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A NOTE ON METHODOLOGY

The Nature of this Work
This volume presents an original English elucidation and commentary, prepared through a combination
of advanced language and translation technology and human editorial oversight. The methods employed
were carefully configured to adhere to Orthodox Jewish hashkafa and to preserve fidelity to the original
Hebrew text. Even so, this edition does not carry the authority of a translation prepared and certified by
a full team of rabbinic scholars.

Usage and Limitations
This translation is intended as a tool to help advanced learners access the depth of the original work. It is
not intended to replace the original Hebrew source, nor to serve as a substitute for study under a qualified
teacher.

Because the nuance of Torah study often transcends any single method of preparation, we ask the
reader to keep two things in mind:

1. Verification: Any novel insight, ruling, or conclusion drawn from this translation should be checked
against the original Hebrew.

2. Consultation: All practical questions or derived lessons should be discussed with and verified by a
qualified rabbinic authority before being relied upon.

The goal of this edition is to make these teachings accessible to a wider audience, but the responsibility
for accurate understanding and practical application remains with the reader.
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DEDICATION

This volume is respectfully dedicated to the enduring legacy of Rabbi
Moshe Sofer, the Chasam Sofer, whose Torah stands as a pillar of
mesorah, illuminating the Jewish people with clarity, courage, and
unwavering fidelity to halachah.

~93
This Kornitzer Edition of the Shailos u’Teshuvos Chasam Sofer, presenting
the original Hebrew text together with faithful annotation and elucidated
English, is offered with humility and gratitude, to broaden access to his
sacred teachings while preserving their integrity and sanctity.

-3

It is sponsored by the Kornitzer family, direct descendants of the Chasam
Sofer, as an expression of thanksgiving to Hashem for the privilege of
transmitting his Torah and ensuring that his voice continues to be studied
and lived in every generation.

~93
May the merit of learning this sefer bring blessing to all who engage with
it, and may we soon merit, with the coming of Moshiach, to hear new
chiddushim in Torah from the Chasam Sofer himself. And may this work
serve toward fulfilling the longing so often expressed by the Lubavitcher
Rebbe—that through the spread of Torah we hasten the true and
complete Geulah, and Moshiach will come speedily in our days, wnn.
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Roasting Meat on Coals vs. in an Oven Before Shabbos

Laws of the Jewish Calendar > Laws of Cooking on Shabbat

SUMMARY

Correspondent and Context: The Chasam Sofer answers Rabbi Aryeh Leib Stampeh Segal. The question con-
cerns Rashi on Shabbos 18b and the Beis Yosef in Orach Chaim, Siman 254.

The Question (Sha’ila): The Beis Yosef reads Rashi to mean that meat in an uncovered oven is like meat on coals
(bisra agumrei). This is forbidden even for a kid goat. The correspondent argues that Rashi’s words, “not in an
oven,” imply the opposite. He suggests that the oven itself counts as a cover. He also asks why the Gemara’s first
version does not use the second version’s distinction of “meat on coals.”

The Ruling (Teshuvah): The Chasam Sofer rejects that reading. A tanur is open on top and has a separate cover.
Rashi means that meat outside an oven lacks even the cover normally used with an oven. Thus, only the cover
gives an oven an advantage over open coals. This supports the Beis Yosef and Tosfos: an uncovered oven is like
meat on coals. The Gemara’s first version uses the simpler barcha answer. The second version must distinguish
meat on coals.

Shulchan Aruch Background: Siman 254 discusses food left near a fire before Shabbos. The concern is that
someone may stoke the coals on Shabbos. The Mishnah forbids placing meat, onion, or egg to roast unless it will
cook enough before Shabbos. It nevertheless permits lowering the Pesach offering into an oven near nightfall.
The Gemara gives two explanations. The first uses a distinction involving a barcha, a large uncut piece of meat,
and whether the oven is sealed. The second distinguishes meat on coals from meat in an oven.

Key Disputes (Machlokes): The Ra’zah says the Talmudic views dispute whether wind harms a barcha. The
Chasam Sofer says Rashi instead follows Tosfos: an open oven is like meat on coals. He also uses the Pnei
Yehoshua’s view that Rav Ashi’s leniency applies to meat, not bread. Finally, he discusses a gedi mekulas, whose
innards hang outside its ribs. The Rambam rules that the Pesach was prepared this way. Therefore, the Mishnah
must discuss an open oven, which is like meat on coals. This answers the Lechem Mishneh’s question and differs

from the Beis Yosef’s reading of the Rambam.

Peace and all good to the esteemed Rabbi Aryeh Leib Stampeh,
Segal, may his light shine.

Regarding what your honor wrote and found difficult in the words
of the Beis Yosef, Siman 254.! The question concerns the Beis Yosef’s
reading of Rashi on roasting before Shabbos. That after [the Beis
Yosef] quoted Rashi’s explanation in Masechta Shabbos 18b? on
[the term] “meat on coals.” This is the Gemara’s answer to a ques-
tion about roasting before Shabbos. “That it is not in an oven, for
there is not even a cover,” “and one is ready to turn [the meat]
and stoke [the coals],” end of quote. And the Beis Yosef wrote re-
garding this: “It implies that the same applies if the meat is inside
the oven near the coals, and the mouth of the oven is not covered
at all, it is considered as placed on coals. The Beis Yosef understands
that the oven must be covered. Merely placing the meat inside does not
help. And even kid goats would be forbidden. Kid goats are usually
permitted because opening the oven lets in harmful wind. This leniency
does not apply when the oven is uncovered. For it is necessarily only
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1Beis Yosef, Orach Chaim, Siman 254 — which discusses the laws of food preparations left on the fire before Shabbos, including
roasting meat near coals and the conditions under which food may remain cooking into Shabbos.

