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§ 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 hern 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 youn 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 
Yoĥanan.

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 Ĥanina 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 Ĥanina 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: If a person is ill and 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,h 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 noth need 
to eat, one listens to the doctor. What is the reason for this 
halakha? It is because confusion [tunba]l 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. 

יהּ  לְַ מֵּ אָאְחָא, אָתוּ  דְּ אָה  הַהִיא עוּבָּ
לָהּ  לְחוֹשׁוּ  זִילוּ  לְהוּ:  אֲמַא  י,  אַבִּ דְּ
לָהּ  לְחוּשׁוּ  הוּאד  כִי׳ּוּאֵי  דְּ יוֹמָא  דְּ
אְךָ  טֶאֶם אֶצָּ אד ָ אֵי עֲלֵיהּ ״בְּ וְאִילְחִישָׁ
י  אַבִּ הּ  מִינָּ נְ׳ַ   וגופד  יךָ״  יְדַעְתִּ טֶן  בֶּ בַּ

יוֹחָנָןד

יהּ  לְַ מֵּ אָאְחָא, אָתוּ  דְּ אָה  הַהִיא עוּבָּ
לָהּ,  לְחוֹשׁוּ  לְהוּ:  אֲמַא  חֲנִינָא,  י  אַבִּ דְּ

אד ָ אֵי עֲלֵיהּ: וְלָא אִילְחִישָׁ

NOTES
What did you see to make you think your blood is redder – מַאי חָזֵית 
דָמָך סוּמָּ  טְ׳ֵי  There are two explanations for this halakha. First, one :דְּ
life does not supersede another. Second, the only reason to transgress 
a mitzva is to save a life, and since here no life is saved, no permission 
is granted to perform a prohibited act and kill. The reasoning of: What 
did you see, applies even to a group. If, for example, gentiles say to a 
group of Jews: Surrender one person to be killed, and if not we will 
kill you all, the group must all submit to death rather than surrender a 
single individual. In that case, they cannot know if that person’s worth 
is equal to the whole group, and so they cannot make a calculation 
based solely on numbers (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim).

Whisper to her – ּלְחוֹשׁוּ לָה: 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’iri 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 I formed you – ָטֶאֶם אֶצּוֹאְך  Tosefet Yom HaKippurim writes that :בְּ
the main point of the verse is the last clause: “And before you came 
forth out of the womb I 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 
Siaĥ Yitzĥak).

HALAKHA
Let him be killed and let him not transgress – יֵיהָאֵג וְאַל יַעֲבוֹא: From 
where is it derived that it is prohibited to violate the three prohibitions 
of idol worship, murder, and forbidden sexual relations, even to save 
one’s life? It is written: “And you shall love the Lord your God…with 
all your life” (Deuteronomy 6:5). This means: Even if He takes your life. 
With regard to murder, this is based on logical reasoning: One may not 
destroy one life for the sake of another life. The halakha pertaining to 
forbidden sexual relations is derived through the connection in the 
Torah between forbidden sexual relations and murder (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Yesodei HaTorah 5:7).

׳גד
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הּ  מִינָּ נְ׳ַ   מֵאָחֶם״,  עִים  אְשָׁ ״זוֹאוּ 
יאֵיד א ׳ֵּ תַאי אַצַּ בְּ שַׁ

ִ יאִין״ד  י בְּ ״חוֹלֶה מַאֲכִילִין אוֹתוֹ עַל ׳ִּ
״צָאִיךְ״,  אי: חוֹלֶה אוֹמֵא  יַנַּ י  אַבִּ אָמַא 
שׁוֹמְעִין  צָאִיךְ״ –  וְאוֹ׳ֵא אוֹמֵא ״אֵינוֹ 
לַחוֹלֶה, מַאי טַעְמָא – ״לֵב יוֹדֵעַ מָאַת 
אוֹ׳ֵא  דְתֵימָא:  מַהוּ  יטָא!  שִׁ ׳ְּ נַ׳ְשׁוֹ״ד 

מַע לָןד  ִ ים לֵיהּ טְ׳ֵי, ָ א מַשְׁ

אוֹמֵא  וְחוֹלֶה  ״צָאִיךְ״  אוֹמֵא  אוֹ׳ֵא 
מַאי  לָאוֹ׳ֵאד  שׁוֹמְעִין   – צָאִיךְ״  ״אֵינוֹ 
נֵָ יט לֵיהּד א הוּא דְּ טַעְמָא – תּוּנְבָּ

י  ׳ִּ עַל  אוֹתוֹ  מַאֲכִילִין  חוֹלֶה  נַן:  תְּ
י  ׳ִּ ִ יאִין – אִין, עַל  בְּ י  ׳ִּ ִ יאִיןד עַל  בְּ
ִ יאִין – אִין, עַל  י בְּ עַצְמוֹ – לָאד עַל ׳ִּ

ִ י אֶחָד – לָא!  י בָּ ׳ִּ

Whisper to her – ּלְחוֹשׁוּ לָה: 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’iri 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 I formed you – ָאְך טֶאֶם אֶצָּ  Tosefet Yom HaKippurim writes :בְּ
that the main point of the verse is the last clause: “And before 
you came forth out of the womb I 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 Siaĥ Yitzĥak).

notes

An ill person says he needs to eat – ְחוֹלֶה אוֹמֵא צָאִיך: If an ill 
person says he needs to eat, he may be fed, even if doctors say it 
is not necessary (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 618:1).

A doctor says the ill person needs food but the ill person 
himself says he does not – ְאוֹ׳ֵא אוֹמֵא צָאִיךְ וְחוֹלֶה אוֹמֵא אֵינוֹ צָאִיך: 
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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 618:1).

halakha

Confusion [tunba] – א  The origin of this word is Syriac, and :תּוּנְבָּ
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.

language
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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.h 

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 hundredn 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: 
I do 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. 

צְאִיכְנָאד  לָא  אָמַא  דְּ  – עָסְִ ינַן  מַאי  בְּ הָכָא 
א  אִיכָּ ִ י! לָא צְאִיכָא, דְּ י בָּ וְלֵיסְ׳וּ לֵיהּ עַל ׳ִּ
אָמַא: לאֹ צָאִיךְד מַאֲכִילִין  הֲדֵיהּ, דְּ אַחֲאִינָא בַּ

ִ יאִיןד י בְּ אוֹתוֹ עַל ׳ִּ

נְ׳ָשׁוֹת  וּסְ׳ֵ   הוּא,  נְ׳ָשׁוֹת  סְ׳ֵ   יטָא!  שִׁ ׳ְּ
אַחֲאִינֵי  אֵי  תְּ א  אִיכָּ דְּ צְאִיכָא  לָא  לְהֵָ ל! 
אָמַא  ב דְּ אָמְאִי: לאֹ צָאִיךְד וְאַב עַל גַּ הֲדֵיהּ, דְּ בַּ
הָנֵי   – תְאֵי  כִּ וּמֵאָה  מֵאָה,  כְּ אֵי  תְּ סָ׳ְאָא:  אַב 
 – נָא  אוּמְדָּ לְעִנְיַן  אֲבָל  עֵדוּת,  לְעִנְיַן  י  מִילֵּ

עוֹת אָזְלִינַןד  תַא דֵּ בָּ

נָא דְמָמוֹנָא, אֲבָל  י – לְעִנְיַן אוּמְדָּ וְהָנֵי מִילֵּ
הָכָא – סְ׳ֵ  נְ׳ָשׁוֹת הוּאד

ִ יאִין –  ם בְּ ָ תָנֵי סֵי׳ָא: וְאִם אֵין שָׁ וְהָא מִדְּ
א  אֵישָׁ לָל דְּ י עַצְמוֹ, מִכְּ מַאֲכִילִין אוֹתוֹ עַל ׳ִּ
אָא וְהָכִי ָ תָנֵי:  אֲמַא ״צָאִיךְ״! חַסּוֹאֵי מִיחַסְּ דַּ
אָמַא לאֹ צָאִיךְ אֲנִי,  בָאִים אֲמוּאִים – דְּ ה דְּ מֶּ בַּ
אֵי  ִ יאִין תְּ ם בְּ אֲבָל אָמַא צָאִיךְ אֲנִי – אֵין שָׁ
אָמַא לאֹ צָאִיךְ – מַאֲכִילִין אוֹתוֹ  א חַד דְּ אֶלָּ

י עַצְמוֹד עַל ׳ִּ

אָמַא  דְּ הֵיכָא  ל  כָּ אָמַא:  י  אַשִׁ אַב  א  בַּ מָא 
א מֵאָה דְאָמְאִי ״לאֹ  ״צָאִיךְ אֲנִי״ אֲ׳ִילּוּ אִיכָּ
אֱמַא: ״לֵב יוֹדֵעַ  נֶּ מְעִינַן, שֶׁ צָאִיךְ״ – לְדִידֵיהּ שָׁ

מָאַת נַ׳ְשׁוֹ״ד

ִ יאִין – מַאֲכִילִין אוֹתוֹ  ם בְּ נַן: אִם אֵין שָׁ תְּ
ִ יאִין, הָא  א בְּ לֵיכָּ י עַצְמוֹד טַעֲמָא – דְּ עַל ׳ִּ
ה  מֶּ בַּ ָ אָמַא:  הָכִי  לָא!   – ִ יאִין  בְּ א  אִיכָּ
אֲנִי,  צָאִיךְ  לאֹ  אָמַא  דְּ  – אֲמוּאִים  בָאִים  דְּ
לָל  ִ יאִין כְּ ם בְּ אֲבָל אָמַא צָאִיךְ אֲנִי – אֵין שָׁ
אֱמַא: ״לֵב  נֶּ שֶׁ עַצְמוֹ,  י  ׳ִּ עַל  מַאֲכִילִין אוֹתוֹ 

יוֹדֵעַ מָאַת נַ׳ְשׁוֹ״ד

Dispute between doctors – מַחֲלוֶֹ ת אוֹ׳ְאִים: If one doc-
tor says that an 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 
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 618:4).

halakha

Two are like one hundred – מֵאָה כְּ אֵי   ,By Torah law :תְּ
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. 

notes
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mishna In the case of one who is seized with the 
life-threatening illness bulmos,hlb 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.n This was thought to be a remedy 
for the bite, but the Rabbis deem it ineffective. And Rabbi Matya 
ben Ĥarash permits feeding it to him, as he deems it effective.n

And furthermore, Rabbi Matya ben Ĥarash said: With regard to 
one who suffers pain in his throat, one may place medicinen 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 theren 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.

gemara 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,n 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.hn 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 foodn 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. 

אֲחָזוֹ בּוּלְמוֹס – מַאֲכִילִין  מתניפ מִי שֶׁ
יֵּאוֹאוּ  בָאִים טְמֵאִים, עַד שֶׁ אוֹתוֹ אֲ׳ִילּוּ דְּ
אֵין   – שׁוֹטֶה  לֶב  כֶּ כוֹ  שָׁ נְּ שֶׁ מִי  עֵינָיוד 
י  וְאַבִּ לּוֹ,  שֶׁ בֵד  כָּ מֵחֲצַא  מַאֲכִילִין אוֹתוֹ 

יאד  ן חָאָשׁ מַתִּ מָתְיָא בֶּ

שׁ  ן חָאָשׁ: הַחוֹשֵׁ י מַתְיָא בֶּ וְעוֹד אָמַא אַבִּ
ת,  בָּ ַ שּׁ יו בַּ תוֹךְ ׳ִּ ילִין לוֹ סַם בְּ גְאוֹנוֹ מַטִּ בִּ
סְ׳ֵ   וְכָל  נְ׳ָשׁוֹת,  סְ׳ֵ   הוּא  שֶׁ נֵי  מִ׳ְּ

תד  בָּ ַ נְ׳ָשׁוֹת דּוֹחֶה אֶת הַשּׁ

ם  ׳ְלָה עָלָיו מַ׳ּוֹלֶת, סָ׳ֵ  הוּא שָׁ נָּ מִי שֶׁ
ם, סָ׳ֵ  חַי סָ׳ֵ  מֵת, סָ׳ֵ   סָ׳ֵ  אֵינוֹ שָׁ
אֶת  עָלָיו  חִין  מְ׳ַּ ְ  – אָאֵל  יִשְׂ סָ׳ֵ   גּוֹי 
חִין, וְאִם מֵת –  לד מְצָאוּהוּ חַי – מְ׳ַּ ְ הַגַּ

יחוּהוּד יַנִּ

הֵאִיאוּ  יִין הָיוּ יוֹדְעִין שֶׁ נַן: מִנַּ נוּ אַבָּ גמפ תָּ
אָמַא  לָאַעד  טוֹב  ין  בֵּ יַּבְחִין  ֶ מִשּׁ עֵינָיו? 

