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Shabbos Daf Lamed Ches

Maiseh Shabbos

לא במזיד יאכל, בשוגג בשבת, המבשל להו , דרש נפק למחר  מידי. ולא  ליה אמר  ולא  אישתיק  מהו . בשבת, ובשלה כירה  גבי על קדירה  שכח ל"ח. דף בשבת
דקא הוא  מבשל להיתירא, תרווייהו  דאמרי יוסף ורב רבה שנא , ולא  מאי שנא . ולא במזיד יאכל, מעשה , עביד  קא דלא  האי אבל יאכל, לא במזיד מעשה  עביד

יאכל. לא נמי בשוגג לאיערומי דאתי האי אבל יאכל, בשוגג לאיערומי, אתי דלא  הוא  מבשל לאיסורא , אמר  יצחק  בר  נחמן רב יאכל. נמי

- א -
The Difference between doing Melacha B’mayzid or B’shogeig

The disagreement between Rebbi Meir, Rebbi Yehudah, and
Rebbi Yochanan Hasandler / The disagreement in the

Rishonim l’halacha

[א] Our Gemara teaches the din that if one cooks b’shogeig on
Shabbos he can eat the food. On the other hand, if it was done

b’mayzid then he isn’t allowed to. Rashi 1 explains that this din is truly
a Mishna. The source can be found in Terumos 2 where the Mishna
teaches that if one toivels vessels on Shabbos, if done b’shogeig he
may use them, and b’mayzid not. Also, if one takes off Ma’aser or
cooks on Shabbos, if done b’shogeig he may eat the food, and
b’mayzid not. Moreover, if one plants on Shabbos, if done b’shogeig
he may leave it, and b’mayzid it must be uprooted.

The Rif 3 adds to this and points to the words of the Gemara in
Bava Kama 4. There it teaches this halacha with additional details.
Whereas the Mishna in Terumos only asserts that b’shogeig one may
eat and b’mayzid not, over there it becomes clear that there is actually
a disagreement between Rebbi Meir and Rebbi Yehudah concerning
specific details and differences within cooking b’shogeig or b’mayzid.
Their words are later cited both in the Tur and Shulchan Aruch 5. As
such, we will now bring some of these inyanim from both the Gemara
and Poskim in a clear and concise fashion.

As we have mentioned, our Gemara bring these words plainly by
simply stating that if one cooks b’shogeig on Shabbos the food can
be consumed, and b’mayzid not. On the other hand, the Gemara in
Bava Kama 6 cites the Tosefta 7 teaching that if one cooks on
Shabbos, if done b’shogeig he may eat it and b’mayzid not, and these
are the words of Rebbi Meir. Rebbi Yehudah holds that if done
b’shogeig he may eat it on Motzei Shabbos and b’mayzid never.
Rebbi Yochanan Hasandler states that if done b’shogeig others may
eat it on Motzei Shabbos but not him, and b’mayzid nobody can eat
it even after Shabbos.

Practically speaking, both Rebbi Meir and Rebbi Yehuda hold that
the issur involved in a Maiseh Shabbos (something accomplished

through Melacha on Shabbos) is a k’nas (fine) initiated by the
Chachamim. Their whole disagreement is merely concerning how far
the Chachamim saw fit to k’nas (as we will soon explain). On the
other hand, Rebbi Yochanan Hasandler holds that the issur to benefit
from a product of Shabbos is actually learnt out from the pasuk
“V’shamartam es haShabbos ki kodesh hi la’chem”. This teaches that
the same way kodesh is assur for one to eat, so too a Maiseh Shabbos
is assur for consumption as well. As such, it is possible this issur is
min hatorah.

Now, concerning the disagreement between Rebbi Meir and Rebbi
Yehudah, when Rebbi Meir says one who cooks b’shogeig can eat it
and b’mayzid not, this means that if the food was cooked b’shogeig
it can be consumed even on Shabbos itself both by others and even
the person who cooked it. On the other hand, if it was cooked
b’mayzid, then on Shabbos nobody can eat it, but afterwards even the
person who cooked it would be allowed to partake. It comes out
according to Rebbi Meir that with regard to this din there is no
difference between the cook himself and other people. If the food was
cooked b’shogeig everyone can partake even on Shabbos, and
b’mayzid on Shabbos itself it would be assur to all, but afterwards
muttar even for the one who cooked it.

On the other hand, Rebbi Yehudah holds that when cooked
b’shogeig the food can only be consumed on Motzei Shabbos. On
Shabbos itself it is forbidden both for the one who cooked it and even
for others as well. Practically speaking, within the realm of shogeig
he also doesn’t differentiate between the cook himself and others. For
all people the food becomes muttar only once Motzei Shabbos hits.
However, if the food was cooked b’mayzid there he holds that it is
the cook who can never eat it, yet others are allowed once Motzei
Shabbos comes around.

This disagreement is cited in Chullin 8, and there it teaches that
Rav would instruct his students to follow Rebbi Meir. On the other
hand, when addressing the tzibbur he would teach the opinion of
Rebbi Yehudah because of the amei ha’aretz (unlearned people).

