NDY 7O0N

notes by: Ari Cilder

Introduction to Musechet Yuma

Note: 1 will often transliterate Hebrew words, so don’t mind them.

Also, 1 find the best way to study from these notes is io read a passage of Gemara, read
the notes, then reread the passage.

Punishments for: Shabbat Yom Kippur Yom Tov

Sins on purpose Death/Karet {(N1D) Karet Malkot (Whips)

Sins by accident NNON nRON Punishment in
Heaven

Shabbat Shabaton- Like Shabbat, you are not allowed to cook, carry, etc.
Restrictions on Eating- Normally when the Torah imposes upon us a restriction on
eating, a person is only guilty if he ate D with food or TPY27 with a drink.
However, on Yom Kippur, these limits change. For food the limit is NOM N2MDD,2
large date, and for drink it is MWONY N2, when a person’s cheeks are filled.

All the other times when the Torah mentions restrictions on eating, it has the some form
of the word MIN. However, when the Torah speaks about Yom Kippur, it does not say
this; rather, it says a form of the word DIPW,

Mishnah

On Yom Kippur, it is forbidden to eat, drink, bathe, apply ointments, wear leather shoes,
or to engage in relations. Rabbi Eliezer says that it is permitted for a king or bride to
wash their face, and for a woman who has given birth to wear shoes. Chachamim forbid
these three things.

A person who eats kotevet hagasah (MDY NAMDD) with its pit or drinks meloh lugmay
("NY NO0), is guilty for karet. If a person ate under the specified amount, perhaps a
crumb or something, then later on ate more, the amount adds up and if it reaches the limit
of kotevet hagasah, the person is guilty. Similarly, a person who drinks under the limit for
beverages but continues to drink, it will collectively add up. However, food or drink will
add up only if they are eaten within the time it takes to eat a loaf of bread

(D9 MR Y1), which is 2-9 minutes long. However, if someone eats a little food
and drinks a little, they will not add up together collectively, because they are two
entirely different things. It’s like mixing oil and water. One is measured one way, the
other thing measured another way.

Rashi says that the things that are forbidden to do on Yom Kippur that are not included in

the Melachot of Shabbat are called Inuyim (™). He continues, saying that the
probation of eating and drinking are considered one category, making there 5 Inuyim.
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Rashi asks why 57 Because in the Torah, the word MY is mentioned five times in relation
to Yom Kippur.

Gemarg
[skipping to ;Y 97 for a noment /

The mishnah which states that the king and bride may wash their face and the woman
who has just given birth may wear shoes, are the words of R* Chanina ben Tradyon, who
says it in the name of R’ Eliezer.

Why is the king allowed to wash his face? Because of the passuk

“PPY AMND a1 1ON” - Aking shall appear before your eyes in his
handsomeness. From this we see that a king must remain decent-looking, because he 1s
the representative of Am Yisrael

Why is a bride allowed to wash her face? In order for her not to be embarassed in the
eves of her husband from not looking good.

Rav asked R’ Chiya, “For how long is a bride called a bride?” R’ Chiya responded
saying, “In a Breita it is written ‘DY DWW 2D 100N 12 POWIR PyIn PR, we
do not prevent the bride from wearing jewelery for thirty days in relation to the case if a
parent dies before or during her wedding, even though she is 92N, she may wear
jewelery in order to look good for her husband.”

Why may a woman who has given birth [within 30 days of the birth] wear leather shoes?
Because without shoes, the woman's feet would be cold. Shmuel says that if you are
afraid of being bitten by a scorpion if you have bare feet, then you may wear shoes.

