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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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Permanent Knots in Tzitzis and Kilayim

Laws of Garments > Laws of Shatnez * Laws of Garments > Laws of Tzitzit

SUMMARY

Correspondent and Context: The Chasam Sofer writes to his student, Rabbi Yosef Zalman. He answers three
Torah questions and addresses the opening of shops on Chol HaMoed.

The Question (Sha’ila): The student asked why the Ramban calls the son an adult when our text of Berachos
20b mentions a minor. He also asked about the Magen Avraham, Siman 11, s.k. 13, on permanent knots, sewing,
and tzitzis. A third question concerned the Magen Avraham’s claim that the Itur’s two-hole method conflicts with
the laws of kilayim. He also asked about shops opening on Chol HaMoed.

The Ruling (Teshuvah): The Chasam Sofer says the student’s first question is valid only for our text of Berachos.
The Rishonim had a version that did not mention a minor. He explains that the Magen Avraham relies on the first
principle: a permanent knot normally needs two knots. The Tosfos Yom Tov rejected only the second principle
about the knot used in sewing. He then defends the Itur’s two-hole method using the Rambam’s half-white, half-
techeiles thread. In a linen garment, the wool half passes through only one hole. This creates only one techifa of
sha’atnez before the upper knot. On Chol HaMoed, he says not to rebuke people who will not listen. However,
Rabbi Yosef Zalman should use his influence with his father-in-law if he can improve observance.

Shulchan Aruch Background: Orach Chaim 11 covers the making and attachment of tzitzis threads. The Magen
Avraham’s s.k. 13 discusses the knots used for tzitzis and the Shabbos rules for a permanent knot. Yoreh Deah
300 discusses what joins wool and linen into sha’atnez. These laws meet when wool techeiles is tied to a linen
garment for tzitzis. The Torah permits that mixture for the mitzvah.

Key Disputes (Machlokes): The Ran, citing the Ra’am, gives two principles. A permanent knot normally requires
two knots. A knot used to secure sewing need not itself create knotting liability. The Tosfos Yom Tov rejects only
the second principle, so the Magen Avraham may rely on the first. The Magen Avraham also argues that the Itur’s
two-hole method creates two techifos of sha’atnez. The Chasam Sofer answers that the Rambam’s mixed thread
has one white half and one techeiles half. In a linen garment, only one hole contains wool, so there is only one

techifa of sha’atnez before the upper knot.

Peace and abundant salvation, may it come and draw near, to my
esteemed student, a young Torah scholar, the distinguished and
exceptional Torah scholar, in the garden of the holy ones, the es-
teemed R. Yosef Zalman, may his light shine.

Regarding what [my student] questioned from the words of the
Ramban cited in the Ran on Megillah,! where he wrote that “a son
who recites a berachah for his father” means an adult son. The Ram-
ban refers to an adult son who was obligated to recite Birkas HaMazon
only Rabbinically And my student wrote that this contradicts the
Talmud, Berachos 20b,? where the Gemara states: “And according
to your reasoning, a minor” etc. Our text asks whether a minor is
obligated. This seems to conflict with the Ramban, who speaks of an
adult son. He intended well, according to the textual version be-
fore us. However, the Rishonim did not have that version in the
Talmud there. Rather, [their text] simply [stated]: “Here we are
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1Ramban, as cited in the Ran on Megillah — regarding the case of a son reciting Birkas HaMazon on behalf of his father, where the

Ramban interprets the “son” as an adult.

2Berachos 20b. The Gemara there discusses women’s obligations in various mitzvos. In our textual version, the Gemara poses:
“RITT NPT 12 10R TRYY?Y” — “And according to your reasoning, is a minor subject to obligation?” This formulation implies the discussion
concerns a minor, which would contradict the Ramban’s interpretation that it refers to an adult. The Chasam Sofer explains that the

Rishonim’s version did not contain this phrase.
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Permanent Knots in Tzitzis and Kilayim

dealing with one who ate a Rabbinically-required amount.” Their
text did not mention a minor, so it fits the Ramban’s reference to an
adult son. And so it appears from the words of the Ran on Sukkah,?
in the Gemara’s discussion of “a son who recites a berachah for his
father” — see there.

Regarding what he wrote concerning the Magen Avraham, Siman
11, sub-section 13,* he intended well. The passage concerns perma-
nent knots in tzitzis. And I too find the matter astonishing. And even
more so regarding the Gaon, [the author of] Machatzis HaShekel,
of blessed memory,®> who came to explain [the matter] and [in-
stead] obscured his words. But the truth will show its way. For
behold, the Ran in the name of the Ra’am® comes to innovate two
things. The two principles concern knotting and sewing on Shabbos.
First, that there is no permanent knot without two knots one on top
of the other. And second, that the sewer who must tie [a knot to
complete his sewing] [is liable for a knot that] is not the same knot
itself for which one would be liable without sewing. A knot that se-
cures sewing need not itself be a permanent knot. For if you would not
say this, the liability should come from the knotting alone! Now,
the first principle is agreed upon by the Rishonim without the [spe-
cific] proofs of the R”M, from logic alone. That without two knots
one on top of the other, it is impossible to call it a permanent knot,
for it does not endure. Except that he wrote that if one were to
find a single knot that endures, one would be liable for it. Such
as one who ties [a knot] at the end of a rope, and the like. A knot
at a rope’s end can hold even without a second knot. And the main
point requiring proof is the second principle that the sewer is li-
able for a knot that he would not be liable for otherwise. And the
Tosfos Yom Tov only came to reject this latter principle,” and this
is clear from his language. But the first principle stands on the
basis of logic. And therefore the Magen Avraham wrote correctly.®
The Magen Avraham relies only on the first principle, which the Tosfos
Yom Tov did not reject. And this is straightforward. And see the
Rambam, Chapter 10 of Hilchos Shabbos, Halachah 9,° that one
who sews more than two stitches does not need to tie a knot. More
than two stitches hold without a knot, so the sewer is liable for sewing
alone. And [the commentators] did not find a [Talmudic] proof for
this ruling. Commentators could not identify the Rambam’s Talmudic
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3Ran on Sukkah — regarding the Gemara’s discussion of a son reciting a berachah for his father, which also reflects the variant

textual reading that does not involve a minor.