Shekalim Daf Vav
“Each Man will give an Atonement for his Soul”

בשקלים דף ו'. כתיב זה יתנו כל העובר על הפקודים, ר' יהודה ור' נחמיה, חד אמר לפי שחטאו במחצית היום, יתנו מחצית השקל. וחרנה אמר לפי שחטאו 
בשש שעות ביום, יתנו מחצית השקל דעבד שיתא גרמסין. ר' יהושע בי ר' נחמיה בשם ר' יוחנן בן זכאי לפי שעברו על עשרת הדברות, יהיה נותן כל אחד 
ואחד עשרה גרה. ר' ברכיה ר' לוי בשם רבי שמעון בן לקיש, לפי שמכרו בכורה של רחל בעשרים כסף, יהיה כל אחד ואחד פודה את בנו בכורו בעשרים 

כסף, ר' פנחס בשם ר' לוי לפי שמכרה בכורה של רחל בעשרים כסף, ונפל לכל א' וא' מהם טבעה, לפיכך יהיה כל אחד ואחד נותן שקלו טבעה.

-א-
Giving the Machatzis Hashekel as an atonement of the Chet Ha’Eigel

Klal Yisrael erred in thinking that “Anochi Hashem Elokecha” referred 
specifically to Moshe/This mistake stemmed from a lack of unity/The 
half shekel versus a full shekel is meant as a message regarding unity/
Shekalim to purchase communal offerings/Why the pauper gives the 
same as the wealthy man/The way to bring unity to Klal Yisrael is 
through our hearts being one with Hashem

-פני דוד להחיד"א, אלשיך, חתם סופר-

 The Pnei Dovid1 comes to explain this that Chazal say א
how the Machatzis Hashekel is given as an atonement for 

the Chet Ha’Eigel. He raises how we see from the Medrash2 
that Moshe Rabbeinu defended Klal Yisrael using the com-
mandment of “Anochi Hashem Elokecha”. Moshe argued that 
the singular text of “Elokecha” indicates the command was 
directed to him alone and not to the rest of Klal Yisrael. He 
thereby used this as a defense for Klal Yisrael arguing that 
they never transgressed the commandment as it was meant 
only for him. 

In truth, this argument is what caused Klal Yisrael to sin. 
When they came to make the Eigel they worried they would 
be punished for transgressing “Anochi Hashem Elokecha”. 
However, they then reasoned that the singular wording indi-
cated the commandment had been directed only to Moshe. 
This argument was the spring board for them to follow 
through with their sin. 

However, in reality this can be pushed off and we can say 
the reason for the singular wording is quite the opposite. It 
wasn’t intended to include only Moshe Rabbeinu and exclude 
the rest of Klal Yisrael. On the contrary, the unique singular 
wording does include everyone and was intended to allude 
to the fact that all of Klal Yisrael are considered to be one 
soul. This is because we all originate from the source known 
as “Knesses Yisrael”, and there all souls are considered as one. 

This is similar to where the Torah states3 “Kol hanefesh l’Beis 
Yaakov ha’baah Mitzraimah shiv’im”. In reality there were 70 
people who went down to Egypt, yet the Torah dubs them 
as one soul using singular wording. So too we can say that 
when Hashem used singular wording in his commandment 
of “Anochi” his intention was to refer to the singular unit that 
makes up the entirety of Klal Yisrael. 

Therefore, we must say that when Klal Yisrael sinned they 
weren’t properly unified. As such, they didn’t feel as if they 
were one soul, and couldn’t see themselves being referred to 
as one unit. This in turn is what caused them to interpret the 
commandment of “Anochi” to refer specifically to Moshe and 
not them. The singular wording threw them off in thinking 
that if Hashem had wanted to include them as well He should 
have used the plural version instead. It comes out that the 
lack of unity in Klal Yisrael at the time was directly responsi-
ble for their dreadful error. 

Indeed, the Alshich Hakadosh4 explains b’shem the Rash 
Ben Alkabetz Z”l that this is why we give a half shekel instead 
of a full one. The intention is to teach Klal Yisrael the impor-
tance of our unity, and that no person should think of 
themselves as separate from the group. Rather we should 
all see ourselves as halves, and only consider ourselves to be 
whole when joined together with everyone else. We give the 
half shekel to drive this home. [His words stop here.] 

It is because of this that we bring communal offerings with 
the Machatzis Hashekel funds. The atonement of offerings 
works exclusively when Klal Yisrael is joined together, and 
that is why we bring a singular korban dubbed a “communal 
offering”. It alludes to our unity. 

This is also why the Torah states “The wealthy man 
shouldn’t increase, and the pauper shouldn’t decrease”. 
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L’halacha the Rishonim disagree concerning whether we pasken
like Rebbi Meir or Rebbi Yehudah. The Rif 9 asserts that the halacha
follows Rebbi Yehudah, and the Ran 10 explains his reasoning to be
because Rav publicly darshened as such. This being the case the
halacha follows suit. The same is raised by both the Rambam 11 and
Ramban 12 as well. Additionally, the Beis Yosef 13 writes that the
words of the Rosh 14 seem to lean this way too.

On the other hand, Tosafos in Chullin 15 asserts that the halacha
follow Rebbi Meir, and his reasoned is because this is how Rav
instructed his students. Additionally, the Beis Yosef 16 brings this
b’shem both the Smag and Sefer HaTerumah as well.

The Shulchan Aruch 17 determines like the opinions of the Rif,
Rambam, and Rosh to pasken like Rebbi Yehudah (as we have already
mentioned).

On the other hand, the Biur HaGra there goes to great lengths and
concludes like Rebbi Meir. The Mishna Berurah 18 cites this opinion
of the Gra and how he follows in the footsteps of Tosafos and his
colleagues who all pasken like Rebbi Meir that even b’mayzid it is
only assur to eat from food cooked on Shabbos until Motzei Shabbos.
This applies even to the one who cooked it, and b’shogeig everyone
can partake from the food immediately on Shabbos itself. The Mishna
Berurah asserts that in a time of need one is allowed to rely on this
where the food was cooked b’shogeig.

