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The halakhic issue of boat travel on Shabbat and the few days preceding it, was a controversial topic already in the times of Hillel and Shammai
 and continues even today to perplex Rabbis and scholars alike
.  There are many tannaitic sources that discuss the prohibition of traveling on a boat in the three days of the week preceding Shabbat.  The reason for the prohibition is not directly stated in any of the sources, nor is it clear if the prohibition is held by all of the sages.  The tannaitic sources are ambiguous and it is left to the geonim and rishonim to try to make sense out of them.  There are at least ten different possibilities suggested, each one seemingly more creative than the next
.  Many of them conclude that contrary to the simple reading of the texts, boat travel is actually permissible, providing certain criteria are met.  Modern scholars have tried to understand what caused the Rabbis to permit boat travel when it seemed clear from the tannaitic sources that boat travel was prohibited.  

Katz maintains that with the move of Jews to Europe around the tenth century, there was a shift from agricultural occupations to business occupations.  This caused increased contact with non-Jews and also meant that boat travel became an indispensable part of the Jews’ everyday lives.  In addition, the Rabbis of the time no longer relied on the answers of the geonim to provide solutions to their halakhic problems, but instead went back to the Gemara itself and found the solutions within it.  Both of these factors lead Katz to believe that in this time period, there was a new and innovative change in the understanding of the sugya and therefore also in the halakhic ramifications of this understanding
.  The rishonim all came up with various different interpretations in order to permit boat travel to the people of their communities.  The motivation behind this need to find a heiter within the Talmudic sources was compounded by the fact that many people were already doing it and no one had stopped them.  Katz continues in the footsteps of the Meiri
 who said, 

שמועה זו נתבלבלו המפרשים בענינה וכל שכן ממה שראו שלא נמנעו מעולם להפליג בים אף בערב שבת ולא נשמע להם מי שימחה בדבר.  ומתוך כך פירשוה ... (שבת יט ע"א)

He also maintains that the reason why people were not refraining from boat travel on Shabbat was because they saw no contradiction between being on a boat and observing the laws of Shabbat
.  

Ta-Shma rejects some of the details in Katz’s argument concerning when and where the heteirim came about.  He maintains that one can trace them back even to tannaitic times
.  However, Ta-Shma seems to mention this only in terms of providing a source of argumentation against Katz.  The main focus of his study is on the developments and creative interpretations of the geonim and rishonim; he does not analyze the tannaitic sources independently to understand exactly how and why there existed opinions that permitted boat travel.  In this paper, I will attempt to show that many of the interpretations that Katz and Ta-Shma maintain were later developments through which the Rabbis were able to develop heteirim, can actually be traced to differences of opinions that already existed in the times of the tannaim.  The later authorities were probably relying on different traditions dating back to tannaitic times, rather than developing their own creative interpretations in an attempt to try to halakhically permit what the people were already doing.

The source in the Talmud Bavli Shabbat (19a), quoting a baraita, reads as follows,

תנו רבנן: אין מפליגין בספינה פחות מג’ ימים קודם לשבת.  במה דברים אמורים?  לדבר הרשות אבל לדבר מצוה שפיר דמי.  ופוסק עמו על מנת לשבות ואינו שובת, דברי רבי
.  רשב”ג
 אומר אינו צריך.  ומצור לצידון אפילו בערב שבת מותר.
Instead of clarifying the issue, this baraita, with all its ambiguities, seems to complicate the issue.  Firstly, and most importantly, it does not mention why it is forbidden to go out on a boat less than three days before Shabbat.  Secondly, why is one permitted to go out on a boat for the purposes of a mitzva?  How does that override the prohibition?  When Rebbi requires one to make an agreement with the captain of the boat to stop on Shabbat, is he referring to a case when one got on the boat for the purposes of a mitzva?  Or does he require this condition in any case in which one will remain on a boat throughout Shabbat (i.e. when one got on the boat in the beginning of the week)?  Why does Rebbi require one only to make an agreement to stop on Shabbat, but if he does not stop, he is permitted to stay on the moving boat?  Why does Rashbag not require one to make this agreement?  Why is it permitted to travel from Tzur to Tzidon on Friday afternoon?  How is that trip different from other boat rides that are forbidden already from Wednesday?  From this baraita alone it is difficult to deduce anything conclusive about the prohibition.  One must look at other tannaitic sources to help fill in the missing information.

A similar baraita is brought in the Talmud Yerushalmi Shabbat (Chapter 1, Halakha 11, 4a), albeit with some very significant variations.  The baraita there states, 

אין מפרישין לים הגדול לא בערב שבת ולא בחמישי לשבת.  בית שמאי אוסרים אפילו ברביעי.  ובית הלל מתירין.  אם היה דבר של סכנה כגון מצור לצידון מותר.