2Shabbos 18b — The Gemara there states: “T12¥T 0y NIW 27y MIAT TiN7 07301 PORIN NPODY 1777 TEN KPNA N2 11127 1107 RiT? KIA INn...”
The Gemara discusses what type of food may be left to cook before Shabbos. Rashi on bisra agumrei explains this refers to meat placed

on coals outside an oven, where there is no cover at all.
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Roasting Meat on Coals vs. in an Oven Before Shabbos

permitted without sealing [the oven with plaster] when the mouth
of the oven is at least covered, so that one won’t uncover it because
the wind would harm [the meat],” end of quote. A kid goat does
not require a plaster seal. But the oven must still be covered. This pre-
vents stoking. And your honor found Rashi’s language difficult, as
it seems to imply the opposite, from the fact that [Rashi] wrote
“that it is not in an oven.” The correspondent inferred that only meat
outside an oven is forbidden. This conflicts with the Beis Yosef. And
your honor wrote that it is apparent that the “oven” [in Rashi’s
usage] means the cover. And I am amazed—it is obvious that the
oven is not the cover! Rather, it is open on top and has a separate
cover. A Talmudic tanur was a clay cylinder with an open top and a
separate cover. As is clear from the Gemara’s language at the end
of [the chapter] Kol HaKeilim,> where they dispute regarding the
cover of an oven, etc. This shows that the oven and its cover are sepa-
rate objects. And regarding what troubled him in Rashi’s language,
see the Hagahos Ashri on the first chapter of [Masechta] Shabbos,
from Maharich, who wrote at the end of Siman 35.% And this is his
language: “Even a barcha [whole piece] that is not sealed [with
plaster], but only covered with the oven’s cover— even though the
wind is not harmful to it— (a barcha is a large, uncut piece of meat)
it is not forbidden except specifically for meat on coals.” There too,
the implications contradict each other. For he wrote that it is per-
mitted only when covered, implying that when uncovered it is not
[permitted]. And then he concludes: “it is forbidden only for meat
on coals.” This implies that anything inside the oven is permitted, even
without a cover. Further, there in the gloss from Maharich, Siman
40: “And not a flatbread on coals, outside the oven near the fire,
etc.” This implies specifically outside the oven, but inside the oven,
even uncovered, is permitted. This suggests that the oven itself helps,
even without its cover. And afterward he writes: “And in an oven
it is permitted to roast even raw [meat], such as when the oven is
covered.” This implies that whenever it is not covered, it is forbid-
den. And one must necessarily conclude that whenever the oven
is not covered, this is [halachically equivalent to] meat on coals.
And the reason [the Gemara] uses the term “meat on coals” and
doesn’t say “uncovered oven,” is because it is uncommon to roast in
an oven without a cover. As written in the gloss there in the name
of R”’I:> And this is the language: “However, to place bread in an
oven, they agree it is forbidden unless its surface will have formed
a crust (this must happen before Shabbos) even though a standard
oven is covered,” end quote. This explains why the Gemara speaks of
meat on coals, not an uncovered oven. And this is [precisely] what
Rashi wrote: “that it is not in an oven”— “for there is not even
a cover.” For had it been in an oven, it would normally have been

170 70T ININT inPyn 20
UNTT NYPWR CRNRD CIN 1027
w7 mIND 17yR7 NI P 9T N
"W mz;b: aXi2nD R M3 17
"33 P70 3 u’b:m %3 P12 Mio
m?: 2 nwRnIw a1 401 TN
NRR P12 WX NI YY) "
%" 11"7 00 2N2Y 1"gRn NAYT
9N P PTIW KP) NOI2T 39°DR
NP1 7177 *Wp N7 2"YX 71307 »1902
IR KW RPIT NPR 0N N
aNJT °TION NPT WP °1n1 On7
PAN ynwn 192N P71 mIn RPT
TMON N1 0770R 72 1IN KD 710
17312 DY TV CIRUR X3 2
23 By 170 X7 ' 0 ntamn
N3] WND be mnb TN D"?T'IJ
Jina '73N mn’p YIN NPT VRUn
12 MR M@ o 1‘7’55 miEigh
> 998 NiPYH MmN 71021 20D
1PRY 22 ynwn 1915 MIATY 11301
1]l 2 k' e o Med S i ETo}\ Qin{oE ln]a
tpa 10 1IN IR MIRTY b:'r
by TMpa vPIT NM 0703 "2 ‘737
-l?m; IR MNP N u’?rjg >3
N23 102 MY NPOY KT DD
>" 0W3a OY Ni7a02 2N3Y 101 M9
179N MMIN2 NBI DX RPN P
I'YR 1D MNP 77D RPN TIONT
20271777 2"y 91N MR DNOT
X2°7 "192 12°DNT 71N 11KV "1
M9I2M M RRND 7MNI M7 19KT
¥197 A0\ N°2 277 1™2TY 010
"9 12°0KT 2NIY "19n *"UI2 1D
17 ninin? N’?N a0 naty NiIm wb
0°om3n Nt '11an "lbsm D 1KY
72 191 T2 1 9D 19D NN
W MY TR 0 RPN OND ONT
ona 2 nnnd 1277 NIDDIR KAWIPK
1°3 y°m noen u’bwbrzm WPy
N2 103 Y Mo MmN "uAaT

3Shabbos, end of Perek Kol HaKeilim (Chapter 17, approximately daf 125b-126a) — The Gemara there discusses the status of oven
covers (kisui tanur) as separate items with their own halachic classification, demonstrating that an oven and its cover are two distinct

objects.

