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Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  

By Rabbi and Mrs. Michoail Rosen 

In loving memory of their father 
 ר' ברוך בן ר' יסן, ע"ה

Gemara GEM OVERVIEW of the Daf 
1)  Defining terms in the Mishnah 

The Gemara explains that the term כבולות describes a ewe whose 

tail was tied down.  The basis for this meaning is from a pasuk that 

refers to a land as כבול, which has a connotation of non-productivity. 

The Mishnah’s term ותכבו refers to a sheep that has a cover 

fastened around it to keep its wool clean. 

2)  A pouch tied to a goat’s udders 

Rav rules like R’ Yehudah who permits a goat to go out with its 

udders tied up only when it is to cause the milk to dry up.  Shmuel 

rules like R’ Yosi who prohibits it under all circumstances. Some report 

this dispute without a reference to the dispute in the Mishnah. Accord-

ing to another version, Shmuel prohibits tying up the udders when the 

intention is to dry the milk only because people can not discern be-

tween that case and the case where it is done to collect the milk. 

Ravin quotes R’ Yochanan as ruling like the lenient opinion of 

Tanna Kamma. 

3)  MISHNAH:  A list of cases in which it is prohibited to allow an 

animal to go out on Shabbos. 

4)  Further elaboration on the cases in the Mishnah 

A Baraisa qualifies the Mishnah’s first case and only permits a 

camel to go out if the saddle cloth is tied to its tail and hump.  Rabbah 

bar R’ Huna is lenient if the saddle cloth is tied to the camel’s placen-

ta. 

R’ Yehudah explains that the term עקוד refers to the binding of 

the hand and foot of the animal together, and רגול refers to where the 

front leg is tied in a bent position. R’ Yehudah’s opinion can be traced 

to a Baraisa. 

The reason one may not tie the camels to each other and pull one 

of them is because it gives the appearance as if the owner is going to 

the market to sell the camels. 

R’ Ashi explains that the prohibition against winding ropes attached 

to camels around one’s hand is a concern that some of the ropes are 

made from wool and others from linen and if the ropes were tied togeth-

er, the prohibition of shaatnez would be violated. 

Shmuel rules that one should not allow the end of the leash to 

hang down a tefach below his hand even though technically even up 

to two tefachim would not violate the prohibition.  Additionally, the 

part of the leash in between the person and the animal should not sag 

within a tefach of the ground. 

5)  MISHNAH:  The list of cases in which it is prohibited to allow an 

animal to go out on Shabbos continues. 

6)  Elaboration on the cases in the Mishnah 

The Gemara explains and provides the reason for many of the 

cases in the Mishnah. 

(Continued on page 2) 

You call that an insult? 
 א"כ עשיתה מר עוקבא

T here was a person who owned a sheep, and he spent an inordi-

nate amount of time caring for it every day. His friend noticed how 

he washed it and groomed it daily, and the friend finally insulted 

the sheep’s owner, “Is that sheep Rabbi So-and-so (using the name 

of the Rabbi of the town) that you attend to its every need?” When 

the Rabbi of that town heard about the incident, he was personally 

offended. There were others, particularly those who thought that 

the honor of the Torah was under siege, who joined the Rabbi in 

calling for this insult to be dealt with by assessing a fine against the 

speaker. How could he get away with comparing this meager sheep, 

albeit a quite well-groomed animal, to the dignified and learned 

Rabbi? And even though the comment was made as a question 

(“How can you treat that sheep like Rabbi So-and-so?”), it still 

seemed to be a very inappropriate comment and belittling of To-

rah. 

The question was posed to Rabbi Yosef Chaim of Bagdad, and 

his answer is recorded in his responsa Torah L’Shma (#258).  He 

writes, “This comment is not considered an insult against Torah, 

and the Rabbi need not have reacted so strongly.  In fact, the Ge-

mara in Shabbos (54b) brings a similar case where Rav Acha bar 

Ulla suggested that compresses of oil were prepared for the sheep 

so that they should not become cold after having been sheared.  

Rav Chisda questioned this interpretation, saying, “If so, this 

would mean they were treating the sheep like Mar Ukva!”  (Rashi 

explains that Mar Ukva was a wealthy man, and he was also the 

head of the beis din.  The luxurious treatment of placing oil com-

presses was usually reserved for the affluent).  Accordingly, if such a 

statement was not out of place in the context of the Gemara, this 

man who used the Rabbi’s name in a sarcastic remark was not be-

ing disrespectful. 

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. How was Yitzchok Avinu tied up for the Akeida? 

2. Why is it prohibited to tie many camels to one another 

and pull only one of them? 

3. What is the rationale to prohibit allowing a leash to sag 

within a tefach of the ground? 

4. Why is it important to get a sheep to sneeze? 
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Number 117—  ד“שבת  

Informing on One’s Father 
 כל מי שאפשר למחות לאשי ביתו ולא מיחה תפס על אשי ביתו

R abbi Yitzchok Zilberstein, shlit”a,1  discusses an issue of an experi-

enced and qualified doctor who worked out of a hospital.  He also ran 

a private practice out of a neighborhood clinic.  His daughter worked 

for him as a nurse at the clinic. She noticed that the facility was well 

stocked with medical supplies (syringes, bandages, medicines and 

tools) which she was certain had been taken from the hospital without 

permission. She tried to alert her father about her observation in a 

tactful manner, but the father denied any wrongdoing. She saw that 

the situation was not going to be resolved, so she decided not to bring 

up the topic with him any further.  She consulted with a Rav to find 

out if she should alert the authorities at the hospital, for informing 

about another Jew is allowed under certain specific conditions.  On 

the other hand, the situation was complicated by the fact this was her 

father, and she was prohibited from acting disrespectfully towards him. 

