the perpetrator of hiswrong
and he does not heed them.

7.1 Thetechnical expression is"to make an Erubh," i.e., to mix their possessions as if they were
partners, as explained in Tract Erubin, I. 2.

7:2 A door-step is regarded as ground of which the religious law takes no cognizance.

8:1 According to Rashi, R. Ashi means to state that even when the capacity of the valley was

more than two saoth and no dwelling was near, which is aways considered as unclaimed ground
in regard to this, neverthelessit is considered as private ground, and whoever carries from it into
public ground is guilty.

9:1 Any space that is less than ten spans high from the ground is considered by the law as

unclaimed ground, and there things may be handled on the Sabbath only as above, while on
private ground things may be handled freely within the whole area over which it extends.

11:1 The cornice which is spoken of above should be like the branch in this instance.

11:2 The space above ten spans does not enter within the jurisdiction of public ground.

11:3 Here abee-hive is spoken of which is not six spans in circumference, i.e., less than four
spans square.

11:4 Thereisalaw of Mosaic origin determining that every object that is not farther from the
ground than three spans must be considered "Lavud," i.e., attached to the ground. In the above
case, when a bee-hive seven spans or atrifle over seven spans high is thrown to the ground, it
does not become positively "Lavud" when within three spans from the ground, and is thus
considered ten spansin all. The margin istoo small. It must be seven and a half spans high, and
when reaching the ground within three spans the hive becomes"Lavud," and being positively
over ten spans high is treated as a piece of private property.

13:1 The reference made here, that one should not sit down before the hair-cutter near the time

for the afternoon prayer is a simple precaution. The exact specification for the timeisto be
found in Berachoth, Perek IV., M. 1.



13:2 The following discussions may seem to have no direct connection with the ordinances

pertaining to the Sabbath; however, they are included in the tract on account of their connection
with the succeeding Mishna, which commences:. "A tailor shall not go out with his needle when
itisnearly dark on Friday.” Incidentally, the injunctions concerning the time for the Min'ha are
given, in order that prayer time shall not be forgotten.

14:1 High afternoon (Min'ha) was the time when the regular afternoon sacrifice was offered at

the temple, about an hour after midday. The lesser afternoon time was about an hour before
sunset. Because the time for afternoon devotion was calculated by the offering of the "gift-
sacrifice," the name of that sacrifice, "Min'ha," is used by the rabbis as a technical term to
designate both the afternoon devotion and the time when it is to be performed.

15:1 The rabbi thus regarded prayer as a thing belonging to transient life, because it benefits

only the individual. Study, on the other hand, is regarded as an object that concerns eternal life,
for by its results future generations may be benefited.

16:1 Trandlated literally. Leeser, however, trandates differently according to the sense, but his
translation is not correct.

17:1 Transposed from Tract Betzah, p. 16b.

17:2 He was an Aaronite, and in his time they used to give the Aaronites their meat-offerings. In
the time of R. Hisda the descendants of the priests still received their titles.

18:1 These somewhat abstruse distinctions are made for the reason that a dependent of a scholar,

orphan, or widow isliable to incur greater punishment for an injury done his master than were
his master an Ishmaelite, Persian, etc.

18:2 Thetitle "Habher" is the exact equivalent of "fellowship" as a college position in our time;
we translate it "'schoolman."

20:1 Large cities where the men are effeminate and wear garments like the women.

22:1 A servant in permanent engagement is more careful about his dishes, for fear that he may
lose his position. He is therefore more apt to adjust the wick.

23:1 The Gemara discusses here the eighteen precautionary measures which were enacted in the

attic referred to, and tried also to find them out, as what they were is not mentioned in the
Mishnaat al. As none of them, except the two mentioned in the Mishna (which is not discussed
at al), belong to Sabbath, we have omitted the whole discussion. However, we have named all
of them in the appendix to thistract [Val. II., pp. 381-390, g. v.], and we have shown that all of

these enactments were political and of great necessity at that time.

