Y A KT Ty KT
1‘7 nmn‘? Yo 17’7 my 377
1’7 umn% NI IMSIDT KT
TIEX DW2” 9 P xw»n‘wm
31 790 PO W "IV 1933

Bl

Rk M XM T3 K0T
,n’7 umn% 11’7 M X AT
'v’w o) xw’n‘w x’vw

Perek VI
Daf 83 Amuda

AP0 P /Omn oYYy Niv
AT R RNIY

pypas by inix phoxn Ay
ST TN AN oKy 127 MK
YRR -~ PR IIX KT
Y T - NDVD XD -r’mnS
XD NIDT 370 IXDWD i)

;5 ywn Kp 190 h op

MK I 7 MK Ko
W KoY pyniy - 7 g K
7Y DIPIT KT KINA - XYY

1 by inix phyaxn a9in pn
195y i - propas by NP3
by px - PP 8 XY - fiyy

!N’v ~ T P2 D

§ With respect to a pregnant woman who smells food, it is told:
A certain pregnant woman smelled a food and craved it. Those
involved came before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi to ask how to
proceed. He said to those who were inquiring: Go and whisper
to her" that today is Yom Kippur. They whispered to her, and
this whispering helped; she stopped craving the food. Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi read this verse about the baby she was carrying:
“Before I formed you" in the belly I knew you, and before you
came forth out of the womb I sanctified you” (Jeremiah 1:5),
and indeed, the baby who came out of that woman was Rabbi

Yohanan.

The Gemara relates another story: A certain pregnant woman
smelled food and had a craving to eat it on Yom Kippur. Those
involved came before Rabbi Hanina to ask how to proceed. He
said to them: Whisper to her that today is Yom Kippur. They
whispered to her, but she did not accept the whisper and con-
tinued to crave the food. Rabbi Hanina read this verse about

the baby:

“The wicked are estranged from the womb” (Psalms 58:4), i.e.,
it is clear they are estranged already in their mother’s womb.
Indeed, Shabbetai the hoarder of fruits came out of her. He
hoarded fruit during years of famine in order to inflate its price

and profit at the expense of poor people.

§ It was taught in the mishna: Ifa person is illand requires food
due to potential danger, one feeds him according to the advice
of medical experts. Rabbi Yannai said: If an ill person says he
needs to eat," and a doctor says he does not need to eat, one
listens to the ill person. What is the reason for this halakha? It
is because the verse states: “The heart knows the bitterness of
its soul” (Proverbs 14:10), meaning an ill person knows the in-
tensity of his pain and weakness, and doctors cannot say other-
wise. The Gemara asks: It is obvious that a person knows him-
self better than anyone else does. Why does this need to be
stated explicitly? The Gemara answers: It is lest you say that the
doctor is more certain because he has had more experience
with this condition. Therefore, the verse teaches us that even so,
it is the ill person who knows his own suffering better than

anyone else.

However, in the opposite case, if a doctor says that the ill person
needs food, but the ill person himself says he does not" need
to eat, one listens to the doctor. What is the reason for this
halakha? It is because confusion [tunba]' has taken hold of the
ill person on account of his illness, and his judgment is impaired.
Consequently, he himself does not know how much he needs

food.

§ We learned in the mishna: If a person is ill, one feeds him
according to the advice of medical experts. This implies that if
there are experts present, then according to the advice of ex-
perts, yes, one feeds the ill person; but at his own instructions,
no, one does not feed him, contrary to Rabbi Yannai’s opinion.
It further implies that according to the advice of several experts,
yes, one feeds an ill person; however, according to the advice
of only one expert, no, one does not feed him. There appears
to be a requirement for at least two doctors, which also contra-
dicts Rabbi Yannai’s opinion that the opinion of one expert is
sufficient to override the opinion of the ill person.

—— NOTES
Whisper to her - 15 nmn'v Some commentaries explain that
this whispering is to the fetus (see Rashi). However, the main idea
here seems to be that sometimes, by whispering to the woman
that it is Yom Kippur and that she will be able to eat afterward,
she will be able to endure until after the fast. The author of the
Me’ri writes that one should even promise her that if she does
not eat, her child will have reverence of God as described in
stories in the Gemara.

Before | formed you — 7% 003: Tosefet Yom HaKippurim writes
that the main point of the verse is the last clause: “And before
you came forth out of the womb | sanctified you," indicating that
in his mother’s womb he was already sacred, since he fasted on
Yom Kippur. A similar story is related in the Jerusalem Talmud, in
which the following verse is cited: “From my mother’s womb, You
are my God” (Psalms 22:11; see Siah Yitzhak).

HALAKHA

An ill person says he needs to eat — ¥ Mmix 'l’?m If an ill
person says he needs to eat, he may be fed, even if doctors say it
is not necessary (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 618:1).

A doctor says the ill person needs food but the ill person
himself says he does not — ¥ 1% N 'r’wn 1T IR KO

If an ill person needs food on Yom Kippur, and an expert doctor,
whether Jewish or gentile, says that if he is not fed his sickness
will worsen and endanger him, he is fed, even if he denies need-
ing food (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 6182).

LANGUAGE
Confusion [tunba] - x2nn: The origin of this word is Syriac, and
it means a confusion of one’s senses. This confusion is likely to
come as a result of illness, whereupon the ill person is likely to
lose sensitivity to many things, among them his sense of hunger.
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HALAKHA

Dispute between doctors — @511 n71'7nn If one doc-
tor says thatan ill person requires food and one says that
he does not, the ill person must be fed. The halakha is
the same if the dispute is between two pairs of doctors
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 618:2 and in the comment
of the Rema). If one doctor and the ill person say he
does not need to eat, and a different doctor says he
does, the ill person may not eat. If two doctors say he
does need to eat, the ill person may be fed, even if many
other doctors and the ill person himself say he does not
need food (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 618:4).

NOTES

Two are like one hundred - 113 »31: By Torah law,
testimony depends on the word of two witnesses. A
declaration by two witnesses is considered as fact, pro-
vided the statements of the two do not contradict each
other and are not contradicted by other witnesses. The
testimony of a larger group of witnesses carries no more
weight than the testimony of two witnesses. However,
this principle does not apply in the case of assessment
of a situation, where the halakha does follow the major-
ity opinion. This rule of majority applies in any case that
relies on expertise or understanding.
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The Gemara rejects this: With what are we dealing here? We
are dealing with a unique circumstance: The ill person says I do
not need food, and the consultation of experts is required. The
Gemara suggests: But let them feed him according to the advice
of one expert, as Rabbi Yannai said that in such a circumstance
one feeds the ill person based on the advice of one doctor. The
Gemara answers: No, the requirement of two experts is necessary
in a case where there is another, third expert with him who says
that the ill person does not need to eat. In such a case, one feeds
the ill person according to the advice of two experts who agree
that he requires it."

The Gemara asks: If so, this is obvious, since it is a case of uncer-
tainty concerning a life-threatening situation, and in all cases of
uncertainty concerning a life-threatening situation, the halakha

is lenient. The Gemara answers: No, this halakha is necessary in

a case where there are two other doctors who, along with the ill

person, say that he does not need food. And although Rav Safra

said that two witnesses are like one hundred" witnesses, and one

hundred witnesses are like two witnesses, that rule applies spe-
cifically to the matter of testimony; however, in the matter of
assessing a situation, we follow the majority of opinions. There-
fore, one might think in this case that the ill person should not be

fed because the opinion of two doctors plus the ill person should

override the opposing opinion of two other doctors.

Generally speaking, two or more witnesses constitute complete
testimony, and there is no difference between the testimony of
two and the testimony of a large number of people. However, this
principle of following the majority applies specifically to assess-
ing monetary issues, but here it is a case of uncertainty concern-
ing a life-threatening situation. Therefore, although it is the opin-
ion of two doctors against the opinion of two doctors and the ill
person, the ill person must eat.

The Gemara asks: But from the fact that it is taught in the latter
clause of the mishna that if there are no experts present one
feeds him according to his own opinion, by inference, the first
clause of the mishna is referring to a case where the ill person
said he needs to eat. In that case, the mishna states that one fol-
lows the experts” opinion, not his own, and feeds him. The Ge-
mara answers: The mishna is incomplete and is teaching the
following: In what case is this statement that he may eat only
based on the advice of experts said? It is when the ill person said:
Ido not need to eat. But if he said: I do need to eat, and instead
of two experts there is only one who says that he does not need
to eat, one feeds him according to his own opinion.

Mar bar Rav Ashi said: Any instance where an ill person says: I
need to eat, even if there are one hundred expert doctors who
say that he does not need to eat, we listen to his own opinion
and feed him, as it is stated: “The heart knows the bitterness of
its soul” (Proverbs 14:10).

