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Distinctive INSIGHT OVERVIEW of the Daf 
1) Insulating a pot by placing it atop another 

Rabbah rebuked a servant who placed a jug of water on the 

mouth of a kettle containing water. R’ Zeira questioned Rabbah 

about this from a Baraisa which permits such an action. 

Rabbah explained that in the Baraisa’s case the intent is to 

maintain the heat of the top utensil whereas the servant was trying 

to heat the water in the upper utensil. 

Rabbah and R’ Zeira have a similar exchange when the servant 

placed a turban on the mouth of a utensil and Rabbah explained 

that he was concerned that the servant would squeeze out the wa-

ter, which the servant in fact did. 

2) The muktza status of מוכין 

R’ Ada bar Masna asked whether dry מוכין used to insulate a 

pot is muktza. 

Abaye responded that it remains muktza. The Gemara suggest-

ed a proof to Abaye’s ruling but the proof was not definitive. 

3) Completing a kli on Shabbos 

R’ Chanan bar Chisda asked R’ Chisda why he permitted re-

turning stuffing into a pillow on Shabbos. R’ Chisda explained 

that making a pillow is prohibited, but re-stuffing a pillow does not 

violate the prohibition against making a kli on Shabbos.  A proof 

to this distinction is quoted from a Baraisa. 

R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav prohibited opening a neck 

opening in a garment for the first time on Shabbos. 

R’ Kahana questioned this ruling from a Baraisa that permits 

removing a sealed lid from a barrel on Shabbos, and Rava explained 

that the neck opening is sealed, whereas the lid on the barrel is not. 

4) Attached utensils 

R’ Yirmiyah pointed out a contradiction between two Mish-

nayos to R’ Zeira.  One Mishnah indicates that attached utensils are 

considered attached even when not in use, and yet a second Mish-

nah indicates that they are only considered attached when in use. 

R’ Zeira explained that the distinction has to do with the use-

fulness to keep the attached items attached. 

R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav identifies the author of this 

opinion, i.e. attached utensils are considered one utensil for issues 

of tum’ah, to be the opinion of R’ Meir. 

(Continued on page 2) 

To Open the Collar of a Shirt 
 הפותח בית הצואר בשבת חייב חטאת וכו' 

Rashi explains that the melacha of opening the collar of a new 

shirt is מכה בפטיש—completing the production of this shirt by 

putting on the finishing touch.  Rambam (Hilchos Shabbos 10:10), 

however, writes that it is under the category of קורע—tearing. The 

issue seems to be in defining the very nature of the melacha of tear-

ing. In Biur Halacha (340), an inquiry is presented in understand-

ing the melacha of קורע. Rashi holds that it is only applicable when 

it is done with the intent to sew again in that same area  

 which is not the case when tearing the collar of a ,(על מת לתפור)

new shirt. Here, he plans to leave it open forever. This is why 

Rashi introduces the melacha of מכה בפטיש. Rambam holds that 

the reason tearing is generally presented together with being “on 

the condition to sew” is in order that it be a constructive act. Here, 

by opening up the collar of a new shirt, the act is already construc-

tive, because through it the shirt is useful. This is even without 

having to intend to sew again. 

Rambam not only holds that the melacha of tearing is appro-

priate here, but he would also argue that מכה בפטיש does not apply 

here. He holds that making the final touches on something only 

applies when there are several stages in the production of an ob-

ject.  Here, where the act of tearing the collar is the entire process, 

we cannot call it “making the finishing touch”. Furthermore, even 

if it is a finishing touch, in a case where that last act is in and of 

itself also a melacha, we do not call it by the standard and general 

term מכה בפטיש but we call it by its actual name, here being קורע. 

Rashi, on the other hand, does not consider this to be קןרע, 

because it is not “in order to sew”, and therefore the opening of 

the collar is no melacha other than מכה בפטיש.   

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. Why did Rabbah scold the servant in the second story when 

the servant had not done anything wrong? 

2. When may stuffing be placed into a pillow? 

3. Why may the lid of a sealed barrel be removed on Shabbos? 

4. Why did Chazal distinguish between Rabbinically decreed 

tumah and Torah mandated tumah? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 בית הפך, בית התבלין, ובית הר

 The oven has shelves attached to it to hold 

container of oil, spices and candles.  The 

discussion deals with tum’ah contracted by the 

oven, and if the tum’ah is transmitted to 

these compartments. 