27:1 Without requiring the labor of man when once started, asis the case with wine and oil
presses, in which case the beams, once put on grapes or olives, force the fluids to run down of



their own accord.

28:1 Argis was the man who built the city of 'Harta and R. Hamnunah lived in that city. The

cavein which heisburied is still in existence there. So | have found written in an answer of a
Gaon. (Rashi.)

28:2 A notorious highwayman, who could never stay in one place long enough to cook his
meals, and was wont to do only the third part of cooking they required.

29:1 See Ex. xii. 9, 46, where it is explicitly ordained that the paschal lamb should not be
dismembered, and no bone should be broken.

30:1 This Boraitha was omitted in Tract Erubhin. Here, however, to render the above-mentioned
passage clearer for the reader, we deem it necessary to trandate it.

Next: Chapter |l: Regulations Concerning The Sabbath And 'Hanukah Light
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CHAPTER II.

REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE SABBATH AND 'HANUKAH LIGHT.

MISHNA |.: What shall and what shall not be used for lighting (the Sabbath light)? The light
shall not be made with (wicks of) cedar hast, raw flax, silk fibre, weeds growing upon the water,
and ship-moss. 1 Nor shall pitch, wax, cotton-seed oil, oil of rejected heave-offerings, 2 fat from
the tail of a sheep, and tallow be used.

Nahum the Modait says melted tallow maybe used for lighting; the schoolmen, however,
prohibit melted and raw tallow alike.

GEMARA: Rabbin and Abayi were sitting before Rabbanah Ne'hemiah, the brother of the
Exilarch (after the death of his brother he became Exilarch under the name Ne'hemiah the
Second), and they saw that he was dressed in amantle of p eta&a (raw silk). Said Rabbin to
Abayi: "Thisis called in our Mishnakhlakh." 3 And he answered: "In our city it iscalled Shira
Peranda (ferandinis).” The same (Rabbin and Abayi) happened to be in the valley of
Tamruritha, and they saw a kind of willow, and Rabbin said to Abayi: "Thisis edan mentioned
in our Mishna'; and he rejoined: "Thisis only common wood; how could awick be made of it?"
He peeled off one of them and showed him akind of woolly substance between the bark and the
stem.
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The rabbis taught: All that which was prohibited for the Sabbath lamp may be used in fires that
are kept up for heat or even for constant light, whether (such fires are built) upon the ground or
in the hearth; as the materials are prohibited only for use as wicks for the Sabbath lamp.

Rabba said: The wicks which the rabbis forbade the use of in the Sabbath lamp are prohibited
because they give aflickering light. The oily substances were prohibited because they do not
adhere to the wick.

Abayi questioned Rabba: Would it be permitted to mix oil with these prohibited fats and then
use them for the Sabbath lamp? Or is even that prohibited as a precaution lest one use those fats
without the addition of oil? Rabba answered: It is prohibited. Why so? Because they do not give
aright light.

Abayi objected to him from the following: "R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said: 'In my father's house
they wound the wick around a nut and lighted it'; hence you see that it may be lighted." Said
Rabba: "Instead of contradicting me with the saying of R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, support my view
with the decision of the first Tana" (of our Mishna). This would not do, as the record of an act is



incontrovertible. Sill the record of the master remains contradictory. The Mishnais not
complete, and should read thus: "If one has wound athing that may be used (as awick) around a
thing that may not be used, be is not permitted to light it. Thisis the case when the two
(substances) are to serve the purpose of awick, but if the prohibited substance is used merely to
support the permissible (the combination) is allowed, as so said R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, 'In my
father's house,™ etc.

But, after al, it is not so. Did not R. Berunateach in the name of Rabh: To melted tallow or fish
fat one may add some oil and use it for the Sabbath lamp? These substances adhere to the wick
in themselves. But the rabbis had prohibited melted tallow or fish fat as a precaution, lest (if the
melted substance be allowed) one use it raw also for light. Why did they not enact the
prohibition to use these substances with the admixture of some oil as a precaution lest they be
used without the admixture of oil? Thisitself is a precautionary measure; shall we enact another
as asafeguard to it?