4Magen Avraham, SA Orach Chaim 11, s.k. 13. The Shulchan Aruch (11:1) states: “|pw’ v Py 1% Poing” — the tzitzis threads
must be spun for the sake of the mitzvah. The Magen Avraham at s.k. 13 discusses the nature of the knots used in tzitzis in relation to

the concept of kesher shel kiyama from Hilchos Shabbos.
5Machatzis HaShekel on Magen Avraham 11:13.

6Ran, in the name of the Ra’am, on the laws of knotting on Shabbos — establishing the principles that a permanent knot requires a
double knot, and that the knot associated with sewing differs from the independently liable knot.

7Tosfos Yom Tov on Mishnah Shabbos 7:2. The Mishnah lists the 39 avos melachos, including: “niTan *AY @AM ART AWYiPD” —
“Tying, untying, and sewing two stitches.” The Tosfos Yom Tov discusses the relationship between the knotting and sewing melachos

and challenges the Ra’am’s second principle.
8See footnote 4 above.

9Rambam, Hilchos Shabbos 10:9 — “17 797 OX 2K .0AwWA K] 77°0NT TAYAY *12 XM XM LINT *WRY TWpW KM .20 Nion *AY 19in7
T7RAT NN MW 220 W KXW 8 BY AR Ni1an *Aw 7Y” — One who sews two stitches is liable, provided he tied the thread ends on both
sides so the stitching holds and does not slip out. But if he sewed more than two stitches, he is liable even without tying, since the

stitching endures on its own.
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source for this ruling. And in my humble opinion, the difficulty of
the aforementioned Tosfos troubled him.!° The question concerns
the relationship between liability for sewing and liability for knotting.
And he resolved it by saying that the basket involved more than
two stitches. And [therefore] one did not need to tie a knot [for
the sewing to hold]. And properly, one is liable for the knotting
independently. The knot was not needed for the sewing, so it creates
separate liability. And the end of the Tosfos Yom Tov is resolved.!!
And close to this interpretation I have now found in the Mishneh
Chachamim.!?

And now, regarding the main question of the Magen Avraham
against the Itur'® (the Itur requires inserting the tzitzis threads
through two holes in the garment) where [the Magen Avraham] con-
cluded that those who follow [the Itur] contradict themselves The
alleged contradiction concerns kilayim in tzitzis. I wrote in the margin
of the Shulchan Aruch to reconcile the practices of the scrupulous
ones, based on what the Rambam wrote,'* and [which] the Beis
Yosef elaborated upon in Yoreh Deah, Siman 300,'° that there is
no [Torah] liability for kilayim for spinning alone without weaving.
The Rambam requires another form of connection, such as weaving or
tying. And the Beis Yosef was troubled from either direction: If
all three [processes] are required — combing and also plying (the
three processes are shua [combing], tavui [spinning], and nuz [ply-
ing]) why would one be liable for felt? Felt (levadin) is combed
but not spun or woven. Yet the Rambam rules that mixed wool and
linen felt is kilayim.'® And furthermore, the Rambam himself brings
proof that we do not require all three [processes], from the case
of kilayim in tzitzis.!” Tzitzis join wool and linen only by tying. The
Torah’s explicit permission shows that such a connection can be Biblical
kilayim. And if one [process] alone suffices, then why is there no
liability for spinning alone? If tying alone is enough, spinning alone
should also be enough. Yet the Rambam says it is not. And in my
humble opinion, from its very source the matter is resolved. From
the very place where [the Rambam] brought proof from tzitzis that
we do not require all three [processes] together, from there it is
proven that there is no liability for spinning alone. For the Ram-
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10Tosfos on Shabbos, regarding the difficulty of distinguishing sewing and knotting liability. The Chasam Sofer identifies this as the

same difficulty that motivated the Rambam’s ruling.
11gee footnote 7 above.
12Mishneh Chachamim — a commentary on the Rambam.

13The Itur, by R. Yitzchak ben Abba Mari — who holds that tzitzis threads are inserted through two holes in the corner of the garment
rather than one.

14Rambam, Hilchos Kilayim 10:2 — “77 711 3101 732 1IN TOX3 101X M1 1970 .0°K72 19X 17 17127 100 7wy miK yei 7oy 711970 DRy 10y
0°X?3 n” — Wool and linen that were mixed and combed and made into felt — these are kilayim. Mixed, spun together, and woven into
a garment from that spinning — this is kilayim. The Rambam here demonstrates that various types of connection suffice for kilayim,
but notably does not list spinning alone.

15Beis Yosef, Yoreh Deah, Siman 300 — where the Beis Yosef elaborates on the Rambam’s rulings regarding the types of connections
that constitute kilayim.

16See footnote 14 above. The Rambam rules felt (levadin) is kilayim despite not involving spinning or weaving — one horn of the
Beis Yosef’s dilemma.

17Rambam, Hilchos Kilayim 10:4 — “9%3n .J7 7272 P POIN PR ...0¥°%3 DK PRT? 2IN20 T1%7 08 7750 28 19X 0K 238 1am
IR 1 0K MEN 0ipna KW 12 11any” — How do we know all these prohibitions are Biblical? Because the Torah had to permit kilayim
in tzitzis. And tzitzis consist of merely tied threads. This implies that such a connection — when not for a mitzvah — is Biblically
prohibited.
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PERMANENT KNOTS IN TzZ1TZIis AND KILAYIM

bam ruled that one makes seven [threads] white and one [thread]
techeiles.!® And see the Beis Yosef, Orach Chaim, Siman 11,!°
and there he also copied [the Rambam’s] response to the sages of
Lunel?® from the Sifri and from Scripture,?! that one makes a sin-
gle thread, half of which is white and half of which is techeiles. See
there. And behold, in a linen garment (sadin), where the white is
linen — the same species as the garment — one is [effectively] spin-
ning a single thread half of which is white linen and half of which is
wool techeiles. At first glance, spinning such a mixed thread creates a
kilayim problem. And it is difficult: from where does [Rava] derive
that the upper knot is Biblical? Rava’s proof assumes that the Torah
permits tying wool tzitzis to a linen garment. Perhaps it is not Bibli-
cal, and the kilayim in tzitzis is not because of the attachment to
the garment but rather because of the spinning of the thread itself!
If spinning already creates kilayim, its permission would not prove that
tying is Biblical. Rather, we must conclude from this that it was
obvious to Rava that spinning alone does not create kilayim liabil-
ity, until one also weaves or ties [the thread to the garment]. The
Torah’s permission must therefore refer to tying. This proves that the
upper knot is Biblical. And the Rambam’s ruling is thereby proven.
And perhaps one could quibble somewhat and say that perhaps gen-
erally, spinning does create kilayim liability, but here the reason
[it does not] is because these threads [of the tzitzis] are not part
of the main wearing of the garment. And if not for the tying to the
body of the tallis, which is sha’atnez, there would be no concern
for kilayim. But in my opinion, this is a crooked reasoning.