 
 מתירין בית הצואר בשבת

The stitching at the top was done by the 

laundry men.  The shirt is intact, but the 

stitching must be undone in order to wear 

the shirt. 

 
 אבל לא פותחין

In this case, the shirt cannot be used un-

less the collar is cut out.  This is prohibited 

on Shabbos. 

a. b. 
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Number 111— ח“שבת מ  

May inflatable items be blown up on Shabbos? 
רב חסדא שרא לאהדורי אודרא לבי סדיא בשבתא. . . הא בחדתי, הא 

 בעתיקי.

Rav Chisda permitted returning stuffing to a pillow on Shabbos ... the 

Baraisa referred to a new pillow, while Rav Chisda referred to an old pillow. 

R ashi1 explains the difference between placing the stuffing into a 

new pillow versus returning the stuffing to an old pillow. To insert 

stuffing into a pillow that has never been stuffed before is to create a 

pillow, and as such is forbidden (at a Torah-level2). On the other 

hand, to return stuffing to the pillow from which it has fallen out is 

not creating a new pillow (being that it has already been there3), and 

therefore is permitted. 

The Poskim utilize this passage in discussing the permissibility of 

blowing up inflatable pillows, balloons and the like, because blowing air 

into an inflatable pillow can be compared to inserting stuffing into a 

pillow. Some Poskim4 do in fact draw a direct parallel stating that one 

may not inflate a new inflatable pillow, but one may inflate a previously 

inflated pillow. However, most Poskim do avoid the full application of 

our passage to the matter of inflating pillows and balloons. 

Some Poskim5 entirely forbid inflating inflatable pillows on 

Shabbos. They reason that the only case in which it is permitted to 

insert stuffing into a pillow is when one returns stuffing that was orig-

inally in the pillow back into that pillow6. However, in the case of the 

inflatable pillow, the air that one would introduce into the pillow 

had never been there, and thus would be more comparable to placing 

new stuffing into a pillow than to returning stuffing to a pillow from 

which it had fallen out. They thus forbid inflating a pillow and the 

like on Shabbos. Other Poskim7 also rule to forbid blowing up pil-

lows and balloons. 

Two brothers, Rav Betzalel8 and Rav Moshe Stern9, deliberated 

this issue independently, but yet arrived at the same conclusion to 

permit the inflating of inflatable pillows on Shabbos. They consider 

that the pillow was already a viable vessel prior to air being intro-

duced. They then cite a responsum quoted in the Beis Yosef10 about 

inserting a belt into the belt loops of pants. The source for permitting 

the insertion of a belt is identified as our passage. Although in our 

passage permission to place the stuffing is given only to reinsert the 

stuffing that had fallen out, that is only because the stuffing establish-

es the pillow as a vessel and it becomes one with the pillow, however, 

in regards to a belt which is made to insert and remove regularly, and 

is not intended to remain there, its introduction air does not create a 

new vessel because the belt is not intended to remain there11. Similar-

ly, the air introduced into an inflatable pillow is intended to be re-

moved and replaced at regular intervals, and therefore the air does 

not establish the pillow as a vessel12. However, this would only be 

permitted for items which are inflated and deflated regularly. 

[Though, for bicycle wheels and the like which are not intentionally 

deflated regularly, introducing air on Shabbos would be prohibit-

ed13.] Other Poskim also write to permit14. 

Even according to the lenient opinion, this would be permitted 

only if there is a plug or the like to prevent the air from escaping. To 

tie off a balloon or the like is not permitted15. 
 כאן ד"ה בחדתי וד"ה בעתיקי  .1
כ"כ במש"ב (סי' שמ ס"ק לג). ועי' בשער הציון (שם ס"ק סח) שלדעת  .2

הרמב"ם [פכ"ב מהל' שבת הכ"ג] הוא רק  משום גזיר שמא יתפור. אמם 
 ראשוים רבים כן סוברים כדעת רש"י. ע"ש. 