R. Huna said: The wicks and fats which the sages have prohibited for the Sabbath lamp cannot
be used for the 'Hanukah lamp either on the Sabbath night or on week nights. Said
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[paragraph continues] Rabba: The reason of R. Huna's theory is because he holds that if the
('Hanukah lamp) is extinguished (by accident) it must be relighted, and also that its light may be
used to work by. R. Hisda, however, maintains that it can be fed (with these fats) on week
nights, but not on the Sabbath night. Because he holds that if it is extinguished, oneisnot in
duty bound (to light it again), and aslong asit burns it may be used to work by.

R. Zerain the name of R. Mathna, according to others in the name of Rabh, said: The wicks and
fats which the sages prohibited for the Sabbath lamp may be used for the ‘Hanukah lamp, both
during the week and on the Sabbath night. Said R. Jeremiah: The reason of Rabh's decision is
because he holds that if it is extinguished he need not relight it, and itslight is prohibited to be
used.” The rabbis declared this before Abayi, in the name of R. Jeremiah, and he would not
accept it; when Rabbin came from Palestine he declared the same before Abayi in the name of
R. Johanan, and he accepted it and said: "Had | been worthy, | would have accepted this
teaching before.”

It is said in the name of Rabh: "If it is extinguished, it is not needed to relight it." Is this not
contradicted by the following: "The proper ordinanceis for (the ‘Hanukah light) to last from
sunset until footsteps are no longer heard in the street”? 1 Does this not mean that if
extinguished it must be relighted? Nay, the time appointed is only for the purpose of
determining when the light isto be lit, or alight should be made which will last for the
appointed time.

"Until footsteps are no longer heard,” etc. Up to what timeisthis? Said Rabbab. b. Hanain the
name of R. Johanan: "Up to the time when the steps of the Tarmudites 2 are heard no more.”

The rabbis taught: The law of 'Hanukah demands that every man should light one lamp for
himself and his household. Those who seek to fulfil it well have alamp lit for every member of
the household. Those who seek to fulfil the law in the best possible manner should light



according to Beth Shamai the first night eight flames, and every following night one flame
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less. And according to Beth Hillel the reverse--the first night one lamp, and be increased by one
on each succeeding night. Said Rabba b. b. Hana in the name of R. Johanan: "There were two
sages in Zidon; one did according to the decision of Shamai's school, and gave the reason that
the 'Hanukah lamp isto be lit in the same manner as the sacrifices of the feast were offered, 1
and the other according to the school of Hillel, with the reason that holy actions should show
(emblemize) increase and not reduction.

The rabbis taught: It is amerit to put the 'Hanukah lamp on the outside door of the house; and he
who livesin an attic putsit in awindow that opensinto the street. In time of danger, however, 2
it issufficient if the lights are on the table. Said Rabha: In the latter case another light is required
to work by; but if there is a hearth-fire in the house, it is not necessary. However, if the manis
of high standing (and not in the habit of working by the hearth-light) he must have another lamp.

What is 'Hanukah? The rabbis taught: "On the twenty-fifth day of Kislev 'Hanukah commences
and lasts eight days, on which lamenting (in commemoration of the dead) and fasting are
prohibited. When the Hellenists entered the sanctuary, they defiled all the oil that was found
there. When the government of the House of Asmoneans prevailed and conquered them, oil was
sought (to feed the holy lamp in the sanctuary) and only one vial was found with the seal of the
high priest intact. The vial contained sufficient oil for one day only, but a miracle occurred, and
it fed the holy lamp eight days in succession. These eight days were the following year
established as days of good cheer, on which psalms of praise and acknowledgment (of God's
wonders) were to be recited.

