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Intent 

Iyun means different things to different people.  

For some, its purpose is to analyze the differences 
in the words of Rashi and mount a defense against 
Tosfos.  

Others understand it to mean the analyses of the 
Rishonim, to find the logic behind their methods.  

Or is Iyun delving through Achronim and their 
methods of interpretation? 

Or is it something else? 

Fundamentally, Iyun is the ability to realize, focus 
and concentrate on how much more lies beyond the 
printed words on the page 

Hopefully, these sheets will serve as “signposts” 
that will help you along with Iyun AFTER LEARNING 
ALL THE MATERIAL INSIDE. 

The purpose here is to provide pointers and 
stimulate discussion, sometimes by open-ended 
questions.  

This is not a collection of “Shiurim-on-the Go,” or a 
replacement for a Shiur. 

This series is being funded L’Iluy Nishmas Rabbi 
Peretz a”h Hecht, who spent over a decade in Beis 
Medrash Oholei Torah getting Yeshiva bochurim to 
stop and think about the Gemara they were learning 
and look at the Gemara with new eyes, “Iyun” eyes. 

 ת. נ. צ. ב. ה.

This series will come out  בעזהי"ת weekly, and will 
be relevant to the Sugyos being studied in the Beis 
Medrash at the time.  

 

 

 

Intro 

It is well worth it to turn to the Pirush 
Mishnayos of the Rambam in the back of your 
Gemoro, usually printed right after the Rosh, and 
learn the 1st paragraph -- an introduction to 
Meseches Shabbos. It may take a half-hour at the 
most, and it is well worth every minute: his intro 
will help you for months to come. 

The Mishna, Rashi on the Mishna,  
and the First Three  Tosafos 

A few things should come to your attention: 

 I. Tosfos immediately addresses why does the 
entire Mesechta begin with the Melacha of 
carrying? Carrying is practically last on the list of 
 and is not necessarily first in the מלאכות 39
Shabbos timeline. 

 Think about this for a minute: Is the opposite 
not true? Usually, carrying is the most common 
and steady issue on Shabbos that affects all who 
step outside.  

If anything, carrying “bothers us” right at the 
onset of Shabbos. Most of us can agree that when 
we spend Shabbos in an Eruv community, “it 
doesn’t feel like Shabbos,” right when we walk 
outside at Shkia time!  

The פירוש משניות להרמב"ם said this immediately, 
without issue. So why does Tosfos only accept 
this as a SECOND answer (in the name of רבינו תם) 
and not say it right away?  

Is it that Tosfos prefers a הלכה-themed answer 
first, (i.e., that “carrying” teaches us so many 
concepts) before offering other answers? Can you 
think of other reasons to explain why Tosfos 
prefers his first answer? 

Turn to the מהרץ חיות in the back of your 
gemoro, usually printed in the ילקוט מפרשים for his 

 גליון א' | דף ב ע"א
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fascinating, and historical, answer that differs 
from the answer of Tosfos. 

Learn the Rebbe’s Sicha about this subject, 
printed in Chelek 11, starting on page 68 (it may be 
mentioned in Shiurim as well). Go through the 
Sicha and see how the Rebbe explains the reason 
behind the Melacha of carrying from a 
fundamental perspective – i.e., that refraining 
from carrying represents the true meaning of 
Shabbos, so the Mesechta addresses it first. 

II. Rashi and Tosfos do not address the peculiar 
wording of our Mishna. What is the point behind 
all these “rich man” and “poor man” expressions? 
Isn’t this a strange way to categorize the cases? 

If you learned the abovementioned  פירוש
 he explains that by doing this the ,המשניות להרמב"ם
Tanna simplified the Mishna structure – the reader 
obviously knows the rich man is always “inside” 
and the poor [homeless] man is always “outside.” 

Does this ring familiar for you? Is it not true 
that many times the Gemoro explains that the 
Tanna of the Mishna does everything possible to 
teach things it the shortest, clearest way possible? 

But there is more to be read into this wording. 
The Chassam Sofer has something to say about 
this based on the Meiri here.  

There is “another Din” in the Mishna that the 
Tanna alludes to --- the concept of  מצוה הבאה
 i.e, when the rich man gives the poor man ,בעבירה
charity on Shabbos, he still transgresses Shabbos.  