We learned in the mishna: If an ill person himself says he needs
to eat and there are no experts present, one feeds him according
to his own opinion. This implies that the reason one feeds him
is because there are no experts present. One may infer from this
that if there were experts present, no, one would not feed the ill
person based on his own opinion but would instead listen to the
advice of the experts. The Gemara rejects this: This is what the
mishna is saying: In what case is this statement that one follows
the opinion of the experts said? It is when the ill person said: I
do not need to eat. However, if he said: I do need to eat, it is
considered as if there were no experts there at all; we feed him
based on his opinion, as it is stated: “The heart knows the bit-
terness of its soul” (Proverbs 14:10). All the experts are ignored
in the face of the ill person’s own sensitivities.
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MI S HN In the case of one who is seized with the
life-threatening illness bulmos,"® causing
him unbearable hunger pangs and impaired vision, one may feed
him even impure foods on Yom Kippur or any other day until his
eyes recover, as the return of his sight indicates that he is recover-
ing. In the case of one whom a mad dog bit, one may not feed him
from the lobe of the dog’s liver." This was thought to be a remedy
for the bite, but the Rabbis deem it ineffective. And Rabbi Matya
ben Harash permits feeding it to him, as he deems it effective."

And furthermore, Rabbi Matya ben Harash said: With regard to

one who suffers pain in his throat, one may place medicine" in-
side his mouth on Shabbat, although administering a remedy is

prohibited on Shabbat. This is because there is uncertainty wheth-
er or not it is a life-threatening situation for him, as it is difficult to

ascertain the severity of internal pain. And a case of uncertainty
concerning a life-threatening situation overrides Shabbat.

Similarly, with regard to one upon whom a rockslide fell, and there
is uncertainty whether he is there" under the debris or whether
he is not there; and there is uncertainty whether he is still alive
or whether he is dead; and there is uncertainty whether the person
under the debris is a gentile or whether he is a Jew, one clears the
pile from atop him. One may perform any action necessary to
rescue him from beneath the debris. If they found him alive after
beginning to clear the debris, they continue to clear the pile until
they can extricate him. And if they found him dead, they should
leave him, since one may not desecrate Shabbat to preserve the

dignity of the dead.

G E M A RA The Sages taught: From where would they

know that his eyes had recovered their
sight? It is from when he can discern between good and bad
food," since under the influence of bulmos one eats food indis-
criminately. Abaye said: It is with tasting. When he can distinguish
the tastes of different foods his eyesight must have also recovered.
For example, at night, although it is dark, the sign that his eyesight
has been restored is that he is able to detect difference in tastes
(Me'iri).

§ The Sages taught: In the case of one who is seized with bulmos
and must be fed until his vision is restored, one feeds him the items
whose prohibition is least severe first.™ If he must be fed forbidden
foods, he should first be fed those whose level of prohibition is least
severe. For instance, if there is untithed produce and an unslaugh-
tered animal carcass [neveila] or any other non-kosher meat, one
feeds him the neveila, as the prohibition of untithed produced
warrants death at the hand of Heaven, but eating non-kosher meat
is a transgression punishable only by lashes. If there is untithed
produce and produce from the Sabbatical Year, he is fed the pro-
duce from the Sabbatical Year. Untithed produce warrants death
at the hand of Heaven, whereas the produce of a Sabbatical Year
is prohibited by a positive mitzva and there is no punishment
associated with it.

If they have untithed produce and teruma, there is a dispute be-
tween tanna’im as to which food they should feed him, as it was
taught in a baraita: One feeds him untithed produce and does
not feed him teruma. Ben Teima says: It is better to feed him
teruma and not feed him untithed produce. Rabba said: Where
it is possible to feed him non-sacred food" by separating tithes
from untithed produce and thereby rendering the remainder per-
mitted, everyone agrees that one should make the produce fit for
consumption by separating tithes and then feed it to him, even on
Shabbat, when it is otherwise prohibited to separate tithes.

BACKGROUND

Bulmos—um'?u:The unhealthy sensation of hungeris theresult by a partial loss of vision. The Sages advised that an individual

of a drastic dfop in blood sugar level, due to food deprivation
orillness. As described in the Gemara, this state is accompanied

suffering from this symptom should immediately be fed sweet
foods, which are digested quickly by the body.

HALAKHA
One who is seized with bulmos — Dm'm i n: If one
is afflicted with bulmos and his eyes are dimmed from
hunger, he should be fed, even on Yom Kippur, until his
eyes recover. If there is no permitted food available, one
should feed him forbidden food, starting with the most
minor prohibitions (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 618:9).

Severity of forbidden foods — o)1 *¥29m: The pro-
hibitions relating to food are hierarchical: Eating untithed
produce is more severe than eating non-kosher meat. It is
worse to eat non-kosher meat than after-growths from the
Sabbatical Year, which are forbidden by rabbinic law. It is
worse to eat untithed produce than produce grown in the
Sabbatical Year, which is forbidden by Torah law. If there
is a choice between eating untithed produce and teruma,
one should separate the tithes from the untithed produce
even on Shabbat or Festivals. If that is not possible, one
should eat the untithed produce, as that is a less severe
prohibition than eating teruma (Rambam Sefer Kedusha,
Hilkhot Ma'akhalot Assurot 14:16).

LANGUAGE

Bulmos — DVJLM:I From the Greek Bovpia, boulimia,
meaning unhealthy hunger.

NOTES

Lobe of liver — 122 9¥m: Rav Hai Gaon explains that this is
one of the small parts of the lver.

Feeding anill person from the liver lobe — ¥ n';;r_gtr
732: It seems that the dispute here is whether this con-
stitutes administering a remedy or not. The Rambam ex-
plains that eating the liver lobe is not a medicinal cure but
afolk remedy, which requires the faith of the ill person. No
Torah prohibition may be violated for a folk remedy.

One may place medicine - op & r'?ﬂ;:rg: This statement
seems to permit any acts necessary to prepare the medi-
cine, even if it means violating multiple Torah prohibitions
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan).

There is uncertainty whether he is there, etc. — X171 2D
1510w: Some authorities explain that these uncertainties
are not necessarily distinct but cumulative: It is unclear
whether there is a person there, whether he is a Jew, and
whether he is alive. Despite the fact that there are many
uncertainties, one still violates Shabbat due to the possibil-
ity of saving a life (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Min HaAnavim).

From when he can discern between good and bad -
y'g’y aiw pa prawwn: The Me'ri explains this is referring to
nighttime, when one cannot test whether the ill person is
able to distinguish food by sight. In that case, one checks
whether he can discern different tastes.

The least severe first — O7ip ")p_tr ’7,7_3: The question has
been raised: Isn't this obvious; why does the Gemara need
to mention it? A suggested explanation is that the Gemara
is stating that even if the more severe prohibition would
work better as medication, one does not administer it first.
Rather, one begins with the less severe prohibitions, since
they might also heal the ill person (Siah Yitzhak).

Where itis possible to feed him non-sacred food - 8271

”7111: TWwaKT: Rashi explains that using non-sacred food
mlght not be possible because there may be an insuf-
ficient amount. Other commentaries suggest additional
interpretations to this Gemara (Gevurat Ari).
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NOTES —F————
Moving is prohibited by rabbinic law — 371 33710 5“’5}?1
This point has been challenged, since the Gemara elsewhere
gives a different reason for the prohibition against separat-
ing tithes on Shabbat. The main objection to separating
tithes on Shabbat is that such an action makes the food fit
for eating. This effectively completes the food, which is akin
to repairing a vessel. Such an act is a primary labor prohib-
ited on Shabbat. The Rambam argues that tithing food is
similar to enacting a business deal, since one tithes fruits in
order to present them to the priest, who thereby acquires
them. Other commentaries write that there is an issue of
carrying an object that is set aside from use on Shabbat
[muktze]. However, this is not the primary problem (Tosefet
Yom HaKippurim; Pithei She‘arim).

Imperforate container — 21p) iYKW ys¥y: A plant grown in
an imperforate container does not absorb water or nutrients
from the ground. Therefore, biblical laws of terumot and
tithes do not apply to such a plant. The Torah's laws in this
area apply only to grains growing in the ground. However, in
the case of a perforated pot, the roots of a plant it holds draw
nutrients from the earth through the holes, connecting the
plantto the ground. The Sages decreed that plants grown in
imperforate containers are included by rabbinic law within
the halakhot of teruma and tithes due to their similarity to
plants grown in perforated pots.

HALAKHA

One whom a snake bit - w3 33w »n: If someone is bitten
by a snake, it is treated as a mortal wound even when it is
uncertain whether or not the snake is deadly. Even if there
are no expert doctors present and the il person says noth-
ing, everything that would usually be done on a weekday to
heal him must be done for him on Shabbat (Shulhan Arukh,
Orah Hayyim 328:6).
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Where they disagree, it is in a case where it is impossible to feed
him non-sacred food because there is no way to separate tithes.
One Sage holds that the prohibition of untithed produce is more
severe; and one Sage holds that the prohibition of teruma is
more severe. The two sides reason as follows. One Sage holds
that the prohibition of untithed produce is more severe because
it is prohibited to everyone; but teruma is fit for a priest, and
therefore one could say that its prohibition is less severe. And one
Sage holds that teruma is more severe because non-priests may
never eat it, while untithed produce can be made fit to eat, and
therefore, even while it is still untithed, the prohibition against
eating it is less severe.

It was stated that, according to Rabba, if it is possible to make the
untithed produce fit and then feed him with non-sacred food, one
should do so. The Gemara is surprised at this: It is obvious that if
it is possible to tithe the produce and feed him that, one should
do so. Why must it be stated? The Gemara explains: No, it is
necessary to state this with regard to a case on Shabbat, when it
is generally prohibited to separate terumot and tithes. Even so, the
Sages said that it is better to separate terumot and tithes on Shabbat
rather than feed the ill person untithed produce.