The implication of his words is that it is specifically with regards
to shogeig that one can rely on Tosafos to pasken like Rebbi Meir.
On the other hand, b’mayzid on wouldn’t be allowed to rely on Rebbi
Meir’s opinion allowing the cook to partake from the food on Motzei
Shabbos. With regard to a mayzid we must act stringently like Rebbi
Yehudah who holds that the food is perpetually assur.

- ב -
Maiseh Shabbos with regard to a Melacha where nothing is done to the object itself

Where one was motzi something from one reshus to the
other, if such a thing is assur because of Maiseh Shabbos /

Specifics in this inyan

- יונה  רבנו תוס', אדם, חיי רמ"א, טור, -

[ב ] Although both our Mishna and Gemara only make reference to
cooking on Shabbos, it is already made known from the Tur that

this concept of Maiseh Shabbos doesn’t differentiate. Practically

speaking, the issur of Maiseh Shabbos is not something specific to
Bishul creating an issur for one to eat food cooked on Shabbos. On
the contrary, it applies to any Melacha. If someone transgresses any
of the Melachos Shabbos it is then forbidden for him to benefit from
what he did. Additionally, in the Shulchan Aruch 19 the Mechaber
brings this concept of not being able to eat what one cooked on
Shabbos, and the Rema adds that this is applicable to the other
Melachos as well. 

NOTESNOTES

If a Maiseh Shabbos is assur b’hana’ah / Two aspects to Maiseh
Shabbos, and the difference between Mevashel and other Melachos /
Something cooked on Shabbos is given similar status to other
forbidden foods / Where one cooked water and it got cold again /

Where one cooked water for washing and it got cold again
- שלמה  מנחת שו"ת -

[1] The Minchas Shlomo 31 comments on this that the Tur writes how the din Maiseh
Shabbos applies to all Melachos making it assur to benefit from the act performed.
He points out that according to this the issur Maiseh Shabbos isn’t specifically an
issur achilah (eating) but also an issur ha’na’ah (benfit). However, this is difficult
to understand. In Bava Kama 32 we see that even Rebbi Yochanan Hasandler who
holds Maiseh Shabbos is assur min hatorah, nevertheless this is only an issur achilah
and not an issur ha’na’ah, and it is something learnt out from pesukim. Now, if this
is true (that the issur is only an issur achilah and not an issur ha’na’ah) for Rebbi
Yochanan Hasandler who holds that Maiseh Shabbos is assur min hatorah, then it
must certainly should be the case for both Rebbi Meir and Rebbi Yehuda who hold
the issur is merely m’drabbanan. As such, it is difficult to understand how we can
say it is assur to benefit from all types of Maiseh Shabbos.

To answer he asserts that in truth there are two forms of the issur Maiseh
Shabbos. Therefore, although by all the Melachos one does on Shabbos there is an
issur to benefit from them, nevertheless this doesn’t pose a contradiction to what the
Gemara in Bava Kama says concerning how a Maiseh Shabbos is only assur for
consumption and not benefit. We will now bring a brief account of his words.

The first thing to know is that by all Melachos Shabbos whenever the Melacha
actually activates the object for benefit, then it most certainly is assur to benefit from
the Maiseh Shabbos. Examples would include where one heats up water for bathing
purposes, or launders clothing to wear. In such cases it is assur to benefit from the
act of issur although in both situations the issur is purely benefit related. This is
because it is assur to use something if the usage only comes through benefitting from
one of the Melachos Shabbos. The source for this is from the Mishna in Terumos 33

concerning where one toivels vessels on Shabbos. We say there that if done b’shogeig
he may use them, and b’mayzid not. As such, it is clear that the issur Maiseh Shabbos
applies even to benefit through something’s usage, and not just an issur achilah.

On the other hand, concerning Bishul there is an additional element. When one
cooks on Shabbos the meat gets a din of basar tereifah m’drabbanan. As such, it
becomes assur for consumption just like all other forbidden foods. Because of this
the Magen Avraham 34 asserts that even the pot it was cooked in becomes assur as
well. One then needs to do hagalah on the pot and it is necessary even if a 24 hour
period passes making it no longer a Ben Yomo. Although there would have logically
been room to say that after 24 hours the pot should only give off negative tastes
through which one doesn’t benefit, nevertheless we see clearly that the Chachamim
made the issur Maiseh Shabbos by Bishul comparable to all other forbidden foods.
The same way by other issurim the pot is also assur for use even when not a Ben
Yomo, so too this follows for Maiseh Shabbos as well.

With this in mind we can now explain what is said in Bava Kama that even
according to Rebbi Yochanan Hasandler the issur is only an issur achilah and not an
issur ha’na’ah. What this means to say is that although the food get the status of a
maichal assur, nevertheless this only makes it forbidden for consumption and not
benefit. It doesn’t become like Arlah, Klayim, or Hekdesh where benefit is also
forbidden. However, this is said specifically with regard to benefit that one could
have enjoyed even before the Maiseh was performed. This is because it isn’t caused
by the forbidden Melacha such as where one benefits through giving the food to his
friend as a gift, or to his animal to eat. As long as these things are done in a way
where one doesn’t benefit from the Bishul itself, we then say that although the
Chachamim gave it the status of forbidden food, nevertheless this only makes it assur
for his consumption and not benefit. On the other hand, there is also benefit which
one is only capable of having through the act of Bishul that was performed. Such
benefit is most definitely assur being that it is only had through the act of issur, and
this is clear from what the Mishna teaches that one may not use vessels which he
toiveled on Shabbos.
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Notes

[1] The Kli Yakarא comes to explain why we atone for the 
Chet Ha’Eigel specifically through giving a half shekel and 

not a full one. He writes that the Chet Ha’Eigel was directly 
responsible for the Luchos being broken in two. Therefore, we 
give a “broken” shekel to atone for this act of breaking. 