יֵי: וּבְטַעֲמָאד  אַבַּ

אֲחָזוֹ בּוּלְמוֹס – מַאֲכִילִין  נַן: מִי שֶׁ נוּ אַבָּ תָּ
 – וּנְבֵילָה  טֶבֶל  ל,  הַּ ַ ל  הַּ ַ אוֹתוֹ 
בִיעִית –  מַאֲכִילִין אוֹתוֹ נְבֵילָה, טֶבֶל וּשְׁ

בִיעִיתד שְׁ

תַנְיָא:  דְּ הִיא,  אֵי  נָּ תַּ  – וּתְאוּמָה  טֶבֶל 
מַאֲכִילִין  וְאֵין  טֶבֶל,  אוֹתוֹ  מַאֲכִילִין 
אוּמָה  ימָא אוֹמֵא: תְּ ן תֵּ אוּמָהד בֶּ אוֹתוֹ תְּ
א  אֶ׳ְשָׁ דְּ הֵיכָא  ה:  אַבָּ אָמַא  טֶבֶלד  וְלאֹ 
לִיגִי  ׳ְּ לָא  עָלְמָא  כוּלֵי  דְּ  – ין  חוּלִּ בְּ

מַתְְ נִינַן לֵיהּ וּמַסְ׳ִינָן לֵיהּד  דְּ

One who is seized with bulmos – אֲחָזוֹ בּוּלְמוֹס  If one :מִי שֶׁ
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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 618:9).

Severity of forbidden foods – חוּמְאֵי הַאִיסּוּאִים: 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).

halakha

Bulmos – בּוּלְמוֹס: From the Greek βουλιμία, boulimia, 
meaning unhealthy hunger.

language

Bulmos – בּוּלְמוֹס: The unhealthy sensation of hunger is the result 
of a drastic drop in blood sugar level, due to food deprivation 
or illness. As described in the Gemara, this state is accompanied 

by a partial loss of vision. The Sages advised that an individual 
suffering from this symptom should immediately be fed sweet 
foods, which are digested quickly by the body.

background

Lobe of liver – בֵד  Rav Hai Gaon explains that this is :חֲצַא כָּ
one of the small parts of the liver.

Feeding an ill person from the liver lobe – הַאֲכָלָה מֵחֲצַא 
בֵד -It seems that the dispute here is whether this con :כָּ
stitutes administering a remedy or not. The Rambam ex-
plains that eating the liver lobe is not a medicinal cure but 
a folk remedy, which requires the faith of the ill person. No 
Torah prohibition may be violated for a folk remedy.

One may place medicine – ילִין לוֹ סַם  This statement :מַטִּ
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. – סָ׳ֵ  הוּא 
ם וכופ  Some authorities explain that these uncertainties :שָׁ
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 – 
ין טוֹב לָאַע יַּבְחִין בֵּ ֶ  The Me’iri explains this is referring to :מִשּׁ
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 – ל  וֹדֵם ל הַּ ַ  The question has :הַּ ַ
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 (Siaĥ Yitzĥak).

Where it is possible to feed him non-sacred food – הֵיכָא 
ין חוּלִּ א בְּ אֶ׳ְשָׁ  Rashi explains that using non-sacred food :דְּ
might not be possible because there may be an insuf-
ficient amount. Other commentaries suggest additional 
interpretations to this Gemara (Gevurat Ari).

notes
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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.n 
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,n 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 
feed 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 bith 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.

מָא  ין,  חוּלִּ בְּ א  אֶ׳ְשָׁ דְלָא  בִּ  – לִיגִי  ׳ְּ י  כִּ
אוּמָה  תְּ סָבַא:  וּמָא  חָמוּא,  טֶבֶל  סָבַא: 
אֲבָל  חָמוּא,  טֶבֶל  סָבַא:  מָא  חֲמוּאָה, 
אוּמָה  אוּמָה – חַזְיָא לַכּהֵֹןד וּמָא סָבַא: תְּ תְּ
א לְתַּ וֹנֵיהּד חֲמוּאָה, אֲבָל טֶבֶל – אֶ׳ְשָׁ

NOTES 
Two are like one hundred – מֵאָה אֵי כְּ -By Torah law, testimony de :תְּ
pends on the word of two witnesses. A declaration by two witnesses 
is considered as fact, provided the statements of the two do not con-
tradict 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 majority opinion. This rule of majority applies in any case that relies 
on expertise or understanding. 

Lobe of liver – בֵד  Rav Hai Gaon explains that this is one of the :חֲצַא כָּ
small parts of the liver.

Feeding an ill person from the liver lobe – בֵד  It seems :הַאֲכָלָה מֵחֲצַא כָּ
that the dispute here is whether this constitutes administering a rem-
edy or not. The Rambam explains that eating the liver lobe is not a 
medicinal cure but a folk remedy, which requires the faith of the ill 
person. No Torah prohibition may be violated for a folk remedy.

One may place medicine – ילִין לוֹ סַם  This statement seems to :מַטִּ
permit any acts necessary to prepare the medicine, even if it means 
violating multiple Torah prohibitions (Rabbeinu Yehonatan).

There is uncertainty whether he is there, etc. – ם וכופ  :סָ׳ֵ  הוּא שָׁ
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 possibility 
of saving a life (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Min HaAnavim).

From when he can discern between good and bad – ין טוֹב יַּבְחִין בֵּ ֶ  מִשּׁ
 The Me’iri explains this is referring to nighttime, when one cannot :לָאַע
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 – ל  וֹדֵם ל הַּ ַ  :The question has been raised :הַּ ַ
Isn’t this obvious; why does the Gemara need to mention it? A sug-
gested 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 (Siaĥ Yitzĥak).

Where it is possible to feed him non-sacred food – א אֶ׳ְשָׁ דְּ  הֵיכָא 
ין חוּלִּ  Rashi explains that using non-sacred food might not be possible :בְּ
because there may be an insufficient amount. Other commentaries 
suggest additional interpretations to this Gemara (Gevurat Ari).

HALAKHA
A doctor says the ill person needs food but the ill person himself 
says he does not – ְאוֹ׳ֵא אוֹמֵא צָאִיךְ וְחוֹלֶה אוֹמֵא אֵינוֹ צָאִיך: 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 needing food (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 618:1).

The ill person says he needs to eat – ְחוֹלֶה אוֹמֵא צָאִיך: If an ill person 
says he needs to eat, he may be fed, even if doctors say it is not neces-
sary (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 618:1).

Dispute between doctors – מַחֲלוֶֹ ת אוֹ׳ְאִים: If one doctor says that an 
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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 618:4).

One who is seized with bulmos – אֲחָזוֹ בּוּלְמוֹס  If one is afflicted :מִי שֶׁ
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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 618:9).

Severity of forbidden foods – חוּמְאֵי הַאִיסּוּאִים: The prohibitions relat-
ing 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
Confusion [tunba] – א  The origin of this word is Syriac, and it :תּוּנְבָּ
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.

Bulmos – בּוּלְמוֹס: From the Greek βουλιμία, boulimia, meaning un-
healthy hunger.

BACKGROUND
Bulmos – בּוּלְמוֹס: The unhealthy sensation of hunger is the result of 
a drastic drop in blood sugar level, due to food deprivation or illness. 
As described in the Gemara, this state is accompanied by a partial 
loss of vision. The Sages advised that an individual suffering from this 
symptom should immediately be fed sweet foods, which are digested 
quickly by the body.

׳ג:

Perek VIII
Daf 83 Amud b

צְאִיכָא  לָא  יטָא!  שִׁ ׳ְּ ין  חוּלִּ בְּ א  אֶ׳ְשָׁ
תד בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ

נָן  אַבָּ יטָא, טִלְטוּל מִדְּ שִׁ ת נַמִי ׳ְּ בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ
עָצִיץ  בֶּ  – עָסְִ ינַן  מַאי  בְּ הָכָא  הוּא! 

נַןד אַבָּ אֵינוֹ נָ וּב, דְּ שֶׁ

אוּמָה  מָא סָבַא: טֶבֶל חָמוּא, וּמָא סָבַא תְּ
חֲמוּאָהד 

כוֹ  שָׁ נְּ תַנְיָא: מִי שֶׁ אֵי הִיא, דְּ נָּ לֵימָא תַּ
נָחָשׁ  וֹאִין לוֹ אוֹ׳ֵא מִמָּ וֹם לְמָ וֹם, 
אְנְגוֹלֶת, וְגוֹזְזִין לוֹ  וּמְָ אְעִין לוֹ אֶת הַתַּ
וְאֵין  וּמַאֲכִילִין אוֹתוֹ  ין,  אִישִׁ הַכְּ אֶת 
אֶלְעָזָא  י  אַבִּ יד  אַבִּ בְאֵי  דִּ א,  לְעַשֵּׂ צָאִיךְ 
עַד  יֹאכַל  לאֹ  אוֹמֵא:  מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  אַבִּ בְּ

אד יְּעַשֵּׂ שֶׁ

מְעוֹן הִיא,  י שִׁ אַבִּ י אֶלְעָזָא בְּ נֵימָא אַבִּ
י!  וְלאֹ אַבִּ

Moving is prohibited by rabbinic law – נָן הוּא אַבָּ  :טִלְטוּל מִדְּ
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; Pitĥei She’arim).

Imperforate container – אֵינוֹ נָ וּב  A plant grown in :עָצִיץ שֶׁ
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 
plant to 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.

notes

One whom a snake bit – ׁכוֹ נָחָש שָׁ נְּ  If someone is bitten :מִי שֶׁ
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 ill person says noth-
ing, everything that would usually be done on a weekday to 
heal him must be done for him on Shabbat (Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 328:6).

halakha
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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” 
(I 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,n 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” (I Samuel 30:11–12). 
This indicates that sweets are given after the main course and not 
before it.

Rav Naĥman 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 Yoĥanan said: Once 
I was seized with bulmos and I ran to the east side of a fig treeb 
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 Yoĥanan 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]l and 
plates with all sorts of sweets. Rabbi Yehuda said to him in jest: 
I robbed only the shepherd, but you have robbed the entire city.