Nevertheless, we have gained that at any rate it is true that ac-
cording to the Rambam, one spins a single thread that is half wool
and half linen, and there is no kilayim [liability] in this, whatever
the reason may be. Under either explanation, the mixed thread it-
self does not create kilayim. And the only [concern] is because of
the attachment to the linen garment. And now, when one inserts
[the threads] into the holes of the garment, even if there are two
holes according to the opinion of the Itur, nevertheless there are
not two stitches of sha’atnez. The Magen Avraham argued that two
holes create two techifos of sha’atnez. For the techeiles [wool] only
enters through one hole, Because the mixed thread is folded, its wool
half passes through only one hole. And its white [linen] half [enters]
into the second hole. The other hole joins linen to linen, so it creates
no sha’atnez. And there is here only one stitch [of sha’atnez]. And
properly Rava proved that one needs to tie [the upper knot]. One
techifa is not enough for kilayim. The upper knot completes the con-
nection and must therefore be Biblical. And behold, I have not seen
in the actual text of the Itur whether he holds in this [matter] like
the Rambam or not. He did not verify whether the Itur accepts the
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18Rambam, Hilchos Tzitzis 1:6 — “y¥nNa 17913 P0In My2X DY 0°197n” — One inserts four threads and folds them in half, resulting in
eight hanging threads, of which one should be techeiles. This yields seven white threads and one techeiles thread per corner.

19Beis Yosef, Orach Chaim, Siman 11 — where the Rambam’s response to the sages of Lunel is cited.

20Rambam’s Teshuvah to the Sages of Lunel — the Rambam’s responsum to the Torah scholars of Lunel (southern France), in which

he explains his method for making tzitzis threads.

21Sifri — the halachic midrash from which the Rambam derives that one makes a single thread half white and half techeiles.
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Rambam’s half-white, half-techeiles thread. Nevertheless, we have
gained that men of action (these are scrupulous people who are care-
ful in their halachic practice) who are concerned for [the opinion of]
the Itur have escaped from the Magen Avraham’s challenge against
them that it constitutes a contradiction. The alleged contradiction is
between the Itur’s two-hole method and a Biblical upper knot. For this
is not so. For it is possible that they are following the opinion of
the Rambam mentioned above. They may also accept the Rambam’s
view, which avoids the contradiction.

Regarding the opening of shops on Chol HaMoed, the standard has
deteriorated in all places due to our many sins. And the malady
has spread from long ago. And they will not listen. Therefore,
it is better that they remain unwitting, etc. If people will ignore
rebuke, it is better that they remain inadvertent (shogeg) rather than
deliberate (meizid). But if it is in your power to stand in the breach
in the house of your father-in-law, the communal leader, may he
live, fortunate are you and fortunate is he. If he listens, may God
bless him, and may he rise to the heights of success. And now, you
who are blessed by God, ride prosperously upon the word of truth
and righteous humility. An allusion to Tehillim 45:5. May you merit
to strengthen every breach. And through you may eternal ruins be
rebuilt. The foundations of generation after generation you shall
raise up. An allusion to Yeshayahu 58:12. These are the words of
the one who signs with all seals of blessing. Here in Pressburg,
Wednesday the 18th of Tammuz, 571 by the minor count [= July
10, 1811 CE]. Moshe the humble, Sofer.
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Scope of Nicha Lei for Mitzvos with Another’s Money

Laws of Kindness > Laws of Charity

SUMMARY

Correspondent and Context: This teshuvah is addressed to the Chasam Sofer’s student, the young Aharon Hersh.
He cautions that a student should normally ask his local rabbi practical questions, especially about money. Still,
he answers the topic raised at the end of the letter.

The Question (Sha’ila): Aharon Hersh asks about the limits of nicha lei Uinish d’lis’avid mitzvah b’mamoneih: “a
person is pleased to have a mitzvah performed with his money.” His grandfather, the late Rabbi Moshe, Av Beis
Din of Piesing, challenged the Kesef Mishneh’s explanation of the Rambam. The Rambam allows tzedakah to be
given from the assets of a person who became insane. How can nicha lei apply when the loss is large and the
person did not consent?

The Ruling (Teshuvah): The Chasam Sofer first shows from Bechoros 58a that the classic nicha lei case has no
real financial loss. He then discusses whether the rule can cover an actual expense. The Ramban says the renter
may deduct the cost of checking for chametz from his rent, while the Ran says he may not. The Tommas Yesharim
and Magen Avraham give narrower distinctions to resolve cases involving a tallis and Sefer Torah. The Chasam
Sofer explains that the Mordechai’s two answers form one argument. He then uses the Ritva’s broader rule:
when an owner loses the chance to use his own mitzvah item, yatza secharo b’hefsedo—his reward is offset by
his loss—and nicha lei does not apply. He explains that tzedakah for a person who became insane is like buying
life-saving medicine, because tzedakah protects from death. Finally, he explains that one may read a deposited
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Scope of Nicha Lei for Mitzvos with Another's Money

sefer because the owner accepted that use, while copying is allowed under lo yavuzu laganav because it only
lowers the book’s sale value and leaves the owner’s use intact.

Shulchan Aruch Background: Shulchan Aruch, Orach Chaim 437:3, rules that an unchecked rented house is
not a mistaken transaction, even where checking costs money, because the renter performs a mitzvah. The Rema
cites a view that the landlord must repay the cost. The Magen Avraham and Darkei Moshe discuss whether nicha
lei can justify that expense. Shulchan Aruch, Orach Chaim 14, and the Magen Avraham there discuss the rule’s
limits when using a borrowed tallis or Sefer Torah causes loss.