[returning 10 .3V 97/

Tosafot Yeshanim says that it appears as if the restriction on eating and drinking comes
from the Torah, and the remaining Inuyim are from Rabanan. There are several proofs
for this. First: The punishment for eating or drinking is karet, while for the others it is not.
Second: R Eliezer states the three exceptions that would not be able to be said if the
other Inuyim (washing, wearing shoes, etc.) were from the Torah, therefore they are from
Rabanan. Third: Another mishnah states that a person who has injuries about the head
may anoint his head with a healing cream. Fourth: Another mishnah also states that a
person who fell into mud or tar, and his hands became dirty. is allowed to wash his hands

The Tosafot bring another opinion, that &/ Inuyim are from the Torah. It does this by
disproving the previous proofs. It disproves the karet proof by saying that when a person
does not bathe or anoint himself with cream, he won’t experience so much
inconvenience. But if he does not eat or drink, then he will certainly experience the
inconvenience. Therefore, since eating and drinking are vital to the person, their
probation is more strict. Also, Tosafot disprove the remaining proofs by saying that the
Torah stated that all the Inuyim such as bathing and anointing apply only to the entire
person’s body; if it is applied to only a single part of the body, it is allowed.
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The Ran says that all the Inuyim are from the Torah, but the exceptions were made by
Anshei Knesset Hagedolah when Moshe told them that their word would be the will of
Hashem.

The Gemara asks why the Mishnah starts with the word MO Why does it not simply
state the punishment if one does? Isn’t it more effective? So why doesn’t it says that if a
person eats they receive karet?

R’ Eila says that normally you wouldn’t use the word MO, but in this case the Mishnah
speaks of MYV 3N

Rashi says that YW 8N is an amount that is below kotevet hagasah or meloh lugmav.
He continues, saying that it is not specifically half of it, but any amount less than it.

The Gemara states that this is an obvious answer for those who say chatzi shiur is
prohibited from the Torah. But what will we say about the person who says that chatzi
shiur is permitted from the Torah?

R’ Yochanan says that chatzi shiur is prohibited from the Torah but Reish Lakish says it
is permitted from the Torah. The answer that the Gemara provided is obvious according
to R’ Yochanan, but what about Reish Lakish? Reish Lakish explains himself and says
that chatzi shiur is prohibited from Rabanan instead.

J401 classes only]

If a person takes upon himself an oath["102 TW11W] not to eat during the day, and he
ends up eating non-kosher food, Tana Kamma says he is required to bring a 127, while
R’ Shimon says that he is not required to.

So why would he be required to? Isn’t the prohibition on eating non-kosher food already
stated in the Torah ODD WD I YaIvID)?

Rav, Shmuel, and R* Yochanan all say that if he swore not to eat anything, the shvuah on
not eating even Kosher things is valid, and it hooks on the rest of the shvuah, which is
invalid. R> Shimon says that even this ‘hooking on’ approach doesn’t work.

Reish Lakish says that the person explicitly swore not to eat chatzi shiur, which s
permitted from the Torah, and therefore the shvuah is valid, and if he breaks the oath, he
is required to bring a korban. Reish Lakish says that R’ Shimon says he 18 MOY, because
he holds like R* Yochanan who says that chatzi shiur 1s from the Torah

But didn’t Reish Lakish say that chatzi shiur is prohibited from Rabanan?

Perhaps something that is permitted from the Torah is possible to make a shvuat bituy on,
even though it is prohibited from Rabanan,

We arrive at a contradiction in Reish Lakish’s words. We know that a decree imposed by
Rabanan has the strength of an MON from the Torah, from the concept of MON ND. So
then we see that the Rabbinic decree that chatzi shiur is prohibited as if it is from the
Torah. But if it is from the Torah, wouldn’t it be considered >0 W2 N2WY VAWM,
on which any oath made upon it would be invalid, and would not require a korban?

The answer is that something from Rabanan, even though it becomes equated with
something from the Torah, is not as powertful as something directly from the Torah,
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because the punishments are more lenient. A Rabbinic decree is not considered to be
YU W TN VAV,

Now we come to yet another question on Reish Lakish’s words. Rashi brings a mishnah
from WYY The R of the mishnah states that a person who gives TTY NIV and
lies is required to bring a korban, only if they are considered kosher witnesses; they must
be unrelated men. The RO says that a person who lies in testimony is not required 1o
bring a korban unless he is a kosher witness.