Here it is important to note the prohibition is specifically in the Mediterranean Sea, whereas in the Bavli there was no mention of any specific body of water or specific type of body of water.  The Yerushalmi is concerned with going out into the Mediterranean Sea, whereas the Bavli is concerned with going out on a boat.  In this baraita the disagreement concerning this halakha dates back to the times of Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel.  It is unclear from this source on what exact point they are disagreeing and who is arguing.  Is it an argument just between these two camps as to whether it is permitted on Wednesday to get on a boat, yet they both agree that Thursday and Friday it is forbidden?  Or is there a three-way argument between Beit Shammai, Beit Hillel and an anonymous tanna.  The anonymous tanna holds that it is permissible to get on the boat on Wednesday.  Beit Shammai permit it only on Tuesday (or maybe forbids it the entire week; when he says that even Wednesday it is forbidden, he means that it is never allowed).  And Beit Hillel hold that even on Friday afternoon it is permissible to get on a boat.  Also note the usage of the word "מפרישין"  instead of "מפליגין".  This may explain why many of the rishonim explain the term "מפליגין"  to mean “to go out”,  basing it on the word used in the Yerushalmi which supports that same meaning
.  

Based on the Yerushalmi, Lieberman tries to maintain that Beit Shammai actually prohibited boat travel on the Mediterranean at all times.  He suggests that when Beit Shammai say “even on the third day”
, the intention was really all week.  They used the “third day” only in order to distinguish themselves from Beit Hillel who had specifically permitted it on Tuesday
.  Lieberman finds support for this in the Yerushalmi Pesachim (Chapter 4 Halakha 1, 30d).  There it explains that the people of Maisha had a custom never to go out on the Mediterranean Sea and that Rebbi insisted they uphold their custom.  The Gemara first raises the possibility that Rebbi upheld the prohibition because it was based on a custom that their fathers had taken upon themselves and one should not change from the customs of one’s fathers.  However, Rabbi Chananya disagrees and says that Rebbi did not forbid them to go out on the Mediterranean because of their fathers’ custom, rather because Rebbi is a student of Rabbi Yehuda who held that according to halakha, not custom, this is forbidden.  One can see from here that there existed an opinion that forbade travel in the Mediterranean at all times, regardless of which day in the week one was to start one’s trip.  Based on this, Lieberman tries to show that it is reasonable to imagine that Beit Shammai prohibited boat travel at all times because Rabbi Yehuda also held that way
.  However, this theory may be somewhat problematic.  It is difficult to imagine that Rebbi would hold like Rabbi Yehuda in a case where he held like Beit Shammai since Rebbi is a direct descendant of Hillel; Hillel clearly allowed boat travel at least on Wednesday and maybe even on Friday, as previously suggested. 

Lieberman maintains that there were originally two baraitot in the Yerushalmi.  He points out that in שרידי הירושלמי there are some words missing in this section
.  There are also quotes of various rishonim of the Yerushalmi which deviate from the text that we have
.  Based on those two factors, he suggests fixing up our text of the Yerushalmi in the following manner
, 

 [אין מפליגין לים הגדול לא] בערב שבת ולא בחמישי בשבת.  ב"ש אוסרין [אפילו בשלישי וב"ה מתירין אם לא ה]יה דבר שלסכנה כגון מן צור לציידן מותר.  א[ין מפליגין את הספינה לא בערב שבת ולא ב]חמישי בשבת בית שמאי אוסרים אפילו ברב[יעי ובית הלל מתירין.  אם היה מקום קרוב] כגון מן צור לציידן מותר.  

According to this reading, there are two separate issues at hand.  One is regarding whether a person himself can get on a boat to go out on the Mediterranean and the other is whether one can send out a boat, presumably for trade purposes
.  Lieberman explains that Beit Shammai forbid boat travel on Shabbat always, regardless of whether one got on the boat at the end of the week or at the beginning of the week.  But to send a boat for trade purposes, as long as one is not actually riding on it, it is permitted until Wednesday
.  Beit Shammai must be concerned about a pikuach nefesh situation arising and therefore distinguish between cases where one is on the boat and where one is not on the boat.  If one is on the boat on Shabbat, the chances are great that one will be in a situation where he will have to desecrate Shabbat
.  But in a case where that is not a concern, the prohibition is only from Wednesday.  One can learn from here that there are two separate issues involved.  One is putting oneself in a situation where one will come to desecrate the Shabbat and the other is linked to business being done on Shabbat.  In the case where the person is a passenger on the boat, either Beit Hillel permit it even on Friday afternoon or they permit it only in the beginning of the week.  Either Beit Hillel hold that since the danger is not definite, one is allowed to put oneself in that situation or they hold that in the beginning of the week one need not be looking ahead to Shabbat yet to worry about what will happen then.