4Hagahos Ashri, Perek Kamma of Shabbos, from Maharich, end of Siman 35, and subsequently Siman 40 — presenting varying

formulations about the permissibility of roasting in covered vs. uncovered ovens.

5This R”I (Rabbeinu Yitzchak or Rabbeinu Yeshaya) is cited in the Hagahos Ashri’s gloss on the first chapter of Shabbos, establishing
the principle that bread requires a higher threshold of pre-Shabbos cooking than meat even in a covered oven.
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covered. And the compelling reason that forced the Beis Yosef to in-
terpret Rashi this way is because [Rashi] wrote “there is not even
a cover.” This is seemingly extra language. Without these words,
Rashi could simply have said that the meat is outside the oven. Rather,
[the extra language comes] to teach us that there is no advantage
to an oven over coals except for the cover. All this is clear, and it
is also legally correct, for if you don’t say this, what would Rashi
answer to the question of Tosfos, s.v. “Hasam,”® who raised a diffi-
culty from [the Mishnah’s clause] “one lowers the Pesach offering”
Tosfos asks why the Pesach offering is allowed when its oven is open.
And [Tosfos] answered: since the oven is open, it is like meat on
coals. The truth is that the Ra’zah resolves Tosfos’ question in a
different way.” For he holds that [the Amoraim] disagree about a
factual matter: whether the wind is harmful to a barcha or not. But
if [wind] were not harmful to it, it would be forbidden according
to all opinions. If opening the oven does not harm the meat, nothing
deters a person from stoking. And for a whole [animal], according
to all, wind is not harmful to it. The Ra’zah says wind does not harm
a whole animal. Its body protects the meat. But Rashi’s language
does not imply that he holds like the Ra’zah’s approach that they
disagree factually as described above. For in such a case, [Rashi]
should have explained his words [accordingly]. And if so, [Rashi]
must hold like Tosfos’ answer

And we must explain his words as [we explained] above. And it is
surprising that the Beis Yosef did not cite this [proof] from Tosfos.

And regarding what your honor further wrote, [asking] why the
first version [of the Gemara] doesn’t answer as the second version
does, with [the distinction of] “meat on coals.” I did not under-
stand his words; he was brief where he should have been expansive.
For the Gemara said this in the clearest manner. For according to
the first version, there is a simpler answer available: to establish
[the Mishnah] as discussing a barcha. But according to the second
version, there is no answer except “meat on coals.” And there are
many similar cases in the Gemara. For example, see the Gemara
in Avodah Zarah 35b:® “Milk—for what should we suspect it of?”
“If because of confusion [with non-kosher milk]—kosher [milk] is
white, non-kosher is greenish.” “If because of mixing—it would cur-
dle [and be detectable].” And [the Gemara] could have said: “If
because of confusion and mixing—it would curdle.” Rather, [the
Gemara] said it this way following the clearer approach. Likewise,
each version in Shabbos uses its clearest answer.

However, I tried to interpret his [the correspondent’s] words [char-
itably]. For indeed, with the Gemara’s answer in the first version—

NP g 10T NRRD CREN
M9 K207 X 1ON2 ningin
NPt 772 RWR K MN°¥n3 1707
NP "I K K 22X K? X K17127
07w KRy 2107 MON Mg A7
PN KR Y KR KY KDY *2107
M7 RTIQT V"W TIwRn ynun X7
2"17 MN°¥n3 1707 1" NYY3
YINDY? A7 M R ORED 7D 99T
7 RTI0 072 2Y 12 0N 12T

ninoina y11°n3

2T UIR? W P
NP A1 N2 277 Dy nmnnmm

:NIDRINTN 12 X727
N? NRNT TV inPyn anow nm
NIN2 RWP2 M3 KR NP2 23U
¥R 17727 NI K2 TIRUK R332
TIT 2¥T TRT? Y2 MY Dipna
NRR RIYWP2T 12 O"WI MK 13
22X K272 "nRINDY 7wy KX
NN 7wy RD? N2 NIUPY
PNV RMI NI IER KW
ATi2yT 0'wa 7Y RpPTA 0'wa
WAM°1 ONRY 290 2 Ty 1'%
0 7iY CRIPIR DN R YR
SR T O3 2PN K P XpY
*2Y°N) DIRINN DI X nn?
12 K 1720 777 7Y KPR D1p*)

02 YT 73T W57 RTRN B
DO Npp KU1 O'wh yTRY

6Tosfos, Shabbos 18b, s.v. Hasam — Tosfos raises the difficulty from the Mishnah’s permitting the Pesach offering to be lowered into

an oven, and resolves it by equating an open oven with “meat on coals.”

7The Ra’zah is R. Zerachiah HaLevi of Gerona (12th century), the Ba’al HaMaor, whose commentary on the Rif offers an alternative

analysis of the Talmudic dispute about roasting before Shabbos.

8Avodah Zarah 35b — The Gemara asks: “DIp] — *21¥X °X ,pi2 RRQ 00 90 — *09MPK DWN °R A2 W) °Kn? 170" The Gemara
addresses each concern about gentile cheese separately rather than combining them, to maintain maximal clarity—the same Talmudic

methodology the Chasam Sofer identifies in Shabbos.
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Roasting Meat on Coals vs. in an Oven Before Shabbos

“There it is a barcha and not sealed”— the end of the Mishnah is
still not resolved, namely: “One lowers the Pesach offering into the
oven.” For the difficulty is: this is obvious—everyone would per-
mit it! The Pesach is a kid goat, which the first version already permits.
What does this clause add? Since the Pesach offering is a kid goat.
And even if we force [an answer] that the resolution was obvious
to [the Gemara]: since [the Pesach] is not cut up and resembles a
barcha. Besides this being a forced interpretation, it would have
been even more appropriate for the Gemara to answer that the be-
ginning [of the Mishnah] discusses the same case as the end, in
a single scenario: where the mouth of the oven is open, which
is [equivalent to] meat on coals— as the second version answers.
And the Mishnah’s language would be better structured: that one
does not place meat, onion, and egg on coals or in an uncovered
oven, but the Pesach may be lowered in this manner— because the
members of the [Pesach] group are diligent. Their diligence makes
them trusted not to stoke an open oven.

