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1) Clarifying the Mishnah (cont.)

Abaye successfully challenges Rabah’s position of rejecting the
principle of overlapping techumin.

A contradiction in the Mishnah is noted regarding how far a
person may return from a lifessaving mission, either two thousand
amos or all the way home.

R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav answers: The latter phrase re-
fers to the right to return while carrying their weapons.

The Gemara notes that the original difficulty can easily be re-
solved and suggests that R’ Yehudah was responding to a contradic-
tion between our Mishnah and a Mishnah in Rosh HaShanah.

A Baraisa is cited that refers to a specific event that led to the
lenient ruling permitting soldiers to carry back their weapons.

R’ Nachman bar Yitzchak offers an alternative resolution to the
contradiction.

2) Guidelines for defending a Jewish city

R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav presents guidelines for when it
is permissible to violate Shabbos to defend a Jewish city.

An example of defending a border city is cited.

3) MISHNAH: The Mishnah records a dispute regarding the desig-
nation of a city as a person’s residence when at the beginning of
Shabbos he did not realize he was within its techum.

4) An expanded version of R’ Yehudah’s proof

A Baraisa is cited that contains a more detailed version of R’
Yehudah'’s proof as well as the response of others to that proof.

5) MISHNAH: A dispute is recorded regarding the consequences
for a person who fell asleep before Shabbos began without designat-
ing his place of residence for Shabbos. Additionally, issues related to
overlapping residences are discussed.

6) Clarifying R’ Yochanan ben Nuri’s position

Rava questions what the underlying rationale is behind R
Yochanan ben Nuri’s ruling.

R’ Yosef demonstrates that the underlying rationale behind R’
Yochanan ben Nuri’s ruling is that ownerless objects acquire a Shab-
bos residence and a fixed techum.

R’ Safra unsuccessfully attempted to refute R’ Yosef’s proof.

7) The residence of rain

An earlier-cited Baraisa ruled that rain that falls on Yom Tov is
given the same techum as the one who eventually collects it. This
ruling is seemingly at odds with R’ Eliezer’s opinion that the world
drinks from the waters of the ocean and therefore rain that falls on
Yom Tov should be limited to four amos.

R’ Yitzchak offers an explanation that could reconcile R’
Eliezer’s opinion with the Baraisa.

The Gemara questions why the water does not acquire its resi-
dence in the clouds.

The Gemara responds that since the water is absorbed in the
clouds it is considered as if it does not exist and consequently does
not acquire residence in the clouds. W
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Rather I would say to you that the laws of Techumim do apply above
ten handbreadths, and the water is fully absorbed in the clouds, and is
not considered to be in existence at the onset of Yom Tow. If so it would
certainly be considered Nolad (newly born), and be forbidden to handle
on Yom Towv. Rather, the water in the clouds is constantly moving and
is not considered to have acquired a Techum until it ceases to move.

The Geonim' deduce from this passage that rain that falls
on Shabbos and Yom Tov is not considered nolad and is not
muktzeh. This ruling is cited by early authorities?, as well as by
the Mishnah Berurah’, and is accepted by other later Poskim*.
Note must be made of the apparent position of the Pri Mega-
dim’, who seems to prohibit the use of rain that falls on Shab-
bos and Yom Tov. However, numerous authorities® challenge
this position.

When asked whether snow is muktzeh, Rav Tzvi Pesach
Frank’ responded that whether the snow fell before Shabbos or
during Shabbos it should be no different than rain, and there-
fore not be considered muktzeh. Rav Shlomo Zalman Auer-
bach® and others’ similarly opined that snow is not muktzeh.
However, Rav Moshe Feinstein'® ruled that snow is muktzeh on
Shabbos, and cannot be compared to rain which is permitted.
In his responsum, Rav Feinstein does not explain this forbid-
though, it is reported in the name of Rav
Feinstein that snow is muktzeh because snow is not commonly

used, and cannot even be considered food for animals. B
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Putting the lives of soldiers in danger by waging war
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And we desecrate Shabbos by taking weapons

The Gemara relates that when a nation lays a siege on a bor-
der city, it is permitted for people to take arms to defend them-
selves even on Shabbos and even if the foreign nation’s interest is
monetary. This is proven from the fact that Dovid HaMelech bat-
tled the Plishtim on Shabbos to defend the border city of Ke’ilah
even though they merely wanted to plunder the grain. From the
Gemara’s discussion, it is evident that were it not for Shabbos
there would be no discussion regarding the permissibility to take
arms in war even though there was no threat against Jewish lives.
Netziv' notes from here that it is permitted to go out to war even
when it is not an issue of pikuach nefesh. In this regard war is
unique in that generally, it is prohibited for a person to place
himself in danger.

Sefer HaChinuch?® writes concerning the mitzvah to annihi-
late the seven indigenous nations of Eretz Yisroel that one who
could kill them without putting his life in danger but neglects to
do so, violates this positive command. Minchas Chinuch’ ob-
serves that the implication is that one is not obligated to risk his
life to fulfill this mitzvah even though it is a time of war. He chal-
lenges this position from the fact that the Torah commanded the
Jewish People to wage war to conquer Eretz Yisroel and in war
barring a miracle it is impossible for there not to be casualties on
both sides. Since the Torah commanded the Nation to put peo-
ple in harm’s way for the sake of this mitzvah it must be that the
normally conservative attitude to avoid danger is suspended when
fulfilling this mitzvah. Therefore, it seems that one should be ob-
ligated to fulfill this mitzvah even at risk to one’s life. Teshuvas
D’var Yehoshua' infers that Minchas Chinuch’s conclusion is
limited to a war that is a mitzvah to wage (M3n nnN5n) but does

1. What event led to the lenient ruling permitting soldiers to
return with their weapons?

2. Why was R’ Yehudah’s proof from the story of R’ Tarfon
not a definitive proof to his position?

3. What are the two possible ways to explain R’ Yochanan ben
Nuri’s ruling?

4. Why was R’ Yosef not satisfied with Abaye’s response to R’

Safra?
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bring those which are in the common area in the middle to
share (x). B
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not apply to a voluntary battle (mwa mN5H) and this is at odds

with Netziv’s conclusion that one may put himself in danger even
for battles that are not a mitzvah.
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INSIGHT

Consulting the Urim V’Tumim on Shab-

bos
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Sefer Ma’aseh Rokeach on the Torah
(Parashas Mattos) writes that it was prohib-
ited to consult the urim v'tumim on Shab-
bos. The reason is that the letters on the
urim vtumim bulged out, or they com-
bined in some manner to provide an an-

swer to the question which was presented
(see Yoma 73b). Therefore, this would re-

sult in some type of “writing”, which is
prohibited on Shabbos.

The commentators all question the
Ma’aseh Rokeach from our Gemara, where
we see that Dovid HaMelech did, in fact,
consult the urim v'tumim on Shabbos (see
Rashi).

Sefer Daf al HaDaf cites several an-
swers which have been given to resolve this
problem. Maharsham points out that the
village of Ke’ila was a border town. As
such, it was permitted to violate the Shab-
bos to defend it, and it was therefore per-
mitted to consult the urim vtumim as
needed to determine the battle strategy to

be used.

Teshuvos Yabi’a Omer (4, Yoreh
De’ah, #20) explains that the writing
which took place was not done by the
questioner, but rather by the urim
vtumim. This was a unique and unusual
type of writing, and it was not the type of
writing which was done in the Mishkan.
This is similar to the weaving of wool
which took place on the back of the sheep
itself, which the Gemara explains (Shabbos
74b) is exempt if done on Shabbos. It is
a NN NNON, and is permitted to be done
on Shabbos. B
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