He continues by citing the gemara in Berachosב concerning 
the pasuk “V’di zahav”. The Dvei Rebbi Yanai there explain the 
pasuk by saying that Moshe argued with Hashem on the basis 
that He had provided Klal Yisrael with an abundance of gold 
and silver. Because of their immense physical wealth, this 
is what caused them to sin. They continue by stating that a 
lion doesn’t roar due to a box filled with straw, but rather one 
containing meat. Additional, Rebbi Oshiah there compares 
the situation to a weak and feeble cow which is fed bran, and 

פ’ כי תשא  .א
דף ל”ב.  .ב

then kicks its owner. The cow argues it is this very food that 
caused it to kick.

He then asserts that this abundance of gold caused Klal 
Yisrael to desire more. They weren’t satisfied with what they 
had and desired the image of an ox. The face of an ox can 
be found on the left of the “Heavenly Chariot” as the pasuk 
statesג “Mi’tzafon zahav ya’asah”, and they reasoned the ox’s 
mazal would help enrich and grant them even more gold. The 
source for this is where the Torah statesד “V’rav tevuos b’koach 
shor”, and even Yosef who fed the entire Egypt was dubbed 
“The firstborn ox”. 

The Kli Yakar concludes with a well-known point that in 
order to get rid of something one must uproot it from the 
source. Doing so automatically causes the issue to fall apart. 

)איוב ל”ז(  .ג
)משלי י”ד(  .ד

Wealth and honor are external factors that have no relevance 
to our souls. A soul is a piece of Hashem above, and this part 
of is equal whether wealthy or poor. We are all children of 
Hashem, and through our all giving the same half shekel this 
then allows us to feel the inherent unity. It is with this form 
of contribution that it is proper to purchase offerings to atone 
for all of Klal Yisrael. 

It is now also understandable how the giving of the 
Machatzis Hashekel atones for the Chet Ha’Eigel. The whole 
root and cause for the sin stemmed from the fact that Klal 
Yisrael (at the time) couldn’t understand how the singular 
commandment of “Anochi” could refer to them. This lack of 
understanding was a direct result of their lack of unity, and 
cause them to err in thinking the commandment referred 
only to Moshe. Now though, through the giving of the Mach-
atzis Hashekel it becomes clear that there is a singular unit 
representing our true identity. 

This is also why the pasuk states “L’chapeir al nafsho-
seichem” with the plural wording. The whole purpose of the 
Machatzis Hashekel is to atone for our having considered 
ourselves to be separate. We erred in thinking there are many 
souls in Klal Yisrael, and this is what caused us to sin. There-
fore, we correct this mistake with the Machatzis Hashekel and 
atone for our “souls”. 

The Chasam Sofer5 uses the words of the Alshich to explain 
why Moshe had trouble understanding the mitzvah of the 
Machatzis Hashekel until Hashem showed him a coin of fire 
underneath His throne. He writes that Moshe’s difficulty 

was in understanding how one member of Klal Yisrael could 
achieve complete unity with the others. Moshe reasoned it 
to be impossible for a mere mortal to align himself and draw 
close to him all the other opinions of the Klal. 

In truth, we can already see from the Chovos Ha’levavos 
that a person shouldn’t waste time trying to draw other 
people to him. Instead it is incumbent upon every one of 
us to draw close to Hashem Himself and exert ourselves in 
being desired by Him. This in turn will cause Hashem to be 
pleased with us, and He will then cause the other members 
of Klal Yisrael to desire a connection with us as well. When 
a man becomes a lover of Hashem and makes peace with 
Him, Hashem then causes all people to do the same with him  
also. 

This is what Hashem was doing when he showed Moshe 
a coin of fire underneath His throne. He was telling Moshe 
that the way to unify isn’t through extending effort in draw-
ing others to oneself (as if he is using his half of the coin to 
attract the other half). Rather the key is to look up at the 
Machatzis Hashekel in heaven and work to make oneself 
whole with Hashem. This makes it as if one becomes a part-
ner with Hashem, and creates an inherent unity. That unity 
then branches out and joins all of Klal Yisrael to each other. 
It is like we say in the Shabbos Tefillah “You are one and Your 
name is one, and who is like Your nation Yisrael the one 
nation in the land”. The unity of Klal Yisrael is drawn after 
the unity of Hashem Himself, and this is what Hashem was 
showing Moshe. [1]
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L’halacha the Rishonim disagree concerning whether we pasken
like Rebbi Meir or Rebbi Yehudah. The Rif 9 asserts that the halacha
follows Rebbi Yehudah, and the Ran 10 explains his reasoning to be
because Rav publicly darshened as such. This being the case the
halacha follows suit. The same is raised by both the Rambam 11 and
Ramban 12 as well. Additionally, the Beis Yosef 13 writes that the
words of the Rosh 14 seem to lean this way too.

On the other hand, Tosafos in Chullin 15 asserts that the halacha
follow Rebbi Meir, and his reasoned is because this is how Rav
instructed his students. Additionally, the Beis Yosef 16 brings this
b’shem both the Smag and Sefer HaTerumah as well.

The Shulchan Aruch 17 determines like the opinions of the Rif,
Rambam, and Rosh to pasken like Rebbi Yehudah (as we have already
mentioned).