R. Kahana said: R. Nathan b. Manyomi in the name of R. Tanhum lectured: "A 'Hanukah lamp
becomes disqualified if it is put higher than twenty ells (from the ground), just like a Sukkah
(booth) and like the side beam of an alley."

Rabba said: The merit of the 'Hanukah lamp is that it be put within a span of the house door.
And on which side? R. A'ha b. Rabha said to the right, R. Samuel of Diphti said to
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the left (of the entrance). And the Halakha prevails that it should be placed to the left of the
entrance, so that the 'Hanukah light be on one side and the Mezuzah 1 on the other side of the
door.

R. Jehudah in the name of R. Assi said: It is not allowed to count money by the 'Hanukah light.
When this was cited before Samuel, he said: "Is there any holinessin the light?' R. Joseph
retorted: Is there any holinessin the blood of an animal? and yet have we not learned in a
Boraitha: It iswritten: "Then shall pour out the blood . . . and cover it" . .. [Lev. xvii. 13]. From
thiswe infer that he must cover it with the same hand it was shed with, but not with hisfoot, in
order that the fulfilment of the commandment should not be treated with lack of reverence. In
our case, too, the light must not be used for anything, in order that the compliance with an
ordinance should not evince alack of reverence.



R. Joshuab. Levi was questioned: May the fruits, hung up in the Sukkah for ornamentation, be
used during the seven days of the feast? He answered: Even to the 'Hanukah light alaw was
passed prohibiting the counting of money. Said R. Joseph: "Lord of Abraham!" Here he
connected alaw that was enacted (by the ancient masters) with one that was not discussed by
them. The law concerning the Sukkah was biblical, that concerning 'Hanukah was not biblical
but rabbinical. Therefore said R. Joseph: The precedent of all these casesis the law concerning
the blood (which was cited above).

It was taught: Rabh said,: It is not allowed to light one 'Hanukah light with the other; Samuel
permits this. Rabh prohibited Tzitzith (show-threads) to be taken out of one garment and put
into another; Samuel permits also this. He also said that the Halakha does not prevail in
accordance with R. Simeon regarding dragging across the floor (which will be explained farther
on); and Samuel maintainsit does. 2

Said Abayi: "My master followed the decisions of Rabh in al questions except the three
mentioned above, which he decided according to Samuel."
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One of the rabbisin the presence of R. Adab. Ahba said:

Rabh's reason for prohibiting these acts was to prevent irreverence in the compliance with the
law." Said R. Adato the scholars present: "Hear him not; Rabh's reason was to prevent
stinginess in the fulfilment of laws." And what is the difference between the two? It isin the
lighting of one 'Hanukah lamp with another. He who says that irreverence was the reason cannot
prohibit this; but he who holds stinginess to be the reason, prohibits even this rightfully.

How is this question to be decided? Said R. Huna b. R. Joshua: "L et us sec whether the act of
lighting the lamp constitutes merit, or whether it isthe act of putting it in its proper place”; this
guestion having been already propounded by the schoolmen (the answer, when given, will serve
for the above aso).

Come then and hear the following: R. Joshuab. Levi says: "A lantern (that was it for 'Hanukah
on Friday night) and kept burning the whole following day must, at the close of the Sabbath, be
extinguished and then relighted.” Now if we say that the lighting constitutes compliance with
the commandment, this teaching is correct; but if we say that the placing of the lamp in its
proper place constitutes the merit, it should be said: "It should be extinguished, raised up, put in
its proper place, and then lit." And also, since we pronounce the benediction, "Blessed art Thou,
etc., who hast commanded us to light the 'Hanukah lamp," it becomes clearly apparent the
lighting constitutes compliance. And so it is. Now that we come to the conclusion that the act of
lighting constitutes the merit, it is understood that if this was done by a deaf-mute, an idiot, or a
minor, the act is not valid; awoman, however, may surely light it, as R. Joshuab. Levi said:
"Women are in duty bound to light the 'Hanukah lamp, for they were included in miracle.”