Actually, look carefully in the Chasam Sofer 
and you will see that it is more a case of  עבירה הבאה
 .במצוה

Take a Mishnayos and see what the Baternura 
and the Tosfos YomTov say about this on our 
Mishna, Although this is not relevant to Shabbos 
per se, let us develop this a bit further. Should 
carrying for charity overrule Shabbos? Would 
cooking for the hungry overrule Shabbos? Does 
writing a check for a poor man overrule the 
Melacha of writing?  

So why would the Tanna need to tell us this 
“hidden Din?” Take the time to see what the Rebbe 
explains about this in   לקוטי שיחות Chelek 14, page 
14 – how the novelty of the Tanna’s Din applies to 

the end cases of the Mishna that are מדרבנן. This 
would resolve our difficulty. 

Many מפרשים discuss the issue of טעה בדבר מצוה 
as well, which is not exactly the same idea. Start 
with: 

 (ד"ה כיצד) 'גור ארי 
 (ד"ה העני) חתם סופר  

 (ד"ה כתב הרע"ב) שפת אמת  
 

III. Quick – what does “carrying” mean to you, 
taking out or bringing in? Taking out, obviously. 

Look again in the Mishna. Why is the FIRST 
case the Tanna says --taking in? Why is that? 

Learn the Meiri here, especially the words  

 העני נמהר ושואג לטרף ונחפז לפשוט את ידו ...

Rashi Yetziyos 

You will probably hear about this Rashi in 
Shiur. Be prepared by learning the Maharam. 

 

Rashi and Tosfos D”H Shtayim 

What does “In” mean & what does “Out” mean? 
Rashi here is very clear about the meaning, but 
Tosfos brings Rashi’s meaning in Shovuos as well.  

Since we are learning Iyun, let’s see other 
explanations. 

Look up Rashi AND Tosfos (שתים) on the fifth 
page of Shovuos, 'דף ה. You now have third way of 
Tosfos there. 

 

 

Tosfos D”h Yetziyos (A) 

 * There is a fundamental פני יהושע on this 
Tosfos. It is a bit lengthy but it will explain the 
exact Torah source for the Melacha of carrying. It 
would seem that the Melocho carrying was given 
to the Yidden before the Mishkan, but he will 
prove it is not the case.  

This will be relevant soon to the next two 
Tosfos coming up and to certain wording of Rashi 
in our Sugya (others argue with the way he learns 
Rashi).  
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The פני יהושע will develop this thread 
throughout the Sugya, so it is worth learning it 
now, even if you don’t finish the whole thing or 
understand every line. 

* Tosfos brings in במה אשה and במה בהמה. This 
makes things worse! Those Perakim are placed 
BEFORE כלל גדול – according to Tosfos, they should 
be placed later?  

Turn to the back and see the answer of the 
Maharsha.  

Then turn further to the חכמת מנוח (usually 
printed in the ליקוט מפרשים of the newer Gemoros), 
to see his answer. 

The לשון הזהבT is in your Kovetz, look up what 
he says here for a novel answer to this question. 

 

Tosfos D”h Yetziyos (B) 

The answer of Tosfos – does it answer the 
question fully? If anything, it deflects the question 
to the Possuk in Chumash! 

If you learned the פני יהושע mentioned above, he 
gives the answer to this as well. 

 

Rashi D”h Yetziyos 

 Rashi brings a different Posuk than Tosfos. 
This was discussed already. Try your best to find 
a Maharam Schick  ד"ה שתים שהן for his reasoning 
why Rashi has the better Possuk than Tosfos. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Look again at the end of Rashi, Is it really 
expected of Rashi to tell us at this point what kind 
of punishments a person gets for carrying on 
Shabbos? And why would Rashi do it now – i.e., in 
other words, how is this connected to all that he 
said until now in this Rashi?  

See the ה בא"דפני יהושע ד"  who connects the 
threads and shows it is one seamless continuation. 

The Maharam Schick has a different 
explanation, based on the Gemara later where  איסי
 explains that there are Melochos on בן יהודה
Shabbos that for which one is not liable to get 
Skilah. According to this, he explains these words 
of Rashi in the following way: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rashi שהן and Rashi ושתים 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Follow the arrows and you will notice that 
Rashi says the same thing twice: "ואם עשה פטור" 

The strange thing is that Rashi brings proof for 
this only in the second Rashi, and not in the first! 

