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Gemara GEM OVERVIEW of the Daf 
1) R’ Chisda’s ruling regarding eggs laid on Shabbos (cont.) 

Abaye continues his, ultimately unsuccessful, challenge to 

Rabbah’s explanation of R’ Chisda’s ruling. 

R’ Yosef offers an alternative explanation of R’ Chisda’s rul-

ing against moving a utensil to catch a newly laid egg. According 

to R’ Yosef the rationale behind the restriction is because it 

would involve nullifying the utensil from its state of prepared-

ness. 

Abaye, unsuccessfully, challenges R’ Yosef’s explanation. 

R’ Yitzchak disputes R’ Chisda’s ruling and prohibits even 

moving a utensil to cover the egg so that it should not break. The 

rationale for the prohibition is that R’ Yitzchak holds that a non-

muktza item may not be moved for the sake of a muktza item. 

The Gemara, unsuccessfully, challenges R’ Yitzchak’s ruling. 

R’ Sheishes supports R’ Yitzchak’s position from a ruling of 

R’ Huna, who prohibits erecting an awning to protect a corpse 

from decay if it will only benefit the corpse. 
 

2) Moving a corpse on Shabbos 

The Gemara details how to erect an awning in a way that 

benefits not only the corpse but living people as well, which ren-

ders the activity permitted. 

Rav and Shmuel are quoted as disputing the method to 

move a corpse out of the sun on Shabbos. According to Shmuel 

one should roll the corpse from bed to bed until it reaches the 

shade and according to Rav one should place a child or a loaf of 

bread on the corpse and then move the corpse. 

The Gemara elaborates that using a child or loaf of bread is 

permitted according to both positions, and the dispute is wheth-

er the corpse may be rolled from bed to bed. According to Rav 

indirect movement of muktza is prohibited, whereas according to 

Shmuel it is permitted. 

The Gemara suggests that Tannaim also dispute this point. 

The Gemara, however, demonstrates that this is not a definitive 

explanation of the dispute.  

Canceling the Utility of a Utensil 
 רב יוסף אמר הייו טעמא דרב חסדא משום דקא מבטל כלי מהיכו  

A  functional item which can be used on Shabbos (a כלי) cannot 

have its service disturbed or have its functional aspect disqualified 

on Shabbos. There are three explanations given for this rule. Rashi 

here says that if the utensil becomes no longer useful, it cannot be 

dislodged from its place. In effect, it will become muktza. This is 

prohibited to be done on Shabbos, because it is as if the person is 

attaching it to the ground with cement. This is rabbinically prohibit-

ed. 

Ritva here explains that the sages prohibit taking something of 

use and causing it to no longer be functional on Shabbos, because 

this diminishes one’s enjoyment of Shabbos. This is counterproduc-

tive to the spirit of Shabbos. 

Rashi (later, in his commentary to 154b) explains that this act 

of nullifying the useful nature of a utensil is as if the person is de-

molishing and destroying a כלי. This is rabbinically prohibited. 

The Minchas Shlomo (10:6) was asked what to do in a case 

where a person put a plate under a hen on Shabbos. Should he re-

move it before the hen lays an egg and the plate becomes prohibit-

ed? Perhaps this is akin to a person who places a pot of raw food on 

a fire on Shabbos. He certainly must remove it if possible, before the 

cooking takes place. Or, is the placing of the plate already the pro-

hibited act, and that has already been done. Accordingly, taking the 

plate away now would not remove the fact that the plate was origi-

nally placed in a prohibited spot. 

The answer could hinge on the various ways to look upon the 

prohibition. According to the approaches which Rashi presents, it 

could be that the very placing of the plate under the hen is the pro-

hibited act. That is the moment the person either cements the uten-

sil to the ground, or that is when he is doing the act of smashing the 

plate. However, according to the Ritva, our sages simply did not 

want the enjoyment of Shabbos to be diminished. If the plate can be 

salvaged before it is no longer functional, it turns out that the Shab-

bos experience was never tarnished. 

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. According to R’ Yosef, why did R’ Chisda allow coverig an egg 

with a utensil? 

2. According to R’ Yitzchak, why was it permitted to spread a mat 

over stones? 

3. Is it permitted to place a body o one mat after another in order 

to transfer the body to the shade? 

4. According to R’ Shimon ben Lakish, why is it permitted to 

save a body from the flames? 

 

Each person may bring a bench 

and sit upon it. If they are hot, 

they may bring a mat, and 

spread it above themselves.  

At this point, one of the people 

can overturn his bench and 

leave, and the other person will 

do the same. As a result, the 

area is automatically 

enclosed with walls 

 (note the shaded area).  
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Number 104— א“שבת מ  

Utilizing a Tallis as a makeshift human-held canopy 
באים שי בי אדם ויושבין   -דאמר רב שמואל בר יהודה...מת המוטל בחמה 

בצדו...ופורסין עליהן, זה...הולך לו, וזה...הולך לו, ומצאת מחיצה עשויה  
 מאליה. 

For Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda said... if a corpse is lying in the sunlight, two 

people can come and sit on either side of the deceased individual...they bring 

a reed mat and spread it out over their heads. Then, one of them.. can leave, 

and likewise, the other may ... leave as well. In this fashion, the barrier is 

erected “by itself.” 