The Shalmei Nissan2 brings one opinion that prohibits the daugh-

ter from informing on her father.  Although the violation of being a 

tale-bearer is not in effect when the information is provided for a ear 

benefit, this is only when speaking about a person at large. However, 

regarding a father, the daughter would be abrogating her obligation to 

honor and revere her father by divulging this information. She would 

also be subject to the curse of “Accursed is the one who degrades his 

father or mother.”3 

Some argue and say that lashon harah is allowed in order to save 

the hospital from losses, even when speaking about a father. A proof is 

from Sefer HaChasidim4 who writes: “If a person knows that someone 

is depositing funds with his father, and he knows that his father is not 

trustworthy, he should inform the depositor not to give his funds to 

his father.  He should not refer to the father as being a רשע, but he 

should advise the depositor to protect himself.” The source of this 

statement of the Sefer HaChasidim may be from the Gemara Megil-

lah5, where Rachel told Yaakov that her father, Lavan, was a swindler, 

and that Yaakov would not be able to contend with him. 

Although Rachel called her father a “swindler”, this was because 

Rachel had to tell Yaakov that Lavan was very dangerous.  He did not 

simply do dishonest things; he was a habitual and hardened con artist. 

In the case of the Sefer Chasidim, the child is only allowed to advise 

the investor to direct his funds to other people, but not to outright 

brand his father as an evil person. 

Rav Zilberstein explains that the reason the daughter in our case 

should inform on her father, is in order to save the father from eternal 

retribution for his erroneous ways. The patients also need to know 

that the clinic is not being run honestly. They must know, for there is 

no heavenly assistance lent to aid a doctor who cheats and whose ways 

are illicit. The father may be rationalizing, figuring that he works at the 

hospital, and that he is entitled to take what he wants from their sup-

plies, but he is wrong. If the daughter would tell her father that she 

was about to inform on him, he would probably stop pilfering, but he 

would despise her and fire her from her job.  Nevertheless, she must 

tolerate this, and not disgrace him because of what his reaction would 

be. 

Rabbi Chaim Kanievsky suggested that the daughter may remain 

silent. It is possible that the hospital understands that the doctors who 

work there often take supplies for personal use. Therefore, the admin-

istration of the hospital writes off these materials, accepting the inevi-

table fact that there is going to be a percentage of loss due to profes-

sional rationalization, albeit it is illegal. Therefore, the daughter does 

not have to embarrass her father or risk his standing at the facility. 

Rav Elyashiv also responded to the issue, and he held that the 

daughter must tell her father that her findings indicate that the fa-

ther’s actions are in violation of the laws of theft.  She also must not 

work with the stolen objects.   
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HALACHAH Highlight 

The finicky woodsmen 
 כיון דעתירי ומפקי אין עבודתו עבודה

O ur Gemara describes people who were 

wealthy, and, as a result, they were non-

productive as workers for the king. The Mar-

goliyos Hashas cites an interesting case that 

was brought before the Maharsham.  A Jewish 

businessman of Polish origin used to deal in 

lumber.  He employed a large number of em-

ployees for one month out of the year, when 

the workers would do heavy and arduous work 

chopping down trees.   

One year, he decided to hire frum work-

men from Germany, who seemingly were the 

elite of the frum lumberjack. However, when 

the boss arrived during the first day of his lum-

ber season, he was greeted by an odd sight. 

Apparently, these workers were toothbrush 

addicts. Every now and then they would stop, 

take out a toothbrush, brush their teeth, spit, 

and only then continue working. The boss 

asked them to explain their peculiar behavior. 

They told him, “We rinse out our mouths so 

that they should not become dirty, and we 

should not get bad breath.” The boss fired 

them on the spot for being too finicky to be 

good lumberjacks. 

Whenever a Jew has a dispute, he goes to 

Beis Din, which is why the German workers 

and their Polish boss ended up in front of the 

Maharsham. Was the employer able to fire his 

workers on the grounds that they were too 

finicky?  The Maharsham answered that he 

was, based on our Gemara.  Rav Huna states 

that Chiram rejected the gift of Shlomo 

Hamelech, which was twenty cities in the Gal-

il. Why did he reject the gift?  Rav Huna ex-

plains that Chiram saw that the people there 

were much too rich and finicky to do good 

work. This shows, the Maharsham said, that 

one is allowed to fire a finicky worker. 

STORIES Off the Daf  

The last case of the Mishnah involving the cow of R’ Elazar ben 

Azaryah going out on Shabbos with a strap between its horns, the Ge-

mara explains, was in reality his neighbors cow and he is held account-

able because he could have protested against this practice and he did-

n’t. 

This is consistent with the teaching that if someone has the abil-

ity to protest another’s improper behavior and they don’t they will be 

punished for the transgression.   

(Insight...continued from page 1) 