Why would Rashi have to wait until the second 
time round to bring a proof and not say it 
immediately? Discuss. 
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I. Rashi clearly writes that this is problematic 
“M’Divrayhem”, i.e., נןמדרב . Turn to the back of 
your Gemara, and learn the first Siman of the 
Rosh. You will see there that, indeed, he rules that 
this is the Halacha. 

II. Another thing to notice is that the end of this 
Rashi seems redundant. Rashi tells us that the 
“Tanna continues to enumerate and explain them.”  

Isn’t that obvious? We have the Mishna in front 
of our eyes; we can see that the Tanna goes on to 
explain the cases! 

Try to find a Maharam Shik for his answer.  

Related to this Rashi: אחרונים discuss how the 
principle of חצי שיעור would apply to carrying – 
i.e., if one only did the Akira or the Hanacha alone 
– or whether carrying is different than all the 
other Melachos of Shabbos, as Rashi implies. 

This is a very detailed Sugya that we will 
also learn on Daf Gimmel; here are a few 

pointers to get you started. Find a Likutei Sichos 
volume 7 and learn page 110, based on an 
explanation of the Rogatchover Gaon. Then see 
footnote no. 34 – directly relevant to our Gemoro! 

There is a famous Tshuvas Chacham Tzvi that 
you may hear about in Shiur. See if you can get his 
sefer and turn to Siman 86, where he discusses this 
concept in relevance to the prohibition of  בל יראה
 regarding Chometz on Pesach --  he gives ובל ימצא
two methods of how to evaluate חצי שיעור.  

Learn the Sfas Emes at the beginning of our 
Mesechta who discusses this issue; he explains the 
concept by bringing in the elements of “quantity” 
versus “quality. This leads into the concept of  חצי
 as well, a concept unique to Shabbos and מלאכה
one that is different than חצי שיעור. 

Rashi D”h או שנטל מתוכו והוציא 

I. This short Rashi is not as simple as it seems. 
Rashi specifies that the item was put down in 
Reshus Harabim  והניח ברשות הרבים. 

Mefarshim struggle with this: Why did Rashi 
have to specify that he put it down? Isn’t holding it 
in one’s hand enough to transgress and be chayov? 

In other words: Is a person’s hand considered to 
be the “domain” wherein he is standing, or does 
the item have to be put down?  

Apparently, it is not that straightforward.  

Turn to Daf ג,א and find (last Rashi) רש"י דבור  
 See there that Rashi does NOT consider .המתחיל גופו 
a person’s hand to be its own domain.  

This explains why Rashi here has to specify 
that the person put the item down on the floor of 
the Reshus HaRabbim. Otherwise, he is not חייב. 

[But it gets more complicated. The Rashba on 
Daf Gimmel learns that Rashi says a hand is 
considered to be the domain where he is standing.  

If so, according to the Rashba, why does Rashi 
here have to specify והניח ברשות הרבים? Just holding 
it alone should be enough. 

See ר' עקיבא איגר ד"ה פשט who answers this issue. 
He also brings a תוספות יום טוב who gives us a 
fundamental rule about how Rashi explains 
things, when the Pshat changes from the  הו"א to 
the  מסקנא.] 



 

עכטקרן ר' פרץ ע"ה ה  © Beis Medrash Oholei Torah, 5774 

5

 

Tosfos D”h Poshat 

This is a central Tosfos to our Sugya, and it is 
critical to learn the beginning of Perek HaZorek 
[Daf 96a] and Tosfos D.H. Hazorek.  

You will probably have a few shiurim on this 
Tosfos, as he introduces many ideas and Sugyos 
that have a large influence on the entire Sugya of 
carrying. 

Try to develop the idea of what constitutes the 
 of carrying. In other words, what is the מלאכה 
Chiddush when the Torah tells us that it is 
prohibited on Shabbos? 

Some possibilities: 

a) Every מלאכה MUST involve a שינוי in the item. 
The Chiddush is of carrying is that taking an item 
to a different Resush is considered a שינוי, even 
though the item itself remains unchanged. 

b) Carrying does not involve a שינוי in the item, 
and the Chiddush is that it is categorized as a 
Melocho nonetheless. 

Discuss these two methods. This will become 
important in understanding Tosfos D.H. Poshat. 

Ensure you learn the אור זרוע, a main source! 