And what appears to me in this matter, based on what the Haga-
hos Ashri wrote in the name of R”I, which I quoted above— that
regarding bread, [Rav Ashi] agrees it is forbidden even though a
standard oven is covered. Bread follows a stricter rule than meat: its
surface must crust before Shabbos. And so too the Pnei Yehoshua
writes that Rav Ashi[‘s leniency] applies only to meat,’ but regard-
ing bread, [Rav Ashi] concedes it is forbidden. And if so, there
is a slight difficulty with the second version. The second version
establishes the beginning—‘“one may not roast meat, etc.”—as re-
ferring to meat on coals, that is, an uncovered oven. And similarly
the end regarding the Pesach also discusses specifically this case
[of an uncovered oven]. But with a covered [oven], it is permitted
according to all. Both the meat and Pesach clauses discuss an un-
covered oven. Yet [the Mishnah] interrupts in the middle with the
clause about bread, which discusses even a covered [oven] where
it is also forbidden unless its surface has formed a crust. And [the
Mishnah] should have placed the clause about meat, onion, and
egg together with the Pesach clause, These clauses share the same
case, so the bread clause should not separate them. But according to
the second version, we have no other resolution for Rav Ashi’s rul-
ing, so we are forced to resort to a forced interpretation. Unlike
in the first version, which is more spacious, allowing us to estab-
lish the Mishnah as discussing a barcha. And the entire Mishnah
[would discuss] a sealed oven. Under the first version, every clause
concerns an oven that is covered but not plaster-sealed. And the Pe-
sach as well, being whole, is comparable to a barcha. This gives the
first version a smoother reading of the Mishnah.

And there is another approach to this in the Mordechai, '° at the end
of Chapter 1 of Shabbos, Siman 251, and in the Hagahos Mordechai
on Chapter 3 of Shabbos,!! and see there in the Shiltei Giborim,
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9Pnei Yehoshua on Shabbos — He maintains that Rav Ashi’s leniency permitting food to remain in the oven before Shabbos applies
only to meat, not to bread, which requires the stricter standard of having its surface crusted before Shabbos.

10Mordechai, end of Chapter 1 of Shabbos, Siman 251.
11Hagahos Mordechai, Chapter 3 of Shabbos.
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folio 83a, note alef.'> And the Beis Yosef did not cite them—this
requires investigation.

And what requires some investigation. It is obvious that just as
with a pot— when one throws a raw bone into it, it “saves” ev-
erything because then one takes one’s mind off stoking. The raw
piece will not cook in time, so one stops thinking about stoking. If so,
the same should apply to roasting: if one were roasting a whole kid
goat alongside cut-up meat, [the whole kid] should save everything.
Because now the wind would be harmful to [the whole kid] and he
will not uncover it. And if so, regarding the Pesach offering, which
was roasted entirely as one unit— its head upon its legs and upon
its innards— Nevertheless, the main reasoning— as the Hagahos
Mordechai writes there—!3 is that its ribs protect it. The ribs shield
the meat inside the animal from the wind. And if so, regarding the Pe-
sach where they hung the intestines outside of it— as we rule at the
beginning of [the chapter] Keitzad Tzolin: [the Pesach is prepared
as] a gedi mekulas'# (a gedi mekulas is a whole kid roasted with its
innards hanging outside its body) and the wind [can affect] them.
The exposed innards are outside the ribs, so the wind can reach them.
If so, the Gemara’s question returns to its place. Now, according to
the Rambam’s approach, which explains that wind does not harm
a kid goat,'® but rather it gets charred through the stoking— which
is not so when it is whole—there is some room to resolve [the dif-
ficulty]. The Rambam relies on charring from stoking, not harm from
wind. But according to Rashi’s explanation, it is certainly difficult.
Rashi relies on wind damage, but a gedi mekulas has exposed innards.
Therefore, we must offer a forced answer: that the Gemara says the
Mishnah teaches us according to the opinion that one places the
innards inside it. One opinion places the innards inside the animal,
where the ribs protect them. The ribs protect [the entire contents].
Even so, it is permitted for the members of the group to lower [the
Pesach offering] close to nightfall. Even when the ribs protect the
meat, the group’s diligence permits roasting near nightfall. And with
this, the Lechem Mishneh’s question on the Rambam is resolved.'®
[The Lechem Mishneh questioned] that [the Rambam] brings the
ruling about meat on coals, which we rule following R. Yirmiyah
of Difti.'” Nevertheless, the Rambam holds: since we rule that one
specifically makes a gedi mekulas therefore the Mishnah cannot be
explained that [the Mishnah’s teaching of ] “one lowers the Pesach”

12ghiltei Giborim, folio 83a, note alef.
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13This refers to the Hagahos Mordechai on Chapter 3 of Shabbos cited in the previous paragraph, which explains that the mechanism
of wind protection for a whole roasted animal is specifically that the rib cage shields the interior meat.

14pesachim, beginning of Chapter 7 (Keitzad Tzolin) — This chapter discusses how the Pesach offering was roasted. A gedi mekulas is
a whole roasted kid with the innards removed from the body cavity and hung on the outside of the animal, as required for the Pesach
offering.