On the other hand, the Biur HaGra there goes to great lengths and
concludes like Rebbi Meir. The Mishna Berurah 18 cites this opinion
of the Gra and how he follows in the footsteps of Tosafos and his
colleagues who all pasken like Rebbi Meir that even b’mayzid it is
only assur to eat from food cooked on Shabbos until Motzei Shabbos.
This applies even to the one who cooked it, and b’shogeig everyone
can partake from the food immediately on Shabbos itself. The Mishna
Berurah asserts that in a time of need one is allowed to rely on this
where the food was cooked b’shogeig.

The implication of his words is that it is specifically with regards
to shogeig that one can rely on Tosafos to pasken like Rebbi Meir.
On the other hand, b’mayzid on wouldn’t be allowed to rely on Rebbi
Meir’s opinion allowing the cook to partake from the food on Motzei
Shabbos. With regard to a mayzid we must act stringently like Rebbi
Yehudah who holds that the food is perpetually assur.

- ב -
Maiseh Shabbos with regard to a Melacha where nothing is done to the object itself

Where one was motzi something from one reshus to the
other, if such a thing is assur because of Maiseh Shabbos /

Specifics in this inyan

- יונה  רבנו תוס', אדם, חיי רמ"א, טור, -

[ב ] Although both our Mishna and Gemara only make reference to
cooking on Shabbos, it is already made known from the Tur that

this concept of Maiseh Shabbos doesn’t differentiate. Practically

speaking, the issur of Maiseh Shabbos is not something specific to
Bishul creating an issur for one to eat food cooked on Shabbos. On
the contrary, it applies to any Melacha. If someone transgresses any
of the Melachos Shabbos it is then forbidden for him to benefit from
what he did. Additionally, in the Shulchan Aruch 19 the Mechaber
brings this concept of not being able to eat what one cooked on
Shabbos, and the Rema adds that this is applicable to the other
Melachos as well. 

NOTESNOTES

If a Maiseh Shabbos is assur b’hana’ah / Two aspects to Maiseh
Shabbos, and the difference between Mevashel and other Melachos /
Something cooked on Shabbos is given similar status to other
forbidden foods / Where one cooked water and it got cold again /

Where one cooked water for washing and it got cold again
- שלמה  מנחת שו"ת -

[1] The Minchas Shlomo 31 comments on this that the Tur writes how the din Maiseh
Shabbos applies to all Melachos making it assur to benefit from the act performed.
He points out that according to this the issur Maiseh Shabbos isn’t specifically an
issur achilah (eating) but also an issur ha’na’ah (benfit). However, this is difficult
to understand. In Bava Kama 32 we see that even Rebbi Yochanan Hasandler who
holds Maiseh Shabbos is assur min hatorah, nevertheless this is only an issur achilah
and not an issur ha’na’ah, and it is something learnt out from pesukim. Now, if this
is true (that the issur is only an issur achilah and not an issur ha’na’ah) for Rebbi
Yochanan Hasandler who holds that Maiseh Shabbos is assur min hatorah, then it
must certainly should be the case for both Rebbi Meir and Rebbi Yehuda who hold
the issur is merely m’drabbanan. As such, it is difficult to understand how we can
say it is assur to benefit from all types of Maiseh Shabbos.

To answer he asserts that in truth there are two forms of the issur Maiseh
Shabbos. Therefore, although by all the Melachos one does on Shabbos there is an
issur to benefit from them, nevertheless this doesn’t pose a contradiction to what the
Gemara in Bava Kama says concerning how a Maiseh Shabbos is only assur for
consumption and not benefit. We will now bring a brief account of his words.

The first thing to know is that by all Melachos Shabbos whenever the Melacha
actually activates the object for benefit, then it most certainly is assur to benefit from
the Maiseh Shabbos. Examples would include where one heats up water for bathing
purposes, or launders clothing to wear. In such cases it is assur to benefit from the
act of issur although in both situations the issur is purely benefit related. This is
because it is assur to use something if the usage only comes through benefitting from
one of the Melachos Shabbos. The source for this is from the Mishna in Terumos 33

concerning where one toivels vessels on Shabbos. We say there that if done b’shogeig
he may use them, and b’mayzid not. As such, it is clear that the issur Maiseh Shabbos
applies even to benefit through something’s usage, and not just an issur achilah.

On the other hand, concerning Bishul there is an additional element. When one
cooks on Shabbos the meat gets a din of basar tereifah m’drabbanan. As such, it
becomes assur for consumption just like all other forbidden foods. Because of this
the Magen Avraham 34 asserts that even the pot it was cooked in becomes assur as
well. One then needs to do hagalah on the pot and it is necessary even if a 24 hour
period passes making it no longer a Ben Yomo. Although there would have logically
been room to say that after 24 hours the pot should only give off negative tastes
through which one doesn’t benefit, nevertheless we see clearly that the Chachamim
made the issur Maiseh Shabbos by Bishul comparable to all other forbidden foods.
The same way by other issurim the pot is also assur for use even when not a Ben
Yomo, so too this follows for Maiseh Shabbos as well.

With this in mind we can now explain what is said in Bava Kama that even
according to Rebbi Yochanan Hasandler the issur is only an issur achilah and not an
issur ha’na’ah. What this means to say is that although the food get the status of a
maichal assur, nevertheless this only makes it forbidden for consumption and not
benefit. It doesn’t become like Arlah, Klayim, or Hekdesh where benefit is also
forbidden. However, this is said specifically with regard to benefit that one could
have enjoyed even before the Maiseh was performed. This is because it isn’t caused
by the forbidden Melacha such as where one benefits through giving the food to his
friend as a gift, or to his animal to eat. As long as these things are done in a way
where one doesn’t benefit from the Bishul itself, we then say that although the
Chachamim gave it the status of forbidden food, nevertheless this only makes it assur
for his consumption and not benefit. On the other hand, there is also benefit which
one is only capable of having through the act of Bishul that was performed. Such
benefit is most definitely assur being that it is only had through the act of issur, and
this is clear from what the Mishna teaches that one may not use vessels which he
toiveled on Shabbos.