 Note that another Melocho does not seemingly 
involve a change, yet is not categorized as a  מלאכה
 trapping an - צד This is the Melocho of .גרועה
animal, which does not change the animal. Or 
does it? Ask your ר"מ for sources that discuss this. 

Make time as well to learn the Avnei Nezer 
Siman רמה for his Chakirah in מלאכת הוצאה. 

 

ריך לאשמועינן ...טונראה לר"י דאיצ  

See the Rashba here for a second (easy) 
alternative answer. 

See the Pnei Yehoshua here for his completely 
logical line of reasoning – i.e., why the case of the 
poor man taking is more comparable to its parallel 
in the Mishkan, while the case of the rich man 
giving is too dissimilar to the Mishkan.  

(Obviously, this forces the P.Y. to defend his 
reasoning – he has to explain why the Mishna 
needs the case of the poor man at all if, according 
to him, it is more obvious.) 

The P.Y. also introduces the concept of  מלאכת
 and how it applies to our Sugya. Take the מחשבת
time to learn it. 
 

 ותדע ....

The proof of Tosfos has some Meforshim 
puzzled.  

a) Can you come up with a list of specific 
Psukim forbidding various kinds of the 39 
Melochos? Of course not: Mishkan Melochos don’t 
have Psukim at all, not even one (the melacha of 

creating fire is an exception) !  

So why does Tosfos have extend himself by 
talking about TWO Pesukim? Isn’t one more than 
enough to prove that “carrying” is different? 

See the Maharsha here. Maharsha also points 
out that the Tosfos in Shovuous has a different 
explanation than the one here, one that seems less 
complicated. 

b) If so, there are two Psukim, they should be 2 
Melachos, so there should be 40 Melochos, not 39? 

See the Ramban here for his answer. 

 

' | דף ב ע"אבגליון   
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 מלאכה גרועה ... מה לי

   Some Rishonim explain מלאכה גרועה 
differently than Tosfos. 

□ Learn the Tosfos HaRosh here, D.H. יציאות 

□ Learn the Rashba here, D.H. ואיכא. This is a 
fundamental Rashba that is quoted by 
many others. 

□ Make sure  you learned the לשון הזהב 

 

With his Chiddush of מלאכה גרועה, Tosfos has 
answered why the Tanna needed to enumerate עני 
and עשיר separately and we could not have learned 
one from the other. 

Are there other answers? 

* Turn to the Ramban in your Kovetz, D.H.    ויש
 What he writes is similar to the Rashba you .אומרים
just learned. 

But then the Ramban concludes by 
pronouncing that “this is the correct answer for 
this question!” 

Why does the Ramban say that about his 
answer? Equate the answer of Tosfos with that of 
the Ramban. 

Think about it. 

Which answer is a “stand-alone” answer sturdy 
on its own, and which answer is more dependent 
on proofs and support from other Gemaras ….? 

* Learn the Tosfos HaRosh here, D.H. פשט. 

He brings a question in the name of Reb 
Yechiel of Paris, who tries to undermine this 
answer of Tofos, and goes on to explain why the 
question cannot be asked on Tosfos. 

 

 ובספ"ק דעירובין ... ושם פירשתי

   We are learning Iyun here, so let’s ensure we 
know exactly what Tosfos explained “over there” 
that he wants us to know over here. 

Turn to the back and learn the Maharam here. 

After learning the Maharam, learn the 
Maharsha here. 

Note that the Maharshal wants to make an 
emendment in Tosfos, but the Maharsha says that 
his change is unwarranted. 

After learning the above, you should be clear in 
what Tosfos expects you to know over here. 

 

 

Let’s digress for a minute and see if there are 
PRACTICAL differences to labeling “carrying” as a 
 :Here are two examples .מלאכה גרועה 

a) מקלקל “destroying” is permitted on Shabbos.  

IF the reasoning for it being permitted is 
because it makes the Melacha inferior, wouldn’t 
that line of reasoning break down when it is 
applied to carrying, which is a אכה גרועהמל  in the 
first place? 

In other words, maybe מקלקל would still be 
CHAYOV when performed by carrying? 

b) Usually if one does a Melacha on Shabbos, he 
must wait on Motzei Shabbos the amount of time 
it took to change the item during the Melacha. For 
example, if he baked a cake for an hour, he would 
have to wait an hour after Shabbos to eat the cake.  

Wouldn’t that line of reasoning break down 
when it is applied to carrying, which is a  מלאכה
 in the first place and nothing about the item גרועה
ever changed at all during the Melacha?  