י  אַבִּ אָמַא  ָ ּ אן לָא  כָּ י, עַד  אַבִּ ימָא  תֵּ אֲ׳ִילּוּ 
נַן, אֲבָל  אַבָּ א יָאָ  דְּ א לְעִנְיַן מַעְשַׂ הָתָם – אֶלָּ
אוֹאַיְיתָא הוּא – אֲ׳ִילּוּ  טֶבֶל דְּ גָן דְּ א דָּ מַעְשַׂ בְּ
אֵינוֹ  שֶׁ עָצִיץ  בֶּ לֵיהּ  אֵית  שָׁ אִי  דְּ מוֹדֶה  י  אַבִּ

הוּא נָ וּבד עָצִיץ שֶׁ נָ וּב אָתֵי לְמֵיכַל בֶּ

מַאֲכִילִין  בּוּלְמוֹס  אֲחָזוֹ  שֶׁ מִי  נַן:  אַבָּ נוּ  תָּ
בַשׁ  הַדְּ שֶׁ מְתִיָ ה,  מִינֵי  וְכָל  בַשׁ  דְּ אוֹתוֹ 
ל  שֶׁ עֵינָיו  מְאוֹא  מְאִיאִין  מְתִיָ ה  מִינֵי  וְכָל 
זֵכֶא  בָא,  לַדָּ אְאָיָה  אֵין  שֶׁ י  ׳ִּ עַל  וְאַב  אָדָםד 
י  טָעַמְתִּ י  כִּ עֵינַי  י אוֹאוּ  כִּ נָא  ״אְאוּ   – בָא  לַדָּ

בַשׁ הַזֶּה״ד  מְעַט דְּ

הָתָם  בָא – דְּ אֵין אְאָיָה לַדָּ י שֶׁ וּמַאי אַב עַל ׳ִּ
לָאו בּוּלְמוֹס אַחֲזֵיהּד 

אֲכִילָה,  לְאַחַא  א  אֶלָּ נוּ  שָׁ לאֹ  יֵי:  אַבַּ אָמַא 
כְתִיב:  דִּ אֵיא,  גָּ מִגְאַא   – אֲכִילָה  אֲבָל  וֹדֵם 
אוֹתוֹ  וַיְִּ חוּ  דֶה  שָּׂ בַּ מִצְאִי  אִישׁ  ״וַיִּמְצְאוּ 
נוּ לוֹ לֶחֶם וַיּאֹכַל וַיַּשְׁ וּהוּ מָיִם  וִד וַיִּתְּ אֶל דָּ
נֵי צִמּוִּ ים וַיּאֹכַל  בֵילָה וּשְׁ נוּ לוֹ ׳ֶלַח דְּ וַיִּתְּ
וְלאֹ  לֶחֶם  אָכַל  לאֹ  י  כִּ אֵלָיו  אוּחוֹ  ב  שָׁ וַתָּ
ה לֵילוֹת״ד לשָֹׁ ה יָמִים וּשְׁ לשָֹׁ תָה מַיִם שְׁ שָׁ

אֲחָזוֹ  שֶׁ מִי  מוּאֵל:  שְׁ אָמַא  נַחְמָן  אַב  אָמַא 
אַב  דְבַשׁד  בִּ אַלְיָה  מַאֲכִילִין אוֹתוֹ  בּוּלְמוֹס 
סוֹלֶת  אַב  אָמַא:  עַ  יְהוֹשֻׁ אַב  דְּ אֵיהּ  בְּ הוּנָא 
ִ מְחֵי  אֲ׳ִילּוּ  אָמַא:  א  ׳ָּ ׳ַּ אַב  דְבַשׁד  בִּ נְִ יָּה 
עַם  ׳ַּ יוֹחָנָן:  י  אַבִּ אָמַא  אד  דִיבְשָׁ בְּ עֲאֵי  שַׂ דְּ
ל  שֶׁ לְמִזְאָחָהּ  י  וְאַצְתִּ בּוּלְמוֹס,  אֲחָזַנִי  אַחַת 
חַיֶּה  תְּ ״הַחָכְמָה  עַצְמִי:  בְּ י  וְִ יַּימְתִּ אֵנָה,  תְּ
תָנֵי אַב יוֹסֵב: הָאוֹצֶה לִטְעוֹם טַעַם  בְעָלֶיהָ״ד דְּ
גֶד  ״וּמִמֶּ אֱמַא:  נֶּ שֶׁ לְמִזְאָחָהּ,  יִ׳ְנֶה   – אֵנָה  תְּ

מֶשׁ״ד בוּאוֹת שָׁ תְּ

אוֹאְחָא,  י יוֹסֵי הָווּ ָ א אָזְלִי בְּ י יְהוּדָה וְאַבִּ אַבִּ
חֵיהּ  ַ ׳ְּ  – יְהוּדָה  י  לְאַבִּ בּוּלְמוֹס  אַחֲזֵיהּ 
י  אַבִּ לֵיהּ  אֲמַא  אד  לְאִי׳ְתָּ אָכְלֵיהּ  לְאוֹעֶה, 
לְמָתָא  מָטוּ  י  כִּ הָאוֹעֶה!  אֶת  חְתָּ  ִ ׳ַּ יוֹסֵי: 
לָגֵי  י יוֹסֵי, אַהַדְאוּהוּ בְּ אַחֲזֵיהּ בּוּלְמוֹס לְאַבִּ
י אֶת  חְתִּ י יְהוּדָה: אֲנִי ִ ׳ַּ וְצָעֵיד אֲמַא לֵיהּ אַבִּ

הּד חְתָּ אֶת הָעִיא כּוּלָּ ה ִ ׳ַּ הָאוֹעֶה וְאַתָּ

He was not seized with bulmos – ּלָאו בּוּלְמוֹס אַחֲזֵיה: In 
this story, Saul had imposed a ban on eating. The people 
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 Yitzĥak).

notes

East side of a fig tree – אֵנָה ל תְּ  As opposed :מִזְאָחָהּ שֶׁ
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.

background

Jugs [lagei]– לָגֵי: This is the plural form of lagina, from 
the Latin lagena or the Greek λάγυνος, lagynos, which 
is a jug made of clay.

Lagynos from the early Roman period

language
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§ 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,n 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, i.e., 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,n 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.

י יוֹסֵי הָווּ  י יְהוּדָה וְאַבִּ י מֵאִיא וְאַבִּ וְתוּ, אַבִּ
יֵי   י מֵאִיא הֲוָה דָּ אוֹאְחָא, אַבִּ ָ א אָזְלִי בְּ
יְי וּ  י יוֹסֵי לָא הָווּ דָּ י יְהוּדָה וְאַבִּ מָא אַבִּ שְׁ בִּ
עוּ  בְּ א  דּוּכְתָּ לְהַהוּא  מָטוּ  י  כִּ מָאד  שְׁ בִּ
מְךָ?  יזָא, יְהַבוּ לְהוּד אָמְאוּ לוֹ: מַה שִׁ ׳ִּ אוּשְׁ
הּ אָדָם  מַע מִינָּ ידוֹאד אָמַא: שְׁ אָמַא לְהוּ: כִּ
הְ׳ּוּכוֹת  תַּ דּוֹא  י  ״כִּ אֱמַא:  נֶּ שֶׁ הוּא,  ע  אָשָׁ
לִימוּ  אַשְׁ יוֹסֵי  י  וְאַבִּ יְהוּדָה  י  אַבִּ ה״ד  הֵמָּ
לִים לֵיהּ  י מֵאִיא לָא אַשְׁ יסַיְיהוּ אַבִּ לֵיהּ כִּ
אֲבוּהּד י ִ יבְאֵיהּ דַּ יסֵיהּד אֲזַל אוֹתְבֵיהּ בֵּ כִּ

יסָא  כִּ ֵ יל  שָׁ א  תָּ חֶלְמֵיהּ:  בְּ לֵיהּ  חֲזִי  אִתַּ
בְאָאד לְמָחָא אֲמַא  הַהוּא גַּ א דְּ ח אַאֵישָׁ מַנַּ דְּ
חֶלְמַאי! אָמְאִי לֵיהּ:  חֲזִי לִי בְּ לְהוּ: הָכִי אִתַּ
אד אֲזַל  שָׁ הוּ מַמָּ י לֵית בְּ מְשֵׁ חֶלְמָא דְבֵי שִׁ
י יוֹמָא וְאַיְיתֵיהּד  י מֵאִיא, וּנְטָאֵיהּ כּוּלֵּ אַבִּ

לְהוּ:  אֲמַא  יסַן!  כִּ לָן  הַב  אָמְאוּ לוֹ:  לְמָחָא 
י  אַבִּ לְהוּ  אֲמַא  מֵעוֹלָםד  בָאִים  דְּ הָיוּ  לאֹ 
מָא? אֲמַאוּ  שְׁ יְיִ יתוּ בִּ אי לָא דָּ מֵאִיא: אַמַּ
אי לָא אָמְאַתְּ לָן מָא? אֲמַא לְהוּ:  לֵיהּ: אַמַּ
מִי  אַחְזוֵּ י  א,  שָׁ חֲשָׁ אֲנָא  אָמְאִי  דְּ אֵימַא 

אֲמָאִי? 

טְלָ׳ְחֵי  חֲזוּ  לַחֲנוּתָא,  וְעַיְּילוּהוּ  כוּהוּ  מְשָׁ
׳ָמֵיהּ, אֲזַלוּ וִיהַבוּ סִימָנָא לִדְבִיתְהוּ,  אַשְׂ
אִיהוּ  אֲזַל  וְאַיְיתוּד  לְכִיסַיְיהוּ  ַ לוּהוּ  וּשְׁ

תֵיהּד וְּ טַלֵיהּ לְאִיתְּ

א  שַׂ תְנַן(: מַיִם אִאשׁוֹנִים הֶאֱכִילוּ בְּ הַיְינוּ )דִּ
׳ֶשׁד חֲזִיא, מַיִם אַחֲאוֹנִים הָאְגוּ אֶת הַנֶּ

י מָטוּ לְהַהוּא  מָא, כִּ שְׁ יְיִ י בִּ וּלְבַסּוֹב הָווּ דָּ
יהּד  לְגַבֵּ עָיְילוּ  לָא   – לָה  בָּ מֵיהּ  שְׁ דִּ יתָא  בֵּ
כְתִיב:  דִּ הוּא,  ע  אָשָׁ הּ  מִינָּ מַע  שְׁ אָמְאִי: 
״אַחֲאֵי  מוֹ:  )כְּ נִאוּ׳ִים״  לָה  לַבָּ ״וָאֹמַא 
זְֵ נָה  לוֹמַא:  כְּ עֶדְנָה״,  לִי  הָיְתָה  בְלוֹתִי 

נִאוּ׳ִים(ד בְּ

A name determines character – אֵים גָּ מָא   This does not :שְׁ
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 

people he encounters. The Sages have said that although 
parents have their own reasons for giving a baby a specific 
name, they are unknowingly directed toward a true and 
appropriate name for their child (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim;  
Maharsha).

First washing – מַיִם אִאשׁוֹנִים: The main point here is explained 
in tractate Ĥullin, where the story is recounted at length. It 
seems that this episode took place during a time of religious 
persecution, when the Jews could not express their desire for 
kosher meat. Therefore, the innkeeper relied on signs.

notes
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§ It was taught that in the case of one whom a mad dogb 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 off his 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.b 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.l 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 off his 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 tuben 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.

ה  ָ נַן: חֲמִשּׁ נוּ אַבָּ לֶב שׁוֹטֶה וכופד תָּ כוֹ כֶּ שָׁ נְּ מִי שֶׁ
וְאִיאוֹ  תוּחַ  ׳ָּ יו  ׳ִּ שׁוֹטֶה:  כֶלֶב  בְּ נֶאֶמְאוּ  בָאִים  דְּ
ח עַל יַאְכוֹתָיו  נוֹטֵב, וְאָזְנָיו סְאוּחוֹת, וּזְנָבוֹ מוּנָּ
נוֹבֵחַ  אַב  וְיֵשׁ אוֹמְאִים  אָכִים  דְּ י  צִידֵּ בְּ ךְ  וּמְהַלֵּ
ים  אי הָוֵי? אַב אָמַא: נָשִׁ מָע, מִמַּ וְאֵין  וֹלוֹ נִשְׁ
אוּחַ  אָמַא:  מוּאֵל  וּשְׁ בּוֹ,  חֲ וֹת  מְשַׂ ׳ָנִיּוֹת  שְׁ כַּ

אָעָה שׁוֹאָה עָלָיוד 

ינַיְיהוּ, א בֵּ ינַיְיהוּ? אִיכָּ מַאי בֵּ

NOTES 
Moving is prohibited by rabbinic law – נָן הוּא אַבָּ  This point :טִלְטוּל מִדְּ
has been challenged, since the Gemara elsewhere gives a different 
reason for the prohibition against separating 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 prohibited 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; Pitĥei She’arim).

Perforated container – עָצִיץ נָ וּב: A plant grown in an imperforate 
container does not absorb water or nutrients from the ground. There-
fore, 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 plant 
to 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.

He was not seized by bulmos – ּלָאו בּוּלְמוֹס אַחֲזֵיה: In this story, Saul 
had imposed a ban on eating. The people saved Jonathan from being 
killed by his father for violating this ban only because Jonathan per-
formed a great service for the nation. If bulmos had seized him, eating 
honey to save his life would have superseded this ban (Toledot Yitzĥak).

A name determines character – אֵים מָא גָּ  This does not mean that :?שְׁ
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, particularly when one is on a journey and does not know 
the people he encounters. The Sages have said that although parents 
have their own reasons for giving a baby a specific name, they are 
unknowingly directed toward a true and appropriate name for their 
child (Tosefet Yom HaKippurim; Maharsha).

First washing – מַיִם אִאשׁוֹנִים: The main point here is explained in 
tractate Ĥullin, where the story is recounted at length. It seems that 
this episode took place during a time of religious persecution, when 
the Jews could not express their desire for kosher meat. Therefore, the 
innkeeper relied on signs.