On the other hand, from the Poskim it isn’t so cut and dry that
the issur Maiseh Shabbos applies to all of the 39 Melachos. It
becomes clear from them that there is a possibility some are excluded,
and we will now go on to elaborate.

The Chayei Adam 20asserts that the issur Maiseh Shabbos is
applicable specifically where something is done to the object itself. A
physical change has to happen such as the result of cooking food or
anything comparable. On the other hand, when one is Motzi
something from one domain to another where the actual object isn’t
physically affected, if done b’shogeig it can be used on Shabbos itself
and even by the person who committed the act. If done b’mayzid it
is assur even to others, but only until Motzei Shabbos. He does
conclude though that one should be stringent with all Issurei Torah
just like by Mevashel. The Biur Halacha 21 cites his words plainly
without bringing any opposition.

However, the truth is that this matter is already broached by the
Rishonim. It all begins with the Gemara in Eiruvin 22 which teaches
how if fruits were removed from their techum and later returned, even
if this was done b’mayzid there is no loss to their location. What this
means is that even if they were returned b’mayzid it is still permissible
for them to be consumed in their place.

Tosafos there 23 questions why the fruits should be permissible for
consumption when returned b’mayzid from outside the techum. We
know that one may not eat food which was cooked b’mayzid on
Shabbos. He answers that cooking is different because it involves the
transgression of a Melacha D’oraisa relating to Shabbos. His
intention is to point out how the issur relating to techumin is merely
m’drabbanan. In the case discussed nothing was removed from a
private domain into a public one, rather from one techum to another.
Such an act is assur only m’drabbanan.

The Chiddushei HaRashba there 24 explains in greater detail. He
writes that Bishul is different being that a Melacha D’oraisa is
transgressed. On the other hand, the Gemara is discussing a case

which happened on Yom Tov. His point is to show that there truly is
no issur Hotza’ah applicable. On Yom Tov such an act is completely
muttar. He even adds that of course it would be assur to eat the fruits
if they were actually removed into a public domain on Shabbos itself
just like the din by Mevashel. The Magen Avraham 25 cites the words
of Tosafos.

The Ramban 26 answers Tosafos’s question using a different
approach. He writes that although all types of Maiseh Shabbos are
assur on Shabbos itself in order to prevent their benefit (such as what
one cooked, took Ma’aser off from, or anything comparable),
nevertheless the fruits here are different. They began in the person’s
house, were removed to a public area, and then brought back to the
house. As such, there is no reason to assur them. They didn’t come
to the house through issur Shabbos being that they actually originated
there. No benefit is had from a Maiseh Shabbos at all.

He then adds that of course if they were to remain in the public
domain (without being returned to the house) it would be assur to eat
them. Consuming them there would be to do so through the means of
issur Shabbos. On the other hand, when returned to the house one can
eat them there being that no benefit is had from a Maiseh Shabbos.

What become clear from Tosafos, the Rashba, and Ramban is that
concerning where one actually transgresses the issur Hotza’ah
d’oraisa, there it would be assur for him to benefit through the issur
Maiseh Shabbos.

On the other hand, the Ritvah b’shem Rabbeinu Yonah asserts that
concerning both the issur Hotza’ah and techumin there is no
application to Maiseh Shabbos. This is because the issur of Maiseh
Shabbos is something that was initiated where an actual change
happens to the object itself. The term Maiseh refers to a physical
change, and this issur is dubbed Maiseh Shabbos to allude to areas
where physical change happens to an object. However, where all one
does is transgress the issur Hotza’ah and no change happens to the
object itself, as such there is no reason to assur because of Maiseh

NOTESNOTES

Through this he raises how one who cooks on Shabbos makes the food assur for
consumption just like other maichalos assuros. As such, the food becomes forbidden
to eat even where one doesn’t benefit from the Bishul such as in a case where it was
already roasted prior to being cooked. Although he would have preferred to eat
roasted and not cooked meat and there is no real benefit from the Melacha,
nevertheless the act of Bishul transforms the meat into forbidden food just like all
other maichalos assuros. On the other hand, concerning different forms of benefit
they are only assur if made possibly purely through the act of Melacha itself.
However, if one was capable of having a certain benefit even before the act was
committed, then such a thing remains permissible. This applies even to food as the
forbidden status is only given with regard to it consumption and not benefit.

He then continues that although we only find this difference between an issur
achilah and issur ha’na’ah within the words of Rebbi Yochanan and not Rebbi
Yehudah, nevertheless it truthfully applies to Rebbi Yehudah as well.

He then uses this concept to explain what the Beis Yosef 35 asserts b’shem the
Rashba. The Beis Yosef discusses a case where one tells a Goi to make a fire and
boil water for him on Shabbos. He writes that if the water got cold it would still be
assur for him to drink it. Not only that, if the water had previously been boiled and
then reverted to this state, even to those who hold even by liquids that there is no
Bishul after Bishul, nevertheless it would still be assur to drink the water since it was
cooked by a fire on Shabbos.