 מש"ב (שם ס"ק לב)    .3
בהוצאת אוצר   401ס' יסודי ישורון (מערכת הלכות שבת, מערכת מתקן, עמ'   .4

 הפוסקים, תשל"ט)  
שו"ת חלקת יעקב ח"ג (סי' קט). וע"ע אליו בח"ד (סי' כט). וכ"כ גם בשו"ת  .5

 מחת יצחק ח"ו (סי' ל). 
 עי' רש"י כאן ד"ה בעתיקי. ועוד.  .6
עי' לרבי תן טע סג"ל לדא, בעל שו"ת כף רה, בס' כמו השחר (מע' ת' אות  .7

ה') [הוב"ד בס' פסקי תשובה (ח"א סי' ה). ע"ש.] וכן בשו"ת אור לציון ח"ב 
(פרק מב אות ד). ע"ש. וכן ראה בשו"ת שבט הלוי ח"ט (סי' עח, ד"ג ע"א) 

 שלפח בלון ולתקו בתחלה ראה דהגו בו איסור. 
 צג)   –שו"ת בצל החכמה ח"ד (סי' צב  .8
 שו"ת באר משה ח"ב (סי' כ). וע"ע ח"ו (סי' כג וסי' צט).  .9

 תשובה אשכזית שהובאה בב"י (ס"ס שיז)   .10
 עי' ערוך השלחן (סי' שיז סי"ד)  .11
כזה כתב גם בשו"ת מחזה אליהו (סי' סט עף ב). ועי' בשו"ת אג"מ (ח"ב  .12

 מחחו"מ סי' מז עף ג).
 מחזה אליהו שם.  .13
עי' שש"כ (פרק טז ס"ח והערה כד ופרק לד סכ"ד). ולציין להערה פלאה של  .14

הגרשז"א לפרק טז (הערה כד) בתיקוים ומילואים שדפסו בשש"כ ח"ג (עמ' 
כח) שכתב: "וכל האויר שבעולם חשיב כדבר אחד, ואין זה דומה למוכין." 

 ומכאן תשובה לדברי החל"י והמח"י. ואכמ"ל.
 שו"ת באר משה ח"ו (סי' צט). וכן בח"ב (שם). שש"כ (פרק טז ס"ח) ועוד.    .15
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HALACHAH Highlight The Gemara explains why according to R’ Meir Chazal did not 

incorporate all the Torah laws of tum’ah to the attached utensil. 

A Baraisa rules that tools that have detachable parts are con-

sidered attached for issues of tum’ah and detached for the purpose 

of purification. 

Rava explains why it is necessary to have this dichotomy.   

(Insight...continued from page 1) 

Why Didn’t Rabah Stop Him? 
 השתא חזית לסוף חזייה דקא מעצר ליה 

R abah and Rebbi Zeira observed a person 

spreading a cloth head covering over a barrel. 

The person then placed a small jug on top of 

the head covering. Rabah rebuked the person 

for doing so. Rebbi Zeira asked Rabah why 

the man was deserving of being rebuked? 

What did he do? Rabah told Rebbi Zeira to 

observe what would happen next. The person 

then took the cloth and squeezed out the 

liquid which had poured on it from the jug.  

This was a transgression of סחיטה (squeezing 

out liquid) on Shabbos. 

The מלא הרועים asks that this does not 

seem right. If Rabah anticipated that this per-

son was going to eventually transgress the 

prohibition of squeezing once he placed the 

jug on his head covering, shouldn’t he have 

warned the person explicitly not to do the 

melacha?  Why did he let the person trans-

gress a Torah prohibition? 

The מלא הרועים answers that the person 

was a gentile worker, not a Jew.  Why, then, 

did Rabah rebuke him at all?  He knew that if 

the gentile worker would do this regularly, the 

rest of the household would follow suit and 

come to place jugs on their own head cover-

ings as well, leading them to transgressing 

Shabbos. 

The Sfas Emes answers that when the Ge-

mara says they saw him squeeze the head cover-

ing, it must mean that he was about to squeeze 

it, but did not yet do so.  Alternatively, he says 

that the person ended up squeezing out the 

head covering on Motzei Shabbos. Rabah gave 

the person rebuke because a person might 

come to squeeze it out on Shabbos as well. 

Gemara GEM  