Key Disputes (Machlokes): The main dispute concerns who bears the cost of checking for chametz. The Ramban
says the renter deducts it from the rent, so there is no net loss. The Ran says the renter bears the cost, which
extends nicha lei to a real expense. The Darkei Moshe challenges the Ran from the tallis case. The Tommas
Yesharim distinguishes loss during a mitzvah from later loss. The Magen Avraham distinguishes a small loss from
a large one. The Chasam Sofer also explains that the Mordechai’s two answers form one argument. The Ritva
gives a broader rule: nicha lei does not apply when the owner loses his own chance to use a mitzvah item. The
Chasam Sofer applies these approaches to tzedakah from the assets of a person who became insane, to deposited

sefarim, and to forced lending.

Peace and all good to my student, the distinguished young man, the
sharp and keen, the honored Aharon Hersh, may his light shine.

His handwritten letter has reached me. And although it is not
proper to respond to a practical halachic question directed to an
individual student in a place where he has his own rabbi and the
local halachic authority, all the more so in monetary matters, nev-
ertheless, I will respond to him regarding what he wrote at the end
of his letter on the topic of “a person is pleased to have a mitzvah
performed with his money,” and I will clarify this halachah for him,
with God’s help.

We learn in the Gemara, Bechoros 58a,! that this is why the
Sages established three “threshing floor” dates for the animal tithe
(ma’aser beheimah) so that animals would be readily available for
the pilgrims ascending [to Jerusalem for the festivals]. The Sages
set three annual dates for tithing animals, before the three pilgrimage
festivals. Even though before the “threshing floor” date arrives it is
permitted to sell [the animals], nevertheless, a person is pleased to
have a mitzvah performed with his money. This means: had they
not established a fixed date, everyone would sell his animals imme-
diately upon birth, and when the festival arrived there would be no
animals available. The Sages did not wish to prohibit the sale of an-
imals for this reason, but rather they devised the establishment of
a special day close to each festival on which all the animals would
be tithed. And although they did not prohibit tithing beforehand,
presumably every person would wait until the designated day. It
follows that since his animals are not yet tithed, he will not sell
beforehand. And even though it is permitted to sell before tithing
— since the flock does not have the status of tevel (untithed pro-
duce), (Unlike untithed produce, animals in a flock may be sold before
animal tithing) and in that case the purchaser is exempt from [the
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1Bechoros 58a — The Gemara states: T°2yN"27 772 K1 — LING2) 1190 WA 17537 Y230 K9W TY 1207 23 7Y AR 07737 °21% 12980 1002 ROAY 12
m72inn2 Myn — “So that animals would be available for pilgrims. And even though the Mishnah teaches that before the threshing-floor
date arrives one may sell and slaughter — a person is pleased to have a mitzvah performed with his money.”
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obligation of ] ma’aser — nevertheless, it was known to the Sages
— the general nature of the Jewish people being — that they are
pleased to have a mitzvah performed with their money where there
is no financial loss. And they will not exempt their animals from
ma’aser but will wait until the designated day, and then sell, and
animals will be available for the festival pilgrims. — The text reads
“Ton,” a printing variant for “112n”” (will sell), due to the common
dalet/resh confusion in Hebrew script. And the reason there is no
loss with ma’aser beheimah — this is because ma’aser beheimah
differs from all other sacrifices in that the Kohen receives nothing
from it: neither the breast nor the thigh, (— These portions [chazeh
v’shok] are normally given to the Kohen from shelamim offerings) nor
the foreleg, cheeks, and stomach as with non-consecrated slaugh-
ter, (— These portions [zero’a, lechayayim, v’keivah] are given to the
Kohen from every non-consecrated animal slaughtered) and the Altar
receives only its blood and its fats, which are the forbidden fats and
innards that have no value to a layperson. And the animal itself,
the owner may keep until the festival, and include it in his own
korban simchah (festival offering of joy) and use it to gladden his
household members. See the first chapter of Chagigah.? It turns
out that there is no loss whatsoever, and certainly he is pleased
with this.

Now, the unattributed Gemara in the first chapter of Pesachim
states® that one who rents a house to another with the presump-
tion that it was checked [for chametz], and it is found not to be
[checked] —* he cannot claim a mistaken transaction regarding
the trouble required to check it, because a person is pleased to per-
form a mitzvah with the exertion of his own body. And even in a
place where they pay a fee for the checking, nevertheless, a person
is pleased to have a mitzvah performed with his money. And the
Magid Mishneh wrote in the name of the Ramban® that [the renter]
goes back and deducts the [checking] cost from his rental payment.
And there is no [actual] financial loss here — only that he advances
a small portion of his rental payment at the beginning, before its
due date. And with this he is pleased — analogous to the animal
[tithe] case. But to suffer an outright loss — no. As is evident from
Bava Metzia 29b regarding a [deposited] Sefer Torah and tefillin,®
and the poskim derived from this [that the same applies] also to
a tallis, as the Nimukei Yosef writes in Perek HaSefinah regard-
ing the sugya of the flask.” The guardian may not use a deposited
Sefer Torah because use causes wear. This shows that nicha lei does
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2Chagigah, chapter 1 — Regarding the consumption of ma’aser beheimah by the owner as part of the festival offerings of simchah.
3Pesachim 4b — The Gemara discusses the case of one who rents a house on the presumption that it was checked for chametz and

it was found unchecked, analyzing whether this constitutes mekach ta’us.

4Rambam, Hilchos Chametz wMatzah 2:18 — 0ipn2 17DK1 .MYY Npn 1K) P727 1217 2Y P12 IPRY X¥NN PIT2 NITY NRINA N2 awnd
iy X7 MmN 0¥ 122 0°pT7iaY — “One who rents a house on the presumption it was checked and it is found unchecked — the renter
must check and it is not a mistaken transaction. Even in a place where they check for a fee, for he is performing a mitzvah.”

5Magid Mishneh on Rambam, Hilchos Chametz w’Matzah 2:18, citing the Ramban — that the renter deducts the checking expense

from his rent.