Now, on the surface this is difficult to understand. When the water returns to its
original cold state, it comes out that one isn’t benefitting from the Maiseh Shabbos
at all. As such, it is hard to hear why it should be assur to drink the water then. If
one warms up water using Arlah oil or Klayim wood and then the water gets cold
again, the din isn’t for it to be assur to drink. One is allowed to drink it being that
there is no longer any benefit had from the Arlah or Klayim. This being the case the
same should apply to Maiseh Shabbos as well.

As a result, we are forced to say that something cooked on Shabbos is given the
status of a maichal issur for the entire day. It doesn’t make a difference then if one
actually benefits from the aveirah or not. Therefore, even where the cooking
happened through a Goi, since while the water was hot it was assur to drink being
that the Goi was his shaliach, as such it becomes assur the entire Shabbos.

This then has a practical application where one cooks water on Shabbos for the
purpose of bathing. Although in doing so he transgresses an issur Torah,
nevertheless since bathing is merely a form of benefit, as such it would be muttar
to use the water as soon as it cools down. When cold again there no longer is any
benefit had from the Maiseh Shabbos. There isn’t reason to say that because it was
assur while hot it should be assur the entire Shabbos. This is something said
specifically with regard to eating or drinking and not benefit. [See more what he
has to say there.]

Shekalim Daf Vav

Notes

This concept can be seen where the Midrash Tanchumaה 
asserts that Hashem wanted the mother of the calf to come 
clean its mess. The Parah Aduma was seen as the mother of 
the Eigel, and through going to the source that action itself 
would become fixed. Therefore, it was incumbent upon us to 
fix our sin from the root, and as we have said it stemmed from 
an abundance of gold and strong materialistic desire. As such, 

)חקת ח’(  .ה

Hashem ordained that we should give a half shekel alluding to 
the fact that one with strong materialistic desire is in a perpet-
ual state of having only half of his cravings. We see this idea 
where the Midrash statesו “If one has 100 he desires 200 and 
if 200 then 400”. It comes out that such a person always has 
only half of his desires, and this is why we give the half shekel 
to atone for having been in such a state. 

)קהלת רבה א’(  .ו

The influence of the Satan and Eiruv Rav caused the Chet Ha’Eigel/
Yosef’s holiness repels all external influences/Yosef’s sale was directly 
responsible for the Chet Ha’Eigel/The holiness of the shekalim have the 
power to repel the evil effects of plague ch’v

-שם משמואל-

 There is a dispute amongst the Amoraim concerning ב
whether the Machatzis Hashekel is meant to atone for the 

Chet Ha’Eigel or Yosef’s sale down to Mitzrayim. The Shem 
Mi’Shmuel6 asserts that in truth we can say everyone agrees 
to each other and each Amorah was just relaying a different 
piece of information. In reality the atonement was meant for 
both sins. 

He goes on to explain that we can say the Chet Ha’Eigel 
was drawn after and directly caused as a result of the earlier 
sin involving Yosef’s sale. To understand this he first explains 
that when Klal Yisrael sinned with the Eigel their transgres-
sion wasn’t a voluntary action which they committed of their 
own volition. On the contrary, they were influenced by evil 
forces both on the materialistic and spiritual field. In a mate-
rialistic way they were negatively influenced by the Eiruv 
Rav and in a spiritual sense they were confused by the Satan. 
The Satan made it appear as if Moshe lay on a bed in the sky, 
and also caused the surrounding area to be dark and gloomy 
implying that he had died. Klal Yisrael though most certainly 
wasn’t inherently capable of committing such an act, and it 
was only through these external influences that they trans-
gressed. 

In Zevachim7 we see that in the times of Mishkan Shilo one 
was able to eat kodshim kalim in any spot where the Mish-
kan was visible. On the other hand, in the times of the Beis 
Hamikdash this was only allowed within the city wall. The 
gemara there later8 explains that the reason was because the 
Mishkan Shilo resided in the portion of Yosef, and Yosef was 

extremely scrupulous in avoiding feasting his eyes on what 
didn’t belong to him. Therefore, he merited that in his por-
tion one should be able to eat as far as the eye can see. The 
Shem Mi’Shmuel then continues b’shem his father the Avnei 
Nezer Zt’l that Yosef was renowned for keeping a distance 
from anything that wasn’t his. In return he merited to repel 
all evil forces from having an influence on him. This is why 
by the Mishkan Shilo it was possible to eat anywhere within 
eyeshot without a boundary. In Yosef’s territory evil influ-
ences have no power. The whole reason we aren’t allowed 
to eat outside of specific boundaries is for fear that external 
influences will negatively affect the holiness of kodshim. 
However, in Yosef’s territory this isn’t necessary. On the con-
trary, evil forces are repelled by him (because of his avoiding 
what didn’t belong to him). It is like we find concerning 
Shabbos where all negative forces are repelled and flee from  
it. 

Through this he writes that if not for Yosef having been 
sold, he would have been able to influence and spread his 
power to the rest of the shevatim. If this would have happened 
then all of Klal Yisrael would have been capable of repelling 
evil forces, and the Chet Ha’Eigel would have never hap-
pened. As we have seen, Klal Yisrael wasn’t really capable of 
committing such a transgression and it was only the influence 
of evil forces that caused it. However, because Yosef was sold 
his power never spread, and that is how the sin was able to 
come to be. 

This is why Hashem told Klal Yisrael to bring shekalim to 
be counted through them, and to also atone for their sins 
(the two mentioned) thereby stopping the plague. The Zohar 
Hakadosh9 explains that blessing doesn’t rest on something 
counted, and therefore the Sitra Achara has the power to 
affect it. This is turn allows a plague to occur. However, Yosef’s 

-ב-
The Machatzis Hashekel atoning for Yosef ’s sale and the Chet Ha’Eigel
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Shabbos. He concludes that this is very logical reasoning, and the Nesiv
Chaim 27 cites his words.

