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Distinctive INSIGHT OVERVIEW of the Daf 
1) Clarifying the Mishnah (cont.) 

The Gemara explains the novelty of each of the items that one is pro-

hibited to move from the storehouse.  

A Baraisa discusses other foods that may be moved since they are 

eaten by animals.  

Ameimar and R’ Ashi disagree concerning R’ Shimon ben Gamliel’s 

opinion quoted in the Baraisa. According to Ameimar, one must own 

the animal if its food is to be non-muktza, whereas according to R’ Ashi, 

even if one does not own that animal its food will not be muktza.  

2) All Jews are princes  

Abaye compiles a list of four Tannaim who rule leniently based upon 

the principle that all Jews are princes.  

3) The Muktza status of different foods  

A Baraisa lists different plants, their muktza status and how one may 

prepare them for use on Shabbos.  

Salted raw meat is not muktza. R’ Huna and R’ Chisda disagree re-

garding the muktza status of unsalted raw meat. The Gemara elaborates 

on each of their positions.  

Two more Baraisos are cited that discuss the muktza status of meat 

and fish.  

4) MISHNAH: The Mishnah presents the means by which one is per-

mitted to facilitate the walking of animals and children. 

5) Alleviating an animal from suffering  

R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav rules: If an animal fell into a stream, 

it is permitted to bring pillows and blankets to help the animal climb 

out of the water. This leniency, however, applies only if one cannot 

otherwise alleviate the animal’s suffering, e.g. providing the animal with 

food where it is and taking the animal out of the stream after Shabbos.  

6) Pushing a hen  

The Mishnah echoes the ruling of a Baraisa that permits helping all 

animals walk except for the hen. The reason, explains Abaye, is because 

when one grabs the wings of the hen she will lift herself and the person 

ends up carrying the hen.  

Abaye resolves an apparent contradiction between two Baraisos by 

explaining that one Baraisa referred to a hen which follows stricter rules 

concerning helping it walk.  

Abaye offers practical advice for slaughtering roosters  

7) MISHNAH: The Mishnah presents rulings for assisting an animal or 

woman giving birth. Additionally, the Mishnah discusses the care for 

the newborn. 

8) Clarifying the Mishnah  

R’ Yehudah explains that assisting an animal to give birth means that 

one is permitted to grab the fetus so that it should not fall to the 

ground. R’ Nachman suggests it means that it is permitted to press the 

mother’s skin to help the fetus out.  

A Baraisa is quoted that supports R’ Yehudah’s opinion. Additional-

ly, the Baraisa describes how to properly care for the newborn animal.  

9) Assisting a woman giving birth  

The Gemara notes that the phrase in the Mishnah, “We may desecrate 

Shabbos on her behalf,” is seemingly superfluous. The Gemara explains, 

based upon a quoted Baraisa, that the Mishnah is teaching that even those 

things that merely put her mind at ease may also be done on her account.  

Two points of the cited Baraisa are clarified.  

R’ Yehudah in the name of Shmuel rules: If a woman’s womb is still 

open following childbirth one may desecrate Shabbos on her behalf. Once 

the womb closed it is not permitted to desecrate Shabbos on her behalf.   

Raw and Unsalted Meat  
 רב הוא אמר מותר –בשר תפל 

A ccording to both Rashi and Tosafos, the discussion in the 
Gemara is dealing with unsalted meat, which is actually raw meat. 

It is in this case that Rav Huna and Rav Chisda conduct their dis-

pute.  

Everyone agrees that according to Rabbi Yehuda, this meat is 

muktza, because it is not something that can be eaten on Shabbos 

by people in its raw state. The fact that it can be eaten as such by 

dogs is irrelevant, because it is not dog food. The owner would cer-

tainly preserve this meat until after Shabbos, and prepare it for hu-

man consumption. Consequently, this raw slab of meat is muktza. 

A piece of raw fowl can be eaten by humans, and it is therefore not 

muktza.  