15Rambam, Hilchos Shabbos 3:16 — The Rambam rules: “[niX 702 7AM2 OXY ...0% TiY3an 12320 *79 KX UK *23 7Y 192 232 103 P28 Y
077 WX 713 Y%7 — one may not roast meat, onion, and egg on the fire unless they will be sufficiently cooked before Shabbos, because
if one stokes it will char them since they are directly on the fire. The Rambam’s reasoning is charring, not wind damage.

16 echem Mishneh on Rambam, Hilchos Shabbos 3:16 — The Lechem Mishneh questioned the Rambam’s derivation of the prohibition
against meat on coals, which the Chasam Sofer now resolves.

17Shabbos 20a — The Gemara records R. Yirmiyah of Difti’s ruling regarding the threshold of cooking required before Shabbos for
food left on the fire: “X0i7 12 22Xn3 Oi* TIyan 171x°w °19” — it must be cooked to the level of ma’achal Ben Derosai before Shabbos.
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except by establishing it as [referring to] an open oven. Because the "3 Oi 70 RPN 1%°030 21
innards hang outside, the ribs do not protect them. And it is [halachi-  jopn "wn VR vID% 1"opn OO
cally] like [meat] on coals. This proves that [meat] on coals is ' .»7"DOn TDi0
forbidden. The Rambam therefore derives this prohibition from the -
Mishnah. And the Mishnah discusses this case. And this is unlike

the Beis Yosef’s understanding of the Rambam. And it requires fur-

ther investigation. This is what appears to me in this matter. And

due to the great urgency, I will be brief. [Written] Monday, the

27th of Menachem [Av], 5566 [1806]. Moshe the humble, Sofer,

from Frankfurt am Main.

78 "Maywn
Shehiyah on Stove and Shema Yechateh Analysis

Laws of the Jewish Calendar > Laws of Cooking on Shabbat < Laws of the Jewish Calendar > General Rules of Prohibited
Work on Shabbat * Laws of the Jewish Calendar > Rabbinic Prohibitions

SUMMARY

Correspondent and Context: The Chasam Sofer replies to R’ Yisrael about the Gemara at the start of Perek Kirah
(Shabbos 36b-37a). He also discusses a point from another rav and ends with a question of his own.

The Question (Sha’ila): R’ Yisrael asks about Tosfos’s reading of the Mishnah at the start of Perek Kirah. Tosfos
includes partially cooked food in chammin and tavshil. R’ Yisrael argues that its prohibition must therefore be
shema yechateh, lest one stoke the coals. The Poskim say Jews are not suspected of cooking partially cooked
food on Shabbos. But on Shabbos 18b, Tosfos says the Gemara’s questioner knew this concern only when food
sat directly on the fire, not when a pot intervened. The Kirah Mishnah also concerns food in a pot. R’ Yisrael
therefore asks why that Mishnah did not teach the questioner that shema yechateh applies even with a pot.

The Ruling (Teshuvah): The Chasam Sofer gives several answers. Poskim who limit tavshil to fully cooked food
can explain the Mishnah as a guard against cooking on Shabbos, so no question arises. Even according to Tosfos,
the questioner may have thought shema yechateh does not apply to completely raw food in a pot. The cook has
given up eating it that day. Directly exposed food is different. He also allows that the questioner may have
understood the Kirah Mishnah as a guard against cooking or reheating on Shabbos, not against stoking. Food
intended only for after Shabbos would then pose less concern. He notes that Gittin raises a difficulty with this
last distinction.

Shulchan Aruch Background: Shulchan Aruch, Orach Chaim 253, governs leaving food on a stove before Shab-
bos (shehiyah) and returning it on Shabbos (chazarah). A stove fueled by olive waste or wood generally must be
swept or covered with ashes. The concern is that one may stoke the coals. The teshuvah also cites Orach Chaim
308 and 446 when asking whether improperly left food becomes muktzeh.

Key Disputes (Machlokes): The teshuvah discusses five disputes. Tosfos and Rashi differ over whether the Kirah
Mishnah concerns shehiyah or hatmanah. The Rif reverses the standard text’s reasons for the two hatmanah rules.
The Rif and Rambam understand shema yartiah as boiling over, while the Ra’avad and Rashi understand it as
reheating a cooled pot. The Ran and Rema limit strict chazarah to food removed before Shabbos and returned
on Shabbos. Rashi and Tosfos differ over whether a Rabbinic food prohibition creates muktzeh.

Greetings to the brilliant, sharp, and keen young scholar, the hon- PAYY YN K7D T12RT7 :ﬁbtg’
orable R’ Yisrael, may his light shine. "1 HXI° ' 7923
I received the pleasant contents of his letter. And regarding the  >727 1y% vaiam 12pon oyl ’J?l'?:;l.?
matter of Torah discussion concerning the beginning of the chap-  nyy» AYRRY 1’3 P W MR
ter “Kirah.”' R’ Yisrael's question concerns the Mishnah in Shabbos . -