%Bava Metzia 29b — regarding a deposited Sefer Torah and tefillin: the guardian should not read from the Sefer Torah or don the

tefillin initially, to avoid causing wear and tear to the owner’s property.

7Nimukei Yosef, Perek HaSefinah (Bava Metzia, ch. 5), on the sugya of the flask (tzlochis) — extending the principle from Sefer

Torah and tefillin to a tallis.
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not override a real loss. See there, in the zav”’b edition, page 199b.
However, the Ran in the first chapter of Pesachim writes that he
does not deduct [the cost] from his rent.® This implies that nicha
lei applies even to a real expense. And the Darkei Moshe in Siman
437 raised the difficulty: what would [the Ran] answer regarding
a tallis?® If nicha lei permits a real loss, why may one not use an-
other person’s tallis when that would damage it? And the difficulty
from the tallis was resolved in Teshuvos Tommas Yesharim, Siman
47,'0 by distinguishing between a loss that occurs at the time of
the mitzvah itself and a tallis that, if not folded, will deteriorate
after the completion of the mitzvah. And the Magen Avraham in
Siman 437 alludes to this.!! And there it is misprinted as Siman
77; it should read [Siman] 46. Nevertheless, from the Sefer Torah
[case, the Tommas Yesharim] resolved nothing, since there too the
loss occurs at the time of the act [of reading]. And nevertheless,
he should not read from it initially, nor should another [read] with
him. Therefore, the Magen Avraham in Siman 14 was forced [to ex-
plain]'? that a Sefer Torah involves significant financial loss, while
the chametz-checking fee is minimal.

However, in the Mordechai at the end of chapter 2 of Bava Met-
zia,'® he raised the difficulty from the Sefer Torah [case] against
the chametz [ruling]. And he answered — and these are his words:
“Here [the Sefer Torah case] we are dealing with [a situation that
is] not of his own volition, and with this, certainly he is not pleased.
But to fulfill a mitzvah with one’s money of one’s own volition —
certainly he is pleased.” “And it seems to me that there, regarding
the checking of chametz, there is physical effort involved, there-
fore he fully commits and obligates himself. But in general, no.”
End of the Mordechai’s words. And it is well known that the Darkei
Moshe was thoroughly familiar with the pathways of the Mordechai
in all its locations. Yet he intentionally omitted these words, be-
cause at first glance they make no sense in their plain meaning.
What is “of his own volition” relevant when this [the obligation to
check] is against his will? He is crying out that he did not want
to spend his money on checking for chametz! Should we stand up
and say, “We are witnesses that a Jew is pleased with this”? And
[if so,] “you are returning [the merchandise] because of a differ-
ent defect”! This Talmudic phrase says that the claimed defect is only
a pretext for withdrawing from the sale. Will he not say, “Who can
force me against my will?” And perforce, the second answer also
has no clear meaning. Therefore, the Rema omitted it.

V"¥p 2" ODT QY Y NUMIvNT
0°MI0DT Niap P2 171 X 2 TRy
Mwpm INPoWn 12 1212 1KY 203
NDin 1AL YR NPun Xwpm
097 P2 PRy M D O
PR OXY N0 P2 mEnd nyw3a
™7 M¥RT 03 0K T0DY 178pn
O3 O 120 19°0 D728 14 717
221" Mi? 7% 1Y 12°0 Mivya
Daw 03123 v7°0 X7 17IR 1900 Dipn
>27 170K1 Npyn NYw3a Toan oY
2y 0y IR X1 777032 12 K7 KD
7907 T 10°0 DTN 1020 PITI 12
Mig>12 728 YR 127 7007 1710

;DY R

YRNR TR I00R AYRT RYID
XP¢ TR NITT WY Moy
DAN M7 NP1 KD ONTL N IRV
RYTY  mNN2 mEn AnrR?
"33 DNTT AN °9) 2 RT3 ORTA
03 197 ROL A3 K yR0 NR*T3
TN2 7Y N7 Nn?2y3 228 W3 Tayum
YN CVITT YT 22T 1w
222 "3T9 AW A 1M M
19X 0°127 LY N3 NinipRT
KD 0D MY 077 PR 7IRI7 73
M2 2y2 NG 03 ARy Y
TRivn Ro¥in? Y7 XPT miv XM
1K MR OP°3 1R PR0 NRPTI3
DIN DI N2 X7 K077 > 100
2117727 1 R RO MM AR NN
PN 21T 03 13772 22 "Ny K7Y

X" 0w 1D Py 12 12

8Ran, Pesachim, chapter 1 — holds that the renter does not deduct the chametz-checking expense from his rent, in contrast to the

Ramban’s position.

9Darkei Moshe, Orach Chaim, Siman 437 — raises the difficulty: if the Ran holds that nicha lei applies even to actual monetary
expenditure, how does the Ran account for the tallis case, where the Gemara prohibits causing monetary damage through use?

10Teshuvos Tommas Yesharim, Siman 47 (some editions: Siman 46).

11Magen Avraham, SA Orach Chaim 437, s.k. 5 — The Rema and Magen Avraham there discuss the case: p172 nptna 17°an? n°a wawni

P1721°Kw X¥n1, noting the view that the landlord must reimburse the checking fee.

12Magen Avraham, SA Orach Chaim 14, s.k. 10 — In the context of a borrowed tallis, the Magen Avraham discusses the distinction
between significant financial loss (hefsed merubeh), where nicha lei does not apply, and minimal expenses, where it does.
13Mordechai, end of chapter 2 of Bava Metzia — raises the question from the Sefer Torah case against the chametz ruling and offers

two answers.
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But it is written: “Then you shall understand the fear of Hashem,
and the knowledge of the Holy One you shall find.”'* He cites this
verse to introduce his explanation of the Mordechai. It appears to me
that these two answers are connected to one another. And the
phrase “and it seems to me” [the Mordechai’s second answer] ex-
plains the first part. Behold: since we consider the chametz [case
as] “of his own volition,” this is because it is at the very least obvi-
ous to the Talmud that one is pleased to perform a mitzvah with the
exertion of his own body. And regarding this, he had no claim what-
soever. But since he did not exert himself physically, but rather
hired someone to check, as was the custom of his city — never-
theless, it is considered “of his own volition,” since he [originally]
obligated his own body to check by himself. And of his own volition
he spent his money to redeem his body [from the obligation]. He
voluntarily replaced his personal duty to check with a payment. There-
fore, the chametz [case] is considered “of his own volition.” This,
as it seems to me, is the explanation of the Mordechai, and it works
out well.