R. Shesheth said: A guest (at a stranger's house) is obliged to light the 'Hanukah lamp. Said R.
Zera: When | was studying at the school of Rabh, | contributed my share towards maintaining
and lighting the lamp with mine host. Since | am married, | say, | surely need not light it now,



foritislit for me at my house.

R. Joshuab. Levi said: "All fats are good for the 'Hanukah lamp, but olive oil isthe best." Abayi
said: "My master always sought for poppy-seed oil, because, said he, it burns slowly (and
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the light lasts longer), but when he heard the saying of R. Joshuab.. Levi, he sought for olive
oil, for that gives a clearer light."

Hyyab. Ashi in the name of Rabh said: He who lights the ‘Hanukah lamp must pronounce a
benediction. R. Jeremiah said: He who perceives it must pronounce a benediction. R. Jehudah
said: He who perceives a 'Hanukah lamp on the first day must pronounce two benedictions, and
the one that lights it on the first day, three; 1 after the first day, the one that lights it must
pronounce two benedictions and the one that perceivesit one.

What benediction would he omit? The benediction of time. But why not omit the benediction of
the miracle? Because the miracle was continued every day (of the eight). And what isthe
(special) benediction? "Blessed be, etc., who hallowed us with His commands and ordained that
we shall light the 'Hanukah lamp.” But where did He ordain this? Said R. Avya: (This command
isincluded in) "Thou shalt not depart,” etc. [Deut. xvii. 11]. R. Nehemiah, however, from the
following said: "Ask thy father and he will tell thee; thine elders, and they will inform

thee" [ibid. xxxii. 7].

R. Hunasaid: A house that has two doors must have two lamps. Said Rabha: Thisisonly in case
when the two doors are in two different sides of the house; but if they both open on the same
sideit is not necessary. Why so? Because the townsmen may pass by the side which has no lamp
and suspect the owner of the house of not having lit any at all. And whereisit taken from that
one must endeavor to avoid suspicion? From a Tosephthain Peah, Chap. L, which states plainly
that every one must do so.

R. Isaac b. Rediphah in the name of R. Huna said: "A lamp with two mouths (so that two wicks
can belitinit) is sufficient for two men."

Rabhasaid: If one hasfilled a dish with oil, put wicks all around the brim, and covered it with a
vessel (so that each wick yields a separate flame), it is sufficient for many persons; but if he has
not covered it, he makes it appear as one flame of fire, and it isnot valid, even for one person.

The same said again: If one (possessing only means enough
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to light one lamp) must choose between using this light for a house-light 1 (on Friday night) or a
'Hanukah light, he should use it for ahouse-light in order to preserve his domestic peace. If,
again, his choice must be between (purchasing) the house-light and (the wine necessary for the
celebration) of the holiness of Sabbath, the house-light is to be preferred and for the same
reason; however, it is doubtful to me what must be chosen between the 'Hanukah light and the



goblet for giddush. When one cannot afford both, which must he prefer?’ "Is the latter to be
preferred because it is of regular occurrence. 2 or isthe 'Hanukah light preferable, in order to
proclaim the miracle (which it commemorates)?* After deliberating he decided himself that the
proclaiming of the miracle has the preference.

R. Huna said: he who makes a practice of lighting many lamps (which the law requires for
festive occasions) will be rewarded with scholarly sons. He who is particular about his Mezuzah
will be blessed with afine dwelling. He who is particular about his show-threads (Tzitziths) will
be blessed with fine garments. He who is particular to pronounce the benediction of Sabbath
over agoblet of wine shall live to have his cellar well stocked.

R. Hunawas wont to pass by the house of R. Abbin, the carpenter. He noticed that the latter lit a
great many lamps on the Sabbath night. Said he: "Two great men will come forth from this
house." And they were R. Jidi and R. Hyyab. Abhin.