What is the WYTH in the Seifa? When the Reisha says that only kosher witnesses are
allowed, it only takes into consideration the criteria that the Torah supplies us, which is
the person must not be a robber and must not be related to the defendant. Bus, Rabanan
say that a professional gambler is not allowed to testify either (R” Papa says thatitis a
king while R’ Acha bar Yaakov says that it is a professional gambler). That’s where the
Seifa comes in. The Reisha only spoke about the Torah’s criteria, but the Seifa speaks
about Rabanan’s as well.

In this case we see something that is permitted from the Torah and yet prohibited from

Rabanan (the professional gambler), like we saw in chatzi shiur. But yet, we said that
chatzi shiur, he is required to bring a korban, and here he is not. We have arrived at yet
another contradiction.

The resolution of the contradiction is as follows. The two things cannot be equated,
because they are different. In chatzi shiur, he is liable for a korban because Rabanan do
not have the power like the Torah does, and therefore the shvuah is invalid. But here we
see that the professional gambler is not liable because he swore falsely outside of the
courtroom. He is not liable for a korban, because if he were to come to a court, they
would not allow him to testify. He is not required to bring a korban because he is not a
kosher witness. and the Reisha/Seifa clearly state that a false witness must be a kosher
witness in order to bring a korban. So now we see that chatzi shiur and shvuat eidut are
two entirely different things.

[all classes]

The Gemara returns to the question of putting MWON and not 1D WNY. The Gemara
thought that the word MOK did not include karet. The Gemara brings a Breita that says
that even though a// of the inuyim are MOR, only a few are N2 WY (eating, drinking,
melachah). This Breita says that when the Mishnah says MOR, it is talking about chatzi
shiur. which is the most lenient, and is just prohibited. However, karet is included in the
word as well, because the Mishnah can also be talking about a full shiur [of eating or
drinking], which is punished by karet.

Jend of this Gemara. The next Gemara begins with the word N5
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The Gemara returns to the machloket between Reish Lakish and R* Yochanan (about
chatzi shiur). R’ Yochanan says that chatzi shiur is MOX from the Torah because you
are able to add it up collectively (see Mishnah section on page 1). The way we see that it
is from the Torah, is because if collectively they are MON, then the first chatzi shiur had
to be MON as well.

Reish Lakish says that chatzi shiur is permitted from the Torah because the Torah only
speaks about M2DR, which is a full shiur,

Here are two pesukim to keep in mind before | continue:
OORN NT WY VD MY aon DY
“ 0T NIINON NN ) YW DD D7

R’ Yochanan asks a question on Reish Lakish. He says that we know MO has a
warning and a punishment (from the pesukim above). Then comes in a Breita and says
that since chelev koi (1> 29M) and chatzi shiur have no punishment (because they are in
doubt), then perhaps they do not have a warning. But no, we see from the pasuk

“a5M 957 that there is a warning, and therefore there is a punishment. We see that chatzi
shiur is prohibited from the Torah from this, and it is a proof for R Yochanan. (Note:
This is all dependant on the way it is learned; R Yochanan learns it as a direct thing from
the Torah))

Reish Lakish says that it is rather an asmachta (RT1D0DONR) because the hint from the
pasuk is that kot 1s prohibited. In Shamayim, there aren’t any doubts and they don’t need
to write a separate pasuk as R” Yochanan suggests, but rather it is a hint, a remez in the
Torah. And if 1t is a hint, then also chatzi shiur must be a hint. Therefore it must be from
Rabanan. The pasuk does nof teach us directly, but it teaches in a remez.

Rashi says that because the word DD is in the pasuk (the second one. above), perhaps
there is a punishment for every amount? But we know that karet only comes on a full
shiur! Rather, the D2 is talking about the person, not the chelev itself

R’ Yochanan defends himself by saying that kot is an entirely separate category of beings
(in addition to chaya and behemah). So koi is nof safek, but just a separate being,

R’ Idi bar Avin comes in and says that the “22” in the pasuk “YONTI XY D7 9o
speaks about the blood of a kot. R” Yochanan asks why does the Torah need to bring this
new pasuk just for a doubt? Therefore, it nusi be that it is not a doubt, and just simply is
a separate being.