IThe Mishnah at the beginning of the third chapter of Shabbos (36b) states: “D°¥y21 ND}2 >wan "7y 0711 — K123 Wpa Mp ony n?
ORI DRI TY X ATY TY TR KD -7
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36b. He raised a difficulty according to the approach of Tosfos re-
garding “chammin” (hot water) and “tavshil” (cooked food).? This
implies that even [food] not fully cooked is also [included]. If so,
the reason must necessarily be “lest one stoke the coals.” For one
cannot say the reason is “lest one come to do this on Shabbos it-
self.” As the Poskim have established that with [food] not fully
cooked, there is no concern that one will do so on Shabbos. For
Jews are not suspected of such a thing. And if so, the reason must
necessarily be “lest one stoke the coals.” And the question of Tosfos
above on [Shabbos] 18b is difficult.® R’ Yisrael applies his argument
to Tosfos on Shabbos 18b. Regarding the questioner [in the Gemara]
who challenged from [the Baraisa of] asisiyos and turmusin. The
Baraisa on Shabbos 18b forbids placing raw lupines and similar foods
in an oven before Shabbos. And [this questioner] did not know about
[the concern of] “lest one stoke.” What would he answer from the
Mishnah about meat, onion, and egg?* Tosfos asks how the ques-
tioner could explain this Mishnah. Its food lies directly on coals, so
stoking is an obvious concern. And Tosfos answered that there, [the
questioner] knew about “lest one stoke.” Since nothing separates
between them and the fire. When food sits directly on the fire, the
temptation to stoke the coals is obvious. Unlike asisiyos and turmusin,
see there. Since those foods are in a pot inside an oven, with the pot
intervening, the questioner didn’t think shema yechateh applied. But
this [distinction] does not apply to the Mishnah at the beginning of
the chapter Kirah. Which also deals with a pot that separates [the
food from the fire]. The Kirah Mishnah also has food in a pot. Yet
its concern is stoking, so the questioner should have known that this
concern applies even with a pot. These are his words.

Now, at first glance, according to the Poskim who hold that “tavshil”
in its plain sense refers specifically to [food] cooked fully, there
is no difficulty at all, for the reason could be stated as “lest one
come to do this on Shabbos,” as the Poskim wrote. On this view,
the concern is that one may cook on Shabbos. Stoking need not be the
Mishnah’s reason. And seemingly, he could have raised his difficulty
according to all opinions from the entire chapter “Bameh Tomnin”
[With What May One Insulate]. The third chapter of Shabbos deals
with the laws of insulation (hatmanah) before and on Shabbos. As
is explained above on [Shabbos] 34, the top of side b. That the
reason is “lest one stoke the coals.” If hatmanah is forbidden be-
cause of stoking, the questioner should have learned this concern from
that chapter. And indeed, the Pnei Yehoshua raised this very ques-
tion on [Shabbos] 18b.> Pnei Yehoshua also asks how the Gemara’s
questioner could have overlooked shema yechateh in the hatmanah
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2Tosfos, Shabbos 36b, s.v. “chammin” — Tosfos explain that the Mishnah’s terms “chammin” and “tavshil” include even food not
cooked fully (lo bishel kol tzorko), extending the prohibition’s scope beyond the Poskim who limit “tavshil” to fully cooked food.

3The Gemara on Shabbos 18b records a Baraisa: “noyrn oy Naw 37y mna 7in? mim PonTim Niv0oy 177 TwK Xonn X2.” Tosfos there
discuss why the Gemara’s questioner, who challenged from this Baraisa, was unaware of the concern of shema yechateh.

4Mishnah, Shabbos 1:10 (circa 20a) — the Mishnah prohibits roasting meat, onion, or egg on coals before Shabbos unless there is
sufficient time for them to cook before nightfall. Since the food is placed directly on the coals without a pot intervening, the concern of

shema yechateh is self-evident.

5The Pnei Yehoshua on Shabbos 18b, s.v. “ma’an tana,” writes: “>Xp f°n P?207X K217 X101 K2pwi 937 11X T1R0Y...” He asks why the
questioner did not challenge from the hatmanah laws in chapter “Bameh Tomnin,” where the reason of shema yechateh also appears.
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laws. However, we can find merit in his honor’s [approach]. Say-
ing that the Rif has a different reading there, the reverse of the
reading before us.® [According to our reading,] insulation of erev
Shabbos is because of “lest one stoke” and [insulation] of Shabbos
is because of “lest it boil.” But the Rif holds: erev Shabbos is be-
cause of “lest it boil,” and Shabbos is because of “lest one stoke.”
It emerges that according to this, we have no compelling reason to
say that insulation [of erev Shabbos] is forbidden at all because of
“lest one stoke.” For one could say that insulation of erev Shabbos
is forbidden because of “lest it boil” As explained by the Rif and the
Rambam at the beginning of chapter 4 of [Hilchos] Shabbos. That
one will find his pot boiling over on Shabbos, and he will uncover
it and re-cover it on Shabbos. And this would constitute insulat-
ing with a heat-adding material on Shabbos. And this is forbidden
because it looks like cooking, not because of stoking. And all the
more so according to the Ra’avad, who explains “lest it boil” as
[reheating] a pot that has cooled.” It emerges that for erev Shab-
bos insulation, the reason is not because of stoking. And similarly,
one could say the reason for the prohibition of Shabbos insulation
is because of “lest it boil,” as explained by Rashi and most Poskim.
That he will [re-]boil his pot that cooled down on Shabbos, and not
because of stoking. Under this reading, both types of insulation would
be about yartiah rather than yechateh. And even though this [sug-
gestion] admittedly cannot be correct for it is explicit in the Talmud
that one of the two types of insulation is forbidden because of stok-
ing and not because of boiling — each authority according to his
view. The Rif and the standard text disagree about which type involves
stoking. Both agree that one type does. Nevertheless, the questioner
of asisiyos, who did not know the reason of stoking, would have
thought the reason for the prohibition of both types of insulation
is because of boiling. Therefore, he challenged from asisiyos and
not from the chapter “Bameh Tomnin.” And this question did not
trouble his honor except from the chapter Kirah, since according
to Tosfos, [the Kirah Mishnah] does not deal with insulation at all,
unlike Rashi. Rashi reads part of this Mishnah as hatmanah. Tosfos
does not. The mufla samuch la’ish, his honor, holds that regard-
ing shehiyah and chazarah, no reason applies other than “lest one
stoke.” The title mufla samuch la’ish refers to a discerning youth near
legal adulthood. And if so, the question is: what was on the mind
of the aforementioned questioner [in the Gemara]? The Kirah Mish-
nah would have taught the questioner that stoking applies even when
a pot intervenes.