The last line of the baraita in the Yerushalmi is more explicit than the version found in the Bavli.  It explains that the reason for permitting travel from Tzur to Tzidon even on Friday is due to the danger of the situation.  This seems to imply that remaining in Tzur for Shabbat or anywhere near there until one reaches Tzidon would be dangerous, and thereby permits travel to Tzidon to avoid this dangerous situation
.  Ratner suggests emending the text of the Yerushalmi to read "דבר של שכנה” instead of "דבר של סכנה” .  He explains that the intention here is the proximity of the two places, as opposed to saying that Tzur is a dangerous place, noting that the distance between Tzur and Tzidon is only two hundred stadia and that Tzur was a place in which many Jews lived
.  According to this reading, it would have the same connotation as is generally understood from the Bavli
, from the Tosefta Shabbat (13,13)
, and from the Sifrei Devarim (203)
.  Although this would smooth out some of the differences, Lieberman rejects this possibility based on the fact that all of the texts of the Yerushalmi that we have say "של סכנה"   or "שלסכנה".   He prefers to emend it based on the notes of the Baal Gilayon Efraim who changed it to read "אם [לא] היה דבר של סכנה", which he translates to mean it’s not dangerous because it is within a close distance
.  If the issue is one of distance, as indicated by the aforementioned sources, one can assume that the permissibility in this case is because one will most probably not remain on the boat on Shabbat, thereby avoiding the prohibition.  But if the boat did not reach its destination before Shabbat, it seems that one would be allowed to remain on the boat.  Thus, one can suggest that these sources indicate that the intention of the passenger is the deciding factor in this issue.  As long as one never intended to be on the boat on Shabbat and therefore got on in a permissible manner, one does not have to get off the boat on Shabbat.  From here one can conclude that the act of being on a boat alone does not constitute desecration of the Shabbat.  Perhaps it is possible to say that the issue here must be the same as inferred from Lieberman’s reading of the Yerushalmi, i.e. doing an act that will lead to desecration of Shabbat.  If one intended to make it to Tzidon before Shabbat but accidentally got delayed and gets stuck on the boat for Shabbat, and then finds himself in a situation where he has to desecrate the Shabbat for safety purposes, it is obviously permitted.  It then becomes a typical situation of pikuach nefesh where one is not only permitted, but obligated to desecrate Shabbat.  The prohibition is only to try to avoid putting oneself in a situation where one will have to do that.  But if the person did try to avoid it, then it is permitted.  Therefore it is the person’s intentions which are important.  If Beit Hillel hold that only before Wednesday it is permitted, then their opinion may be explained by through this interpretation.  If one leaves at the end of the week, one should already have Shabbat in mind and is thereby intending to be in a situation where he may come to desecrate Shabbat.  But if he leaves in the beginning of the week, then he is not expected to be thinking about Shabbat yet and therefore is not intending to create a situation in which Shabbat will be desecrated.  However it is not clear from here that Shabbat desecration is the issue.  Even if the person’s intentions to be on the boat or not are the decisive factor, this may not mean that the reason is Shabbat desecration.  It may be a separate issue related to some other problem of intending to be on the boat on Shabbat, which will be raised later. 

From the context in which the Bavli mentions this halakha, it is possible to learn a different reason for the prohibition.  The quote from the Mishna under which the law regarding the boats is mentioned is, 

בית שמאי אומרים אין מוכרין לנכרי ואין טוענים עמו ואין מגביהין עליו אלא כדי שיגיע למקום קרוב.  ובית הלל מתירין (שבת יז ע"ב).

The prohibition of selling items to a non-Jew or helping him to load up his animal or load up his back seems to be a problem that it may look like the non-Jew is acting on behalf of the Jew, doing something on Shabbat which is forbidden to him
.  Therefore the Mishna says that if the non-Jew will reach "מקום קרוב" by Shabbat it is not forbidden for the Jew to help him.  Rashi
 explains that if the non-Jew plans to take them to a nearby place, he will be finished before Shabbat, thereby removing any concern
.  The earlier part of that Mishna deals with the disagreement between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel regarding actions that one begins before Shabbat which continue to be done on their own on Shabbat.  One case mentioned there is, 

בית שמאי אומרים אין שורין דיו וםמנים וכרשינין אלא כדי שישורו מבעוד יום.  ובית הלל מתירין (שם).