Maybe it can be used right after Shabbos? 

What do you think? 

 

 

 

 ובריש הזורק ....

It is critical to learn the beginning of Perek 
HaZorek and the Tosfos there [D”H הזורק ].  

Turn to the Maharsha (here) for the obvious 
difficulty. He concludes with “ויש ליישב”. How do 
you think this can be resolved? 

Maybe we can answer in the following way: 

In the later Perek of HaZorek we are laying the 
‘foundation’: Since carrying is a  מלאכה גרועה we 
need ONE Possuk to tell us it is Assur. Otherwise, I 
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would think it does not meet the criteria to be 
counted as a Melocho. 

If Tosfos expects us to know this on our own 
already before learning the Tosfos here, then this 
completely changes our understanding of the 
Tosfos: We had thought the Chiddush was to 
basically tell us that הוצאה מלאכה גרועה היא.  

But now the Chiddush is different: After the 
fact that the Torah clarifies that carrying IS a 
Melacha, and has joined the “Melacha List”, it did 
not join it all the way  and it is still גרועה. We still 
cannot infer one case from another [says Tosfos], 
even though this is a process that we can do with 
all the other Melochos.  

 

מה לי אפוקי מה לי עיוליסברא הוא   

Let’s stop and think about this for a minute. 

Tosfos is saying that for הכנסה והוצאה it is 
enough to have a Sevara. 

But what is the logic behind this? 

Tosfos just finished clarifying for us that we 
need to have 2 Pesukim to teach us that  הוצאה דעני
 and then he tell us that for standard , והוצאה דעשיר
carrying – both carrying out and carrying in – “a 
Sevara is enough?” 

Obviously there must be a fundamental 
difference here between the two concepts. 

If you learned the above Pnei Yeshosua, he 
explains the clear and logical difference between 
giving an item away to a different person ( הוצאה
 and between the general case of (דעני ודעשיר
carrying. 

Note that the core of his explanation is 
mentioned in various Rishonim – see the Rashba, 
for example! – but the P.Y. explains it at greater 
length. 

 

מה לי אפוקי מה לי עיולי סברא הוא  

So Tosfos here is very clear – “What is 
the difference whether you are carrying 
in or out.” In other words, there is no 

difference, even though one is a Av and one is a 
Tuldah. This is obviously based on the very clear 

Gemoro later on 96b, which says exactly these 
words. 

Two points: 

1. This comment leads to a discussion amongst 
Achronim, since the abovementioned Tosfos later 
on 96b does say it differently – that a Tuldah is 
different than an Av in that a Tuldah does need 
both to be in the Mishkan and a Sevara. 

See if you can find Achronim who explain why 
Tosfos has a different reasoning here than he has 
later in Perek haZorek. 

2. On a broader, more general note: 

What is your understanding of the difference 
between a Tuldah and an Av? In other words, what 
is the criteria that designates a Melacha as an 
“Av”; and what criteria designates a “Tuldah”? 

Now apply your answer to this statement of 
Tosfos that (אב) הוצאה (תולדה) והכנסה are both the 
same.  

Does your criteria hold up? 

Let’s say your criteria was that a Tulda is a 
lesser version of an Av (i.e., squeezing olives for 
their oil is Mefarek, a Tuldah of דש) – does this 
criteria hold up when applied to the Av and Tuldah 
of carrying in and out?  

 

 בסוף התוספות

...הייתי מחייב ... והא דאסמיך קרא  

Right at the end of Tosfos, he answers why 
carrying is a) derived from the Possuk, b) and still 
the Tanna MUST tell us that this Melocho was in 
the Mishkan. 

Why? Says Tosfos – “Otherwise, I would 
include all Melochos out there, even if they were 
not in the Mishkan.” 

Says Tosfos – “And I would have learned 
something else from the fact of סמיכת הפרשיות -- 
that the Posuk of Shabbos is near the Mishkan.” 

End of Tosfos. 

Let’s analyze this: 

a) “We would read something else into  סמיכת
 How did you understand “something ”.הפרשיות
else” – something else in Hilchos Shabbos, or 
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something else entirely, not connected with 
Shabbos? Bring a proof to your answer. 

b) Tosfos says that otherwise we would have 
included every Melocho possible. Is that so?  