And I say that even according to his words, there is no difficulty.
For certainly, with food that is partially cooked — from which one
has not given up on eating it that day — we are concerned that
one may stoke the coals. Since the cook is eager to finish the cooking
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6Rif on Shabbos — The Rif reads the Gemara’s assignment of reasons for the two types of insulation in reverse order from our
standard text. According to the Rif, erev Shabbos insulation is forbidden because of shema yartiah (lest it boil), while Shabbos insulation

is forbidden because of shema yechateh (lest one stoke).

7Ra’avad, Hassagos on Rambam, Hilchos Shabbos, ch. 4 — The Ra’avad interprets shema yartiah as the concern that one will reheat
a pot that has cooled down, rather than the Rambam’s interpretation that the pot will boil over.
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for Shabbos consumption, the temptation to stoke is real. But with a
completely raw pot, such as asisiyos and turmusin, (these foods re-
quire extremely long cooking times and are entirely raw when placed
in the oven) [the Gemara’s questioner] held that stoking does not
apply. Since in any case one has given up on eating them that day.
The cook knows the food won’t be ready until after Shabbos, so there
is no urgency to stoke. And similarly, jugs of water where the fire
is weak and [the water] won’t reach [boiling] until after Shabbos.
The Baraisa also discusses large jugs of water placed in an oven with
a gentle fire. We are not concerned about “lest one stoke,” since
in any case it will reach its cooking [without stoking]. The food
or water was not meant for Shabbos, so there was no reason to hurry.
Therefore, the questioner raised his challenge there. The questioner
therefore challenged the ban on these foods, where he thought stoking
was not a concern. And Tosfos properly challenged from [the Mish-
nah about] meat, onion, and egg, which also deals with raw [food].
Raw meat on exposed coals should have presented the same problem.
And they answered: where there is no pot intervening, the ques-
tioner knew that stoking applies even to raw [food]. The directness
of the contact with the fire makes stoking an obvious concern regard-
less of the food’s state. But with a pot intervening, he held that for
raw food, stoking does not apply. And [the Gemara] concludes that
even so, there is concern because [asisiyos and turmusin] are hard
to cook. Although they are not needed that day, their long cooking
time may still tempt one to stoke. And all of this is already explained
in the Chiddushei Rashba.® And some of this in the Pnei Yehoshua
there.’

And in any case, I also say that his wisdom served him well in what
he wrote. That the questioner [in the Gemara] held the reason of
our Mishnah [in Kirah] is “lest one come to do this on Shabbos.”
And even though the Poskim wrote that for partially-cooked food
we are not concerned about this nevertheless, it is possible that
the questioner was concerned about it. The questioner may not have
accepted or known of this principle. And all the more so, it is possi-
ble he was concerned about “lest it boil” on Shabbos, just as with
insulation, where we are concerned about this. And this works
well for asisiyos, which one needs for after Shabbos and not for
Shabbos, we are not concerned that one will desecrate Shabbos on
account of this. And so the Pnei Yehoshua writes explicitly there.'°
However, regarding the [implication that Jews] are suspected re-
garding Shabbosos it implies that even for [food] not needed for
Shabbos, we are concerned. This weakens the distinction between
food needed on Shabbos and food needed afterward. [See] Gittin 53b
and 54a, see there regarding one who planted on Shabbos.!! The
case concerns planting on Shabbos for later benefit. It suggests that
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8Chiddushei Rashba on Shabbos, Perek Kirah — The Rashba explains in detail the distinction between completely raw food (where
one has given up on eating it that day) and partially cooked food regarding the concern of stoking.

9See footnote 5 above.
10g5ee footnote 5 above.

1Gittin 54a — The Gemara states: “NN2Wa 2y 1TWN1 K21 ,N°y"2wn 9y 9X12 170n” (Jews are suspected regarding the sabbatical year
but not regarding Shabbosos). However, the Gemara’s ensuing discussion — regarding one who planted on Shabbos when it was the
thirtieth day — implies that under sufficient motivation, the assumption that Jews would not violate Shabbos may not hold.
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concern may remain without immediate Shabbos use. And there is no
need to elaborate further on this.

A certain rav raised [a point] to me regarding this sugya. Accord-
ing to the Ran, [an act] is only called “chazarah” (returning [food
to the stove])!? when one removes [food] from erev Shabbos and
returns it on Shabbos. This form of chazarah requires the stove to be
swept or covered with ashes. And so it is in the gloss of the Rema.!3
But if [the food] was removed on Shabbos and one returns it on
Shabbos, this is no stricter than shehiyah (leaving [food on the
stove]). Because it was on the stove when Shabbos began, returning it
is treated like leaving it there. If so, we do not need to strain so much
in interpreting our Mishnah according to Chananyah. And thus
[the Mishnah] would read: “A kirah that was stoked, etc.” “One
may not place [food]” — meaning, one may not return what was
removed from erev Shabbos unless [the stove] was swept or cov-
ered with ashes. But to leave [food], they leave it even though [the
stove] is not swept. “And what may they leave?” etc. Beis Shammai
allow only hot water. Beis Hillel allow hot water and cooked food. And
then [the Mishnah] deals with chazarah where one removes [food]
on Shabbos and returns it on Shabbos itself. As implied by the lan-
guage “notelim” (they may remove), which refers to [actions on]
Shabbos, as Tosfos writes.!* And Beis Shammai hold: one may re-
move [food] on Shabbos but may not return it on a [stove] that
is not swept. For this is what is being discussed now. The middle
[clause, which is about] shehiyah, and also the end [clause], and
Beis Hillel permit [both]. Beis Hillel permit both shehiyah and this
form of chazarah. This would be a comfortable interpretation. This
is a strong question, in my humble opinion. However, according to
this [reading], the Mishnah never mentions at all that Beis Sham-
mai dispute [with Beis Hillel] regarding chazarah on a swept and
covered [stove]. On this reading, the first clause gives an undisputed
rule. The Mishnah never states a dispute about chazarah from erev
Shabbos. And in the Baraisa of R. Meir and R. Yehudah regarding re-
moving [food from the stove],'> (the Gemara on 37a records Baraisos
where these Tannaim interpret the Mishnah) [where they say] “one
may not return” The Baraisa says all agree that food removed from the
stove may not be returned. It is clear that Beis Shammai and Beis
Hillel disagree about this [type of chazarah] too. This dispute about
chazarah is missing from the proposed reading of the Mishnah.