The Bavli understands this argument to be about שביתת כלים.  Beit Shammai holds that just as one’s animals must rest on Shabbat, so must one’s possessions.  Therefore one is not allowed to have one’s possessions working or being worked on during Shabbat.  However Beit Hillel disagrees and does not hold that there is any prohibition regarding one’s possessions working on Shabbat.  This argument seems to be disconnected with the latter part of the Mishna cited above regarding selling items to a non-Jew or helping him with certain actions.  This would mean that the prohibition of going on a boat relates only to the latter part of the Mishna, thereby categorizing it with the issue of a non-Jew appearing to be doing work for a Jew on Shabbat.  This would help explain Rebbi’s seemingly confusing opinion of needing to make an agreement with the captain of the boat to stop on Shabbat; however the agreement does not have to be adhered to.  If one makes an agreement with the non-Jew not to ride the boat, then it becomes clear that the Jew does not want the boat to be riding.  If the non-Jew nevertheless rides the boat, it is clear that he is not doing it for the Jew and hence there is no halakhic problem.

The Yerushalmi, however, may have a different understanding of the reason for forbidding going out on a boat.  The Yerushalmi understands the source of contention between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel in this Mishna differently than the Bavli.  The Talmud there asks on the first part of the Mishna, what the reasons are for Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel’s opinions.  It then explains that Beit Shammai relies on the verse, "ששת ימים תעבד ועשית כל מלאכתך” (שמות כ 9), deriving that all of one’s work must be finished by Shabbat.  Beit Hillel relies on the verse, "ששת ימים תעשה מעשיך וביום השביעי תשבות” (שם כג 12), learning from here that one must refrain from doing work on Shabbat, but one’s work may continue to be done.  According to this explanation, the argument has nothing to do with one’s possessions doing work, rather the person himself deriving pleasure from work being done for him.  This same logic would seem to hold for the argument in the latter part of the Mishna, thereby linking both parts of the Mishna to the same basic issue.  If that is the case, then the reason for the prohibition to go out on a boat may be linked to the argument of Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel regarding work began before Shabbat which will continue on Shabbat itself.  This seems to support the possibility of understanding Beit Hillel’s opinion in the baraita quoted by the Yerushalmi that one is allowed to go out on a boat even on Friday afternoon.   The prohibition of going out on a boat would be only according to Beit Shammai and they would forbid it because one should have finished one’s boat trip before Shabbat.  It seems from here that there is no actual work being done by the Jew or any non-Jew on the boat.  The problem seems to be starting an act of work before Shabbat that will be continued on Shabbat even though no human being is actually doing that work
.

The Sifrei Devarim, 203, addresses the prohibition to go out on a boat specifically in the context of Beit Shammai.  When discussing the prohibition to begin a voluntary war within three days of the Sabbath, it says,

ואין צרין על עיר בתחילה בשבת אלא קודם לשבת שלשה ימים.  ואם הקיפוה ואירעה שבת להיות אין השבת מפסקת מלחמתה.  זה אחד משלשה דברים שדרש שמיי הזקן.  אין מפליגים את הספינה לים הגדול אלא קודם לשבת שלשה ימים.  במה דברים אמורים?  בדרך רחוקה אבל בדרך קרובה מפליגים אותה
. 
This source, like the Yerushalmi, limits the prohibition to the Mediterranean Sea.  It also seems to indicate that the prohibition is only according to Beit Shammai, by saying that it is one of the three things that Shammai was doresh.  However, if one looks in the Tosefta Eruvin (Chapter 3, Halakha 7)
, Beit Shammai’s words seem to be referring only to the previous section, that if one already began the war, one can continue throughout Shabbat.  The Tosefta says, 

מחנה היוצאת למלחמת הרשות אין צרין על עיר של גוים פחות מג' ימים קודם לשבת, ואם התחילו, אפילו בשבת אין מפסיקין.  וכך היה שמיי הזקן דורש עד רדתה, ואפי' בשבת.  
From the Bavli also it seems clear that the permission to continue a war on Shabbat which began beforehand is specifically based on a drasha of Beit Shammai, as it says, 

ואם התחילו אין מפסיקין וכן היה שמאי אומר "עד רדתה" אפילו בשבת.