HALAKHA
One whom a snake bit – ׁכוֹ נָחָש שָׁ נְּ  ,If someone is bitten by a snake :מִי שֶׁ
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 ill person says nothing, everything that would usually be done on 
a weekday to heal him must be done for him on Shabbat (Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 328:6).

LANGUAGE
Cups [lagei]– לָגֵי: This is the plural form of lagina, from the Latin lagena 
or the Greek λάγυνος, lagynos, which is a drinking vessel made of clay.

BACKGROUND
East side of a fig tree – אֵנָה ל תְּ  As opposed to other fruit, figs :מִזְאָחָהּ שֶׁ
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.

Mad dog – לֶב שׁוֹטֶה  ,A mad dog may reach a state of partial paralysis :כֶּ
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.

Cups – לָגֵי: 

Lagynos from the early Roman period

׳דד

Perek VIII
Daf 84 Amud a

זְאָ ד  דָבָא הַנִּ לְמְִ טְלֵיהּ בְּ

אוֹתוֹ  הוֹאְגִין  שֶׁ כְּ מוּאֵל:  שְׁ דִּ וָותֵיהּ  כְּ נְיָא  תַּ
חָיֵיב  דְּ זְאָ ד  הַנִּ דָבָא  בְּ א  אֶלָּ הוֹאְגִין אוֹתוֹ  אֵין 
יהּ  חָיֵיב בֵּ נָכֵית לֵיהּ – מָיֵיתד דְּ ן, דְּ כֵּ יהּ – מִסְתַּ בֵּ
לַח מָאנֵיהּ וְנִיאְהִיטד  יהּ? נִישַׁ נְתֵּ ַ ּ ן, מַאי תַּ כֵּ מִסְתַּ
יְיהוּ  יהּ חַד מִינַּ עַ חַב בֵּ אַב יְהוֹשֻׁ אֵיהּ דְּ אַב הוּנָא בְּ
אָמַא:  וְאָהֵיטד  לְמָאנֵיהּ  לַחִינְהוּ  שְׁ שׁוָּ א,  בְּ

חַיֶּה בְעָלֶיהָ״ד עַצְמִי ״הַחָכְמָה תְּ י בְּ ִ יַּימְתִּ

יֵי:  יהּ? אָמַא אַבַּ נְתֵּ ַ ּ נָכֵית לֵיהּ מָיֵית, מַאי תַּ דְּ
עֲלֵיהּ:  וְנִיכְתּוּב  דִיכְאָא,  דְּ א  אַ׳ָּ דְּ א  כָּ מַשְׁ נֵיתֵי 
א  אַ׳ָּ דְּ א  כָּ שְׁ אַמַּ לָנִיתָא  ׳ְּ א  בַּ לָנְיָא  ׳ְּ אֲנָא 
ְ לִיאוּסד  י  נְתִּ כַּ י  נְתִּ כַּ עֲלָךְ  תֵיבְנָא  כָּ יכְאָא  דִּ
הפ  יָהּ  יָהּ  ְ לוֹאוֹס  ַ נְדִי  ַ נְדִי  לָהּ:  וְאָמְאִי 
לְחִינְהוּ לְמָאנֵיהּ  צְבָאוֹת, אָמֵן אָמֵן סֶלָהד וּנְשַׁ
א,  תָּ שַׁ יַאְחֵי  אֵיסַא  תְּ עַד  ִ בְאִי  י  בֵּ אִינְהוּ  וְלְִ בְּ
וְנִבְדְאִינְהוּ  תַנּוּאָא,  בְּ וְנְִ לִינְהוּ  ִ ינְהוּ  וְנַ׳ְּ
יַאְחֵי  אֵיסַא  תְּ וְהָנָךְ  אָכִיםד  דְּ ת  אָשַׁ אַ׳ָּ לְִ טְמֵיהּ 
גוּבְתָא  א בְּ י אֶלָּ תֵּ תֵי מַיָּא – לָא לִישְׁ י שָׁ א, כִּ תָּ שַׁ
ןד  כֵּ א וְלִיסְתַּ ידָּ שִׁ בוּאָה דְּ ילְמָא חֲזֵי בָּ א, דִּ נְחַשָׁ דִּ
א מַנְיוּמִי,  א בַּ א מָאְתָא, הוּא אַבָּ א בַּ אַבָּ י הָא דְּ כִּ

דַהֲבָא: יהּ גּוּבְתָא דְּ א לֵיהּ אִימֵּ עָבְדָּ

Mad dog – לֶב שׁוֹטֶה  A mad dog may reach a state of :כֶּ
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.

background

Rabies in humans – אָדָם בֶת בָּ לֶּ   Untreated rabies in humans is :כַּ
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

Kelirus – לִיאוּס ְ: Possibly from the Greek κλῆρος, klèros, 
meaning destiny or lottery.

language

Copper tube – א נְחַשָׁ דִּ גוּבְתָא   One approach suggests :בְּ
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).

notes
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§ The mishna said: And furthermore, Rabbi Matya ben 
Ĥarash 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 Yoĥanan 
suffered from the illness tzefidna,lb which first affects the 
teeth and gums and then the intestines. He went to a certain 
gentile matron [matronita]l 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: If I do need it, what shall 
I do? 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 Yoĥanan 
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 Yoĥanan’s stature broke his vow.n 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 Aĥa, 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? It is 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 Yoĥanan suffered 
from tzefidna, he prepared this medicine described above 
on Shabbat and was cured. The Gemara asks: And how did 
Rabbi Yoĥanan prepare this medicine on Shabbat for an 
ailment which affects only the gums but is not life-threaten-
ing? Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak 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.h

Rav Ĥiyya bar Abba said to Rabbi Yoĥanan: In accord-
ance with whose opinion did he do this? Was it not in  
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Matya ben Ĥarash, 
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 Yoĥanan 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 Ĥarash is not a 
minority opinion.

חָשׁ  יוֹחָנָן  י  אַבִּ מַתְיָא״ד  י  אַבִּ אָמַא  ״וְעוֹד 
מַטְאוֹנִיתָא,  הַהִיא  דְּ הּ  בָּ גַּ אֲזַל  צְ׳ִידְנָא,  בִּ
תָאד  בְּ שַׁ וּמַעֲלֵי  א  חַמְשָׁ תָא  מִלְּ לֵיהּ  א  עָבְדָּ
לָא  לֵיהּ:  אֲמַאָה  מַאי?  ת  בַּ שַׁ בְּ לָהּ:  אֲמַא 
לֵיהּ:  אֲמַאָה  מַאי?  מִצְטָאֵיכְנָא  אִי  צְאִיכַתד 
ע: לֵאלָהָא  בַּ תַּ יתד אִישְׁ לָא מְגַלֵּ ע לִי דְּ בַּ תַּ אִישְׁ
׳ִיאְָ אד הּ בְּ אַשָׁ ינָאד נְ׳ַ  דְּ אָאֵל לָא מְגַלֵּ יִשְׂ דְּ

לָא  אָאֵל  יִשְׂ דְּ לֵאלָהָא  לָהּ!  ע  בַּ תַּ אִישְׁ וְהָא 
וְהָא  ינָאד  מְגַלֵּ אָאֵל  יִשְׂ לְעַמּוֹ  הָא  ינָא,  מְגַלֵּ

אָאד  י לָהּ מֵעִיּ ָ מְגַלֵּ ם! דִּ ֵ א חִלּוּל הַשּׁ אִיכָּ

אַב  דְּ אֵיהּ  בְּ אַב אַחָא  לֵיהּ? אָמַא  א  עָבְדָּ מַאי 
מֶן זַיִת, וּמֶלַחד אַב יֵימָא אָמַא:  אוֹא, שֶׁ אַמִי: מֵי שְׂ
י אָמַא:  מֶן זַיִת, וּמֶלַחד אַב אַשִׁ אוֹא גּוּ׳ֵיהּ, שֶׁ שְׂ
אֲנָא  יֵי:  אַבַּ אֲמַא  אַוְוזָאד  דְּ גַדְ׳ָא  דְּ חָא  מִשְׁ
לִי  אֲמַא  דַּ עַד  אי,  סָּ אִיתַּ וְלָא  הוּ,  לְכוּלְּ עֲבַדִי 
לָא  דְּ זֵיתָא  דְּ יְיתָא  ַ ַ שּׁ אַיְיתֵי  טַיָּיעָא:  הַהוּא 
א,  חַדְתָּ אָא  אַמָּ נוּאָא  בְּ וְּ לֵינְהוּ  א  ילְתָּ תִּ מְלוּ 
איד סַּ כָכֵי דָאֵיהּד עֲבַדִי הָכִי וְאִיתַּ י  בְּ וְאַדְבֵּ

יּוּאֵי  ִ י וּמִשּׁ חִיטֵּ אי הֲוָה? מֵחֲמִימֵי חֲמִימֵי דְּ מִמַּ
י  מִידֵּ אָמֵי  ד  כַּ וּמַאי סִימָנֵיהּ?  הַאְסָנָאד  דְּ סָא  כָּ
י  כִּ יוֹחָנָן  י  אַבִּ דָאֵיד  י  מִבֵּ מָא  דְּ וַאֲתָא  כָכֵיהּ  בְּ
יד  סֵּ וְאִיתַּ תָא,  בְּ שַׁ בְּ הָכִי  עֲבַד  צְ׳ִידְנָא  בִּ חָשׁ 
א  י יוֹחָנָן הֵיכִי עָבֵיד הָכִי? אֲמַא אַב נַחְמָן בַּ וְאַבִּ
׳ֶה  בְּ וּמַתְחִיל  הוֹאִיל  צְ׳ִידְנָא,  אנֵי  שַׁ יִצְחָ : 

בְנֵי מֵעַיִיםד  וְגוֹמֵא בִּ

יוֹחָנָן:  י  לְאַבִּ א  אַבָּ א  בַּ חִיָּיא  אַב  לֵיהּ  אֲמַא 
שׁ  אֲמַא: הַחוֹשֵׁ ן חָאָשׁ, דַּ י מַתְיָא בֶּ אַבִּ מַאן – כְּ כְּ
אֲנִי  ת? אֲמַא לֵיהּ: שֶׁ בָּ ַ שּׁ ילִין לוֹ סַם בַּ ׳ִיו מַטִּ בְּ

אַחֶאֶתד זוֹ, וְלאֹ בְּ אוֹמֵא: בָּ

Tzefidna – צְ׳ִידְנָא: Some authorities maintain that the origin 
of this word is the Greek σηπεδών, sepedon, meaning rot. 
Others suggest its origin is in the Semitic root tzfd, meaning 
shrinkage.

Matron [matronita] – מַטְאוֹנִיתָא: From the Latin matrona, 
meaning woman, with the Aramaic feminine suffix -ita.

language

Tzefidna – צְ׳ִידְנָא: 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.

background

What shall I do on Shabbat – ת מַאי בַּ שַׁ  Rabbi Yoĥanan was :בְּ
apparently busy on Shabbat with his lectures and lessons and 
could not visit the woman. He therefore asked what he should 
do on Shabbat (Siaĥ Yitzĥak).

A vow to a gentile – בוּעָה לְגוֹי  A vow to a gentile such as :שְׁ
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 Yoĥanan 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’iri).

notes

An illness that may be healed on Shabbat – א אֶ׳ְשָׁ  מַחֲלָה שֶׁ
ת בָּ שַׁ בְּ א   Any potentially fatal injury may be healed on :לְאַ׳ֵּ

Shabbat, including any injury, wound, or abscess of the teeth, 
but not merely a toothache (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 328:3).

halakha
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Let us say that this baraita supports him: With regard to one 
who is seized with yerakon,b one feeds him donkey meat as 
medicine; with regard to one whom a mad dog bit, one feeds 
him the lobe of its liver;b 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 Ĥarash. 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: Bloodlettingb to heal the ailment 
serunkhil 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 Ĥarash: One may let 
blood for serunkhi on Shabbat; and in the case of one whom a 
mad dog bit, one feeds him the lobe of its 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 a remedy. 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 
dog bit, 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 
Ĥarash. 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 Ĥarash 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.