Tosafot ask why R’ Yochanan did not directly refer to the Breita about 190 927 Of
course he knows about the Breita, because he used it to question Reish Lakish. Tosafot
answer that it is possible to say that the word 92 is only for koi, and chatzi shiur is an
asmachta. But then R” Yochanan's original logic, about the collectivity of chatzi shiur,
comes to back up his point.
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Now the Gemara moves onto a new topic. It focuses on the pasuk “DDTVA) NN NI
It is possible to think that one must actively cause pain to himself with heat or cold. For
that reason, it is written in that pasuk “WYn N PONYY Yo specifically
emphasizing the YWYN N2 part, which says that you should not go out of your way and
cause pain to yourself, but rather if a chance for pleasure comes by, you should not take
if.

A person who is sitting in the sun and becomes hot is prohibited to get up and go sit in
the shade. The same thing applies to a person who is cold; he may not go to a heated
place.

The Gemara says that because melacha is always prohibited, infliction of pain is always.
Note that I say always with nothing following it; this is because we do not know if it it
always actively inflicting pain or always prohibited Furthermore, we do not include heat
and cold in infliction of pain because if’ we did it would not be “always’. If a person sat in
the heat, he is not permitted to comfort himself. but on the other hand, a person who is
not hot is not required to sit in the sun.

[now moving to Y 97/

The Gemara asks why are there specifically five lnuyim. R’ Chisda says that it is because
of the five times the word " is written in the Torah. But there are only five times it
is mentioned, and there are six Inuyim in the Mishnah! The answer is

AN Y991 MINY - drinking is included in eating,

What is the source of this answer from the Torah?

Reish Lakish says it is from the pasuk “TINX TUYPR TRT. TUOrY” (in relation to
Maaser Sheni). He says that WY PN is wine, so why would the"Torah say you eat witic,
unless drinking is included in eating?

The Gemara disproves this by saying that it is possible that the food is PN or
IPOON,

Rabah bar Shmuel says that 7R is spinach cooked with water and wine. He says that
PINODIR s every other vegetable that is cooked with oil and wine.

R’ Acha bar Yaakov says that there is a pasuk that says

SPOANY, OV P G0N NI, So we see from this that drinking mus! be
included in eating. But perhaps it is also possible here that it is PMIN? No, it is not
possible, because if food is mixed with beer(MDW), it loses its status of being a potent
alcoholic beverage.

The Gemara disproves also this. It is possible that this pasuk is not talking about real
drinks, but rather a food that has the effect of wine or beer. When a T2 MINT was
eaten with milk and honey, it had the same intoxicating effect as wine or beer.

So then what is the source for drinking is included in eating?

By a Nazir, there is a pasuk that says “Nnw» N O WD DY PR DY T
We learn by the way of MW 1"R) that wine and beer are beverages {and not an
intoxicating food or YYMMN). With this, we are able to revert to the first proof by Reish
Lakish.
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[new Gemara, : 2V 97/

The Gemara now discusses the Inuy of washing. 1t is forbidden to wash even part of
one’s body. However, there are exceptions. If one’s hands were dirty with mud or tar, he
is permitted to wash them. Why? Because the DN of washing is just on washing for
pleasure (that is the way Chachamim established). It is forbidden to anoint even a part of
one’s body, but if he had bruises about his head, he may anoint it with a healing cream.
Rashbag says that a woman may wash her hand in water before she gives a child bread to
eat. Rashi and Tosafot attempt to explain the reasoning behind this.

Rashi says that she may do so because there is a ruach raah on the bread that is bestowed
upon it by the shaid (1¥) Shibta. Rashi says further that this applies only in the morning.
The Gemara continues, saying that Shamai HaZakken washed his hand before feeding a
child, and was told that he must wash both hands. Why? Abayei says because of Shibta.
Tosafot say that Rabeinu Tam says that everyone may wash their hands, not because of
Shibta, but for the sake of cleaning it, because we already learned that one may wash his
hands if they are dirty with mud. Tosafot say that before one feeds a child of about 4 or 3,
he must wash his hands. They also say that one may still wash his hands, since there are
no shaidim today (because we rejected the shaidim proof).