The Gemara asks: With regard to Shabbat it is also obvious, since
the prohibition against separating terumot and tithes is merely a
prohibition against moving, which is prohibited by rabbinic law."
That is certainly less severe than the prohibition against eating
untithed produce. The Gemara answers: With what are we deal-
ing here? We are dealing with fruits grown in an imperforate
container," which are not subject to teruma by Torah law but by
rabbinic law. The Gemara teaches that it is preferable to transgress
the rabbinic prohibition of tithing the fruit on Shabbat rather than
teed the ill person untithed produce, although in this case the
prohibition is rabbinic.

§ The Gemara now discusses the aforementioned two opinions:
One Sage, ben Teima, holds that untithed produce is more
severe, and therefore one must tithe the fruit although it is pro-
hibited to separate teruma on Shabbat; and one Sage, the first
tanna, holds that teruma is more severe.

Let us say that Rabba’s view is one side of a dispute between
tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: In the case of one whom
a snake bit" on Shabbat and who is in danger, one calls a doctor
for him to come from one place to another; and one tears a
chicken apart for him if he needs its meat for healing; and one
harvests leeks from the ground and feeds them to him for healing
purposes, and one need not separate tithes; this is the statement
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon,
says: He should not eat it unless it has been tithed.

Let us say that Rabba’s statement that one must separate teruma
and tithes from the fruit for the ill person on Shabbat, even from
untithed produce prohibited by rabbinic law, corresponds to the
view of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. He says that one
must tithe the leeks for the ill person even on Shabbat, although
leeks, like all other vegetables, are considered untithed produce
only by rabbinic law. And Rabba’s opinion does not follow the
view of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.
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The Gemara rejects this: Even if you say that Rabba holds in ac-
cordance with the view of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi is saying that one should not separate tithes only there,
with regard to the requirement to take the tithe from vegetables,
like leeks, which is rabbinic in origin. This requirement was de-
creed lest one come to confuse vegetables with produce that is
untithed by Torah law. However, with regard to the tithe of grains,
which have the status of untithed produce by Torah law, although
in this particular circumstance their untithed status is rabbinic
because the grains grew in an imperforate container, even Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi concedes that the produce must be tithed.
Because if it is permitted for him to eat without separating tithes
from produce grown in an imperforate container, he may err
and come to eat from grain grown in a perforated pot, which is
considered untithed produce by Torah law. Consequently, one
must separate tithes on Shabbat before feeding an ill person, even
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.

The Sages taught in a baraita: In the case of one who is seized

with bulmos, one feeds him honey and all types of sweet foods,
as the honey and all types of sweet foods restore the sight of his

eyes. And although there is no clear proof for the matter, there

is an allusion to the matter. Jonathan said: “See, I pray you, how

my eyes are brightened because I tasted a little of this honey”
(1 Samuel 14:29).

The Gemara asks: And why does the baraita say: Although there
is no clear proof for the matter, when that verse is a strong proof?
The Gemara answers: There, Jonathan was not seized with
bulmos," he was merely very hungry. Therefore, the episode pro-
vides no evidence that honey or sweet foods are the remedy for
bulmos.

Abaye said: They taught that honey restores a one’s eyesight only
after eating other food, but before eating other food it whets
one’s appetite, as it is written: “And they found an Egyptian man
in the field, and brought him to David, and they gave him bread
and he ate, and they gave him water to drink; and they gave him
a piece of a cake of figs, and two clusters of raisins, and he ate,
and his spirit was restored; for he had eaten no bread nor drunk
any water for three days and three nights” (1 Samuel 30:11-12).
This indicates that sweets are given after the main course and not
before it.

Rav Nahman said that Shmuel said: In the case of one who is
seized with bulmos, one feeds him a sheep’s tail with honey,
since the combination of the fatty meat and the honey helps
greatly. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Also, fine wheat
flour with honey is a remedy. Rav Pappa said: Even barley flour
with honey is good for curing bulmos. Rabbi Yohanan said: Once
I was seized with bulmos and I ran to the east side of a fig tree®
and found ripe figs there, which I ate. Figs on a tree do not all
ripen at once but ripen first on the side where the sun rises, so
Rabbi Yohanan searched first for figs on the east side of the tree.
And I thereby fulfilled the verse: “Wisdom preserves the lives
of those who have it” (Ecclesiastes 7:12). As Rav Yosef taught:
One who wishes to taste the flavor of the fig should turn to the
east, as it is stated: “And for the precious things of the sun’s
fruits” (Deuteronomy 33:14), implying that the sun ripens fruit
and makes them sweet.

The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei were
walking on the road when Rabbi Yehuda was seized with bul-
mos. He overpowered a nearby shepherd and ate the bread that
the shepherd had in his hand, since his life was in danger. Rabbi
Yosei said to him: You have robbed that shepherd. When they
reached the city, Rabbi Yosei was seized with bulmos, and all
the people of the city surrounded him with jugs [lagei]* and
plates with all sorts of sweets. Rabbi Yehuda said to him in jest:
Irobbed only the shepherd, but you have robbed the entire city.

NOTES

He was not seized with bulmos — mn’vw: m’? In
this story, Saul had imposed a ban on eating. The peop\e
saved Jonathan from being killed by his father for violat-
ing this ban only because Jonathan performed a great
service for the nation. If bulmos had seized him, eating
honey to save his life would have superseded this ban
(Toledot Yitzhak).

BACKGROUND

East side of a fig tree — mxn ’7w AnM: As opposed
to other fruit, figs do not ripen all at once. Instead, they
ripen gradually; each day fruit on a different part of the
tree might ripen. Since sunlight and warmth hasten
the ripening of the fruit, it is common to see more ripe
fruit on the eastern side of the tree than on other areas
of the tree.

LANGUAGE
Jugs [lageil- ’g’?zThis is the plural form of lagina, from
the Latin lagena or the Greek Adyvvog, lagynos, which
is a jug made of clay.

Lagynos from the early Roman period
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A name determines character — 0" 8ow: This does not
mean that everyone with an ugly name is evil, since there
are certainly exceptions to the rule. Nevertheless, there
is reason to be concerned with respect to names, par-
ticularly when one is on a journey and does not know the
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NOTES

§ And furthermore, it is told: Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda
and Rabbi Yosei were walking on the road together. Rabbi
Meir would analyze names and discern one’s nature from his
name," while Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei were not apt to
analyze names. When they came to a certain place, they
looked for lodging and were given it. They said to the inn-
keeper: What is your name? He said to them: My name is
Kidor. Rabbi Meir said to himself: Perhaps one can learn from
this that he is a wicked person, as it is stated: “For they are
a generation [ki dor] of upheavals” (Deuteronomy 32:20).
Since it was Friday afternoon, Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei
entrusted their purses to him. Rabbi Meir did not entrust
his purse to him but went and placed it at the grave of the
innkeeper’s father.

The innkeeper’s father appeared to the innkeeper in a dream
and said to him: Go take the purse placed at the head of that
man, ie., the innkeeper’s father. The following day, he said to
the Sages: This is what appeared to me in my dream. They said
to him: Dreams during twilight on Shabbat evening have no
substance and should not be trusted. Even so, Rabbi Meir went
and guarded his money all that day and then took it.

The next day, the rabbis said to the innkeeper: Give us our
purses. He said to them: These matters never occurred; you
never gave me any purses. Rabbi Meir said to them: Why didn’t
you analyze his name to learn that he is a wicked man? They
said to him: Why didn’t the Master tell us? He said to them: I
said one should be suspicious, but have I said a person should
be established as wicked? Could I say to you with certainty that
he is wicked based on his name alone?

What did they do? They dragged the innkeeper and brought
him to a store and gave him wine to drink. After he drank the
wine, they saw lentils on his mustache, showing that he had
eaten lentils that day. They went and gave this sign to his wife.
They said that the innkeeper had ordered that their money be
returned to them upon the sign that he ate lentils at his last meal.
And they took their purses and went. He went and killed his
wife out of anger that she did this.

This is as we learned in a baraita: Due to a person’s laxity in the
first washing," they fed him pork. There was an innkeeper who
was accustomed to feed pork to gentiles and kosher meat to Jews.
He distinguished between Jews and gentiles by watching to see
whether they performed the ritual hand-washing before eating.
One time, a Jew came and ate without washing his hands before
the meal, and the innkeeper gave him pork to eat. Laxity in the
final washing, the washing of one’s hands and mouth after a meal,
caused the innkeeper to kill the person. This is similar to that
story, as had the wicked innkeeper washed his mouth, the rabbis
would not have known that he had eaten lentils.