And indeed, after we merited [the publication of] the Sefer Asifas
Zekeinim,!®> which the earlier authorities did not have, we found
that the Ritva offers a correct answer. [Namely:] A Sefer Torah,
tallis, and tefillin, which are made for [the purpose of] a mitzvah
(— The text reads “"7°0n,” a variant spelling of “1"7°an” [tefillin]) and
the owners themselves perform a mitzvah with them — “his reward
goes out with his loss.” The borrower’s mitzvah credit is offset by the
owner’s lost opportunity to use the item himself. If the borrower uses
up his Sefer Torah, tallis, or tefillin, he [the owner] will not be able
to study from them [or use them] afterward. Thus, his reward goes
out with his loss. And this does not apply to other types of financial
loss. Other financial losses do not cost the owner his own opportunity
to perform a mitzvah. And the question from the chametz [case] is
resolved.

Now, the Rambam at the end of Hilchos Nachalos writes!® that one
who has become insane — we give tzedakah on his behalf from his
assets. And the Kesef Mishneh wrote, in his first answer,'” because
a person is pleased to have tzedakah done from his money. And
your honor wrote that he heard from his grandfather, the Rav, our
teacher Rabbi Moshe, of blessed memory, Av Beis Din of the holy
community of Piesing, who raised the difficulty: this involves sig-
nificant financial loss and is also without his consent! Now, if the
Rambam holds like the Ritva mentioned above — that whenever
“his reward does not go out with his loss,” we say nicha lei even
with significant loss and even without his consent — (the presump-
tion fails only when the owner loses his own opportunity to perform the
mitzvah) then the Rambam’s ruling works out well. But the Kesef
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155efer Asifas Zekeinim — a collection of Rishonim’s commentaries on the Talmud. The Ritva’s answer cited here was not available

to the earlier Acharonim who dealt with this question.

16Rambam, end of Hilchos Nachalos — ruling that we give tzedakah from the assets of one who has become insane.
17Kesef Mishneh on Rambam, Hilchos Nachalos — first answer: the nicha lei principle justifies giving tzedakah from the shoteh's

assets, using the specific formulation “pleased to have tzedakah done from his money.”
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Mishneh did not mean this.

And it seems to me that the Kesef Mishneh was precise and did not
write “he is pleased to have a mitzvah done,” but rather “to have
tzedakah done” — specifically. Because regarding other mitzvos,
there are righteous people upon whom comes [suffering] like the
deeds of the wicked in this world. This is not so with tzedakah,
which “saves from death” — from death itself.'® And it is written:
“Test Me, please, with this.”’? And it is permitted to test the Holy
One, Blessed be He, with it. And even if we were to say regarding
another person [that tzedakah might not always save him], still,
it is possible that his many sins tip the scale, so that if he gives
tzedakah on one side but murders people on the other, it is not
just that he should have long life. Nevertheless, one who has be-
come insane and has no tipping sin (he is not liable for acts done
while insane, so those acts do not outweigh the tzedakah) in any case,
tzedakah from his money will protect him and keep him alive. Even
though he is not “commanded and performing” (— The insane per-
son lacks the mental capacity to consciously fulfill a mitzvah) never-
theless, his money protects him. And it is as if they purchased for
him a life-saving medicine for his healing. The tzedakah is treated
as protection for him, not only as mitzvah credit. This is the intent of
the Kesef Mishneh, in my humble opinion.

And with the words of the Ritva, the words of Rav Yehudai Gaon
will be understood — which are found in the Mordechai, end of
Perek HaMafkid, Siman 293,%° [and] which the Shach brings in
Choshen Mishpat, Siman 292.2! And he [the Shach] explained it
that his [Rav Yehudai Gaon’s] intent is that it is permitted to read
from it [the deposited Sefer Torah], because regarding a Torah
scholar, it is like “permitted money” (mesos musarin). This term
means deposited money that the guardian may use because the deposi-
tor expects it. And he has considered [the risk] and accepted it. The
depositor expected the scholar to read the Sefer Torah and accepted
the risk of wear. And then he [the Shach] further wrote regarding
the permission to copy [from the deposited book], on the basis of
“they do not despise the thief.”?> Mishlei describes a thief who steals
to satisfy hunger. The Shach applies this to a scholar hungry for Torah.
And the Magen Avraham in Siman 14 praised this interpretation.??
Nevertheless, there is reason to challenge the Shach’s explanation.
When he reaches the [application of the] verse “they do not despise
the thief,” if so, this suffices to permit reading from it as well! If the
verse permits copying, which causes greater harm, it should also per-

18Mishlei 10:2 — mnn °xn 1pTy, “Tzedakah saves from death.”
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19Malachi 3:10 — nxta X1 °1n3, “Test Me, please, with this” — regarding the unique permission to test God specifically with regard

to the rewards of charity (ma’aser and tzedakah).

20Mordechai, end of Perek HaMafkid (Bava Metzia, ch. 3), Siman 293 — containing the ruling of Rav Yehudai Gaon regarding a

Sefer Torah deposited with a guardian.