R. Hisda was wont to pass by the house of the master (father or father-in-law) of R. Shezbi; he
noticed many lights every Sabbath. Said he: "A great man will come forth from this house.”
This great man was R. Shezbi.

The wife of R. Joseph was accustomed to light her (Sabbath) lamp late. Said he unto her: There
isaBoraitha: It iswritten: "The pillar of cloud did not depart by day nor the
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pillar of fire by night" [Ex. xiii. 22]. From this we infer that the two pillars always closely
followed each other. She then wanted to light up too early. Said a certain old man to her: "There
is another Boraitha, however, that (whatever isto be done) should be done neither too early nor
too late."

Rabha. said: "He who loves scholars, will have sons that are scholars; he who respects them,
will have scholarly sons-in-law; he who fears scholars, will become a scholar himself, and if he
isnot fit for this, hiswords will be respected like those of an ordained scholar.”

"Oil of rejected heave-offering,” etc. What isthat? Said Rabba: It means oil of heave-offering
which became defiled. It is called oil for burning, because it must be destroyed in fire, and the
Mishna speaks here of a Friday that happensto fall on afeast day, and the prohibition to light
(the Sabbath lamp) with it is because consecrated things that have been defiled must not be
burned on afeast day. Said R. Hanina of Sora: "This should be corrected in our Mishna: Why
shall one not make a light with the defiled oil”? Because defiled things must not be burned on a
feast day. And so also we have learned in a Boraitha: All material which must not be used for
lighting, on the Sabbath, may belit on afeast day, save the ail for burning.”

The schoolmen propounded a question: Should the ‘Hanukah incident be mentioned in the
benediction after meals? Shall we assume that because it is rabbinical it is unnecessary? or, for
the sake of the proclamation of the miracle, it should? Said Rabba in the name of R. Shaura,
quoting R. Huna: "It is not necessary; however, if one wishesto do it, he should incorporateit in
the thanksgiving part.”



R. Hunah b. Jehudah visited the house of Rabha. He was about to mention it in (the prayer part
under the heading of) "the One who builds up Jerusalem.” Said R. Shesheth: Nay; it should be
mentioned in the thanksgiving part of the benediction after the meal, asit is mentioned in the
same part in the prayer of the eighteen benedictions. 1

The schoolmen propounded a question: Should the New-Moon day be mentioned in the
benediction after meals? Shall we assume that the New-Moon day is more important than
Hanukah because its observation is enjoined in the Scriptures,
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or need it not be mentioned because manual |abor is not prohibited on that day? Rabh maintains
it may; R. Haninamaintains it may not. Said R. Zerika: "Hold to Rabh's opinion, for R. Oshia
holds to the same; as R. Oshiataught: On the days on which additional sacrifices (Musaph) are
offered in the sanctuary, like New-Moon days and the middle days of afeast, one must at
evening, morning, and afternoon services recite the regular eighteen benedictions and insert in
the thanksgiving part of the day's service a passage referring to the subject of the day. And if he
has failed to do so, he should be made to repeat them; however, no benediction over a goblet of
wine, though a remembrance of their significance must be made in the prayer after meals. On
days requiring no additional sacrifice, like the first Monday, Thursday and Monday (after a
biblical feast), fast days, and the days (devoted to prayer by) commoners, 1 one must recite the
eighteen benedictions at evening, morning, and afternoon services, and insert a paragraph
referring to the subject of the day in the prayer division; and if he forgot the latter he need not
repeat them, nor any remembrance of them in the benediction after meals. The Halakha,
however, does not prevail with all that was said above. It remains as decreed by R. Joshua b.
Levi: If the Day of Atonement happensto fall on a Sabbath day, mention of the Sabbath must be
made even in the Nellah prayer (the last of the four different prayers of the Day of Atonement).
Why so0? Because the Sabbath and the Day of Atonement are now one, and four prayers are
indispensable to the services of the day.