And in the end, they too, Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei, would
analyze names. When they came to a house of a landlord
named Bala, they did not enter. They said: Conclude from
here that he is certainly wicked, as it is written: “I said of her
who was worn out [bala] by adulteries” (Ezekiel 23:43), as it
states: “After I am grown old [beloti] shall I have pleasure?”
(Genesis 18:12). “Worn out by adulteries” means aged through
adulteries.

people he encounters. The Sages have said that although  First washing — @iy ©%2: The main point here is explained
parents have their own reasons for giving a baby a specific  in tractate Hullin, where the story is recounted at length. It
name, they are unknowingly directed toward a true and  seems that this episode took place during a time of religious
appropriate name for their child (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim;  persecution, when the Jews could not express their desire for

Maharsha).

kosher meat. Therefore, the innkeeper relied on signs.
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§ It was taught that in the case of one whom a mad dog? bit,
one does not feed him the lobe of its liver. The Gemara clari-
fies the concept of the mad dog. The Sages taught in a baraita:
Five signs were said about a mad dog: Its mouth is always
open; and its saliva drips; and its ears are floppy and do not
stand up; and its tail rests on its legs; and it walks on the
edges of roads. And some say it also barks and its voice is
not heard. The Gemara asks: From where did the dog be-
come mad? Rav said: Witches play with it and practice their
magic on it, causing it to become mad. And Shmuel said: An
evil spirit rests upon it.

The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between
these two opinions? The Gemara answers: There is a practical
difference between them with regard to

killing it with an object that is thrown from a distance like
an arrow rather than with one’s hands. If the dog is possessed
by an evil spirit, one should avoid direct contact with it.

The Gemara comments: This was taught in a baraita in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Shmuel: When one kills a mad

dog, he should kill it only with a thrown object. Further-
more, one who is rubbed by mad dog will become danger-
ously ill, while one bitten by the dog will die. The Gemara

asks: What is the remedy for one who is rubbed by mad dog

and becomes dangerously ill? The Gemara answers: Let him

take offhis clothing and run. The Gemara relates: Rav Huna,
son of Rav Yehoshua, was rubbed by one of these mad dogs

in the market, whereupon he took off his clothing and ran.
He said: I have fulfilled the verse: “Wisdom preserves the

lives of those who have it” (Ecclesiastes 7:12).

The Gemara continues to discuss the baraita: One bitten by a
mad dog will die.® The Gemara asks: What is the remedy?
Abaye said: Let him bring the skin of a male hyena and write
on it: I, so-and-so, son of so-and-so, am writing this spell
about you upon the skin of a male hyena: Kanti kanti
kelirus." And some say he should write: Kandi kandi keloros.
He then writes names of God, Yah, Yah, Lord of Hosts, amen
amen Selah. And let him take offhis clothes and bury them
in a cemetery for twelve months of the year, after which he
should take them out, and burn them in an oven, and scat-
ter the ashes at a crossroads. And during those twelve
months of the year, when his clothes are buried, when he
drinks water, let him drink only from a copper tube" and
not from a spring, lest he see the image of the demon in the
water and be endangered, like the case of Abba bar Marta,
who is also called Abba bar Manyumi, whose mother made
him a gold tube for this purpose.

BACKGROUND

Rabies in humans - o3 na3: Untreated rabies in humans is
fatal in the vast majority of cases. One of the symptoms of the
disease is a painful constricting of the throat muscles when
the ill person tries to swallow anything. Apparently, due to

the associative connection with drinking, the mere sight
of water causes this physical response. This is why the an-
cients referred to this disease as hydrophobia, meaning fear
of water.

BACKGROUND
Mad dog - muiw :l'?;: A mad dog may reach a state of
partial paralysis, which is why it displays the symptoms
mentioned by the Sages: Its tail is tucked between its legs,
its tongue hangs out of its mouth, and it drools. This partial
paralysis also affects the dog’s vocal cords, which leads to
a drastic change in the sound of its barking to the point
where it can no longer bark audibly.

LANGUAGE

Kelirus — Dﬁ”?i): Possibly from the Greek kAfjpog, kléros,
meaning destiny or lottery.

NOTES

Copper tube — XwmT XNI32: One approach suggests
that since one of the effects of this sickness is that the
ill person cannot abide the sight of water, he must drink
it through a tube so he will not see what he is drinking
(Arukh).
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LANGUAGE

Tzefidna — %y 19¥: Some authorities maintain that the origin
of this word is the Greek onmed v, sepedon, meaning rot.
Others suggest its origin is in the Semitic root tzfd, meaning
shrinkage.

Matron [matronita] —
meaning woman, with the Aramaic feminine suffix -ita.

BACKGROUND

Tzefidna — ®12y¥: From the descriptions in the Talmud, it
seems that this is referring to the disease scurvy, which is
caused by vitamin C deficiency. The symptoms of the disease
include teeth loosening and falling out, internal bleeding, and
anemia. The treatments described in the Talmud are various
attempts to fill this vitamin C deficiency in a concentrated
form.

NOTES
What shall | do on Shabbat - & nawa: Rabbi Yohanan was
apparently busy on Shabbat with his lectures and lessons and
could not visit the woman. He therefore asked what he should
do on Shabbat (Siah Yitzhak).

A vow to a gentile — m’? 2w A vow to a gentile such as
the matron in this episode is as valid as any other vow, and it
is prohibited to break it. However, a vow made under duress
is not binding. It was that clause which Rabbi Yohanan took
advantage of in tricking the healer. Furthermore, the Gemara
explains that he did not truly break his vow because he never

really vowed to keep silent about the remedy in the first place.

Consequently, he did not desecrate God's name, which would
have been the case had he broken his vow. This is especially
true because he was an important person (see Me'ri).

420  PEREK VIII- 84A - 1091 11PW
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§ The mishna said: And furthermore, Rabbi Matya ben
Harash said: With regard to one who suffers pain in his
throat, one may place medicine inside his mouth on Shabbat,
although administering a remedy is prohibited on Shabbat.
The Gemara discusses a related incident: Rabbi Yohanan
suffered from the illness tzefidna,'® which first affects the
teeth and gums and then the intestines. He went to a certain
gentile matron [matronita]* who was a well-known healer.
She prepared a medicine for him on Thursday and Friday.
He said to her: What shall I do on Shabbat, N when I cannot
come to collect the medicine from you? She said to him:
You will not need it. He asked her: IfI do need it, what shall
Ido? She said to him: Swear to me that you will not reveal
the remedy; then I will tell you, and you can prepare it your-
self should you need it. He swore: To the God of the Jews,
I'will not reveal it. She told him the remedy. Rabbi Yohanan
then went out and taught it publicly, revealing the secret
of the remedy.

The Gemara is surprised at this: But he swore to her that he
would not reveal it. The Gemara answers that in his vow
he declared: I will not reveal it to the God of the Jews.
However, his words imply: I will reveal it to His people,
the Jews. The Gemara asks: Still, there is a desecration of
God’s name, as the matron now thinks that a great man
of Rabbi Yohanan’s stature broke his vow." The Gemara
answers: He revealed it to her at the outset. As soon as she
revealed the remedy to him, he told her that his vow would
not prevent him from publicizing the remedy.

The Gemara asks: What was the medicine that she prepared
for him? Rav Aha, son of Rav Ami, said: It was water in
which leaven was steeped, olive oil, and salt. Rav Yeimar
said: It was leaven itself, olive oil, and salt. Rav Ashi said:
The remedy was fat from the bone marrow of a goose’s wing.
Abaye said: I made all of these medicines and was not
cured from this ailment, until a certain Arab told me the
remedy for it: Take olive seeds that are less than one-third
ripe, and burn them in a fire on top of a new hoe, and stick
them along the row of gums. I did this and was cured.

§ The Gemara asks: From where does this disease tzefidna
come? Itis from eating wheat bread that is too hot and fish
remains fried in oil. What is the sign of this sickness?
When one puts something between his teeth, blood
comes out from his gums. When Rabbi Yohanan suffered
from tzefidna, he prepared this medicine described above
on Shabbat and was cured. The Gemara asks: And how did
Rabbi Yohanan prepare this medicine on Shabbat for an
ailment which affects only the gums but is not life-threaten-
ing? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Tzefidna is different,
since it does indeed begin in the mouth and appears to be
an illness of the teeth, but it ends up in the intestines and
is dangerous.”

Rav Hiyya bar Abba said to Rabbi Yohanan: In accord-
ance with whose opinion did he do this? Was it not in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Matya ben Harash,
who said: In the case of one who suffers pain in his mouth,
one puts medicine in his mouth on Shabbat, which is a
minority opinion? Rabbi Yohanan said to him: It is so, but
I say the Sages agreed with him about taking medicine in
this case alone, but no other. If so, with regard to medicine
on Shabbat, the view of Rabbi Matya ben Harash is not a
minority opinion.

HALAKHA

An illness that may be healed on Shabbat - wwaxw 'I'?l'm Shabbat, including any injury, wound, or abscess of the teeth,

nawa xm’7 Any potentially fatal injury may be healed on

but not merely a toothache (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:3).



- JipY SR m Y oD KoY
b3 15w m M0 W3 inix p’v’:tm
o 133 751 i P - ot
N2wa op 1 pown - vo3 wwinm
DPYDIN DRI BT 12 XD 9377137
1’7&: XY DR 072 PN 1‘m<:

20D ’uum") %Y X - XD ’uum‘?