A person who goes to greet his father, rabbi, or someone who is greater than him in
knowledge, may cross a river and wade in water up to his neck to greet them. The
Gemara asks if a rabbi is permitied to do the same to greet his student.

R’ Yitzchak bar Chana says that he saw Zeiri cross the river to visit his student R* Chiya
bar Ashi. However, R* Ashi says that R” Chiya visited his rabbi Zeiri. The Gemara
remains in doubt of the question.

The Bahag says that the fact that the Gemara writes specifically, ““a person may cross
until his neck” shows that swimming would be prohibited (since swimming would
require a person’s full body to be allowed to be in the water, the Gemara specifically says
no, it’s not a person’s full body, but just up to his neck. Therefore swimming is
prohibited.) The Tur argues this and holds that swimming is permitted. The Tur says that
if an Inuy of washing, which is a lot more strict, is permitted, then kal vachomer a simple
NN of swimming, would be permitted. The Beit Yoset explains the Bahag and says
that the WON of swimming pertains to Shabbat, while the WO'R of washing pertains to
Yom Kippur. If the two DYMOR are from two different things, they cannot be
compared. Therefore swimming remains MON. But according to the Tur, the reason that
“antil his neck” is written is because if it wasn’t, we would think the whole body may be
in the water, which it is not, and it is a bigger MOX.

The Meiri says that if one entered the water, one will want to wring out his clothes, which
is prohibited. But because he entered in such an odd fashion with his clothes on, he will

remember that he may not wring out his clothes.

Back in the Gemara, Rava permitted the people of N3 12y to cross the river to guard
their fruits, to which Abayei brings a Breita in support of him. The Meiri asks why 1t is
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permitted to cross the river because of a loss of money? Because he does not derive
pleasure from entering the water with his clothes on.

R’ Yosef permitted the people of 1270 21 to cross the river in order to come to a shiur,
but forbade them to go back home. Abayei argues with him and says that because of the
fact that R° Yosef didn’t allow them to return home, they won’t want to come next year
on Yom Kippur in order to hear the shiur. So then Abayei says that R’ Yosef must allow
them to return if he wants them to come at all in the beginning.

The Gemara brings another possible version of this story. It says that R’ Yosef allowed
the people both to come to the shiur and to return home. Abayet asks him why did he
allow them to return home? To which R” Yosef responds by sayving that if he had not,
they would not have come in the first place.

R’ Yehuda and R* Shmuel his son were standing on a river bank by a place where the
water is slow and possible to cross. On the other side of the river was the town Chatzdad,
and right across from them was R’ Papa. R’ Papa raised his voice and asked R” Yehuda
and R Shmuel from across the river if he is allowed to cross the river i order to ask
them about a OO in Gemara. R’ Yehuda answered him in response, saying that Rav
and Shmuel agree that he may cross the river, but only on the condition that he does not
lift up the bottom of his robe to prevent it from getting wet when he crosses.

Rashi expounds on this last statement and says that if he were to lift the robe, it would be
considered as the MOYN of carrying.

[new Gemara, -0V 97/

The new Gemara now speaks about the size of kotevet hagasah. R* Papa asks if kotevet
hagasah is with or without a pit. Isn't it specifically written in the Mishnah that it is with
apit?

Tosafot attempt to explain this question. Tosafot say that R” Papa is asking if kotevet
hagasah means a date and its own pit, or a date, its own pit, plus another pit.

Tosafot Yeshanim ask why all of a sudden the Gemara gets stopped with problems here,
and not with TMtD(olives have pits too, there should be a question there as well). By
MO, it’s obvious that it means with a pit, but here, since the Mishnah added the sentence
about “one who eats kotevet hagasah with its pit. " we come to a question.