 – יֵאָ וֹן  אֲחָזוֹ  שֶׁ מִי  לֵיהּ:  מְסַיַּיע  לֵימָא 
לֶב  כוֹ כֶּ שָׁ נְּ א חֲמוֹא, מִי שֶׁ שַׂ מַאֲכִילִין אוֹתוֹ בְּ
לּוֹ,  בֵד שֶׁ שׁוֹטֶה – מַאֲכִילִין אוֹתוֹ מֵחֲצַא כָּ
ת,  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ סַם  לוֹ  ילִין  מַטִּ  – ׳ִיו  בְּ שׁ  וְהַחוֹשֵׁ
ן חָאָשׁד וַחֲכָמִים אוֹמְאִים:  י מַתְיָא בֶּ בְאֵי אַבִּ דִּ
אֵלּוּ  בְּ אְ׳וּאָהד  וּם  מִשּׁ הֶם  בָּ אֵין  אֵילּוּ  בְּ
לְמַעוֹטֵי מַאי – מַאי לָאו לְמַעוֹטֵי סַם? 

ם לִסְאוּנְכִיד הָכִי נַמִי  יזִין דָּ לָא, לְמַעוֹטֵי מַּ ִ
אֲמַא  בָאִים  דְּ ה  לשָֹׁ שְׁ תַנְיָא:  דְּ אָא,  בְּ מִסְתַּ
י  וּם אַבִּ מַע מִשּׁ ָ שּׁ י יוֹסֵי שֶׁ אַבִּ מָעֵאל בְּ י יִשְׁ אַבִּ
ת,  בָּ ַ שּׁ ם לִסְאוּנְכִי בַּ יזִין דָּ ן חָאָשׁ: מַּ ִ מַתְיָא בֶּ
אוֹתוֹ  מַאֲכִילִין  שׁוֹטֶה  לֶב  כֶּ כוֹ  שָׁ נְּ שֶׁ וּמִי 
ילִין  מַטִּ ׳ִיו  בְּ שׁ  וְהַחוֹשֵׁ לּוֹ,  שֶׁ בֵד  כָּ מֵחָצֵא 

תד בָּ ַ שּׁ לוֹ סַם בַּ

וּם  מִשּׁ הֶן  בָּ אֵין  אֵילּוּ  בְּ וַחֲכָמִים אוֹמְאִים: 
לָאו  מַאי   – מַאי  לְמַעוֹטֵי  אֵילּוּ  בְּ אְ׳וּאָהד 
א?  אֵישָׁ דְּ וּלְמַעוֹטֵי  תְאַיְיתָא,  בַּ י  אְתֵּ אַתַּ
וּלְמַעוֹטֵי  יָיתָא,  ַ מַּ א  אֵישָׁ דְּ י  אְתֵּ אַתַּ לָא, 

סֵי׳ָאד דְּ

NOTES
Copper tube – א נְחַשָׁ דִּ גוּבְתָא   One approach suggests that since :בְּ
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).

What shall I do on Shabbat – ת מַאי בַּ שַׁ -Rabbi Yoĥanan was appar :בְּ
ently busy on Shabbat with his lectures and lessons and could not 
visit the woman. He therefore asked what he should do on Shabbat 
(Siaĥ Yitzĥak).

A vow to a gentile – בוּעָה לְגוֹי -A vow to a gentile such as the ma :שְׁ
tron 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 Yoĥanan 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’iri).

HALAKHA
Illness that may be healed on Shabbat – ת בָּ שַׁ א בְּ א לְאַ׳ֵּ אֶ׳ְשָׁ  :מַחֲלָה שֶׁ
Any potentially fatal injury may be healed on Shabbat, including any 
injury, wound, or abscess of the teeth, but not merely a toothache 
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 328:3).

LANGUAGE
Kelirus – לִיאוּס ְ: Possibly from the Greek κλῆρος, klèros, meaning 
destiny or lottery.

Matron [matronita] – מַטְאוֹנִיתָא: From the Latin matrona, meaning 
woman, with the Aramaic feminine suffix -ita.

Tzefidna – צְ׳ִידְנָא: Some authorities maintain that the origin of this 
word is the Greek σηπεδών, sepedon, meaning rot. Others suggest its 
origin is in the Semitic root tzfd, meaning shrinkage.

Serunkhi – סְאוּנְכִי: This apparently refers to diphtheria, as it seems to be 
derived from an Aramaic word meaning strangling. In cases of diph-
theria, the saliva that fills the ill person’s throat can lead to suffocation.

BACKGROUND
Tzefidna – צְ׳ִידְנָא: From the descriptions in the Talmud, it seems that 
this is referring to the disease scurvy, which is caused by a 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.

Yerakon – יֵאָ וֹן: Yerakon seems to refer to hepatitis. The Rabbis main-
tained that the suggestion of Rabbi Matya ben Ĥarash 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 – ֹלּו בֵד שֶׁ  Some :מַאֲכִילִין אוֹתוֹ מֵחֲצַא כָּ
commentaries see this as akin to the modern healing method of using 
serums of animals that were injected with rabies.

Rabies in humans – אָדָם בֶת בָּ לֶּ  Rabies in humans is fatal in the vast :כַּ
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 
ancients referred to this disease as hydrophobia, meaning fear of water.

Bloodletting – ם יזִין דָּ  Bloodletting was a standard medical practice :מַּ ִ
throughout the ancient world. The letting of small quantities of blood 
was considered an effective way to cure illness. 

Picture of bloodletting on an ancient Greek urn

׳ד:

Perek VIII
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אָה  מוּאֵל: עוּבָּ א שְׁ ה בַּ תָנֵי אַבָּ מַע, דְּ א שְׁ תָּ
שׁוּב  תָּ שֶׁ עַד  אוֹתָהּ  מַאֲכִילִין   – הֵאִיחָה  שֶׁ
לֶב שׁוֹטֶה – מַאֲכִילִין  כוֹ כֶּ שָׁ נְּ הּ, וּמִי שֶׁ נַ׳ְשָׁ
 – ׳ִיו  בְּ שׁ  וְהַחוֹשֵׁ לּוֹ,  שֶׁ בֵד  כָּ מֵחֲצַא  אוֹתוֹ 
אֶלְעָזָא  י  אַבִּ בְאֵי  דִּ ת,  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ סַם  לוֹ  ילִין  מַטִּ
ן  בֶּ מַתְיָא  י  אַבִּ וּם  מִשּׁ אָמַא  שֶׁ יוֹסֵי  י  אַבִּ בְּ
אַחֶאֶתד  זוֹ וְלאֹ בְּ חָאָשׁד וַחֲכָמִים אוֹמְאִים: בָּ
יטָא!  שִׁ אָה – ׳ְּ זוֹ אַהַיָּיא? אִילֵימָא אַעוּבָּ בְּ
א  לאֹ?! אֶלָּ אָמַא דְּ א לְמַאן דְּ אָה מִי אִיכָּ עוּבָּ

הּד מַע מִינָּ ם, שְׁ לַאו – אַסַּ

יְָ א  דַּ נַמִי  מַתְנִיתִין  אָמַא:  י  אַשִׁ אַב 
שׁ  הַחוֹשֵׁ חָאָשׁ  ן  בֶּ מַתְיָא  י  אַבִּ אָמַא  ״וְעוֹד 
לִיגִי  ׳ְּ וְלָא  ת״  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ סַם  לוֹ  ילִין  מַטִּ ׳ִיו  בְּ
נַן  אַבָּ ׳ְלִיגִי  דִּ אִיתָא  וְאִם  עֲלֵיהּד  נַן  אַבָּ
וְלִי׳ְלְגוּ  וְלִיתְנִינְהוּ,  לִיעָאְבִינְהוּ   – עֲלֵיהּ 

הּד מַע מִינָּ סֵי׳ָא – שְׁ נַן בְּ אַבָּ

Yerakon – יֵאָ וֹן: Yerakon seems to refer to hepatitis. The 
Rabbis maintained that the suggestion of Rabbi Matya 
ben Ĥarash 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 – מַאֲכִילִין אוֹתוֹ מֵחֲצַא 
לּוֹ בֵד שֶׁ -Some commentaries see this as akin to the mod :כָּ
ern healing method of using serums of animals that were 
injected with rabies.

Bloodletting – ם דָּ יזִין   Bloodletting was a standard :מַּ ִ
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

background

Serunkhi – סְאוּנְכִי: 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.

language
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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,h 
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 
a result, 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 n in 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 gentilesnh or Sa-
maritans but should be done by the greatest of the Jewish 
people,n i.e., their scholars, who know how to act properly. And 
one does not say: These actions may be performed based on 
the advice of womenn 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,h 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 fishn 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. 

ה לִי תּוּ  ׳ֵ  נְ׳ָשׁוֹת הוּא״ וכופד לָמָּ סְּ נֵי שֶׁ ״מִ׳ְּ
ת?  בָּ ַ לְמֵימַא וְכָל סְ׳ֵ  נְ׳ָשׁוֹת דּוֹחֶה אֶת הַשּׁ
ת  בָּ שַׁ סְ׳ֵ   לאֹ  אַב:  אָמַא  יְהוּדָה  אַב  אָמַא 
ת  בָּ שַׁ סְ׳ֵ   אֲ׳ִילּוּ  א  אֶלָּ אָמְאוּ,  לְבַד  בִּ זוֹ 

אַחֶאֶתד 

יוֹמֵי,  לִתְמַנְיָא  דַאֲמַדּוּהּ  גוֹן  כְּ דָמֵי?  הֵיכִי 
ב  תָאד מַהוּ דְתֵימָא: לִיעַכַּ בְּ א שַׁ וְיוֹמָא ַ מָּ
אֵי  לָא נֵיחוּל עֲלֵיהּ תְּ י הֵיכִי דְּ עַד לְאוֹאְתָא כִּ

מַע לָןד תָא, ָ א מַשְׁ בְּ שַׁ

ת  בָּ שַׁ ין לַחוֹלֶה בְּ ין חַמִּ נְיָא נַמִי הָכִי: מְחַמִּ תַּ
ת  בָּ שַׁ וְלאֹ  לְהַבְאוֹתוֹד  ין  בֵּ לְהַשְׁ וֹתוֹ  ין  בֵּ
וְאֵין  אַחֶאֶתד  ת  בָּ לְשַׁ א  אֶלָּ אָמְאוּ  לְבַד  בִּ זוֹ 
א  אֶלָּ יַבְאִיא,  א  מָּ שֶׁ לוֹ  ין  נַמְתִּ אוֹמְאִים: 
׳ֵ  נְ׳ָשׁוֹת דּוֹחֶה  סְּ נֵי שֶׁ ין לוֹ מִיָּד, מִ׳ְּ מְחַמִּ
א אֲ׳ִילּוּ  ת זוֹ אֶלָּ בָּ ת וְלאֹ סְ׳ֵ  שַׁ בָּ ַ אֶת הַשּׁ

ת אַחֶאֶתד  בָּ סְ׳ֵ  שַׁ

גּוֹיִם  יְדֵי  עַל  לוּ לאֹ  הַלָּ בָאִים  דְּ ין  וְאֵין עוֹשִׂ
דוֹלֵי  גְּ יְדֵי  עַל  א  אֶלָּ כּוּתִיִּים,  יְדֵי  עַל  וְלאֹ 
לוּ  הַלָּ בָאִים  דְּ יֵעָשׂוּ  אוֹמְאִין  וְאֵין  אָאֵלד  יִשְׂ
י כּוּתִיִּים, אֲבָל  ׳ִּ ים וְלאֹ עַל  י נָשִׁ ׳ִּ לאֹ עַל 

מִצְטָאְ׳ִין לְדַעַת אַחֶאֶתד

ת וְהַזָּאִיז  בָּ ַ שּׁ ּ וּחַ נֶ׳ֶשׁ בַּ חִין ׳ִּ נַן: מְ׳ַּ ְ נוּ אַבָּ תָּ
אְשׁוּת  לִיטּוֹל  צָאִיךְ  וְאֵין  ח,  מְשׁוּבָּ זֶה  הֲאֵי 
׳ַל  נָּ שֶׁ ינוֹ   תִּ אָאָה  יצַד?  כֵּ הָא  יןד  דִּ ית  מִבֵּ
לַיָּם – ׳ּוֹאֵשׂ מְצוּדָה וּמַעֲלֵהוּד וְהַזָּאִיז הֲאֵי זֶה 
ין –  ית דִּ ח וְאֵין צָאִיךְ לִיטּוֹל אְשׁוּת מִבֵּ מְשׁוּבָּ
ינוֹ   תִּ אָאָה  וְואֵיד  כַּ צָיֵיד  ָ א  דְּ ב  גַּ עַל  וְאַב 
׳ַל לַבּוֹא – עוֵֹ א חוּלְיָא וּמַעֲלֵהוּד וְהַזָּאִיז  נָּ שֶׁ
אְשׁוּת  לִיטּוֹל  צָאִיךְ  וְאֵין  ח  מְשׁוּבָּ זֶה  הֲאֵי 

אד  אְגָּ ן דַּ מְתַּ ֵ ב דִּ ין – אַב עַל גַּ ית דִּ מִבֵּ

Not only uncertainty with regard to this Shabbat –  ֵלאֹ סְ׳ 
לְבַד ת זוֹ בִּ בָּ  In a situation where one may desecrate Shabbat :שַׁ
to save a life, more than one Shabbat may be desecrated. One 
does not delay medical treatment to avoid desecrating Shabbat 
twice (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 328:11).