13371 923085 07 prpR wivEy XY
oy 037 M XunT XYan0n
Y21 0W0 PowY DY 1313 Brwmm =)
nawa v:mu% 7 PRI 12 XD
inin p’v’:m Mot 293 v m
phren vaa wwinm 1’7w 123

Nawa op e

DR 173 PX KD DI DROm
Y xm - wn »m;m‘v 1"m<: TN
)77 piya KON NN
»myn‘vﬁ NI KUY 0N XY

NODT

Perek VI
Daf 84 Amudb

My Sxmw 12 121907 yow Ko
Y TV ANIK "7»:»«: Dixani"s
]’5’:&7) Mot ::5: W M, AwD)
- vo3 wRinm 1’7w 7133 9¥m iniK
w‘m 311137 nawa oo  phrwn
12 XD 937 DR TN D1 9373
aa x’vw 112:0709% DRIM.LI
INDWD ~ TIIPK xm’v»x 20X 12
x’m Dx’v-r KT mn‘? XD D I

PR YY DB -

XP'T D) PINOR 0K WK 37
WM I 12 KD 127 WK TP
w’vs X1 "nawa op b pvon 53
e b7 XOOK OXY 0y P33
1:.59”71 mum% npzw»’v -r»‘w

AP YOV - XD I

Let us say that this baraita supports him: With regard to one
who is seized with yerakon,® one feeds him donkey meat as
medicine; with regard to one whom a mad dog bit, one feeds
him the lobe of its liver;® in the case of one who has pain in his
mouth, one puts medicine in his mouth on Shabbat; this is the
statement of Rabbi Matya ben Harash. And the Rabbis say:
These have no value as a remedy. The Rabbis used the term
these, to exclude what? What, is it not to exclude this medicine
for tzefidna, which the Rabbis agree is permitted on Shabbat?

The Gemara rejects this: No, it excludes a different remedy,
which Rabbi Matya suggests: Bloodletting® to heal the ailment
serunkhi is permitted on Shabbat. The Gemara comments: So
too, this is reasonable to say, as it was taught in a baraita: Rab-
bi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, said three things that he
heard in the name of Rabbi Matya ben Harash: One may let
blood for serunkhi on Shabbat; and in the case of one whom a
mad dogbit, one feeds him the lobe ofits liver; and in the case
of one who has pain in his mouth, one puts medicine in his
mouth on Shabbat.

And the Rabbis say: These have no value as aremedy. The Rab-
bis used the term these to exclude what? What, is it not to
limit their argument only to the latter two items, which do not
cure anything, and to exclude the first item, bloodletting for
serunkhi, which everyone agrees is an effective remedy? The
Gemara rejects this: No, there is no proof from here, since it is
possible to say that it is referring to the first two items of the first
baraita and excludes the latter clause with regard to medicine
on Shabbat, which they agree with.

Come and hear a proof for the matter, as Rabba bar Shmuel
taught in the following baraita: With regard to a pregnant wom-
an who smells and craves food, one feeds her until she is satis-
fied, even on Yom Kippur; and in the case of one whom a mad
dogbit, one feeds him from the lobe of its liver; and in the case
of one who has pain in his mouth, one places medicine in his
mouth on Shabbat; this is the statement of Rabbi Elazar, son
of Rabbi Yosei, who said it in the name of Rabbi Matya ben
Harash. And the Rabbis say: In this case and no other. The
Gemara clarifies: To which case is this one referring? If we say
they said this about a pregnant woman, it is obvious; is there
anyone who says one should not give a pregnant woman food?
Rather, is it not referring to the halakha pertaining to medicine
on Shabbat, which they agree is permitted? Learn from this that
the Rabbis did not disagree about this.

Rav Ashi said: The wording of the mishna is also precise in
accordance with this approach, as it was taught in the mishna:
And furthermore, Rabbi Matya ben Harash said: In the case
of one who suffers pain in his mouth, one places medicine in
his mouth on Shabbat, and the Rabbis do not disagree with
him and say otherwise. And if it is so that the Rabbis disagree
with him, then let the mishna combine the two halakhot and
teach them together, and let the Rabbis disagree with both
points in the latter clause. Since the mishna was not written this
way, but instead the dispute of the Rabbis appears after Rabbi
Matya’s statement about the mad dog, learn from here that the
Rabbis did not disagree with him about the halakha with regard
to medicine.

BACKGROUND
Yerakon — 1ipY: Yerakon seems to refer to hepatitis. The
Rabbis maintained that the suggestion of Rabbi Matya
ben Harash was only an untested, auspicious practice,
not a true remedy. Consequently, they did not allow it
on Shabbat.

One feeds him the lobe of its liver - Tyrm inix pyoxn
1’7!0 722: Some commentaries see this as akin to the mod-
ern healmg method of using serums of animals that were
injected with rabies.

Bloodletting — 07 prpm: Bloodletting was a standard
medical practice throughout the ancient world. The letting
of small quantities of blood was considered an effective
way to cure illness.

Bloodletting depicted on an ancient Greek urn

LANGUAGE
Serunkhi —3379: This apparently refers to diphtheria, as
it seems to be derived from an Aramaic word meaning
strangling. In cases of diphtheria, the saliva that fills the ill
person'’s throat can lead to suffocation.
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NOTES

Let us wait and perform this labor for him after Shabbat,
perhaps he will get well - &2 xnw # prn: The com-
mentaries have explained this according to Rashi: One does
not delay treatment, even if it seems that the il person’s
condition is improving, unless he is certainly healthy. If any
uncertainty remains, one does not wait for the matter to
become clear.

These acts should not be performed by gentiles — 1%
o P by &5 159 037 piy: Commentaries have given
various reasons for this. The main reason is that it should be
done immediately by those present, before the ill person’s
condition deteriorates, rather than waiting for a gentile to
arrive. Authorities debate whether gentiles should perform
the treatment if they are already present (Tosefot Rid; Me'iri).

The greatest of [gedolei] the Jewish people — ’mwv ?'71‘1:
Alternative versions of the text suggest that this is refemng
to adults [gedolim] rather than scholars. Another approach
argues that it is a mitzva for the greatest scholars to act
because they are meticulous in observance of Shabbat and
in saving lives (Rambam).

Based on the advice of women - 0w ’5'7.\_!: One explana-
tion suggests that women might err in the future and com-
pare one situation to another to reach a halakhic conclusion,
leading to desecration of Shabbat in situations that are not
emergencies. Another explanation is that there may be a

concern that once a woman has received a stringent ruling

in this matter, in the future she may not act correctly and

a life will be put at risk (Mefri; Rosh). Alternatively, perhaps

there is concern that they will become lax in their general

Shabbat observance.

Although he catches fish — *1n3 ¥ XpT: Some commen-
taries write that he is not liable even if he intends to catch
fish during his rescue. Since he is occupied with saving a
life, he is not held accountable for any prohibited labors that
he performs (see Meiri).
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§ The mishna states that one with pain in his throat should be
given medicine on Shabbat because it is a case of uncertainty
concerning a life-threatening situation. The Gemara asks: Why
do I need to say furthermore: And any case of uncertainty
concerning a life-threatening situation overrides Shabbat?
Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: They stated this not only in a
case where there is uncertainty with regard to this Shabbat,"
but even if the uncertainty is with regard to a different future
Shabbat.

What are the circumstances in which uncertainty would arise
as to whether or not his life will be in danger in the future? They
are a case where doctors assess that an ill person needs a certain
treatment for eight days, and the first day of his illness is Shab-
bat. Lest you say: He should wait until evening and begin his
treatment after Shabbat so they will not need to desecrate two
Shabbatot for his sake, therefore it teaches us that one must
immediately desecrate Shabbat for his sake. This is the halakha,
despite the fact that an additional Shabbat will be desecrated as
aresult, because there is uncertainty about whether his life is in
danger.

That was also taught in a baraita: One heats water for an ill
person on Shabbat, whether to give him to drink or to wash
him, since it might help him recover. And they did not say it is
permitted to desecrate only the current Shabbat for him, but
even a different, future Shabbat. And one must not say: Let
us wait and perform this labor for him after Shabbat, perhaps
he will get well Vin the meantime. Rather, one heats it for him
immediately because any case of uncertainty concerning a
life-threatening situation overrides Shabbat. And this is so not
only with regard to uncertainty whether his life is in danger on
the current Shabbat, but even in a case of uncertainty with
regard to danger on a different Shabbat.

And these acts should not be performed by gentiles"" or Sa-
maritans but should be done by the greatest of the Jewish
people,Vi.e., their scholars, who know how to act properly. And
one does not say: These actions may be performed based on
the advice of women" or Samaritans, since they are not con-
sidered experts able to declare a person ill enough to override
Shabbat. However, the opinions of these people do combine
with an additional opinion, meaning that if there is a dispute,
their opinions may be considered when coming to a decision.

§ The Sages taught in a baraita: One engages in saving a life
on Shabbat," and one who is vigilant to do so is praiseworthy.
And one need not take permission from a court but hurries to
act on his own. How so? If one sees a child who fell into the
sea, he spreads a fisherman’s net and raises him from the water.
And one who is vigilant and acts quickly is praiseworthy, and
one need not seek permission from a court, although in doing
so he catches fish" in the net as well. Similarly, if one sees a
child fall into a pit and the child cannot get out, he digs part
of the ground out around the edge of the pit to create a make-
shift step and raises him out. And one who is vigilant and acts
quickly is praiseworthy, and one need not seek permission
from a court, although in doing so he fashions a step.