Maybe logic would tell us the exact opposite – 
that we would look for a basis of what constitutes 
a “Melocho,” and base it on the Mishkan, no? What 
else is there? It sounds like Tosfos is sure that we 
would have absolutely no idea what to use as a 
platform upon which to base the concept of 
Melocho on Shabbos. Do you agree to this?  

So, how did you understand these statements 
of Tosfos? 

Rashi D.H. שבועות 

Look closer at the wording of Rashi and notice 
how the order has changed. First Rashi brings the 
Posuk, which has the word להרע first, but then 
when he gives examples, first Rashi gives the 
example of “I WILL eat,” which is the case of להיטיב 

Why the switch? 

The truth is that Rashi is not the one who needs 
to answer this question. Rashi is quoting the 
Sugya in SHovuos and that is how the Tanna 
explains it. But why? 

See the Tosfos HaRosh here for his answer. 

The Ritva in Shovuos ד"ה שתים gives an 
alternate answer. Try to look it up. He explains 
that the Possuk discusses reality – most people 
swear in a manner of להרע. Fact of life. 

But even though this is the reality, the Tanna 
wanted to avoid opening with a negative example, 
so he chose the positive one first. 

 

Tosfos D”H שבועות 
... דבר וחילופוונראה דלכך פירש"י   

See the Maharam in the back of your Gemoro. 

 After learning the Maharam, you will notice 
that he translates דבר וחילופו as – “positive and 
negative.” 

Is there another way to learn this? 

Below is a quote from the Ramban right at the 
beginning of מס' שבועות. After learning this 
Ramban, you will notice that he translates  דבר
 ”.as meaning – “past tense and future tense וחילופו 

 

 ומעביר מרשות היחיד לרשות היחיד דרך רשות הרבים

At the end, Tosfos asks “Why did the Tanna not 
also enumerate the Tulda of carrying from one 
 ”?רה"ר to another whilst walking through a רה"י

This is very strange. Where did we find that 
carrying from one house to another house through 
a street is a Tulda? And why does Tosfos expect us 
to know that? 

See the Chasam Sofer here who, due to this 
difficulty, makes some corrections in Tosfos. 
When you learn it, you will notice that he 
completely changes what Tosfos says.  

But – from the fact that Tosfos does not 
mention one word about carrying four Amos in a 
Reshus Harabim indicates there has to be another 
explanation, no?  

Especially when we can figure a clear נפק"מ 
whether or not we accept the change to the 
wording of Tosfos. According to the new 
wording, one would have to carry four Amos to be 
liable. Carried it only three Amos? Patur. 

But if we stick with the wording of Tosfos 
exactly as it appears in our Gemoros, you would 
be liable even for carrying an object only three 
Amos or less – as long as you went from one 
house to another through a Reshus Harabim. 

What do you think?  

Find the sefer  'תוצאות חיים סימן א and see at great 
length (especially in Siman Gimmel). 
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Gemoro:  מראות נגעים 

I. Did you notice something on the first line of 
the page? The ה has disappeared. Earlier, we said 
 ,ה both with the ,ידיעות הטומאה and then יציאות השבת
but now for some reason the Hei has disappeared. 
Why is that? 

במסכת שבועותתורת חיים   gives the following 
answer: 

 denotes objectivity. Shabbos is an ה
independent entity; it does not depend on whether 
or not people are carrying. Therefore, it is 
preceded by the ה, “the” Shabbos. The same 
applies to Tumah, which is independent. It exists 
whether or not the person had knowledge.  

But leprosy is different. You cannot have נגעים 
without a color, מראה, and therefore there is no  ה 
before the word, because depend on each other.  

2. The Bach on the first line changes the order 
of the wording and puts נגעים last. We are learning 
Iyun, so let’s look into the reasoning for this. 

A simple answer would be that we are quoting 
the Sugya in Shovuos, and this corrected girsa is 
how it appears over there. 

But there is a deeper explanation as well: 

We will soon learn in the Gemoro that we prove 
from the תנא of Negoim that we have an interest to 
enumerate חיובים and not פטורים.  

By switching the order of the Girsa, thereby 
putting נגעים last in the Mishna’s list, this indicates 
the same idea – that יציאות השבת, which precedes it, 
is also only חיובים and not פטורים. 