These acts should not be performed by gentiles, etc. – אֵין 
גּוֹיִם וכופ יְדֵי  לוּ לאֹ עַל  הַלָּ בָאִים  דְּ ין   When Shabbat must be :עוֹשִׂ
desecrated for the sake of an ill person who is in danger, one 
should attempt to ensure that this is not done by gentiles, 

minors, or women, but by educated adult Jews. The Rema 
cites an opinion that one should try to perform the action in an 
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 HaShulĥan 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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim  
328:12).

Saving a life on Shabbat – ת בָּ ַ שּׁ ּ וּחַ נֶ׳ֶשׁ בַּ  If a 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 (Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 328:13).

halakha

Let us wait and perform this labor for him after Shabbat, 
perhaps he will get well – א יַבְאִיא מָּ ין לוֹ שֶׁ -The com :נַמְתִּ
mentaries have explained this according to Rashi: One does 
not delay treatment, even if it seems that the ill 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 – אֵין 
לוּ לאֹ עַל יְדֵי גּוֹיִם בָאִים הַלָּ ין דְּ  Commentaries have given :עוֹשִׂ
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 – אָאֵל דוֹלֵי יִשְׂ  :גְּ
Alternative versions of the text suggest that this is referring 
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 – ים י נָשִׁ -One explana :עַל ׳ִּ
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 (Me’iri; Rosh). Alternatively, perhaps 
there is concern that they will become lax in their general 
Shabbat observance.

Although he catches fish – וְואֵי ָ א צָיֵיד כַּ -Some commen :דְּ
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 Me’iri).

notes
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Similarly, if one sees that a door is locked before a child and the 
child is 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 barrierh 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,n 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 if it had taught us the case of the pit, one might have thought 
it is 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 majorityh 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 
a Jew.n

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.n

׳ְנֵי תִינוֹ  – שׁוֹבְאָה  לֶת בִּ ה דֶּ נִנְעַלָּ אָאָה שֶׁ
וְאֵין  ח  מְשׁוּבָּ זֶה  הֲאֵי  וְהַזָּאִיז  וּמוֹצִיאוֹ, 
ין – וְאַב עַל  ית דִּ צָאִיךְ לִיטּוֹל אְשׁוּת מִבֵּ
ין  י׳ֵיד מְכַבִּ שִׁ א בְּ ָ א מִיכַוֵין לְמִיתְבַּ ב דְּ גַּ
וְהַזָּאִיז  ת  בָּ ַ שּׁ בַּ לֵיָ ה  הַדְּ נֵי  מִ׳ְּ וּמַ׳ְסִיִ ין 
ח וְאֵין צָאִיךְ לִיטּוֹל אְשׁוּת  הֲאֵי זֶה מְשׁוּבָּ
יךְ  מְמַכֵּ ָ א  דְּ ב  גַּ עַל  וְאַב   – ין  דִּ ית  מִבֵּ

מַכּוֹכֵיד

וּם  מִשּׁ  – יָם  מוֹעִינַן  אַשְׁ אִי  דְּ וּצְאִיכָא, 
ָ א  הָכִי וְהָכִי אֲזַל לֵיהּ, אֲבָל בּוֹא דְּ אַדְּ דְּ

יָתֵיב – אֵימָא לָא, צְאִיכָאד 

ָ א  דְּ וּם  מִשּׁ  – בּוֹא  מוּעִינַן  אַשְׁ וְאִי 
א  אֶ׳ְשָׁ  – לֶת  דֶּ נִנְעָלָה  אֲבָל  מִיבְעִית, 
לֵיהּ  ישׁ  בֵּ וּמְשַׁ יסָא  גִּ הַאי  בְּ יָתֵיב  דְּ

אַמְגוּזֵי, צְאִיכָאד  בְּ

אֲ׳ִילּוּ  דְּ לִי?  ה  לָמָּ וּמַ׳ְסִיִ ין״ד  ין  ״מְכַבִּ
לְחָצֵא אַחֶאֶתד

אָמַא  יְהוּדָה  אַב  אָמַא  יוֹסֵב  אַב  אָמַא 
אַחַא  נֶ׳ֶשׁ  ׳ִּ וּחַ  בְּ הָלְכוּ  לאֹ  מוּאֵל:  שְׁ
א  אִיכָּ דְּ נֵימָא  אִי  מֵי?  דָּ הֵיכִי  הָאוֹבד 
א  ינַיְיהוּ – אוּבָּ אָאֵל וְגוֹי אֶחָד בֵּ עָה יִשְׂ שְׁ תִּ
 – א  וּ׳ַלְגָּ א  לְגָּ ׳ַּ א(  )אֶלָּ נִינְהוּ!  אָאֵל  יִשְׂ

סְ׳ֵ  נְ׳ָשׁוֹת לְהֵָ לד 

אָאֵל  וְיִשְׂ גּוֹיִם  עָה  שְׁ תִּ א  אִיכָּ דְּ א  אֶלָּ
לֵיהּ  הֲוָה  דַּ יטָא,  שִׁ ׳ְּ נַמִי  הָא   – אֶחָד 
מֶחֱצָה  עַל  מֶחֱצָה  כְּ ָ בוּעַ  וְכָל  ָ בוּעַ, 

מִי!  דָּ

One may extinguish a fire by placing a barrier – ין  מְכַבִּ
דְלֵיָ ה  If a fire breaks out in a courtyard and one :וּמַ׳ְסִיִ ין בִּ
fears it will cross to another courtyard, endangering the 
people there, it may be extinguished to prevent it from 
spreading (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 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; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 334:26).

With regard to saving a life the Sages did not follow 
the majority – ׳ִיּ וּחַ נֶ׳ֶשׁ אַחַא הָאוֹב  With regard :לאֹ הָלְכוּ בְּ
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 (Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 329:2).

halakha

He leaves the coals – יךְ מַכּוֹכֵי  The Rambam translates :מְמַכֵּ
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 – אָאֵל וְגּוֹיִם  יִשְׂ
לָה הַצָּ  The reason that the Gemara permits violating Shabbat :בְּ

only to save Jewish lives is explained later. According to the 
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 – ַאוֹב וְָ בוּע: 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. 

notes
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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 
Yoĥanan 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.n

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 
a mishna: 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 
half Jews, 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.h 

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 there is 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. 

לָא צְאִיכָא דְ׳ָאוּשׁ לְחָצֵא אַחֶאֶת, מַהוּ 
אֵישׁ,  ׳ָּ א  מֵאוּבָּ  – ׳ָאֵישׁ  דְּ ל  כָּ דְתֵימָא: 
׳ִּ וּחַ נֶ׳ֶשׁ  לאֹ הָלְכוּ בְּ מַע לָן דְּ ָ א מַשְׁ

אַחַא הָאוֹבד

י יוֹחָנָן:  י אַסִי אֲמַא אַבִּ אִינִי? וְהָאָמַא אַבִּ
אוֹתָהּ  בְּ אֶחָד,  אָאֵל  וְיִשְׂ גּוֹיִם  עָה  שְׁ תִּ
אֵין  אַחֶאֶת –  חָצֵא  בְּ חִין,  מְ׳ַּ ְ  – חָצֵא 
דְ׳ָאוּשׁ   – הָא  יָא,  ַ שְׁ לָא  חִין!  מְ׳ַּ ְ

הוּ, הָא – דְ׳ָאוּשׁ מְִ צָתַיְּיהוּד כּוּלְּ

מָצָא  וְהָתְנַן:  הָכִי?  מוּאֵל  שְׁ אָמַא  וּמִי 
לָךְ, אִם אוֹב גּוֹיִם – גּוֹי,  ינוֹ  מוּשְׁ הּ תִּ בָּ
אָאֵל, מֶחֱצָה עַל  אָאֵל – יִשְׂ וְאִם אוֹב יִשְׂ
נוּ  שָׁ אַב: לאֹ  וְאָמַא  אָאֵלד  יִשְׂ  – מֶחֱצָה 
א לְהַחֲיוֹתוֹ, אֲבָל לְיַיחֲסוֹ – לאֹ, אֶלָּ

NOTES
Let us wait and perform this labor for him after Shabbat, perhaps 
he will get well – יַבְאִיא א  מָּ שֶׁ ין לוֹ  -The commentaries have ex :נַמְתִּ
plained this according to Rashi: One does not delay treatment, even 
if it seems that the ill 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 – בָאִים ין דְּ  אֵין עוֹשִׂ
לוּ עַל יְדֵי גּוֹיִם  Commentaries have given various reasons for this. The :הַלָּ
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 – אָאֵל דוֹלֵי יִשְׂ  Alternative :גְּ
versions of the text suggest that this is referring 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 – ים י נָשִׁ -One explanation sug :לאֹ עַל ׳ִּ
gests that women might err in the future and compare 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 (Me’iri; Rosh). Alternatively, perhaps there is 
concern that they will become lax in their general Shabbat observance.

Although he catches fish – וְואֵי ָ א צָיֵיד כַּ  Some commentaries write :דְּ
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 Me’iri).

He leaves the coals – יךְ מַכּוֹכֵי  The Rambam translates these :מְמַכֵּ
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 – לָה הַצָּ אָאֵל וְגּוֹיִם בְּ  :יִשְׂ
The reason that the Gemara permits violating Shabbat only to save 
Jewish lives is explained later. According to the 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 – ַאוֹב וְָ בוּע: 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 perma-
nently 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. 

Most of the them left or some of them left – ם וּמְִ צָתָם אְשׁוּ אוּבָּ  The :׳ָּ
Rambam and other commentaries reason as follows: If all the individu-
als leave for another courtyard, they lose their status of being in a fixed 
location. Therefore, the principle of majority applies, and one does not 
desecrate 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 Efra’im 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
Not only uncertainty with regard to this Shabbat – ת בָּ  לאֹ סְ׳ֵ  שַׁ
לְבַד בִּ  In a situation where one may desecrate Shabbat to save a :זוֹ 
life, more than one Shabbat may be desecrated. One does not delay 
medical treatment to avoid desecrating Shabbat twice (Shulĥan Arukh, 
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 328:11).

These acts should not be performed by gentiles, etc. – ין  אֵין עוֹשִׂ
לוּ לאֹ עַל יְדֵי גּוֹיִם וכופ בָאִים הַלָּ  When Shabbat must be desecrated for :דְּ
the sake of an ill person who is in danger, one should attempt to ensure 
that this is not done by gentiles, minors, or women, but by educated 
adult Jews. The Rema cites an opinion that one should try to perform 
the action in an 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 HaShulĥan 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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 328:12).

Saving a life on Shabbat – ת בָּ ַ שּׁ ּ וּחַ נֶ׳ֶשׁ בַּ  If a 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 Shabbat. 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 
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 328:13).

One may extinguish a fire by placing a barrier – וּמַ׳ְסִיִ ין ין   מְכַבִּ
דְלֵיָ ה  If a fire breaks out in a courtyard and one fears it will cross :בִּ
to another courtyard, endangering the people there, it may be ex-
tinguished to prevent it from spreading (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 
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 cer-
tainly elderly people and children who are unable to escape (Mishna 
Berura; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 334:26).