HALAKHA

Not only uncertainty with regard to this Shabbat - pso x5
'1:\’7: #tn2w: In a situation where one may desecrate Shabbat
tosave a Ilfe more than one Shabbat may be desecrated. One
does not delay medical treatment to avoid desecrating Shabbat
twice (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:11).

These acts should not be performed by gentiles, etc. — &
21 o 1 by K5 5h 2937 piy: When Shabbat must be
desecrated for the sake ofan ill person who is in danger, one

should attempt to ensure that this is not done by gentiles,
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minors, or women, but by educated adult Jews. The Rema
cites an opinion that one should try to perform the action inan
unusual way in order to avoid violating a prohibition by Torah
law. Similarly, if the act can be performed by a gentile with no
prohibition violated at all, the gentile should be employed (Or
Zarua; Tosafot; Ran). In the Taz and the Arukh HaShulhan it is
written that one should not act in accordance with the opinion
of the Rema, and in all situations the actions should preferably
be performed by Jews on Shabbat (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim
328:12).

Saving a life on Shabbat — nawa woymps: Ifa child falls into a
pit, one should dig around its edge to bring the child up, even if
in so doing a step is built, which is a prohibited labor on Shab-
bat. Similarly, one may break down a locked door to release a
child, although in doing so he prepares the wood for further
use. If a fire breaks out and there is potential danger to human
life, the fire should be extinguished, even if a path is cleared at
the same time. One need not ask the permission of the court
during moments of danger but should hurry and act (Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:13).
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Similarly, if one sees that a door is locked before a child and the
childis scared and crying, he breaks the door and takes the child
out. And one who is vigilant and acts quickly is praiseworthy,
and one need not seek permission from a court, although he
intends to break it into boards to be used later. Similarly, one
may extinguish a fire by placing a barrier" of metal or clay vessels
filled with water in front of it on Shabbat when life is endangered.
And one who is vigilant and acts quickly is praiseworthy, and
one need not seek permission from a court, although he leaves
the coals," which can be used for cooking after Shabbat.

The Gemara comments: And it is necessary to teach these ex-
amples, since each one suggests an original idea. As, had it taught
us the halakha of the child who fell into the sea, we would have
said: He must act quickly in that case because in the meantime,
if he delays, the child will be swept away by the waves and disap-
pear, and therefore the rescuer need not seek permission; but in
the case of a child who fell into a pit, who remains there and is in
no further danger, one might say the rescuer need not hurry but
should request permission from the court first. Therefore, the
baraita explains: No, it is necessary to tell us that case, too.

And ifit had taught us the case of the pit, one might have thought
itis because the child is scared at being trapped; but when a door
is locked before a child, it is possible to sit on the other side of
the door and amuse him with the sound of nuts until Shabbat is
over. Therefore, it is necessary to teach that in this case, too, one
does not delay but acts immediately because a life is possibly in
danger.

It was taught in a baraita that one may extinguish a fire by placing
a barrier in front of it on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: Why do I
need this? What new point is taught by this additional case of a
life-endangering situation? The Gemara answers: This halakha
applies even if the fire is spreading toward another courtyard.
Not only may this be done to save the lives of people in the court-
yard on fire; it may also be done to prevent the fire from spreading
to an adjacent courtyard.

§ Rav Yosef said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With
regard to saving a life, the Sages did not follow the majority" as
they do in other areas of halakha. The Gemara asks: What are the
circumstances? When does one not follow the majority? If we
say that one does not follow the majority in a case where there
are nine Jews and one gentile among them and a building col-
lapses on one of them, then in that case the majority of people
are Jews and yet one desecrates Shabbat to save the trapped per-
son. In such a case one is in fact following the majority. Alterna-
tively, if the group is half Jews and half gentiles, the ruling is le-
nient with regard to a case of uncertainty concerning a
life-threatening situation. But this, too, is not a case where one
follows the minority, as there is an even chance that the victim is
aJewN

Rather, it is referring to a case where there are nine gentiles and

one Jew. However, this too is obvious. One saves the trapped

individual because the group is in a fixed location, and there is a

principle that whenever a group is in a fixed location it is consid-
ered as though it were evenly divided. In this case, despite the fact

that the group’s majority is gentile, it is considered as though it

were composed half of Jews and half of gentiles."

NOTES

HALAKHA

One may extinguish a fire by placing a barrier - 1231
1')’51: oo If a fire breaks out in a courtyard and one
fears it will cross to another courtyard, endangering the
people there, it may be extinguished to prevent it from
spreading (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 329:1). Nowadays,
the custom is to extinguish any life-threatening fire, even
in the house of a gentile (Rema), since in any city there are
certainly elderly people and children who are unable to
escape (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:26).

With regard to saving a life the Sages did not follow
the majority — 211 Y wo) Mp9a 1597 X9: With regard
to saving a life, the principle of majority does not apply. If
there are nine gentiles and one Jew in a courtyard and one
individual leaves for another courtyard where a building
falls on him, such that from a normal halakhic perspective
he would be considered to be one of the majority, in a
case of uncertainty concerning a life-threatening situation
he is considered to be part of the fixed group and there
is considered to be a fifty-fifty chance that he is Jewish.
Therefore, one acts in order to save him. However, if all the
members of a courtyard leave their fixed place, whereupon
a building collapses on one of them, the principle of major-
ity does apply. If the majority were gentiles, one does not
rescue the person trapped under the building. This is how
the Rambam, Rif, and Rosh interpret this passage (Shulhan
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 329:2).

only to save Jewish lives is explained later. According to the

He leaves the coals - #3131 21m1: The Rambam translates
these unusual Aramaic words to mean that he clears a path
at the same time as he is occupied with extinguishing the fire.

Jews and gentiles with regard to saving a life — @i Smw’
‘1'73"1: The reason that the Gemara permits violating Shabbat

Me'iri, anything stated about gentiles in this text is referring
strictly to idolaters. Gentiles who believe in the unity of God
are treated like Jews with respect to this issue.

Majority and fixed location — 113p1 3i%: When various items

are mixed together, one follows the majority, as it is likely that
a random sample will come from the largest group. However,
when objects are permanently fixed, the sample is distorted
and one can no longer rely on statistics. In such a case, any
individual is considered to have an even chance of belonging
to either group.
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NOTES

Most of the them left or some of them left — oan w9
onypa: The Rambam and other commentaries reason as
follows: If all the individuals leave for another courtyard,
they lose their status of being in a fixed location. Therefore,
the principle of majority applies, and one does not dese-
crate Shabbat for any of them. But if only some people leave,
the status of being in a fixed location still applies. Rashi
takes the opposite approach. Rabbeinu Efrayim explains
that if some of them leave, there are two uncertainties:
Uncertainty as to whether the Jew remained in his original
place or whether he left, and uncertainty as to whether the
building fell on him or not. However, the Ra'avad and many
others maintain that, with regard to saving a life, the ruling is
lenient even when there are several uncertainties.

HALAKHA

Lineage of a child found in a city - W2 Xy pirn o
If a baby is found in a city in which both Jews and gen-
tiles live, its status is that of an uncertain gentile, regardless
of which group is the majority. If such an individual later
marries a Jewish woman, he must divorce her due to the
chance that he is not Jewish. If he immerses for the sake
of conversion, he is considered a Jew (Shulhan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 4:33).

Perek VI
Daf 85 Amuda
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The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to teach that one does not
follow the majority in a case where one individual did not remain
with the group in their courtyard but separated and went to an-
other courtyard, and a building collapses on him. Lest you say:
One should follow the principle that whatever is separated from a
group is considered to have left from the majority, and since there
was a majority of gentiles there the individual who left the group
was probably a gentile, and it is not necessary to clear the debris for
a gentile on Shabbat, therefore it teaches us that with regard to
uncertainty in a situation of saving a life, one does not follow the
majority.

The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t Rav Asi say that Rabbi
Yohanan said: If there are nine gentiles and one Jew and a building
collapses on one of them, if it is in that same courtyard one re-
moves the debris, but in another courtyard one does not remove
the debris? The Gemara answers: This is not difficult; there is no
contradiction between the halakhot. This case, where one removes
the debris, is when they all left for another courtyard and it is clear
that the Jew was among them. Consequently, the principle of being
in a fixed location still applies, and it is considered a case of uncer-
tainty. That other situation is when only a minority of them left for
the other courtyard, and it is unknown whether the Jew left with
them.M

The Gemara asks: Did Shmuel actually say this, that one does not
follow the majority with regard to saving a life? Didn’t we learn in
amishna: If one finds an abandoned child in a city and his parents
are unknown, if the majority of the city are gentiles the child is
considered a gentile; and if the majority of the city are Jews the
child is considered a Jew; if the city is composed of half gentiles and
halfJews, the child is considered a Jew? And Rav said: They taught
this, that he is a Jew, only with respect to sustaining him but not
with respect to attributing a lineage to him. One does not say that
he is definitely Jewish based on the majority. Therefore, with regard
to the halakhot of marriage, his status remains uncertain. If the
abandoned child is a girl, she is not permitted to marry a priest, who
may marry only a woman of certain lineage."