2Ishach, SA Choshen Mishpat 292, s.k. 35 — discusses the ruling of Rav Yehudai Gaon about using and copying from a deposited
Sefer Torah. The Shach distinguishes between reading (permitted as mesos musarin) and copying (permitted under lo yavuzu laganav).
22Mishlei 6:30 — 2y *3 WD) Kpn? 111 *3 237 M1KY, “They do not despise the thief when he steals to satisfy his soul when he is

hungry.”
233ee footnote 12 above — Magen Avraham, SA Orach Chaim 14, s.k. 10.
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mit reading. And we would no longer need the reason of “permitted
money” and “he accepted [the responsibility].” And this does not
fit [the Shach’s structure]. The Shach gives a separate reason for each
permission. His structure implies that both reasons are needed. There-
fore, it appears to me to add “spice” to the words of the Shach
He means that he will refine the Shach’s explanation. And I say, with
close attention to the precise language of Rav Yehudai Gaon — who
wrote: “It is forbidden to copy from it even one letter, because he
diminishes his deposit.” End quote. This does not mean that the
book is torn or physically damaged through the copying. And com-
mon sense testifies that this is not so. Rather, “he diminishes it”
means: he reduces the monetary value of the book. Because in
their days there was no printing press, and they copied books by
hand. And the more copies of the books that are available, copied,
and proofread, the cheaper they become, and they are not worth
as much. It follows that when this person copies even one letter
from this other person’s book in order to proofread another book
using this letter, (Correcting even one letter improves the competing
copy and can reduce the deposited book’s value) he indeed dimin-
ishes and devalues this person’s deposit. So it seems to me is the
intent of Rav Yehudai Gaon. And from this point, there are two
separate matters. A Torah scholar who studies from within the
book and [gradually] damages it [through wear and tear] — “they
do not despise the thief” does not apply. [And one might suggest
that the verse continues:] “and if found, he shall pay sevenfold” —
24 meaning that [the scholar] will become great in Israel through
this [studyl, and it will be a merit for the lender. This is not valid,
because “his reward goes out with his loss.” For if his book were
not torn, he would study from it himself and he would be great in
Israel! And what does he care for the other person’s “sevenfold pay-
ment”? Rather, the permission [to read from the deposited book]
is because it is like “permitted money” — that it is permitted to
use. And subsequently, when it deteriorates, it is akin to “[an an-
imal that] died from [the very] work [it was borrowed for].” A
borrower is exempt if the borrowed animal dies while doing the work
for which it was borrowed. Because “they do not borrow it to keep it
locked away.” — The depositor entrusted the book knowing it would
be read, not stored unused. Even a regular deposit is treated as “bor-
rowing with consent” just like “permitted money.” Except that he
must pay the owner for the damage. But to copy from his book
and reduce its value — for this purpose he did not borrow it. The
implied permission covers normal reading, not copying that reduces
the book’s value. And the copier is a complete thief were it not for
“they do not despise the thief.” Because he “pays sevenfold.” And
to him [the owner] there is no [physical] damage, since the book
is not physically damaged. And he can also [still] learn from it.
Copying leaves the owner’s own mitzvah use intact, so yatza secharo
b’hefsedo does not apply. It only reduces its value — the sale price
of the book. And this [mitzvah merit] will repay him sevenfold.

24Mishlei 6:31 — onyaw 0w Xxn, “And if found, he shall pay sevenfold.”
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TEFILLIN WRITTEN ON RESIDUAL DUCHSUSTUS LAYER

And he is pleased to have a mitzvah done with his money, in a case
where “his reward goes out with his loss” does not apply. Reading
is permitted as mesos musarin. Copying is permitted under lo yavuzu
laganav and nicha lei, because the owner can still use the book. So it
appears to me. And according to what the Rema brought from the
Teshuvos HaRosh?> that we compel [a person] to lend his books —
this is [specifically] if the owners are not Torah scholars and “their
reward does not go out with their loss.” Non-scholars do not use the
books for their own study, so lending costs them no personal mitzvah.
But [with] Torah scholars — no. Forcing a scholar to lend his books
would cost him his own opportunity to study. Or perhaps the merit
of the public is different, since the case in the Teshuvos HaRosh in-
volved many people who were being prevented [from learning] be-
cause those [owners] did not see fit to lend their books. See there;
this requires further investigation. And behold, thank God, these
matters have been clarified, and no doubt or uncertainty remains
in them, with God’s help. And I close with a blessing. Pressburg,
like the morning light, Thursday, 11 Teves [5]592 [1831/1832 CE].
The humble one [who writes] all these words, Moshe the humble,
Sofer, from Frankfurt am Main.

3 nawn

Tefillin Written on Residual Duchsustus Layer

Laws of STAM > Laws of Tefillin

SUMMARY

22 T 10p L9 3'%p N2y K™
0BPITEN 1970 1opa Tl[lfh 02713
e

Correspondent and Context: The Chasam Sofer writes to Rabbi Shaul Landau, a Torah leader in Krakow. He
praises him as both a “Sinai,” with broad Torah knowledge, and an “uprooter of mountains,” with strong analytical
skill.

The Question (Sha’ila): Rabbi Landau asks about tefillin written on klaf. Some words lay on a thin raised layer
that could be peeled off with a sharp knife. The scribe said a thin remnant of duchsustus remained because the
parchment was not scraped fully. After studying the Nishmas Adam, Rabbi Landau asks whether the tefillin are
valid.

The Ruling (Teshuvah): The Chasam Sofer rules that the tefillin are valid. Only the surface that directly touched
the animal’s flesh must be removed. Even minimal scraping is enough if it removes that surface. Any other thin
remnant does not matter. Expert parchment makers reliably remove the flesh-touching surface. He agrees with
the Nishmas Adam’s ruling but gives a different explanation.

Shulchan Aruch Background: Shulchan Aruch, Orach Chaim 32, gives the rules for writing tefillin. Tefillin
must be written on klaf. A halachah 'Moshe miSinai distinguishes gevil, klaf, and duchsustus. The Rishonim
disagree about which hide layer bears each name and which side is used for writing. This dispute is central to
the teshuvah.

Key Disputes (Machlokes): Tosfos and Rabbeinu Tam identify klaf as the thin outer layer near the hair. Tefillin
are written on its inner split surface. They identify duchsustus as the thick flesh-side layer, written on its outer
split surface. Rabbeinu Hai, the Rambam, the Rashba, and the Ramban identify the thick flesh-side layer as klaf
and allow writing on its flesh side. The Ran says that today scraping the flesh side counts as removing duchsustus,
since we can no longer split hides. The Chasam Sofer says the halachah ’'Moshe miSinai did not fix the names,
thickness, or peeling method. It requires writing gevil on the hair side and klaf on its exposed inner surface,

25Rema, citing Teshuvos HaRosh — regarding the obligation to lend one’s sefarim to others for Torah study, and the ruling that the

community may compel such lending.
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never on the surface that touched flesh. The Talmudic names reflected the hide-processing methods of that time.
This explains the Ran, Sefer HaTerumah, and Musaf HaAruch and supports present parchment practice.