Hence the drasha of Shammai mentioned in the Sifrei is that one need not stop fighting on Shabbat if one has already begun to fight before Shabbat.  It does not seem to be referring to the prohibition to get on a boat within three days of Shabbat.  Therefore the words of Shammai must be referring only to "ואם הקיפוה...מפסקת מלחמתה" and the words "אין מפליגין" refer back to "אין צרין".  In addition, the Sifrei talks about Shammai’s words in terms of a drasha, which is generally meant to introduce a law derived from the words of a verse in the Torah.  Based on that, it is much more logical to say that if we are talking about a drasha of Shammai that it would be referring to the law inferred from the words of the verse in Devarim, "עד רדתה".  It would be more difficult to say that it was coming to teach us a law regarding not going out on a boat, which has nothing to do with any words in any verse of the Torah.  Presumably the prohibition to go out on a boat is mentioned in the Sifrei here because it is based on the same logical principle as the prohibition to go out to war within three days of Shabbat.  The Bavli also links these two laws by quoting this Tosefta immediately after mentioning the prohibition to go out on a boat
.  It does not specify in any way that these laws are only according to Beit Shammai.  Given the fact that we hold like Beit Hillel in most cases, it is difficult to imagine that the Bavli would quote baraitot of Beit Shammai without explicitly stating that Beit Hillel disagrees. 

In Midrash Tannaim
 on Sefer Devarim (20, 20)
 it says, 

ומה אני מקיים ובנית מצור בשאר כל הימים חוץ מן השבת או אף בשבת?  ת"ל עד רדתה אפילו בשבת דברי ר' יאשיה:  רבי אומר זה אחד מן הדברים שדרש שמאי הזקן אין מפליגין את הספינה בים הגדול אלא קודם לשבת שלשה ימים.  במה דברים אמורים?  בדרך רחוקה אבל אם היתה דרך קרובה אפלו בערב שבת מפליגין אותה:
 This text very closely resembles the text of the Sifrei.  Hoffman specifically added a colon after "דברי ר' יאשיה" and not after "שמאי הזקן".  By doing that he is clearly indicating that the prohibition to go out on a boat within three days of Shabbat is only according to Beit Shammai.  However, without the punctuation that Hoffman added, one can still read this source exactly as we read the Sifrei, that Shammai learned the halakha about allowing one to continue to fight on Shabbat once one already began and not the halakha about the boats.  Rebbi is coming to say that the drasha that Rabbi Yoshea quoted is one of the three things that Shammai learned out from the verse.  Then, the author of the Midrash Tannaim continued by mentioning a related halakha of going out on boats within three days of Shabbat, just as the composer of the Sifrei and the Bavli did.  

In the Tractate Semachot
 (Chapter 6, Halakha 10)
 another halakha is juxtaposed to the war and boat cases,

אין יוצאין לשיירא קודם לשבת פחות משלשה ימים, ואין יוצאין למלחמת הרשות קודם לשבת פחות משלשה ימים, ואין מפליגין בספינה קודם לשבת פחות משלשה ימים.

The composer of this tractate is making a connection between going out on a caravan, going out to war, and going out on a boat.  The link between these three laws seems to be more than just a technical link that these are all things that are forbidden within three days of Shabbat.  Exactly what the common denominator between these three things is not mentioned here.  Assuming that the author of Semachot juxtaposed these three halachot because they are rooted in the same prohibition, it is clear that he did not hold that it was prohibited because of שביתת כלים or because of non-Jew related issues, as derived from the Bavli and the Yerushalmi.   
The Tosefta Eruvin (Chapter 3, Halachot 7-8)
 also connects between the war case and being on a boat.  However the mention of the boat in the Tosefta is not directly referring to the prohibition to get on a boat within three days of Shabbat.  The Tosefta (8) reads, 

עיר שהקיפוה גוים, או נהר, וכן ספינה המטורפת בים, וכן היחיד שהיה נרדף מפני גוים ומפני ליסטים ומפני רוח רעה, הרי אלו מחללין את השבת, ומצילין את עצמן.