Another difficulty: regarding what the Gemara states there on
[Shabbos] 37a.'® “And according to your reasoning, ‘they may re-
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12Ran on the Rif, Shabbos, Perek Kirah — The Ran rules that the strict category of chazarah (requiring the stove to be swept or covered
with ashes) applies only when food was removed before Shabbos and returned on Shabbos. If removed and returned both on Shabbos,
it has the more lenient status of shehiyah.

13Rema, SA OC 253:2 — The Rema’s gloss codifies the Ran’s distinction regarding chazarah.

14Tosfos, Shabbos 36b — Tosfos note that the language “notelim” (present tense, “they remove”) implies actions taking place on
Shabbos itself, as opposed to actions performed on erev Shabbos.

15Shabbos 37a — The Gemara records the Baraisa in the name of R. Meir and R. Yehudah interpreting the Mishnah. In one version,
they state “1tn> X? 2’rinni M12>1 — py” (if one removed [the food], all agree one may not return it), indicating that Beis Shammai and
Beis Hillel have a specific dispute about chazarah from erev Shabbos.

16Shabbos 37a — The Gemara challenges: “X? — Anup K2 'K — Anbp 2I0pT "T70ir” Tnyw21?” (And according to your reasoning, the
“notelim” that [the Mishnah] teaches — if [the stove] was covered with ashes, yes; if not, no?) The Gemara finds it implausible that
one would be forbidden from even removing food from a stove that was not covered with ashes.
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move’ — if [the stove] was covered with ashes, yes; if not, no?”
The Gemara objects that this reading would allow removing food only
from a stove covered with ashes. Removing food should always be per-
mitted. And one could ask: perhaps this Tanna holds that if one
transgressed and left [food] on [a stove] without sweeping, the
food is forbidden that day to everyone. According to some views,
food improperly left on an unswept stove is forbidden as a Rabbinic
penalty. But for after Shabbos, it is permitted. It turns out that
even for dogs it is not fit that day. Because people will eat it after
Shabbos, they would not give it to dogs now. Because it is fit for a
person after Shabbos. And it becomes muktzeh for that day. It
is muktzeh because people may not eat it on Shabbos, although it still
has value afterward. And one may not remove [the food] unless [the
stove] was covered with ashes, and [the food] was left in a permit-
ted manner. If the stove was not covered, the food is muktzeh and
may not even be removed. And see the Magen Avraham, Siman 308,
sub-section 26.!7 And Siman 446, end of sub-section 3.'® These
references discuss the status of food that becomes forbidden by Rab-
binic decree and whether it constitutes muktzeh. However, whether
food becomes muktzeh because of a Rabbinic prohibition depends
on the great authorities. [See] Beitzah 31b, in the commentary
of Rashi and Tosfos,'” regarding a house that was full of fruit and
collapsed, see there. Rashi and Tosfos differ over whether fruit that
became accessible after a wall collapsed remains muktzeh. Neverthe-
less, it seems to me that in any case, the vessel should not become a
“basis” (base) for this light [category of ] muktzeh, according to all
opinions. Since even without this, they disagree about [whether a
vessel becomes a basis] when one did not intend to leave [the muk-
tzeh item] there all day. And here, one did not intend to leave it
there all day. The cook intended the food to be served on Shabbos, not
to remain on the stove indefinitely. And all the more so in the case
of one who forgot, and does not intentionally place the muktzeh
upon it. A vessel does not become a basis when the muktzeh item
was left on it unintentionally. And here, even though one intended
to place the food into the pot, nevertheless, regarding what made
it muktzeh he forgot that he left it on the stove and it became for-
bidden. And the pot does not become a basis for this [muktzeh], as
explained above. And it still requires further investigation. “Give
to the wise” — and this is sufficient according to the measure of
available free time. This alludes to Mishlei 9:9 and invites further
study.
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17Magen Avraham, Siman 308, s.k. 26 — discusses laws of muktzeh and moving items that have become forbidden.
18Magen Avraham, Siman 446, s.k. 3 — The Mechaber rules regarding chametz found on Yom Tov that one covers it with a vessel
since it may not be moved. The Magen Avraham discusses the muktzeh status of forbidden food, relevant to whether food forbidden by

Rabbinic decree is considered muktzeh.

19Beitzah 31b — The Gemara discusses “nran m=°a Xon 7w n°2” (a house that was full of fruit and its wall collapsed). Rashi and
Tosfos dispute whether fruit that was inaccessible (muktzeh) and then became accessible when the wall collapsed on Yom Tov may be
used, which bears on the general question of whether items whose prohibition is lifted on Shabbos or Yom Tov remain muktzeh.
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