And Shmuel said: This halakha of the status of a found child is with
regard to removing debris from on top of him, implying that if
there is a majority of gentiles in the city where he is found, one does
not violate Shabbat by removing the debris from the child to save
his life. This implies that one does follow the majority in the case of
saving a life. The Gemara answers: When this statement of Shmuel
was stated, it was stated with regard to the first halakha. Shmuel’s
intent was to be lenient, and his statement should be understood as
follows: If the majority are gentiles, he is a gentile. Shmuel said:
But with regard to the matter of saving a life it is not so. Rather,
one saves him based on the uncertainty.

§ It was taught that if there is a majority of gentiles in the city, a
foundling is considered to have the status of a gentile. The Gemara
asks: To what halakha does this statement relate? Rav Pappa said:
It relates to feeding him non-kosher food. One need not protect
the child from every prohibition and may even feed him non-kosher
food, as though he were a gentile. It was further taught: If thereis a
majority of Jews, he is a Jew. The Gemara asks: To what halakha
does this relate? The Gemara answers: It relates to returning a lost
object to him. In such a case it is assumed that he is definitely a Jew.
Consequently, Jews must return lost objects to him, whereas there
is no obligation to return lost objects to gentiles.
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It was further stated: If the city is half gentile and half Jewish,
the foundling has the status of a Jew. The Gemara asks: To what
halakha does this relate? Reish Lakish said: It is referring to
halakhot of damages." The Gemara asks: What are the circum-
stances? If we say that our ox, i.e., an ox belonging to another Jew,
gored his ox, one could ask: How can he make a claim like a Jew?
Let him bring proof that he is Jewish, and only then may he take
the money for damages, since the burden of proof rests upon the
claimant. Since he cannot prove his Jewish status, he has no
claim.N

The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary when his innocuous ox,
which has gored fewer than three times, gored our ox, i.e., an ox
belonging to a Jew, in which case he gives him half, which is what
a Jew pays for damages caused by an innocuous ox. However, a
gentile must make full restitution for the damage caused. The
foundling” does not pay the other half, which a gentile gives to a
Jew if his ox harms a Jew’s ox. Let us say to the one who suffered
the damage: Bring proof" that I am not a Jew and take the mon-
ey. In that case, the burden of proof rests upon the one who suf-
fered the damage.

§ It was taught in the mishna: With regard to one upon whom a
rockslide fell, and there is uncertainty whether he is there under
the debris or whether he is not there; and there is uncertainty
whether he is still alive or whether he is dead; and there is uncer-
tainty whether the person under the debris is a gentile or wheth-
er he is Jew, one clears the pile from atop him. The Gemara asks:
What is the mishna saying? Why does it bring three different
uncertainties to illustrate the principle that one violates Shabbat
to save a life even in a case of uncertainty?

The Gemara explains: It is speaking using the style of: Needless
to say, and the mishna should be understood as follows: Needless
to say, in a case where it is uncertain whether he is there or not
there, one removes the debris, since if he is there and he is alive,
one must clear the debris. But even if it is uncertain whether he
is alive or dead, one must clear the debris. And needless to say,
when there is uncertainty whether he is alive or dead, but it is
certain that he is a Jew, one must clear the debris. Rather, one
must clear the debris even if there is uncertainty whether he is a
gentile or a Jew.

§ The mishna taught: If they found him alive, they continue to
remove the debris. The Gemara is surprised at this: If they find
him alive, it is obvious that they remove the debris, since that is
saving a life. The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to teach that
one must desecrate Shabbat for his sake even if it is clear that he
will live only a short while™ and will die soon after.

HALAKHA

A child found in a city — w3 x¥naw pisn: Ifa child was found
in a city of Jews and gentiles and was not converted, nor did
he convert on his own, then he may be fed non-kosher food
if the majority of residents of the town are not Jewish. If the
majority of residents in the town are Jewish, he is treated as a
Jew and his lost objects must be returned. If the population
of the town is evenly split, he must be sustained as a Jew and
rescued from a collapsed building on Shabbat. With regard to
paying damages, his status is in doubt, and the burden of proof

rests on the claimant (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia
15:22). Other authorities claim that if the majority in the town
is gentile, the child is rescued from a ruin on Shabbat, but he
need not be sustained (Tur; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:34).

Even if he will live only a short while - myw ’m’? 15’5& Ifa
person is found crushed under debris and will survive only a
short while, one still clears the debris from him on Shabbat
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 329:4).

— NOTES
To halakhot of damages - p,?g'?: Tosafot ask why the Gemara
does not explain all the distinctions with regard to the status
of this foundling in terms of damages. The later commentar-
ies argue that, according to the opinion that one does not
follow the majority in monetary matters, such distinctions
are out of place (Shem Yosef).

Returning lost objects and paying damages to a gentile -
'u") PPN TR N2 The halakhot of returning lost objects

and paying only half damages caused by an innocuous ox

are not universal halakhot; rather, they are unique laws given

to the Jewish people. This is why they do not apply when

gentiles are involved.

Bring proof — m1x1n1K: Some commentaries add that even
when there is a legitimate reason to think that the foundling
is not a Jew, such as when he clearly does not behave like
a Jew, one still acts based on the majority of Jews (Tosefot
HaRosh).

A short while - iy ’ﬂj’?: The Meiri adds that in the short
time remaining to him, he may confess his sins, repent, and
prepare himself for death. One must not deprive him of this
opportunity.

997N P - PEREK VIIT- 85A 42§



HALAKHA
One may save a corpse from a fire on Shabbat - p’v»m
nawa ‘17’51‘17: i If there is concern that a dead body
will be consumed by fire on Shabbat, a loaf of bread or a
child is placed on it, whereupon it may be removed from
danger. If such a procedure is not possible, the body may be
moved normally, but not to a different domain. This ruling is
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben Lakish
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 311:1).

Check until the nose — inwin 7y pTia: If a person is found

in debris on Shabbat, his breathmg is checked by examin-
ing his nose. If he is still breathing, the rescue is continued.

In that case, it does not matter whether the digging began
at his head or his feet. This ruling is in accordance with the
unattributed baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 329:4).
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§ The mishna taught: If they found him dead, they should
leave him. The Gemara is surprised at this: Isn’t this also obvi-
ous? What allowance might there be to desecrate Shabbat for
the sake of a corpse? The Gemara answers: No, this ruling is
necessary according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben La-
kish, as it was taught in a baraita: One may not save a corpse
from a fire, since one may not violate Shabbat for the sake of
the dead. Rabbi Yehuda ben Lakish said: I heard that one may
save a corpse from a fire.! The Gemara challenges: Even Rab-
bi Yehuda ben Lakish said this only with regard to a fire be-
cause a person is agitated over his dead relative, whose body
might burn in the fire. If you do not permit him to remove the
corpse he may come to extinguish the fire and transgress a se-
vere Torah prohibition. However, here, in the case of arockslide
or building collapse, if you do not permit him to remove the
debris, what might he do? In this case, there is no concern of
Shabbat desecration, and preserving the dignity of the dead
does not override Shabbat.

The Rabbis taught: Ifa person is buried under a collapsed build-
ing, until what point does one check to clarify whether the
victim is still alive? Until what point is he allowed to continue
clearing the debris? They said: One clears until the victim’s
nose." If there is no sign of life, i.e., if he is not breathing, he is
certainly dead. And some say: One clears until the victim’s
heart to check for a heartbeat. If several people are buried and
one checked and found the upper ones under the debris dead,
he should not say: The lower ones are likely also already dead,
and there is no point in continuing to search. There was an in-
cident where they found the upper ones dead and the lower
ones alive.

The Gemara comments: Let us say that the dispute between
these tanna’im who disagree about checking for signs of life is
like the dispute between these tanna’im who disagree about
the formation of the fetus. As it was taught in a baraita: From
what point is the fetus created? It is from its head, as it is
stated: “You are He Who took me [gozi] out of my mother’s
womb” (Psalms 71:6), and it says: “Cut off [gozi] your hair,
and castitaway” (Jeremiah 7:29). These verses suggest that one
is created from the head, the place of the hair. Abba Shaul says:
A person is created from his navel, and he sends his roots in
every direction until he attains the image of a person. The
tanna who says that the presence of life is determined based on
the nose holds in accordance with the opinion of the tanna who
maintains that the formation of a fetus begins with its head.
Likewise, the tanna who says the presence of life is determined
based on the heart holds in accordance with the opinion of the
one who thinks the formation of a fetus begins with its navel.

The Gemara rejects this: Even if you say that the formation of a
fetus from the navel is the opinion of Abba Shaul, he may nev-
ertheless require one to check the nose for signs of life. Until
now, Abba Shaul spoke there only about formation, saying
that everything is created from its middle; however, as for
saving a life, even Abba Shaul admits that the main sign of life
is in the nose, as it is written: “All in whose nostrils was the
breath of the spirit of life” (Genesis 7:22).

Rav Pappa said: The dispute with regard to how far to check
for signs of life applies when the digger begins removing the
rubble from below, starting with the feet, to above. In such a
case it is insufficient to check until his heart; rather, one must
continue removing rubble until he is able to check his nose for
breath. Butif one cleared the rubble from above to below, once
he checked as far as the victim’s nose he is not required to
check further, as it is written: “All in whose nostrils was the
breath of the spirit of life” (Genesis 7:22).
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§ The Gemara relates: It once happened that Rabbi Yishmael,
and Rabbi Akiva, and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya were walking
on the road, and Levi HaSadar" and Rabbi Yishmael, son of
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, were walking respectfully behind
them, since they were younger and did not walk alongside their
teachers. This question was asked before them:" From where is
it derived that saving a life" overrides Shabbat?