The law here is dealing with cases in which one is in a dangerous situation on Shabbat and in order to save himself, he must desecrate the Shabbat.  In all these cases one is permitted to desecrate the Shabbat.  The halakha that precedes this, as quoted above, discusses the prohibition to go out to war within three days of Shabbat and the ruling of Shammai that if one already began, one can continue to fight on Shabbat.  The juxtaposition of these two  halachot indicates that there must be a connection between the two.  Even though there is a prohibition to go out to war within three days of Shabbat, if one ignored this prohibition and went anyway, when Shabbat comes, he is allowed to continue.  The reason for this is alluded to in the next halakha; once one has gone out to war, one has created a dangerous situation for oneself.  Therefore if one finds oneself in that situation, one is allowed to desecrate the Shabbat.  We can learn from here that the reason for forbidding one to go out to war within three days of Shabbat, according to this source, is to prevent a situation in which one will have to come to Shabbat desecration.  In Halakha 8, interestingly enough the halakha regarding boats is alluded to.  It does not refer directly to the law we have been dealing with, but it discusses what the law is if one is on a boat that is foundering in the sea on Shabbat.  Even though the prohibition to go out on a boat is not specifically mentioned here, the mention of the three days regarding the war seems to allude to it, especially in light of the fact that many of the other sources directly link the prohibition to go out to war with the prohibition to go out on a boat.  The first halakha forbids going out to war out of fear that one may come to desecrate the Shabbat.  The next halakha discusses what one is to do if one is found in a life-threatening situation.  This perhaps indicates that the reason for prohibiting going out on a boat and starting a war is to prevent oneself from creating a situation where one may have to desecrate Shabbat, as mentioned previously regarding Lieberman’s rereading of the Yerushalmi.  In those days boat rides were very dangerous.  Boats were not well made and storms on the seas were very common.  Therefore is it reasonable to assume that this was the source of the prohibition according to the composer of the Tosefta Eruvin and possibly also according to the author of the Sifrei, Midrash Tannaim, and Semachot.
The Tosefta Shabbat (Chapter 13 Halakha 13) 
seems to allude to a different concern regarding getting on the boat before Shabbat.  The halachot there surrounding boat travel are all dealing with one major issue, a Jew benefiting from work done by a non-Jew on Shabbat.  The reason why they are all mentioned in this chapter, which is dealing with the issue of a fire on Shabbat, can be found in Halakha 9,

נכרי שבא לכבות אין אומ' לו כבה ואל תכבה
.

Regarding a fire, one is allowed to derive benefit from a non-Jew’s work, provided he did not ask him for help.  The next few halakhot come to clarify in which cases a Jew is allowed to derive benefit and in which cases he may not.  The halakha that directly precedes the boat halakha sets down the principle.  If a non-Jew is doing work specifically for the Jew, then the Jew is not permitted to derive any benefit, but if he does not do it for the Jew’s benefit, providing he also does not know that the Jew is there, then the Jew is permitted to benefit.  This is confirmed by the statement of Rebbi that one must make an agreement with the captain of the boat to stop it from riding on Shabbat, so as to ensure that the non-Jew is not doing any work for the Jew on Shabbat.  From the version in the Tosefta, it seems that the words of Rebbi are referring to all cases when one is found on a boat on Shabbat regardless of when he got on.  This is apparent because Rebbi’s statement reads, 
"פסק עמו על מנת לשבות", as opposed to the version in the Bavli which reads, "ופוסק עמו על מנת לשבות ואינו שובת".  The וי"ו in the Bavli which introduces the statement makes it seem like it is connected to the line preceding it, which is permitting one to go out before Shabbat for a mitzva.  The lack of a וי"ו in the Tosefta makes it see like it is referring back to the first line, in which we were told the general prohibition to go out on a boat within three days of Shabbat.  In the Bavli, Rebbi requires one to make an agreement, but if the captain decides not to honor this agreement, one may remain on the boat.  The Tosefta however, does not understand Rebbi’s statement in the same manner.  The Tosefta explains that Rebbi held that one actually needed to make the agreement and presumably, the captain had to keep to this agreement.  This would make sense in light of the fact that the issue in the Tosefta is whether or not a Jew can benefit from work done by the non-Jew on Shabbat.  If the Jew gets on the boat and agrees ahead of time that the boat will not ride on Shabbat, there is no issue because no work will be done for the Jew on Shabbat.  But if the captain decides to continue riding on Shabbat, then the Jew is gaining benefit from a non-Jew’s work on Shabbat, and clearly it is a case where the non-Jew does know the Jew (because he is riding on his boat), and therefore it is forbidden.  Rashbag, however, does not require one to tell the captain to stop the boat on Shabbat.  He presumably holds that providing one gets on the boat on the first three days of the week, one may stay on through Shabbat.  This opinion can be explained as an issue of one’s intentions.  If one gets on a boat at the end of the week, one should be concerned about what will be on Shabbat.  However, if one gets on in the beginning of the week, then he is not to be expected to be thinking about Shabbat.  According to this explanation, Rashbag is not concerned with the actual work being done on Shabbat, but with the intention of the Jew to have a non-Jew do work for him on Shabbat
.  This explanation seems to match the explanation derived from the context in which the Bavli quoted the boat halakha.  Furthermore, it can also be used to explain the issue of going from Tzur to Tzidon on Friday afternoon, as previously mentioned
.  