With regard to saving a life the Sages did not follow the majority – 
׳ִיּ וּחַ נֶ׳ֶשׁ אַחַא הָאוֹב  With regard to saving a life, the principle :לאֹ הָלְכוּ בְּ
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 majority 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 pas-
sage (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 329:2).

Lineage of a child found in a city – עִיא מְצָא בְּ נִּ ינוֹ  שֶׁ  If a baby :יִחוּס תִּ
is found in a city in which both Jews and gentiles 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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:33).

׳הד

Perek VIII
Daf 85 Amud a

אֶת  עָלָיו  חַ  לְ׳ַּ ֵ אָמַא:  מוּאֵל  וּשְׁ
א  מוּאֵל – אַאֵישָׁ שְׁ דִּ מַא  י אִיתְּ כִּ לד  הַגַּ
אָמַא  גּוֹי,   – גּוֹיִם  אוֹב  אִם  מַא:  אִיתְּ
ןד ּ וּחַ נֶ׳ֶשׁ אֵינוֹ כֵּ מוּאֵל: וּלְעִנְיַן ׳ִּ שְׁ

אִם אוֹב גּוֹיִם גּוֹי לְמַאי הִילְכְתָא? אָמַא 
אוֹב  אִם  נְבֵלוֹתד  לְהַאֲכִילוֹ  א:  ׳ָּ ׳ַּ אַב 
הִילְכְתָא –  לְמַאי  אָאֵל,  יִשְׂ אָאֵל –  יִשְׂ

לְהַחֲזִיא לוֹ אֲבֵידָתוֹד 

Most of the them left or some of them left – ם אְשׁוּ אוּבָּ  ׳ָּ
 The Rambam and other commentaries reason as :וּמְִ צָתָם
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. 

notes

Lineage of a child found in a city – עִיא מְצָא בְּ נִּ ינוֹ  שֶׁ  :יִחוּס תִּ
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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Even 
HaEzer 4:33).

halakha
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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.n 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 
foundlingh 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 n 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 whilenh and will die soon after. 

לְמַאי  אָאֵל,  יִשְׂ  – מֶחֱצָה  עַל  מֶחֱצָה 
לִנְזִָ ין,  לִָ ישׁ:  אֵישׁ  אָמַא  הִילְכְתָא? 
ן  ידַּ נְגַחֵיהּ תּוֹאָא דִּ מֵי? אִי נֵימָא דִּ הֵיכִי דָּ
ידֵיהּ – נַיְיתֵי אְאָיָה וְנִשְׁ וֹל!  לְתוֹאָא דִּ

ידֵיהּ  דִּ תּוֹאָא  נְגַחֵיהּ  דִּ צְאִיכָא,  לָא 
א – יָהֵיב לֵיהּ, אִידָךְ  לְגָּ ן, ׳ַּ ידַּ לְתוֹאָא דִּ
לָאו  א – נֵימָא לֵיהּ: אַיְיתִי אְאָיָה דְּ לְגָּ ׳ַּ

אָאֵל אֲנָא, וּשְׁ וֹלד יִשְׂ

מַאי  וכופ״ד  מַ׳ּוֹלֶת  עָלָיו  ׳ַל  נָּ שֶׁ ״מִי 
ָ אָמַא? 

עֲיָא סָ׳ֵ   עֲיָא ָ אָמַא: לָא מִיבָּ לָא מִיבָּ
אִי אִיתֵיהּ חַי  ם, דְּ ם סָ׳ֵ  אֵינוֹ שָׁ הוּא שָׁ
א אֲ׳ִילּוּ סָ׳ֵ  חַי  חִין, אֶלָּ מְ׳ַּ ְ הוּא – דִּ
עֲיָא סָ׳ֵ   חִין, וְלָא מִיבָּ סָ׳ֵ  מֵת – מְ׳ַּ ְ
אֲ׳ִילּוּ  א  אֶלָּ אָאֵל,  יִשְׂ דְּ מֵת  סָ׳ֵ   חַי 

חִיןד אָאֵל – מְ׳ַּ ְ סָ׳ֵ  גּוֹי סָ׳ֵ  יִשְׂ

חַי  מְצָאוּהוּ  חִין״ד  מְ׳ַּ ְ חַי  ״מְצָאוּהוּ 
לְחַיֵּי  אֲ׳ִילּוּ  דְּ צְאִיכָא,  לָא  יטָא!  שִׁ ׳ְּ

עָהד  שָׁ

To halakhot of damages – לִנְזִָ ין: 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 – 
בַת אֲבֵדָה וּנְזִיִ ין לְגוֹי  The halakhot of returning lost objects :הֲשָׁ
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 – אַיְיתִי אְאָיָה: 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 – עָה  The Me’iri adds that in the short :לְחַיֵּי שָׁ
time remaining to him, he may confess his sins, repent, and 
prepare himself for death. One must not deprive him of this 
opportunity.

notes

A child found in a city – עִיא מְצָא בְּ נִּ ינוֹ  שֶׁ  If a child was found :תִּ
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; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:34).

Even if he will live only a short while – עָה  If a :אֲ׳ִילּוּ לְחַיֵּי שָׁ
person is found crushed under debris and will survive only a 
short while, one still clears the debris from him on Shabbat 
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 329:4).

halakha
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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.h 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 a rockslide 
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: If a 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.h 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 cast it away” ( 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. But if 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).

יטָא! לָא  שִׁ יחוּהוּ״ד הָא נַמִי ׳ְּ ״וְאִם מֵת יַנִּ
תַנְיָא: אֵין  ן לִָ ישׁד דְּ י יְהוּדָה בֶּ צְאִיכָא לְאַבִּ
י  לֵיָ ה, אָמַא אַבִּ נֵי הַדְּ ת מִ׳ְּ ילִין אֶת הַמֵּ מַצִּ
אֶת  ילִין  צִּ מַּ שֶׁ י  מַעְתִּ שָׁ לִָ ישׁ:  ן  בֶּ יְהוּדָה 
יְהוּדָה  י  אַבִּ וַאֲ׳ִילּוּ  לֵיָ הד  הַדְּ נֵי  מִ׳ְּ ת  הַמֵּ
אָדָם  שֶׁ א מִתּוֹךְ  לִָ ישׁ לָא ָ אָמַא אֶלָּ ן  בֶּ
אֵית לֵיהּ – אָתֵי  הוּל עַל מֵתוֹ, אִי לָא שָׁ בָּ
לֵיהּ –  אֵית  שָׁ לְכַבּוֹיֵיד אֲבָל הָכָא, אִי לָא 

ד? מַאי אִית לֵיהּ לְמֶעְבַּ

נַן: עַד הֵיכָן הוּא בּוֹדֵ ? עַד חוֹטְמוֹ,  נוּ אַבָּ תָּ
דַ  וּמָצָא עֶלְיוֹנִים  וְיֵשׁ אוֹמְאִים: עַד לִבּוֹד בָּ
חְתּוֹנִיםד  בָא מֵתוּ הַתַּ מֵתִים – לאֹ יאֹמַא: כְּ
מֵתִים  עֶלְיוֹנִים  וּמָצְאוּ  הָיָה,  ה  מַעֲשֶׂ

וְתַחְתּוֹנִים חַיִּיםד

תַנְיָא:  דְּ אֵי,  נָּ תַּ הָנֵי  י  כִּ אֵי  נָּ תַּ הָנֵי  נֵימָא 
אֱמַא:  נֶּ שֶׁ מֵאאֹשׁוֹ,   – נוֹצָא  לָד  הַוָּ מֵהֵיכָן 
נִזְאֵךְ  זִּי  ״גָּ ה גוֹזִי״ וְאוֹמֵא:  אַתָּ י  אִמִּ עֵי  ״מִמְּ
יבּוּאוֹ,  אוּל אוֹמֵא: מִטִּ א שָׁ לִיכִי״ד אַבָּ וְהַשְׁ

יו אֵילָךְ וְאֵילָךְד אָשָׁ ח שָׁ לֵּ וּמְשַׁ

לָא  אן  כָּ עַד  אוּל,  שָׁ א  אַבָּ ימָא  תֵּ אֲ׳ִילּוּ 
א לְעִנְיַן  אוּל הָתָם – אֶלָּ א שָׁ ָ א אָמַא אַבָּ
צִיעָתֵיהּ מִיתְצַאד אֲבָל  י מִמְּ כָל מִידֵּ יְצִיאָה, דְּ
אוּל  שָׁ א  אַבָּ אֲ׳ִילּוּ   – נֶ׳ֶשׁ  ּ וּחַ  ׳ִּ לְעִנְיַן 
כְתִיב:  יהּ הוּא, דִּ אַ׳ֵּ א חִיּוּתָא בְּ עִיּ ַ מוֹדֵי דְּ

יו״ד  אַ׳ָּ מַת אוּחַ חַיִּים בְּ א נִשְׁ ״כּלֹ אֲשֶׁ

ה לְמַעְלָה,  טָּ א: מַחֲלוֶֹ ת מִמַּ ׳ָּ ׳ַּ אָמַא אַב 
בָדַ  לֵיהּ עַד  יוָן דְּ ה, כֵּ עְלָה לְמַטָּ אֲבָל מִמַּ
״כּלֹ  כְתִיב:  דִּ צָאִיךְ,  אֵינוֹ  שׁוּב   – חוֹטְמוֹ 

יו״ד אַ׳ָּ מַת אוּחַ חַיִּים בְּ א נִשְׁ אֲשֶׁ

One may save a corpse from a fire on Shabbat – ילִין אֶת  מַצִּ
ת בָּ שַׁ בְּ לֵיָ ה  ת מֵהַדְּ  If there is concern that a dead body :הַמֵּ
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 
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 311:1).

Check until the nose – ֹבּוֹדֵ  עַד חוֹטְמו: If a person is found 
in debris on Shabbat, his breathing 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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 329:4).

halakha
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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 HaSadarn 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:n From where is 
it derived that saving a lifen overrides Shabbat?

Rabbi Yishmael answered and said that it is stated: “If a thief be 
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 Ĥana said that Rabbi 
Yoĥanan said: They taught only that a priest is not removed from 
the altar in order to executen him for murder, 

but to preserve a life, 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 a life, 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,n 
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,” 
a term 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 it is stated: “For it is 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. 

עֲִ יבָא  י  וְאַבִּ מָעֵאל  יִשְׁ י  אַבִּ הָיָה  וּכְבָא 
אֶךְ,  דֶּ בַּ כִין  מְהַלְּ עֲזַאְיָה  ן  בֶּ אֶלְעָזָא  י  וְאַבִּ
י  אַבִּ ל  שֶׁ נוֹ  בְּ מָעֵאל  יִשְׁ י  וְאַבִּ א  דָּ הַסַּ וְלֵוִי 
אַחֲאֵיהֶןד  כִין  מְהַלְּ עֲזַאְיָה  ן  בֶּ אֶלְעָזָא 
יִין לְ׳ִּ וּחַ  ׳ְנֵיהֶם: מִנַּ אֵלָה זוֹ בִּ אֲלָה שְׁ נִשְׁ

ת?  בָּ ַ דּוֹחֶה אֶת הַשּׁ נֶ׳ֶשׁ שֶׁ

״אִם  וְאָמַא:  מָעֵאל  יִשְׁ י  אַבִּ נַעֲנָה 
׳ֵ   סָּ ב״ד וּמַה זֶּה שֶׁ נָּ צֵא הַגַּ אֶת יִמָּ חְתֶּ מַּ בַּ
א,  בָּ נְ׳ָשׁוֹת  עַל  סָ׳ֵ   א  בָּ מָמוֹן  עַל 
הָאָאֶץ  אֶת  א  מְטַמֵּ מִים  דָּ ׳ִיכוּת  וּשְׁ
 – אָאֵל  מִיִּשְׂ לֵּ   סְתַּ תִּ שֶׁ כִינָה  ְ לַשּׁ וְגוֹאֵם 
נַ׳ְשׁוֹ, ַ ל וָחוֹמֶא לְ׳ִּ וּחַ  ילוֹ בְּ ן לְהַצִּ נִיתַּ

תד בָּ ַ דּוֹחֶה אֶת הַשּׁ נֶ׳ֶשׁ שֶׁ

י עֲִ יבָא וְאָמַא: ״וְכִי יָזִיד אִישׁ  נַעֲנָה אַבִּ
חֶנּוּ לָמוּת״ד  ָ ּ חִי תִּ עַל אֵעֵהוּ וגופ מֵעִם מִזְבְּ
וְאָמַא  חִיד  מִזְבְּ מֵעַל  וְלאֹ   – חִי  מִזְבְּ מֵעִם 
נוּ  י יוֹחָנָן: לאֹ שָׁ א חָנָה אָמַא אַבִּ א בַּ ה בַּ אַבָּ

א לְהָמִית, אֶלָּ

NOTES 
To halakhot of damages – לִנְזִיִ ין: Tosafot ask why the Gemara does 
not explain all the distinctions with regard to the status of this found-
ling in terms of damages. The later commentaries argue that, accord-
ing 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 – בַת  הֲשָׁ
 The halakhot of returning lost objects and paying only :אֲבֵדָה וּנְזִיִ ין לְגוֹי
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 – אַיְיתִי אְאָיָה: 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 – עָה -The Me’iri adds that in the short time remain :לְחַיֵּי שָׁ
ing to him, he may confess his sins, repent, and prepare himself for 
death. One must not deprive him of this opportunity.