What becomes clear is that there is a disagreement in the Rishonim
concerning whether the concept of Maiseh Shabbos specifically
applies to a physical change happening to the object, or if it has
relevance even without this. Tosafos, the Rashba, and Ramban all
hold that there is no difference between Mevashel and Hotza’ah. On
the other hand, the Ritvah b’shem Rabbeinu Yonah holds that a
Maiseh Shabbos is specifically where the Melacha creates a physical
change within the object itself.

Because of this it becomes difficult to understand both the Chayei
Adam and Biur Halacha who simply wrote concerning the Mileches
Hotza’ah that Maiseh Shabbos doesn’t apply. As we have seen, the
majority of the Rishonim and the Magen Avraham all disagree with
this and hold that Maiseh Shabbos is applicable to Hotza’ah as well.
Although it is possible to say that since there is a disagreement in
the Rishonim here that itself is grounds to be lenient by Maiseh
Shabbos which is only m’drabbanan, nevertheless they should have
at least cited the opinion of the opposition instead of plainly bringing
one side.

- ג -
A Maiseh Shabbos where the benefit is merely caused by the Melacha

Where one opened the door to his fridge and a light came
on, if it is muttar to use the foods found inside the fridge /
Where one opened a box on Shabbos, if it is muttar to use
the contents / Where one was motzi a key from one domain
to the other and used it to open a door, if it is muttar to use

objects found inside

- הלוי שבט שלמה, שולחן -

[ג] Within this din there are additional areas where the Melacha isn’t
actually done to the object itself. Because of this there is what to

consider if they should be subject to Maiseh Shabbos, and will now
discuss a few of them.

The Shulchan Shlomo 28 discusses a case where b’shogeig one
opened a fridge with a light. He asserts that although the light was
turned on by his action, nevertheless this isn’t reason to assur the food
inside. He writes that even according to those who say Maiseh
Shabbos is applicable and assur even by Mileches Hotza’ah, this is
only because there the Chilul Shabbos is accomplished through the
object itself in its being moved from one domain to the other.
Although no physical change happens to the object, nevertheless it is
still the source for the Chilul Shabbos. On the other hand, when
opening a fridge door no act of Chilul Shabbos is accomplished with
the food inside. Therefore, everyone would agree the contents of the
fridge are permissible for consumption.

On the subject, the Sheivet Halevi 29 was asked concerning what
the din would be where a Yid opens a box which is forbidden to be
opened either because of Makkeh B’patish or Boneh. In answering for
whether or not it would be muttar to eat the food contained within,
he writes that assuming it is definitively assur to open such a box on
Shabbos, then the halacha is dependent on the previously seen
disagreement in the Rishonim (concerning whether or not a Maiseh
Shabbos is assur specifically where a physical change happens to the
object). According to Tosafos and the Ramban it would be assur to

make use of the box’s content, while Rabbeinu Yonah would say they
are permissible for consumption being that nothing happens to the
food when opening the box. All the act accomplishes is that it make
the contents accessible. However, the Sheivet Halevi does clarify that
in truth we cannot consider opening boxes to be something
definitively assur making it subject to the dinnim of Maiseh Shabbos.

On the other hand, according to the reasoning of the Shulchan
Shlomo it would come out that even if we say it is definitively assur
to open such a box, nevertheless there wouldn’t be reason to assur the
food even to those who hold that Maiseh Shabbos is applicable to
Hotza’ah as well. By Hotza’ah the Melacha is at least accomplished
with the object itself. On the other hand, when opening boxes it may
be true that one is Mechalel Shabbos, yet at the same time no actual
Melacha is accomplished using the food contained within. As such,
there isn’t reason to assur it because of Maiseh Shabbos.

The Shulchan Shlomo 30 brings another case concerning one who
is motzi a key from one domain to another. He writes that even to
those who hold Maiseh Shabbos does apply to Hotza’ah, nevertheless
all this does is make it assur to use the key for its purpose of opening
a door. However, if he transgressed and opened the door anyways,
this isn’t reason to assur the use of whatever can be found inside.
Although it may be true he is benefitting from objects which became
accessible through Chilul Shabbos, nevertheless this isn’t reason to
make them assur. The whole issur merely forbids one to benefit from
the object itself through which the Melacha was performed. On the
other hand, through using the object of issur to open a door opening
the door isn’t inherently assur. What is assur is to benefit from the
use of the key. As such, there isn’t reason to assur the use of the
objects within.

Similarly, he also asserts that if one transgressed and opened the
door with the key, it would then be muttar to move the door in any
direction. Doing so wouldn’t constitute the issur Maiseh Shabbos.
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Shekalim Daf Vav

power is to repel the Sitra Achara, and that is why he never 
feared an evil eye. Additionally, as we have said Klal Yisrael 
would have also achieved this power if not for Yosef’s sale, and 
it directly caused the Chet Ha’Eigel. Therefore, to atone for 
Yosef’s sale Hashem asked us to bring shekalim to be counted 

with, and in this way the Sitrah Achara would be incapable of 
harming us. It then acted as an alternative to Yosef’s power and 
simultaneously acted to atone for the Chet Ha’Eigel thereby 
inherently atoning for Yosef’s sale as well. In this way both sins 
were atoned for through this one action. 

מראי מקומות
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8(  דף קי”ח.  9(  )קפ”ז ע”ב(






