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1) Drilling

The Gemara unsuccessfully questions Shmuel’s view that liabil-
ity for drilling is because it is a subset of delivering the final hammer
blow.

2) Clarifying the Mishnah

The Mishnah’s reference to the criterion that a melacha endure
includes a case where one carved out only three-quarters of a kav
instead of a complete kav.

Abaye and Rava explain that striking a hammer on an anvil is
constructive because it keeps the edge of the hammer smooth.

3) MISHNAH: The minimum quantity of land based melachos is
discussed.
4) Plowing

The Gemara explains how a minimum amount of plowing can
be considered significant.

A Baraisa explains that depending on the person’s intent, there
will be different measures to create liability for plucking items from
the ground.

The Gemara asks: Since the land will always improve when it is
weeded, shouldn’t there be liability for the slightest amount regard-
less of his intent?

Rabbah and R’ Yosef answer: The Baraisa refers to a marsh
where the land does not improve. Abaye answers: The case could
refer to weeding in a friend’s field where there is no interest in im-
proving his land.

5) MISHNAH: Details regarding liability for writing are presented.
6) Clarifying the Mishnah

Abaye explains: The Mishnah which holds a person liable for
writing with either hand refers to an ambidextrous person. R’ Yaa-
kov the son of the daughter of Yaakov explains: The Mishnah reflects
the opinion of R’ Yosi who maintains that liability for writing is be-
cause it makes a mark, which the left hand can do the same as the
right.

The implication of R’ Yehudah’s view in the Mishnah concern-
ing writing a short name that is part of a long name is inconsistent
with his opinion quoted in a Baraisa.

The Gemara answers: The Mishnah reflects R’ Yehudah’s opin-
ion whereas the Baraisa is the opinion of his Rebbi, R’ Gamliel.

7) Clarifying the Baraisa

In the previously quoted Baraisa it would seem that Tanna Kamma
and R’ Shimon share the same opinion regarding liability even if one
writes the same letter twice. The Gemara explains that they differ re-
garding liability for writing only part of the word he intended to write.

R’ Yosi the son of R’ Chanina explains R’ Yosi’s source and the
halachos that are deduced from his exposition.

8) Writing oW from pynv

The Gemara questions: How could R’ Yehudah declare liability
for writing oW from )WnNY when one ‘N is open and the other is
closed?

R’ Chisda answers: The ruling of R’ Yehudah teaches that the
letters could be used interchangeably.

R’ Chisda’s assertion is challenged from a Baraisa that prohibits
exchanging open letters for closed ones and the Gemara explains
that R’ Chisda has a tanna who supports his position. W
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The Gemara says that one who plucks reeds from the ground is 20
for w9 only if he has specific intent to improve the land. Abaye
explains that the case is where a person is plucking the reeds from his
neighbot’s field. Although this is a 8w P09 as far as plowing is
concerned, he would not be 2»n if he did not have specific intent.
Rashi explains the reason is because it is “9 M93N N9 — the person
simply does not care” if the field is improved, because it is not his field.

Rabbi Akiva Eiger points out what seems to be a contradiction in
Rashi. Earlier (75a) the Gemara pointed out that a person would be
exempt for killing a chilazon fish while drawing blood for techeiles dye
from its blood. Rava explains the reason is that the blood of the chilazon
is better when it is drawn while the animal is alive, and the death of the
fish is therefore not only Y nM WK, but it is also 79 N N5, Rashi
comments that the demise of the chilazon is something that is against his
will and undesirable, thus exempting the person from culpability. If, how-
ever, it would simply be something he does not care about, it would still
be prohibited, being that it is a X¢» poa. This is in variance with
Rashi in our Gemara, where 1Y X XY is translated as “does not care”.

The opinion of the v is that the discussion in our Gemara is
elaborating on the dispute in the case of 1211 19X — lack of intent to
do a prohibited act. The Gemara immediately notices that plucking
the reeds is worse than a regular “lack of intent” case, in that it is a
Nv»M o9, and even R’ Shimon agrees that to do such an act is
prohibited. The Gemara then responds that here it is another person’s
field and he does not care. This statement means that it is no longer a
problem of &w» P0a. Consequently, we revert back to a simple
consideration of it being 910 WX, and it is allowed according to
R’Shimon.

Ritva attacks this explanation, because whether or not he cares or

(Continued on page 2)

1. Who would strike a hammer on an anvil in the construction of

the Mishkan?

2. Why is it permitted to pull up reeds for fuel from a friend’s field?

3. What writing was done in the construction of the Mishkan?

4. How did R’ Chisda demonstrate that it is acceptable to ex-
change closed letters of the aleph-beis with open letters?
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HALACHAH

Writing on Chol HaMoed; Printing Seforim
LMY ]79‘3?’( 21N NOY NHN NDND XNNY DNIANDY

“And Write them” - that the writing [of tefillin and mezuzos] should be perfect,
that he should not write alephs as ayins... [The suffix Of~them is expounded as
if it was written Of-perfect.]