Levi HaSadar – א דָּ  Some commentaries explain that he arranged :לֵוִי הַסַּ
mishnayot and was therefore called the arranger [sadar]. The Arukh 
reads this as HaSarad, meaning he fashioned plaited garments [bigdei 
serad] or made latticework (ge’onim).

This question was asked before them – ׳ְנֵיהֶם אֵלָה זוֹ בִּ אֲלָה שְׁ  This :נִשְׁ
might mean that the students posed the question and their teachers 
deliberated on the matter.

From where is it derived that saving a life – ׁיִין לְ׳ִּ וּחַ נֶ׳ֶש  The Sages :מִנַּ
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; Siaĥ Yitzĥak).

To execute – לְהָמִית: Some commentaries explain that this phrase 
as meaning: To give testimony about another’s liability in a capital 
crime (Me’iri).

HALAKHA
A child found in a city – עִיא מְצָא בְּ נִּ ינוֹ  שֶׁ  If a child was found in a city :תִּ
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; 
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 4:34)

Even if he will live only a short while – עָה  If a person :אֲ׳ִילּוּ לְחַיֵּי שָׁ
is found crushed under debris and will survive only a short while, 
one still clears the debris from him on Shabbat (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 329:4).

One may save a corpse from a fire on Shabbat – לֵיָ ה ת מֵהַדְּ ילִין הַמֵּ  מַצִּ
ת בָּ שַׁ  If there is concern that a dead body will be consumed by fire :בְּ
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 (Shulĥan 
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 311:1).

Checking until the nose – ֹבּוֹדְִ ים עַד חוֹטְמו: If a person is found in 
debris on Shabbat, his breathing is checked by examining 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 (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ 
Ĥayyim 329:4).

׳ה:
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חִיד  מִזְבְּ מֵעַל  אֲ׳ִילּוּ   – לְהַחֲיוֹת  אֲבָל 
דְבָאָיו סָ׳ֵ   בִּ שׁ  יֵשׁ מַמָּ ׳ֵ   סָּ שֶׁ וּמַה זֶּה, 
דּוֹחָה  וַעֲבוֹדָה  דְבָאָיו,  בִּ שׁ  מַמָּ אֵין 
דּוֹחֶה  ת – ַ ל וָחוֹמֶא לְ׳ִּ וּחַ נֶ׳ֶשׁ שֶׁ בָּ שַׁ
י אֶלְעָזָא וְאָמַא: וּמַה  תד נַעֲנָה אַבִּ בָּ ַ אֶת הַשּׁ
עִים  אתַיִם וְאַאְבָּ הִיא אֶחָד מִמָּ ילָה, שֶׁ מִּ
אָדָם – דּוֹחָה אֶת  בָּ מוֹנָה אֵיבָאִים שֶׁ וּשְׁ
דּוֹחֶה  ת, ַ ל וָחוֹמֶא לְכָל גּוּ׳וֹ – שֶׁ בָּ ַ הַשּׁ

תד בָּ ַ אֶת הַשּׁ

״אֶת  אוֹמֵא:  יְהוּדָה  י  אַבִּ בְּ יוֹסֵי  י  אַבִּ
לְמוּד  מוֹאוּ״ יָכוֹל לַכּלֹ – תַּ שְׁ תִּ תוֹתַי  בְּ שַׁ
יוֹסֵב  ן  בֶּ יוֹנָתָן  י  אַבִּ חִלֵּ ד  לוֹמַא: ״אַךְ״ – 
הִיא   – לָכֶם״  הִיא  י  וֹדֶשׁ  ״כִּ אוֹמֵא: 
מְסוּאִים  ם  אַתֶּ וְלאֹ  יֶדְכֶם,  בְּ מְסוּאָה 

יָדָהּד  בְּ

Levi HaSadar – א דָּ  Some commentaries explain that :לֵוִי הַסַּ
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 (ge’onim).

This question was asked before them – ֹאֵלָה זו אֲלָה שְׁ  נִשְׁ
׳ְנֵיהֶם -This might mean that the students posed the ques :בִּ
tion and their teachers deliberated on the matter.

From where is it derived that saving a life – ַיִין לְ׳ִּ וּח  מִנַּ
 The Sages already sought proofs that the three most :נֶ׳ֶשׁ
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; Siaĥ Yitzĥak).

To execute – לְהָמִית: Some commentaries explain that this 
phrase as meaning: To give testimony about another’s li-
ability in a capital crime (Me’iri).

notes

Just as the mitzva of circumcision, etc. – ילָה וכופ מִּ  :וּמַה 
Rabbeinu Ĥananel 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. 

notes
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Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya said: It is stated: “And the children 
of Israel shall keep Shabbat,n to observe Shabbat” (Exodus 
31:16). The Torah said: Desecrate one Shabbat on his behalf so 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.n 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 
a person 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: If he 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 Naĥman bar Yitzĥak 
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.

mishna 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 atonen 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,h 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.n Furthermore, for transgressions between 
a person and God, Yom Kippur atones; however, for transgres-
sions between a person and another,h Yom Kippur does not 
atone until he appeases the other person. 

מְאוּ  ״וְשָׁ אוֹמֵא:  מְנַסְיָא  ן  בֶּ מְעוֹן  שִׁ י  אַבִּ
ת״ אָמְאָה תּוֹאָה:  בָּ ַ אָאֵל אֶת הַשּׁ בְנֵי יִשְׂ
מוֹא  יִּשְׁ שֶׁ דֵי  כְּ אַחַת,  ת  בָּ שַׁ עָלָיו  ל  חַלֵּ
אָמַא  יְהוּדָה  אַב  אָמַא  הד  הַאְבֵּ תוֹת  בָּ שַׁ
אָמִינָא:  הֲוָה  הָתָם  הֲוַאי  אִי  מוּאֵל:  שְׁ
הֶם״ – וְלאֹ  ידְהוּ, ״וָחַי בָּ ידִי עֲדִי׳ָא מִדִּ דִּ

הֶםד יָּמוּת בָּ שֶׁ

יאְכָא,  ׳ִּ לְהוּ  אִית  הוּ  לְכוּלְּ אָבָא:  אָמַא 
י  אַבִּ יאְכָאד דְּ לֵית לֵיהּ ׳ִּ מוּאֵל דְּ שְׁ א מִדִּ בַּ
אָמַא  דְּ דְאָבָא,  כִּ ילְמָא  דִּ  – מָעֵאל  יִשְׁ
חֲזָָ ה   – אֶת  מַחְתֶּ דְּ טַעְמָא  מַאי  אָבָא: 
אֵין אָדָם מַעֲמִיד עַצְמוֹ עַל מָמוֹנוֹ, וְהַאי 
יהּ, וְאָמַא: אִי ָ אֵי  ָ אֵי לְאַ׳ֵּ מֵידַע יָדַע דְּ
אי – ָ טִילְנָא לֵיהּ, וְהַתּוֹאָה אָמְאָה:  לְאַ׳ַּ
חַן  כְּ וְאַשְׁ לְהָאְגוֹד  ם  כֵּ הַשְׁ  – לְהָאְגָךְ  א  בָּ

אי, סָ׳ֵ  מְנָלָן?  וַדַּ

יֵיד  דְאַבַּ כִּ ילְמָא  דִּ נַמִי,  עֲִ יבָא  י  אַבִּ דְּ
נַן,  אַבָּ דְּ זוּגָא  לֵיהּ  מָסְאִינַן  יֵי:  אַבַּ אָמַא  דְּ
אי,  חַן וַדַּ כְּ דְבָאָיוד וְאַשְׁ שׁ בִּ לֵידַע אִם מַמָּ

סָ׳ֵ  מְנָא לָן? 

לָן?  מְנָא  סָ׳ֵ   אי,  וַדַּ חַן  כְּ אַשְׁ הוּ  וְכוּלְּ
יאְכָאד אֲמַא  אי לֵית לֵיהּ ׳ִּ מוּאֵל וַדַּ וְדִשְׁ
יִצְחָ :  א  בַּ נַחְמָן  אַב  וְאִיתֵימָא  אָבִינָא 
לאֹ  מִמְּ חֲאִי׳ָא  לְתָא  לְ׳ַּ ׳ִּ חֲדָא  טָבָא 

ָ אֵיד א דְּ צַנָּ

אִיןד  אי – מְכַ׳ְּ ם וַדַּ את וְאָשָׁ מתניפ חַטָּ
עִם  אִין  מְכַ׳ְּ  – ׳ּוּאִים  הַכִּ וְיוֹם  מִיתָה 
אֶת עַל עֲבֵיאוֹת  שׁוּבָה מְכַ׳ֶּ שׁוּבָהד תְּ הַתְּ
וְעַל  ה,  עֲשֶׂ תַּ לאֹ  וְעַל  ה  עֲשֵׂ עַל  ַ לּוֹת, 
יוֹם  יָּבאֹ  שֶׁ עַד  תּוֹלֶה  הוּא  הַחֲמוּאוֹת 
״אֶחֱטָא  הָאוֹמֵא  אד  וִיכַ׳ֵּ ׳ּוּאִים  הַכִּ
אֵין   – וְאָשׁוּב״  ״אֶחֱטָא  וְאָשׁוּב״, 
שׁוּבָה, ״אֶחֱטָא  יָדוֹ לַעֲשׂוֹת תְּ יִ ין בְּ מַסְ׳ִּ
יוֹם  אֵין   – א״  מְכַ׳ֵּ ׳ּוּאִים  הַכִּ וְיוֹם 
אָדָם  ין  בֵּ שֶׁ עֲבֵיאוֹת  אד  מְכַ׳ֵּ ׳ּוּאִים  הַכִּ
אד עֲבֵיאוֹת  ׳ּוּאִים מְכַ׳ֵּ לַמָּ וֹם – יוֹם הַכִּ
׳ּוּאִים  ין אָדָם לַחֲבֵיאוֹ – אֵין יוֹם הַכִּ בֵּ שֶׁ

ה אֶת חֲבֵיאוֹד יְּאַצֶּ א, עַד שֶׁ מְכַ׳ֵּ

And the children of Israel shall keep Shabbat – ּמְאו  וְשָׁ
ת בָּ ַ אָאֵל אֶת הַשּׁ יִשְׂ  It seems that the support for this :בְנֵי 
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 – הֶם יָּמוּת בָּ  :וְלאֹ שֶׁ
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 – אִים ׳ּוּאִים מְכַ׳ְּ  :מִיתָה וְיוֹם הַכִּ
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 – ׳ּוּא כִּ וְיוֹם   אֶחֱטָא 
א  One who relies on the Judge of the world to atone :מְכַ׳ֵּ
for him, believing that this gives him license to sin, has  
no chance for atonement at all, even on Yom Kippur  
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan).

notes

I will sin and I will repent – אֶחֱטָא וְאָשׁוּב: If one says: I 
will sin and repent, or: I will sin and Yom Kippur will atone, 
he is given no chance to repent (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Teshuva 4:1).

Transgressions between a person and another – עֲבֵיאוֹת 
ין אָדָם לַחֲבֵיאוֹ בֵּ -Yom Kippur atones only for transgres :שֶׁ
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).

halakha