MISHNA 11.: The lamp used on a (biblical) feast-night shall not be fed with oil of rejected
heave-offerings. R. Ishmael said: The Sabbath lamp shall not be fed with tar, out of honor for
the Sabbath. The sages, however, alow all fatty substances for this purpose: poppy-seed ail, nut
ail, fish ail, radish ail, wild-gourd oil, tar, and naphtha. R. Tarphin said: It shall be lighted with
nothing but olive oil.

GEMARA: "R. Ishmael said, "etc. Why so? Said Rabha: Because it emits a bad odor (and the
Tana prohibits it) as a precaution,
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lest one light it and leave the house. Said Abayi: Let him go (what harm isthere in that?).
Rejoined Rabha: Because | hold that the Sabbath light is a duty, as R. Nahman b. R. Zabda or b.
Rabha said in the name of Rabh. The (enjoyment of) Sabbath light is an obligation. The washing
of hands and feet in warm water toward evening (on Friday) isoptional. And | say itisa
meritorious act. Why so? Because R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: "It was the custom of

R. Jehudah bar Ilayi to bathe his face, hands, and feet in warm water, that was brought to himin
atrough every Friday toward evening; after that he wrapped himself in a pallium with Tzitzith



(show-threads) and thus assumed an angelic appearance.”

It iswritten: "My soul was deprived of peace” [Lam. iii. 17]. What does this mean? Said R.
Abuhu: 1t means (being deprived of the pleasure of) lighting the Sabbath lamp. "I forgot the
good.” [ibid.]. What does this mean? Said R. Jeremiah: Thisrefers to (the deprivation of) a bath.
R. Johanan, however, said: It refersto the washing of hands and feet with warm water. R. 1saac
of Naph'ha said: It refersto a good bed and comfortable bedding. R. Aba said: It refersto an
arranged bed and an elegantly robed wife for scholarly men.

The rabbis taught: "Who may consider himself rich?' One who enjoys hisriches, is the opinion
of R. Meir. R. Tarphon says: He who has a hundred fields, a hundred vineyards, and a hundred
daves at work in them. R. Agiba said: He who has a wife adorned with good virtues. R. Jose
said: He who has a place for man's necessity in his house. 1

We have learned in aBoraitha: R. Simeon b. Elazar said: "The Sabbath lamp shall not be fed
with aromatic balsam." Why so? Rabba said: Because it yields a fine fragrance, it was feared
lest one use it (taking it out while the lamp is burning). Said Abayi to him: "Why does not the
master say becauseit isvolatile?" Aye, he means this and the other aso; the balsamis
prohibited because it is volatile, and also for fear lest it be used.

There was a mother-in-law who hated her son's wife, and told her to perfume herself with
aromatic oil. When the daughter-in-law had done this, she ordered her to go and light the candle.
While complying with this order, she caught fire and was burned.

The rabbis taught: A lamp shall not be fed with defiled
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[paragraph continues] " Tebhel" 1 even on week days, and the less so on the Sabbath. In asimilar

manner, white naphtha shall not be used to feed alamp with on week days, much less on
Sabbath, because it is volatile.

In the Boraitha it was said that aromatic balsam shall not be used; so aso did R. Simeon b.
Elazar teach: Aromatic balsam is nothing but resin, that comes forth from aromatic trees.

R. Ishmael said: The (Sabbath) lamp shall not be fed with anything that comes from the trunk of
atree. R. Ishmael b. Beroga said: It shall be lighted only with such substances as come from
fruit. R. Tarphon, however, said: It shall be fed only with olive oil. R. Johanan b. Nuri then
arose and said; "What shall the people of Babylonia do, who have nothing but poppy-seed oil ?
What shall the people of Media do, who have nothing but nut oil? What shall the people of
Alexandria do, who have nothing but radish oil? and what shall the people of Cappadocia do,
who have no oil of any kind, nothing but tar?' Nay; we have no choice but to accept the decree
of the masters as to substances which should not be used. Even fish oil and resin maybe used. R.
Simeon Shezori said: Oil of wild gourds and naphtha may be used. Symmachos said: No animal
fat save fish oil may be used.