Gemoro: מראות נגעים שתים שהן ארבע 

See the Meiri here D.H. מראות on this Gemoro, 
for his explanation of the Sugya here, and how the 
concepts of Av and Tuldah would apply in relation 
to the laws of נגעים. It’s in your Kovetz. 

 

Rashi D.H. ידיעות הטומאה 

Rashi starts with a Possuk from Vayikra. Look 
it up. Is the quote exactly the same as the Possuk? 

 

Rashi D.H. שהן ארבעה 

I. Towards the end of Rashi, he brings a quote 
from Negaim, explaining the different shades of 
white representing the different types of leprosy. 

Think about this. Why is this necessary? We 
need to know this info in Meseches Shabbos? 

 gives a fascinating answer. He חיי שלמה
explains that, by doing so, Rashi deflects the 
question of Tosfos D.H מראות   here.  

Tosfos makes the point that there are many, 
many more types of leprosy, not merely 4. By 
giving his criteria, says the חיי שלמה, Rashi is 
answering that we are only discussing the color 
“white”. Therefore we speak about only 4 types, 
since they are the only shades applicable to the 
color white. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

II. Note the order in Rashi, which corresponds 
to the Chachomin in the Mishna. It is מדויק, 
accurate. It correlates to the strength of their color. 

“Snow” is first, since its whiteness is the 
strongest (ever see people wearing shades to 
protect their eyes after a snowstorm?). 

ב' | דף ב ע"גגליון   
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The whitness of the Heichal was a softer shade 
– so it is a Tuldah of this Av. 

White wool is a weaker white, and its Tuldah is 
even weaker, the white of an egg. 

III. Rashi says that this word is masculine in 
Hebrew, leading to the word ארבעה, with a ה at the 
end. Rashi in our Gemoros just says “'שהן ד” but 
Rashi means to say that when written fully, the 
word ארבעה is spelled with a ה at the end. 

 
 

Is Carrying “In” Considered an Av? 

The Gemoro here is discussing the   אב  and   
Tuldah of carrying in or out. 

Think about this for a moment. 

 If someone carries something back and forth, 
he gets two sets of Malkus? Obviously not, but 
why? 

Obviously, you will say that it is because הכנסה 
is not an Av for itself. But is this the case? 

 

Find a Rambam on Hilchos Shabbos and 
turn to Perek YudBeis Halacha Ches. Note the 
wording of the Rambam. 

 

ות מלאכות הוצאה והכנסה מרשות לרשות מלאכה מאב

היא. ואף על פי שדבר זה עם כל גופי תורה מפי משה מסיני 

נאמרו. הרי הוא אומר בתורה איש ואשה אל יעשו עוד 

מלאכה לתרומת הקדש ויכלא העם מהביא. הא למדת 

 שההבאה מלאכה קורא אותה. 

 

So it seems the Rambam learns that carrying in 
is also an Av! Does this not contradict the Gemara 
we are learning here? 

Learn  the  לחם משנה on the side of the Rambam. 

After learning the L.M., this should clarify -- a) 
how the Rambam fits with our Gemoro, b) our 
earlier question about two sets of Malkus. 

Gemoro:  … אלא מאי שנא הכא ... מאי שנא התם 

There is a lot of discussion about this question 
of the Gemara. You will probably hear about this 
in Shiur, since so many Achronim struggle with 

understanding the logic of this question, 
especially when the Pshat of these words is based 
on the Tosfos here. 

* Even though you may not be up to there in the 
Gemara yet, learn the last two lines of Tosfos  ד"ה
 to see what he says about ,(the second one) התם
this question of the מקשה. Then see the Maharam 
who is completely astonished by the explanation 
of Tosfos. 

* On the side of your Gemoro there is a note 
quoting the Maharshal who DELETES these lines 
of Tosfos, saying it is not part of the regular canon 
of Tosfos’.  

* However, we do find Achronim who explain 
this Tosfos. See the פני יהושע for his clear answer 
(many Achronim later use his logic as well in their 
Sforim). 

Besides for his explanation of how to learn 
Tosfos, the Pnei Yehoshua himself has his own 
way to answer the difficulty in the words of the 

Gemoro. This is in the first paragraph on 
Amud Beis, starting with the words  ד"ה
 It is a lengthy piece but even if you .ומ"ש

only learn the first section, you will have an 
appreciation of the way he learns the Gemoro. 