The Mishna in Eruvin (Chapter 4, Mishna 1) quotes an incident that happened in the time of Raban Gamliel which may shed some light on the issues of boat travel on Shabbat.  The Mishna tells us, 

מעשה שבאו מפנדרסין והפליגה ספינתם בים.  רבן גמליאל ורבי אלעזר הלכו את כולה.  רבי יהושע ורבי עקיבא לא זזו מד' אמות שרצו להחמיר על עצמן.  פעם אחת לא נכנסו לנמל עד שחשיכה.  אמרו לו לרבן גמליאל מה אנו לירד?  אמר להם מותרין אתם שכבר הייתי הסתכל והיינו בתוך התחום עד שלא חשיכה.

Ta-Shma understands from here that these tannaim did not see boat travel on Shabbat as problematic
.  The issue they were dealing with was whether the regular laws of being outside the city limits apply to a boat or not.  Do we say that being on a boat is considered a confined area, in which case you may still walk the length of the boat even when you have gone two thousand cubits outside of the city limits?  Or are you forbidden from walking more than four cubits from that point, as is the case in a non-confined area?  Aside from the Shabbat limits issue, the Mishna here does not seem to indicate that there is any other problem regarding being on a boat on Shabbat.  It is possible to learn from here that Raban Gamliel and the others held that one could ride on a boat on Shabbat regardless of when one began one’s trip.  According to this explanation, one would be assuming that the reason for prohibiting boat travel before Shabbat was due to concern that the boat would travel more than two thousand cubits outside the city limits and thereby its passengers would transgress that prohibition.  Raban Gamliel and the others disagreed with this prohibition and held that the regular rules of Shabbat limits do not apply to boats, hence permitting boat travel at all times.  They also all agreed, however, that if a boat has gone outside of the Shabbat limits, the passengers are forbidden from getting off the boat.  The only source of contention lay in a case when the boat had passed the limit, was the boat considered a confined area in which one could move about freely on the whole boat or was one confined to four cubits.  Noting that Raban Gamliel was a descendant of Hillel, perhaps we can learn from here that Beit Hillel indeed did not prohibit boat travel (as possibly indicated in the Yerushalmi) and that the prohibition mentioned in the Bavli is only according to Beit Shammai.    

However, other possibilities of understanding this Mishna exist.  Either the Mishna assumes that the Rabbis got on the boat in a permissible manner (more than three days before Shabbat or for a mitzva
).  Or the Mishna is referring to a case where they got on the boat in a forbidden manner and the question is now what can they do
.  According to both these possibilities, the Mishna here is dealing with an entirely different issue than the one mentioned in Shabbat.  The halakha of boat travel mentioned in the Tractate Shabbat (19a) and all the other parallel sources is irrelevant to the discussion here.  Therefore this issue is raised specifically in the Tractate Eruvin where Shabbat limit issues are raised, rather than in the Tractate Shabbat which deals with the “work” that is forbidden on Shabbat.  

Alternatively, one could say that this Mishna alludes to the reason for the prohibition to go out on a boat on Shabbat; if one is on a boat on Shabbat, one will almost inevitably travel two thousand cubits outside the city limits.  According to this explanation, however, it is not clear why one is allowed to get on the boat in the first few days of the week.   

The Tosefta Shabbat actually links these two issues.  In Chapter 13 Halakha 13 it states,

אין מפליגין בים הגדול פחות משלשה ימים קודם לשבת.  במי דברים אמורים?  ביורד לדבר הרשות, אבל ביורד לדבר מצוה אפילו בערב שבת מותר.  פסק עמן על מנת לשבות דברי רבי.  רבן שמעון בן גמליאל אומר אינו צריך.  מצור לצידון, ומצידון לצור. אפילו בערב שבת מותר
.

The Tosefta continues with the issue of a boat that went out of the city limits on Shabbat and follows it with the story of Raban Gamliel,

ספינה הבאה בים אין עולין מתוכה ליבשה אלא אם כן היו בתוך התחום עד שלא חשיכה.  מעשה ברבן גמליאל וזקנים שהיו באין בספינה וקדש עליהן היום, אמרו לו רבן גמליאל מה אנו לירד?  אמר להם צופה הייתי והיינו בתוך התחום עד שלא חשיכה, אלא נטרפה הספינה פעמים הרבה.  באותה שעה עשה גוי סקלא לירד בו.  אמרו לו מה אנו לירד?  אמר להם הואיל ולא בפנינו עשאו מותרין אנו לירד בו, וירדו בו הזקנים
.