MISHNA 111.: No substance that comes from atree shall be used (as awick) save flax. In like



manner no substance that comes from a tree becomes defiled when serving as atent (in which a
dead body lies) save flax.

GEMARA: Whence do we know that flax is called atree? Said Mar Zutra: From what is
written: " She took them up to the roof, and hid them in the flax trees" [Josh. ii. 6].

"No substance, etc., save flax." Whence is this deduced? Said R. Elazar: From the analogy of
expressions "tent," which is mentioned in the case of the tabernacle, and in the case of death
[Ex. xI. 19 and Numb. xix. 14]. Asthe tent of the tabernacle was made only of flax, so asoin
our case, if atent ismade of flax only, it isalso called atent, and is liable to become defiled.

MISHNA IV.: A piece of cloth that was rolled together, but not singed, said R. Eliezer, becomes
defiled (when it isin the same tent with a dead body), and shall not be used (as a
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wick) for Sabbath. R. Aqiba, however, said: It remains pure and may be used.

GEMARA: What isthe point of their differing? Said R. Elazar in the name of R. Oshia, and so
also said R. Adab. Ahba: The piece of cloth in question is exactly three fingers square, and the
lighting is to be done on afeast day, which happens on a Friday. All agree with the opinion of R.
Jehudah, who said that (on afeast day) fire may be made with good cloth (or vessels), but not
with such as have been spoiled (the same day). Again, all agree with the opinion of Ula, who
said that the lighting must be on the largest part of the wick that protrudes from the lamp. Now
R. Eliezer holds that the rolling up (of the piece of cloth) does not improve the position (i.e., itis
still an object to which the term "cloth” or vessel applies); as soon asit is slightly burned it
becomes spoiled material; fire, being applied further, is naturally generated with spoiled

material (which is prohibited). R. Agiba, on the other hand, holds that folding does improve the
condition and the cloth is no longer a vessel; hence he puts fire to a ssmple piece of wood (which
is alowed).

Rabha, however, said: The reason of R. Eliezer's (prohibition) is that the Sabbath lamp is not
allowed to be lighted with awick or rag that has not been singed.

R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: Fire may be made (on afeast day) with vessels, but not
with broken vessels. So is the decree of R. Jehudah. R. Simeon permitsit. Fire may be made
with dates, but after having eaten them fire is not to be fed with their granum. A fire may be
made with nuts, but after having eaten the kernel one must not feed the fire with the shells,
according to R. Jehudah; R. Simeon, however, permits both.

The statement credited to Rabh in the foregoing paragraph was not made by him plainly, but
was merely implied from the following act. While in Palestine, one day Rabh was eating dates
and threw the pitsinto the fireplace, upon which R. Hyya said to him: "Descendant of nobles, on
a(biblical) feast day this would be prohibited!" Did Rabh accept this or not? Come and hear.
While in Babylonia, one feast day Rabh was eating dates and threw the pits to some cattle (for
food). Must we not assume that these dates belonged to the class known as "Parsiassa’ (aripe,
delicious, free-stone fruit), and if Rabh fed cattle with the pits of thisfruit, it was because
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they may be used for fuel also, and thus the statement of R. Hyya is contradicted? Nay; it may
be the pits that fed the cattle by Rabh were from dates known as"Armiassa’ (an inferior fruit,
the pits of which cling to the meat). The pits of this latter class of dates, in consequence of the
meat still clinging to them, are regarded as dates themselves, and may be handled on the
Sabbath. Hence it is obvious that they may also be fed to cattle, and Rabh therefore does not
contradict R. Hyya.

MISHNA V.: One shall not bore abolein an egg-shell, fill it with oil, and put it upon the
(Sabbath) lamp, so that the il drip into it; a