The opinion of Rabbi Shimon regarding raw meat is the issue 

about which Rav Huna and Rav Chisda differ. According to Rav 

Huna, Rav Shimon does not consider raw meat muktza, because it 

is available for dogs to eat. The fact that the owner is not planning 

to give this meat to the dogs is not enough to have it lose its status 

of being edible on Shabbos.  

The Rif has a different text in the Gemara. He learns that raw 

and unsalted meat is allowed to be moved according to everyone, 

for the fact it is edible by a dog is enough to consider it as non-

muktza. The argument is regarding spoiled meat, which even a dog 

would not eat. According to Rav Huna, even this case Rabbi 

Shimon allows, because the meat can at least be eaten by a wild 

animal.  

Magen Avraham rules that raw meat which is unsalted is muk-

tza. This ruling is based upon the strictest approach, where we do 

not consider the meat’s edibility for dogs to be significant, and we 

do not recognize its ultimate value for human consumption. The 

owner would certainly save it for human consumption and never 

give it to his dog. Therefore, it is muktza on Shabbos. Only raw 

fowl is not muktza, for it can be eaten by people on Shabbos as is.  

All Achronim argue against the Magen Avraham, and they do not 

consider this meat as muktza, for they recognize the validity of the 

leniencies mentioned above. 

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. What is the halachic consequence that all Jews are princes? 

2. Why is raw duck meat not muktza? 

3. What is the prohibition against dragging a child? 

4. Why is it permitted to light a candle for a blind woman 

giving birth? 



Number 190— ח“שבת קכ  

Carrying a human being1 

A n exception to the melacha d’eoraisa of Hotzoa is the carrying of a 
living person. One is not liable when carrying a living person because of 

the principle of ושא את עצמו חי, literally "a living creature carries itself.” 

The principle of Chai Noseh Es Atzmo is based upon the physical phe-

nomenon that the weight of a living person is not felt by the carrier as 

much as is dead weight, because the live person carries himself to some 

extent.  

However, the Tosafist commentary points out that the difference in 

the weight or feel of the load is of no Halachic consequence (even carry-

ing a needle is Hotzoa). Therefore, the lightness factor obviously cannot 

be the entire reason why carrying a live person is not Hotzoa. They 

therefore explain that the distinction lies in the fact that living persons 

were not carried as part of the functioning of the Mishkan.  

This distinction delineates a category of carrying that has no source 

in the Mishkan, namely, the carrying of living persons. Therefore, carry-

ing a "living weight" in R'shus Harabim (or transferring from one do-

main to another) is not Hotzoa de’oraisa. (However, carrying a person is 

Rabbinically prohibited, even in a Karmelis.)  

Carrying a person who cannot walk  

The principle of Chai Noseh Es Atzmo applies only when carrying 

a human being who is able to walk on his own. It does not apply to per-

sons unable to walk on their own (for whatever reason). Such persons 

are in the same Halachic category as dead weight.  

Therefore, one who carries an invalid or a baby in R'shus Harabim 

is liable for the Melacha de’oraisa of Hotzoa. A person whose legs are 

bound or one who is very ill and bedridden is also in the non-walking 

category. Dragging a child is also Hotzoa. 

A child who is capable of taking steps may be walked in R'shus Har-

abim, even if he needs help while doing so, but one must make certain 

that the child is not holding anything in his hand. However, one who 

carries such a child is liable for the melacha de’oraisa of Hotzoa. Carry-

ing a child who is holding an object in his hand is equivalent to carrying 

the object itself. In fact, one who carries this child in R'shus Harabim is 

transgressing the melacha of Hotzoa M'deoraisa.  

Carrying a toddler who refuses to walk home in a Karmelis (e.g. 

rural and most suburban areas)  

If a toddler was taken for a walk and suddenly became upset and is 

unwilling to walk home, one should make every effort to coax the child 

to walk home, even if this takes a great deal of extra time. If coaxing is 

not effective, and the child is crying and implacable, one may carry him 

back home if this is the only way to calm him.  