Rabbi Yishmael answered and said that it is stated: “Ifa thiefbe
found breaking in and be struck so that he dies, there shall be no
blood-guiltiness for him” (Exodus 22:1). Now, if this is true for
the thief, where there is uncertainty whether he comes to take
money or to take lives, and it is known that bloodshed renders
the land impure, since it is stated about a murderer: “And you
shall not defile the land” (Numbers 35:34), and it causes the
Divine Presence to depart from the Jewish people, as the verse
continues: “In the midst of which I dwell, for I the Lord dwell in
the midst of the children of Israel” (Numbers 35:34 ), and even so
the home owner is permitted to save himself at the cost of the
thief’s life, then a fortiori saving a life overrides Shabbat.

Rabbi Akiva answered and said that it is stated: “And if a man
comes purposefully upon his neighbor to slay him with guile,
you shall take him from My altar, that he may die” (Exodus
21:14). The phrase “take him from My altar” implies that if the
murderer is a priest and comes to perform the service, one does
not wait for him to do so but takes him to his execution immedi-
ately. But one should not take him from on top of My altar. If he
already began the service and is in the midst of it, one does not
take him down from the altar immediately but instead allows him
to finish his service. And Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi
Yohanan said: They taught only that a priest is not removed from
the altar in order to execute him for murder,

but to preserve alife, e.g,, if the priest can testify to the innocence
of one who is sentenced to death, one removes him even from
on top of My altar, even while he is sacrificing an offering. Just
as this priest, about whom there is uncertainty whether there
is substance to his words of testimony or whether there is
no substance to his words, is taken from the Temple service in
order to save alife, and Temple service overrides Shabbat, so too,
a fortiori, saving a life overrides Shabbat. Rabbi Elazar ben
Azarya answered and said: Just as the mitzva of circumcision,"
which rectifies only one of the 248 limbs of the body, overrides
Shabbat, so too, a fortiori, saving one’s whole body, which is
entirely involved in mitzvot, overrides Shabbat.

Other tanna’im debated this same issue. Rabbi Yosei, son

of Rabbi Yehuda, says that it is stated: “But keep my Shabbatot”
(Exodus 31:13). One might have thought that this applies to

everyone in all circumstances; therefore, the verse states “but,”
aterm that restricts and qualifies. It implies that there are circum-
stances where one must keep Shabbat and circumstances where

one must desecrate it, i.e., to save a life. Rabbi Yonatan ben Yosef
says that itis stated: “For itis sacred to you” (Exodus 31:14). This

implies that Shabbat is given into your hands, and you are not

given to it to die on account of Shabbat.

NOTES

Levi HaSadar - v1971 *1'7: Some commentaries explain that
he arranged mishnayot and was therefore called the ar-
ranger [sadar]. The Arukh reads this as HaSarad, meaning
he fashioned plaited garments [bigdei serad] or made lat-
ticework (geonim).

This question was asked before them - it -l’mw -r"mw:
o793: This might mean that the students posed the ques-
tion and their teachers deliberated on the matter.

From where is it derived that saving a life — mpg’? an
wo: The Sages already sought proofs that the three most
severe transgressions must be observed even at the cost
of one’s life. This implies that all other mitzvot, including
Shabbat, may be violated to save a life. Therefore, it must be
explained that the Gemara previously argued that one may
save one’s own life by transgressing a mitzva, whereas here
the Gemara discusses overriding Shabbat to save another
person’s life (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim; Siah Yitzhak).

To execute — n’pg’?: Some commentaries explain that this
phrase as meaning: To give testimony about another’s li-
ability in a capital crime (Mefri).

NOTES

Just as the mitzva of circumcision, etc. — 13 n’zm isiN
Rabbeinu Hananel explains that circumcision, which is per-
formed on one limb, saves one from death because a person
who is uncircumcised is liable to receive karet. Furthermore,
Moses was almost killed by the angel of death because he
did not circumcise his son (see Exodus 4:24—26). Moses
was saved by his wife Zipporah, who took a stone and cir-
cumcised her son. This case is the source for the Gemara's
a fortiori reasoning.
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NOTES

And the children of Israel shall keep Shabbat - 1L
nawa ny 5mw* %2 It seems that the support for th\s
argument is the entire verse, since “the children of Israel
shall keep Shabbat” so that they will “observe Shabbat”
in the future. The commentaries note that since saving a
life overrides Shabbat even when the individual will live
for only a short while, and even when it is clear that he
will not be able to observe future Shabbatot, the main
point here is that it is permitted to desecrate Shabbat for
the sake of fulfilling the mitzvot (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim).

And not that he should die by them - o772 mmsw t<'51:
One must see to it that the mitzvot do not in any way
cause a person’s death. Therefore, both certain and un-
certain risk to life override the observance of mitzvot (see
Tosafot).

Death and Yom Kippur atone — 0v1921 0018271 0 750:
The letter vav in this statement, translated as the word
And, may also mean: Or. That is, each one of these atones
when accompanied by repentance. This is clear from the
corresponding passage in the Jerusalem Talmud.

I will sin and Yom Kippur will atone — 193 0" xvnx
3831: One who relies on the Judge of the world to atone
for him, believing that this gives him license to sin, has
no chance for atonement at all, even on Yom Kippur
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan).

HALAKHA

I will sin and | will repent — 21 KVAK: If one says: |
will sin and repent, or: I will sin and Yom Klppurwwl\ atone,
he is given no chance to repent (Rambam Sefer HaMadda,
Hilkhot Teshuva 4:1).

Transgressions between a person and another - nivay
h*:ﬁ’? o7 paw: Yom Kippur atones only for transgres-
sions committed against God, whereas transgressions
committed against one’s fellow man are not forgiven
until the sinner rights the wrong and appeases his friend
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Teshuva 2:9).
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Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya said: It is stated: “And the children
of Israel shall keep Shabbat," to observe Shabbat” (Exodus
31:16). The Torah said: Desecrate one Shabbat on his behalfso he
will observe many Shabbatot. Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said:
If I would have been there among those Sages who debated this
question, I would have said that my proof is preferable to theirs,
as it states: “You shall keep My statutes and My ordinances, which
a person shall do and live by them” (Leviticus 18:5), and not that
he should die by them." In all circumstances, one must take care
not to die as a result of fulfilling the mitzvot.

Rava commented on this: All of these arguments have refutations
except for that of Shmuel, which has no refutation. The Gemara
explains Rava’s claim: The proof brought by Rabbi Yishmael from
the thief who breaks in could perhaps be refuted based on the
principle of Rava, as Rava said: What is the reason for the halakha
about the thief who breaks in? There is a presumption that while
aperson is being robbed he does not restrain himself with respect
to his money. And this thief knows that the homeowner will rise
to oppose him and said to himself from the start: Ifhe rises against
me, I will kill him. And the Torah states: If a person comes to kill
you, rise to kill him first. We found a source for saving a life that is
in certain danger, but from where do we derive that even in a case
where there is uncertainty as to whether a life is in danger one may
desecrate Shabbat? Consequently, Rabbi Yishmael’s argument is
refuted.

The proof of Rabbi Akiva can also be refuted. He brought the case
of removing a priest from altar service in order to have him testify
on another’s behalf, since his testimony might acquit the accused
and save him from execution. But perhaps that halakha is in ac-
cordance with the opinion of Abaye, as Abaye said: If the accused
says he has a witness in his favor, we send a pair of rabbis on his
behalf to determine if his words of testimony have substance.
These rabbis would first check that the testimony of the priest
is substantive before removing him from the altar. If so, we have
found that one interrupts the Temple service to save a life from
certain danger, but from where do we derive that one interrupts
the Temple service when the likelihood of saving life is uncertain?

And for all the other arguments as well, we have found proofs for
saving a life from certain danger. But for cases of uncertainty, from
where do we derive this? For this reason, all the arguments are re-
futed. However, the proof that Shmuel brought from the verse:

“And live by them,” which teaches that one should not even put a life

in possible danger to observe mitzvot, there is certainly no refuta-
tion. Ravina said, and some say it was Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak
who said with regard to this superior proof of Shmuel: One spicy
pepper is better than a whole basket of squash, since its flavor is

more powerful than all the others.

MI S H N A A sin-offering, which atones for unwitting

performance of transgressions punishable by
karet, and a definite guilt-offering, which is brought for robbery
and misuse of consecrated items, atone for those sins. Death and
Yom Kippur atone" for sins when accompanied by repentance. Re-
pentance itself atones for minor transgressions, for both positive
mitzvot and negative mitzvot. And repentance places punishment
for severe transgressions in abeyance until Yom Kippur comes
and completely atones for the transgression. With regard to one
who says: I will sin and then I will repent," I will sin and I will
repent, Heaven does not provide him the opportunity to repent,
and he will remain a sinner all his days. With regard to one who says:
I'will sin and Yom Kippur will atone for my sins, Yom Kippur does
not atone for his sins." Furthermore, for transgressions between
a person and God, Yom Kippur atones; however, for transgres-
sions between a person and another," Yom Kippur does not
atone until he appeases the other person.