* The שפת אמת has a short, clear-cut answer in 
the words of the Gemoro (not on the Tosfos), in  ד"ה
 .find it in your Kovetz ,והא דומיא

* Note that there is a more advanced answer 
offered by the צל"ח, but it is on the earlier Gemoro, 
on עמוד א. His explanation is found in the 
paragraph starting with the words ד"ה שנים. 

 

Tosfos D.H. ידיעות הטומאה 

At the end of Tosfos, he says: 

 

 

 

Turn to the 
Tosfos HaRosh, and see how he says this line. Do 
you see a difference? 

Tosfos D.H. מראות 

I. We discussed earlier how Rashi deflects the 
question of Tosfos. Learn the Maharsha on this 
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Tosfos, who explains how Tosfos’ wording is 
inaccurate. 

II. Note -- Tosfos brings a proof from the word 
 This causes a lot of Mefarshim to .מחנה / מחנות
wonder why Tosfos ignored so many better 
words. מחנה in Chumash does appear in both 
masculine and feminine! 

Learn this piece from the Maharam BaNet. 

Tosfos D.H. והא יציאות קתני 

 Tosfos writes that the Gemoro asks the 
question of והא יציאות קתני only on the Mishna of 
Shovuos and not on the Mishna of Shabbos. But 
how does he know this from the Gemoro?  

Tosfos notes that the Gemoro established quite 
early on in the Sugya that our Mishna here deals 
with הכנסות. The גמרא did not determine that the 
Mishna of Shovuos also deals with הכנסות until 
later on in the Sugya.  

This being the case, the גמרא should  have  
seemingly  posed  the  question  of  והא יציאות קתני   
at  the  very  earliest  opportunity;  as  soon  as  it 
established that our Mishna in Shabbos deals with 
  .הכנסות

The גמרא should have immediately asked: “How 
can our Mishna in Shabbos  incorporate  cases  of  
  when  the  ,יציאות השבת  as  instances  of הכנסות
word  יציאות should  apply  exclusively  to הוצאות.” 
Yet, the Gemoro did not ask this question at that 
juncture and waited.  

It only posed the question of והא יציאות after 
establishing that the Mishna of Shovuos also deals 
with הכנסות. Aha! This implies that the Gemoro is 
only questioning the Mishna of Shovuos but not 
Shabbos.  And this is the proof of Tosfos. 

 

Rashi D.H. מהן לחיות ומהן לפטור 

Tosfos D.H. וכי תימא מהן לחיוב 

The Gemoro here is in the middle of a question: 
Since  יציאות  means the act of taking out, how 
does this translate into four cases, when in fact 
there are only two? Rashi here explains the exact 
definition to categorize these two cases. Keep 
track -- he does so by focusing on עקירות. Rashi 
explains what two cases of עקירות brings a person 
to transgress Shabbos, and what 2 cases are אסור 
MiDrabbanan.  

Keep in mind that the instigator here is the  בעל
 because he is the one doing the Akiros in the ,הבית 
cases that bring a person to a חיוב. 

Later, on Daf ג, Rashi will repeat this thread– 
that עקירות are the action that define the איסור. Turn 
to Daf  ג and learn D.H. פטורי, the long Rashi in the 
middle of the page.  Keep in mind to note that 
after Rashi first brings his explanation (which 
matches what he says here), and follows it with a 
second way in the name of רבותי. 

But Tosfos here  וכי תימא seems to talking about 
a different Rashi altogether – he says that Rashi 
here does not say what we have in front of us!  
Turn to the Maharshal and see that he deletes this 
Tosfos; he says that they must have had a 
different Rashi in their Gemoro. 

But we are learning Iyun. So let’s look into this 
closer. You should have brackets in this Rashi. 
What does this alternate version say? Herein is the 
complaint of Tosfos – 

 If Rashi is bringing in the עני, then he cannot be 
focusing only on Akiros – as he does on Daf ג. 
This is because the instigator is the בעל הבית, who 
is the one doing the Akiros, not the  poor man. 

There must be a different element of Chiyuv 
that Rashi accepts here, one that allows him to 
bring in the poor man who creates a case of 
Chiyuv. If so, says Tosfos, this is a contradiction 
to what Rashi says on Daf ג. 

Let’s take it a step further—Did you realize that 
Tosfos does not mention whether or not he agrees 
with Rashi? Even more, Tosfos does not mention 
what is this “other criteria.” In other words, what 
is the defining factor, if not עקירות? See Maharam . 