T he Tzitz Eliezer was once asked a question which has direct rele-

vance to our passage. One Shabbos morning as a minya was reading 

the Torah at the Kosel in Yerushalayim, rain began to fall. Quickly 

some of the attendees spread a Tallis over the Torah, and such they 

continued the reading. One individual questioned those holding the 

Tallis overhead that their act may be forbidden due to the erection of 

a “tent” (an ancillary of the act of building – הבו.) Someone 

immediately responded that this action should be no more prohibit-

ed than the common custom of holding a Tallis over the Torah while 

reading  בראשיתon Simchas Torah. Who was correct? This was the 

question posed to the Tzitz Eliezer. 

He begins the responsum by dismissing the analogy of the case 

under question to the custom of holding a Tallis over the Torah read-

ing on Simchas Torah. He acknowledges that this custom indeed ex-

ists in Yerushalayim; however he posits that there is a clear distinction 

in purpose. The purpose of the Tallis being held over the Torah read-

ing on Simchas Torah is only to accord honor to the Torah, thus the 

action is permitted, especially since there are no walls to this tent-like 

construct. On the other hand, when the Talis is being held overhead 

in order to afford shade or protection, than the act is forbidden even 

if there are no walls2. Thus, at first glance the criticism was correct. 

He then refers back to the custom of Simchas Torah, and remarks 

that very possibly we could suggest that in fact the “tent” has walls – 

human walls, composed of the people surrounding the Torah. If so, 

another reasoning would be needed to clarify the Halachic basis of the 

custom. Thus Rav Valdenberg explains that this act is in fact permitted 

because a tent whose erect state is solely due to persons who hold it up 

is not a tent. He derives this from the explanation of Rashi3 to our pas-

sage4 that the structure does not attain the status of a tent while it is 

being held up by people. This is so even if the persons intended using 

the tallis as a tent, because it remains that a tent whose sole ability to 

stay erect is because it is held up by people does not have the status of a 

tent. He then cites many authorities5 who echo this essential premise. 

The Tzitz Eliezer distinguishes6, however, between people hold-

ing a tallis aloft, that is permitted because it does not have the status 

of a tent, and holding an umbrella that is forbidden7. [Note: It is not 

within the purview of this article to discuss the use of umbrellas on 

Shabbos.] This is because the umbrella can maintain its “tent-like” 

condition on its own, and does not require human intervention. If a 

person were to put the umbrella on the ground or elsewhere, as long 

as he does not close it, it will remain “tent-like.” This is not the case 

with the tallis, whose sole ability to act as a tent is because humans 

are holding it aloft, and therefore it is not really a tent. 

It should be mentioned that Rav Ovadiah Yosef dedicated a re-

sponsum8 to the Halachic basis for the custom of holding a Tallis 

over children on Simchas Torah when they are called to read the 

Torah as a group  (עריםעליית כל ה). In it, he also supports the custom 

based upon the inference from our passage that a covering held aloft 

by people doesn’t not attain the status of a tent, even if they intend it 

for protection. 
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When the Dead Come Alive 
 מת המוטל בחמה 

O ur Gemara discusses how to take care 

of the dead on Shabbos, as they cannot pro-

tect themselves from their environment. The 

following story which the author personally 

heard from Rav Mordechai Noigerschol, a 

famous Kiruv personality who works for Ara-

chim, shows us how sometimes the opposite 

happens. The dead sometimes come back to 

life to try to take care of the helpless living. 

Rav Mordechai related that while he was 

running a Kiruv seminar in Los Angeles, he 

struck up a conversation with one of the 

participants. He was not sure whether or not 

his efforts bore fruit. One and a half years 

later, he saw this same person in New York, 

wearing Tefilin and learning the Daf Yomi. 

He approached the person and reintroduced 

himself. The person told him that he wanted 

to tell the Rav a story.  

This man was a doctor in a hospital in 

Los Angeles. A patient was admitted in ex-

tremely critical condition, and he died. The 

dead person was left in the hospital room. 

Approximately one hour after the person was 

declared dead, the doctor had to reenter the 

room. Lo and behold, the doctor saw the 

dead person motioning for him to come 

over. Frightened stiff, the doctor walked over 

to the Niftar. “Chaim Mordechai, do you 

keep kosher?” the dead person asked. No one 

had called the doctor by his Hebrew name 

since his Bar Mitzvah. “No,” he replied. 

“Keep Kosher!” the dead person command-

ed. “Do you put on Tefilin?” “No,” he re-

plied. “Put on Tefilin!” The Niftar then im-

mediately went silent, dead as before. 

“Wow!” Rav Noigerschol exclaimed, “So that 

must be why you became a Ba’al Teshuvah!” 

“No,” the doctor replied, “I tried to put the 

incident out of my mind. Later, I was ap-

proached to come to another Kiruv seminar. 

During that second seminar I finally realized 

the truth of Torah, and I became a Ba’al 

Teshuvah.”  

Rav Noigerschol commented that even if 

someone sees an open miracle, it does not 

guarantee that they will return to Yiddish-

keit. In order to give up an irreligious life-

style and stay religious, a person must inter-

nalize the foundations of Yiddishkeit. 
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