It is forbidden to write on Chol HaMoed.! However, as is the case
with all other melachos, it is only the work of an artisan that it is pro-
hibited, not that of a common person.” But what writing is categorized
as the work of an artisan and what writing is categorized as the work of a
common man/

According to Mechaber (ibid.), any form of writing falls into the
category of the work of an artisan. Rema,’ however, notes that this is a
matter of a dispute. Mishnah Berurah* states that according to the leni-
ent opinion, any writing other than the writing of Sifrei Torah, Tefillin
and Mezuzos, even formal block writing, is considered the work of a
commoner, since writers writing any other work are not concerned as to
the precise form of the letters they are writing. [It would seem, accord-
ingly, that true calligraphy would indeed be forbidden on Chol HaMo-
ed.]

Subsequently, however, Rema,’ forbids writing personal letters in
all forms of writing, even in the script which was commonly used in
daily writing (Ksav Meshita, known today as Ksav Rashi). Mishnah Beru-
rah,® however writes that the practice is to be lenient and to write in
Ksav Meshita and in our modern form of script, as long as one makes a
slight difference from one’s normal manner of writing, such as writing
the first line on an angle.’

A fascinating application of the distinction between different forms
of writing is its application to the printing of seforim. According to
Teshuvos Mishneh Halachos,® most seforim other than the texts of the
Tanach and the Talmud were deliberately printed in Ksav Meshita be-
cause of the prohibition of writing Torah Sheba’al Peh,” and in order

N

(Insight...continued from page 1)
not should not affect the case being judged as a Nw» P>09 or not. If
the act is inevitable, it should be prohibited even according to R’
Shimon. Therefore, Ritva learns that we are talking about where the
amount of improvement in the land by plucking out the reeds was
minimal. If it was his own land, this would be a true Xw» P99 and it
would be prohibited. However, because it is his friend’s field, this
minimal amount of improvement is considered negligible, and it is
not a melacha at all. B

that they should not be perceived and treated as if they are of the same
level of sanctity as Sifrei Torah, Tefillin and Mezuzos. Since Ksav Meshi-
ta is not considered true writing, it is possible that the prohibition is not
applicable to seforim printed in this script, and that their sanctity is
therefore lower as well.

Today, more and more seforim are printed in block print may be
attributed to the lower intellectual level of later generations, which
needs books that are as easy as possible to read.

It should be noted that the Gemara' subsequently distinguishes be-
tween Halachos, that were originally not meant to be written, and other
parts of Torah that were not subject to any restriction. This distinction
evidently underlies the practice of some authors to print their Halachic

works in Ksav Meshita and their other works in block print. B
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The writing of tefillin and mezuzos must

conform to the strict requirement of be-
ing “Pn nMO—complete writing.”  The
Baraisa delineates some of the guidelines which
comprise this standard. Although the Baraisa
holds that any letter that should be written
open (a regular n) is disqualified if it is written
closed (as a final 0), there is an opinion in our
Gemara which considers it acceptable if a
closed letter is written open.  The halacha
rules according to the strict opinion (see O.C.

32:18, and Biur HaGra).

Rabbi Shimon Shwab, zt”1, in his 1°2 pyn
MaNIVN points out that this Gemara presents
us with a significant historical dilemma. Our
Gemara cites Reb Yirmiyah who said that the
five letters in the Hebrew alphabet which
change depending on whether they appear in
the middle of a word or at the end (7793)
were established as such from even before the
time the Torah was given. There was a period
during which the tradition of how these letters
were to be used was forgotten, but the prophets
reinstated the set rule of the open form of the
letters to be used in the middle of a word, and
the closed “n” and the longer form of the other
letters are the ones to be used at the end of a
word. During the time when the system of
how to use these letters was unknown, how did
the Jewish people fulfill their mitzvah of tefillin
and mezuzah? The lack of clarity must have
resulted with the failure of NN M. It is
also not reasonable to say that the statement of

Rav Yirmiyah is wrong, and that there never
was such a period in the history of our people.

We must say that the requirement to write
these parchments with nnHR N2> was not
fully in force when no one knew how to write
the form of the letters accurately. It is only
when we have full awareness of how to write
letters that the demand to do so with precision
is in force. However, if the proper placement
of the open and long letters is not known, we
are not considered deficient for not using the
different forms of the letters correctly.

A parallel situation would be the applica-
tion of the rule that we are not supposed to
allow someone to lead the community in its
tefillos if he mispronounce his letters 975X as
vy, and reverse. However, if there is no one
else available, because everyone in that commu-
nity pronounces those letters similarly without
distinguishing between them, then we do allow
such a MY MHY. A
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