Peace and all good to the esteemed, my dear friend, the Rabbi, the
outstanding Gaon, a Sinai and an uprooter of mountains, (these
terms mean broad Torah knowledge [“Sinai”] and strong analytical
skill [“uprooter of mountains”]) his honorable holiness, our teacher
Rabbi Shaul Landau, may his light shine, who sits in the seat of wis-
dom of the holy community of Krakow, may God protect it. “Sheves
tachkemoni” (II Samuel 23:8) is an honorific for a Torah leader.

His precious holy [letter] reached me, [regarding] the case of
tefillin that were written on klaf, and there were found within them
some words that were written such that in the place of those words,
if one were to take a sharp knife, one could peel off those words
together with a bit of the klaf, entirely from the body of the klaf.
And the scribe says that those words and letters were written on a
bit of duchsustus remaining from the klaf still after the scraping of
the duchsustus, because he did not scrape well and left some of the
duchsustus. End of the question, letter for letter. And there was
before his brilliant eyes these [matters] that are discussed regard-
ing this topic in the sefer Nishmas Adam,' and he wishes to know
my humble opinion on this matter.

To clarify this matter, we will elaborate somewhat, with God’s help,
and may Hashem illuminate our eyes in His Torah. Now, regard-
ing the explanation of gevil, klaf, and duchsustus, [the authorities]
disagree. Gevil is whole, unsplit hide. Klaf and duchsustus are the
two layers formed by splitting it. For Tosfos, with Rabbeinu Tam
at their head, hold? that Klaf is the upper [layer], (it is the thin
outer layer nearest the hair) and one writes on its lower surface,
close to the flesh [side]. This is the inner face of the outer layer, for-
merly joined to the thicker layer. And duchsustus is the thick [layer]
close to the flesh, and one writes on its upper side, the side fac-
ing toward the [hair side]. This is the surface formerly attached to
the klaf. The printed word may be a variant of “hair.” And Rabbeinu
Tam wrote that “sustus” in the Greek language means “flesh,” How-
ever, regarding this, Rabbi Binyamin HaMusafi wrote in the Musaf
HaAruch, entry “duchsustus,”® that the informant misled Rabbeinu
Tam, for this is not so in the Greek language. (However, in Bava
Basra 14a, Tosfos wrote [the term] in the Median language.)* And
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INishmas Adam (by R’ Avraham Danzig), Klal 14 — discussing the laws of parchment for tefillin and the definitions of klaf and

duchsustus.

2Tosfos, Shabbos 79b — where Tosfos, following Rabbeinu Tam, define klaf as the outer thin layer (near the hair) and duchsustus

as the inner thick layer (near the flesh).

3Musaf HaAruch (by R’ Binyamin HaMusafi), entry “duchsustus” — disputing Rabbeinu Tam’s claim that “sustus” means “flesh” in

Greek.

“4Tosfos, Bava Basra 14a — where Tosfos identify the etymology of “duchsustus” as deriving from the Median language rather than

Greek.
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Tefillin Written on Residual Duchsustus Layer

the Ran wrote in Perek HaMotzi Yayin, and this is his language:®
“Therefore, since one writes tefillin only on klaf, the writers of
tefillin must scrape the klaf well on the white side, which is the
side attached to the flesh. The inner, flesh-facing side is lighter in
color. For if they do not scrape it at all, since nowadays we do not
split it into two, (the art of splitting the hide into two distinct layers
[klaf and duchsustus] has been lost) this is not klaf but rather gevil,
which is invalid for tefillin. But when they scrape it on the white
side, it is as if they remove from it the part called duchsustus. And
what remains is the part called klaf, and one writes on it at the
place where it was attached to the duchsustus.” End of the Ran’s
quote.

And his words require great examination. For he began by warn-
ing to scrape “well,” (the word “well” [9°] implies a high standard)
implying that if they do scrape but do not scrape well, and some of
the lower skin remains, it would be invalid because he is writing on
the duchsustus. But then he concludes: “only if they do not scrape
at all,” “this is not klaf but gevil.” This implies that any scraping —
even imperfect — would suffice to remove the hide from the category of
gevil. This implies that if they do scrape partially, such that it exits
the category of gevil at least, for its smooth finish has been taken,
(the key characteristic of gevil — being totally unshaped — has been re-
moved by the scraping) and it is no longer like an unsmoothed stone,
it would be valid, even though the duchsustus is still attached to it.
This contradicts the Ran’s opening insistence on scraping “well.” And
there is another difficulty, for he concludes: “when they scrape
it on the white side, it is as if they remove from it the part called
duchsustus.” End quote. This implies that in truth, it is not actu-
ally removed, but rather it merely resembles as if it were removed.
“As if” suggests that scraping is legally treated as removal, though the
layer remains.

And similarly, the words of the Sefer HaTerumah, Siman 194, re-
quire explanation.® And this is his language: “And even though
we are not expert nowadays to split it such that both layers would
be suitable for writing on — this one according to the law of klaf
and that one according to the law of duchsustus — nevertheless,
the one that is thick and suitable for writing: if it is on the hair
side, it is called klaf, and one writes on it on the flesh side. The
duchsustus remains attached beneath the writing surface. And if the
thick [part] is on the flesh side, it is called duchsustus, since a thin
layer that was on it has been removed, and one writes on it on the
cut side, which is close to the hair.” End of the Sefer HaTerumah’s
quote. And [this passage] was also copied in the sefer Nishmas
Adam, Klal 14, Os 4,” and [the Nishmas Adam] expressed astonish-
ment at it: How can he write that where the thick part is on the
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SRan, Shabbos, Perek HaMotzi Yayin (Chapter 8) — discussing the practical requirements for preparing klaf for tefillin in an era

when the art of splitting hides has been lost.
6Sefer HaTerumah, Siman 194.

7See footnote 1 above. Specifically, Nishmas Adam, Klal 14, Os 4, where the author quotes the Sefer HaTerumah and raises the
difficulty that if the thick part on the hair side is called klaf and one writes tefillin on its lower side, the entire duchsustus remains

attached.
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