In R'shus Harabim (e.g. large cities, or very busy thoroughfares)  

If the child refuses to walk himself while in R'shus Harabim, he may 

not be carried home, even if very upset and insistent. He should also not 

be dragged home because dragging is equivalent to carrying. If gentle 

coaxing is not effective, a non-Jew may be asked to carry the child home.  

If a non-Jew is not available, one will need to resort to a Halachic 

compromise which will permit carrying the child (partly on the basis of 

Chai Noseh Es Atzmo) in this difficult circumstance. However, one 

must first remove anything that the child may be carrying in his hand or 

pocket, and discard them. The principle of Chai Noseh Es Atzmo ap-

plies only to the person himself (and the clothing etc. that he is wear-

ing). It does not apply to items being held or carried by the person. The 

correct procedures for carrying the child home are as follows:  

■ Hand the child from one person to the next 

If another person is available, the child should be handed back and 

forth, from one adult to the other (with each person carrying the child 

less than 6 feet) and brought back in that manner.  

It is permissible to stop (within 6 feet) before handing over the child. 

However, this entire back and forth procedure should preferably be done 

without stopping. This means that each person carrying the child should 

hand the child directly to his friend while walking beside him, and his 

friend should reciprocate. This process should be constantly repeated 

every few feet (i.e. less than 6 feet) until they reach their destination.  

■ Carry the child for less than 6 feet intervals 

If a second person is not available (i.e. handing the baby back and 

forth is not possible), the child may be carried by a single person, stop-

ping momentarily at intervals of every four feet (and preferably putting 

down the child each time).  

■ The special problems when bringing the child into the house 

Upon arriving near the house, the child should be put down and 

again be coaxed to enter the house (or enclosed yard, deck or porch) on his 

own. If this is not possible, and a non-Jew is not available, the child may be 

placed onto the outstretched arms of a second person whose feet and body 

are in R'shus Hayochid (i.e in the house, stoop, deck or porch), but whose 

hands are extended into R' shus Harabim (i.e. over the sidewalk or street).  

■  In dangerous circumstances  

If this situation occurs under dangerous circumstances (e.g. in an 

unsafe neighborhood, sudden severe electrical storm etc.), one may im-

mediately carry the child and run (not walk) home without any of the 

previously described precautions.  

In view of the many Halachic compromises necessary when a child refuses 

to walk home, it behooves a parent to carefully consider the consequences before 

taking a very young child for a walk on Shabbos.  
1 The 39 Melachos, by Rabbi Dovid Ribiat, pages 1336-1339. 
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Squeezing of Hair and Leather  
 רבה ורב יוסף דאמרי תרוייהו אין סחיטה בשיער

R ambam (Hilchos Shabbos 9:11) writes 
that if someone squeezes a cloth until the liq-

uid held within it comes out, he is liable, for 

this is an act of laundering. However, squeez-

ing does not apply by hair, nor by leather. This 

seems to suggest that the legal definition of 

laundering does not apply to hair or leather.  

The Gemara in Zevachim (93b) teaches 

that when blood from an offering sprinkles 

upon a material, whether it is a garment or 

leather, that material must be laundered. Fur-

thermore, Tosafos earlier (27a וצהד"ה ו) and 

Rambam (Hilchos Kaylim 1:12) write that the 

classic שק mentioned in the Torah in reference 

to tum’ah is made from the hair of goats. It is 

in reference to this “goat hair bag” that the 

Torah tells us that it must undergo laundering 

when it becomes טמא. We therefore see that 

both leather and hair can undergo laundering. 

Why, then, does the labor of squeezing not 

apply to these materials?  

Bi’ur Halacha (302:9 ד"ה אסור) points out 

that we must differentiate between squeezing 

and laundering. While laundering applies by 

hair, the hair is hard and non-absorbent. It can 

become cleansed, but the specific aspect of the 

process of squeezing out that absorbed liquid 

does not apply to it. This is only applicable by 

something soft and absorbent, not by hair and 

not by leather. 
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