One may want to conclude from here that these two halachot are all part of one prohibition, as mentioned previously.  However there is one important addition in this Tosefta that may help to explain its placement here for a different reason.  The last case dealt with in this halakha is one in which a person is halakhically permitted to get off the boat (because it had not been outside the city limits), however there is no gangway by which to descend.  The Tosefta teaches us that if a non-Jew builds a gangway, the Jews on the boat are allowed to use it even if the non-Jew knows them, because their presence in no way affected the building of the gangway.  This halakha is also mentioned in the Mishna in Shabbat (Chapter 16, Mishna 8).  It seems likely that this halakha was mentioned in the Tosefta specifically for the last part, which is in fact dealing with issues of a Jew benefiting from a non-Jew’s work done on Shabbat, the issue at hand in this section
.  Consequently, it seems that the part of the halakha that deals with leaving the Shabbat limits was only mentioned here incidentally as a transition between the issue of boat travel before Shabbat and the issue of getting off the boat via a gangway built by a non-Jew. 

Upon examining all of the tannaitic sources in their various contexts, it seems to be that already in the time of the tannaim there were many different possible interpretations of this halakha.  Depending on one’s reason for forbidding boat travel, one may also come to different halakhic ramifications as to where, when, and how boat travel is forbidden and where, when, and how it is permitted.  Rabbeinu Chananel
, who holds it is an issue of leaving the Shabbat limits
, goes in accordance with the possibility that the Mishna in Eruvin was alluding to the reason for the prohibition in Shabbat.   He thereby permits boat travel in waters that are deeper than ten handbreadths, an area where regular laws of limits do not apply.  The Ramban
 maintains that the prohibition to get on a boat was in a case where a non-Jew is riding the boat
.  According to his interpretation, the reason for the prohibition is that it will look like a non-Jew is doing work for a Jew on Shabbat.  This seems to be the reason held by the composer of the Tosefta Shabbat and the reason derived from examining the context within which the Bavli raises this halakha.  According to the Ramban, if most of the people on the boat are non-Jews, then the non-Jew is doing the work for the other non-Jews and not for the Jew.  Therefore there is no prohibition in that case.  The Rashbam
 says that the prohibition is only according to Beit Shammai
, which follows the possibility raised in the Yerushalmi and in possible readings of the Sifrei and Midrash Tannaim.  He also seems to be going by the understanding within the Bavli that the disagreement between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel on this issue is regarding שביתת כלים because he says that the reason for permitting boat travel according to Beit Hillel is "דספינה ממילא אזלא".  He explains that Beit Hillel permits getting on the boat any time before Shabbat since no work needs to be done by the rider since the boat moves on its own, thereby comparing it to the other cases of שביתת כלים  previously mentioned in the Mishna.  The Baal Hamaor
 prohibits it because one will look like one is planning on creating a situation which will lead to Shabbat desecration
.  His opinion follows the opinion of the composer of the Tosefta Eruvin, and possibly the Sifrei, Midrash Tannaim, and Semachot, and Lieberman’s interpretation of the Yerushalmi.  According to this interpretation, one would be permitted to travel on safe, calm waters.  The Rif
 who comes up with a new, creative interpretation of ביטול עונג שבת, derives it from the link between the cases of boat travel and going out to war
, a connection clearly rooted in the baraita quoted in the Bavli and many other of the tannaitic sources mentioned above.  Thus it seems that the statement of the Meiri, quoted earlier, saying that the commentators were confused as to the understanding of this halakha, really dates back to confusion among the tannaim.  
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Before we begin to examine their interpretations, there are a few more Tannaitic and Amoraitic sources on the topic that are important to note.  

The context in which all of these Tannaitic sources can be found is things that are forbidden to do a few days before Shabbat.  In all of the sources it appears side by side with the prohibition to go out to war within three days of Shabbat. 

The Geonim and Rishonim were disturbed by these questions and, in trying to figure them out, came up with many different possible interpretations.  

.  He actually tries to use Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion to support the possibility that Beit Shammai did actually forbid one from travelling at all times and on that basis Rebbi forbade it.
In the Gemara there (Eruvin 43a) Rava establishes that the Mishna must be referring to a case where the boat is travelling in a shallow area.  He assumes that in deep waters there is no problem of leaving the Shabbat limits since an area that is more than ten handbreadths above the ground is not subject to the laws of territories.  The assumption of this opinion is that were a boat to be in shallow waters, according to Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Akiva, one would not be allowed to travel more than two thousand cubits outside the city limits.  But according to Raban Gamliel, even in shallow waters one need not worry about this.

.  In the latter case, the Gemara is now dealing with a separate issue; once the boat passes the Shabbat limit, how much can one move around on the boat and is one permitted to get off the boat.
However, he agrees with Katz that most of the leniencies developed during the times of the geonim and rishonim.
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