R’ Ashi asks if, with "MYWD DNV, does the MYY nclude it’s outer shell (which
would make it bigger)? Is it dry or moist (which also would make it bigger)?

(MMYYD DNY 1 the rule that anyone who touches a bone that is even the size of a grain
of barley makes you tameh.)

R’ Papa and R” Ashi’s questions look similar, why didn’t they ask the same things?
Because to R* Ashi, there was no doubt to R™ Papa’s question because the Mishnah wrote
“gasah” which means it would be a large date with its own pit plus another.

To R’ Papa, there was no doubt on R’ Ashi’s question because if it was moist, then it
would be called a MOV, therefore it is dry. And if it meant a grain without it’s shell, it
would be called an ROVIN.

The Gemara remains in doubt of the questions.
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R’ Yehuda says that kotevet hagasah is more than a beitzah (NX21). Rabanan accepted
this answer since this is an amount that would satisfy a person enough to break the fast
(FYNYT RATYND).

Rashi says that generally the shiur in the Torah for eating is kazayit {T°t2). Why is it that
here in Yom Kippur there is a different shiur? Because all the times kazayit is used, the
Torah has the word “N9OR”, but by Yom Kippur, there was the word ™y

Now we will ask a question on R” Yehuda. But before we do, we bring in two stories to
show us the question.

R’ Yochanan ben Zakkai was brought food to taste (on Sukkot) and Rabban Gamliel was
brought two dates and a bucket of water. Rabban Gamliel said to eat them in the Sukkah,
even though they were not required to. We learn from this that two dates are below the
amount required to have to eat in the Sukkah.

R’ Tzaddok ate less than a beitzah. He held the food in a napkin or cloth, ate outside of
the Sukkah, and didn’t say Birkat Hamazon after eating.

Rashi says that he held it in a napkin because of NYTN MY IN(he always wanted to be
clean). He did not wash his hands to eat because the whole reason for washing hands is to
prevent tumah. But food that is less than a beitzah is not considered to give tumah.

He ate outside of the Sukkah because food that is less than a beitzah is considered a
temporary meal OR7Y), and is not forced to be eaten in the Sukkah.

He did not say Birkat Hamazon because under a beitzah is not considered being satiated.

So, if two kotavot are not obligated to be eaten in the Sukkah (which we learned from
Rabban Gamliel) and if R Tzaddok says that a beitzah is the required amount to be
forced to eat in the Sukkah, we are forced to conclude that two kotavot are less than a
beitzah. Ok, that sounds good but didnt R* Yehuda say that one kotevet is more than a
bettzah? How can this be?

R’ Yirmiyah says that it’s possible that 2 kotavot without pits are indeed less than a
beitzah, because it is according to the weight and a large kotevet with a pit is larger than a
beitzah. He says that if you take two kabim (0°2{) of dates and you take out their pits,
the pits will be a little bigger than one kab. That means the pit 1s larger and it is possible
for one date and it’s pit to be bigger than two dates without pits. [To explain this, lets say
a pit weighs 1.1 and a date without a pit weighs 9. That means a date with a pit is 2. But
two dates without pits weigh 1.8.]

Rava says that Rabban Gamliel didn’t eat in the Sukkah because fruits of any amount are
not obligated to be eaten in the Sukkah. He says that it is still possible for two dates
without pits to be bigger than a beitzah because we do not go by weigh but rather by
volume,

When Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was at the house of R* Eliezer ben Shamua, they brought to
him dates and grapes. He ate them as "N7Y N2DN outside of the Sukkah. He adds the
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words YNV MON because it is talking about the amount eaten (less than a beitzah),
and only ate outside of the Sukkah because less than a beitzah is not obligated to be eaten
in the Sukkah (implying that more than a beitzah is obligated). So now it turns into a
question on Rava, because he said that any amount of fruit is MY from Sukkah.

One answer could be that all amounts of fruit are considered YRy NDYDN. Another
could be that they did indeed eat a lot of fruits and were not obligated to eat them in the
Sukkah. But they had together with it some bread that was considered YNV NYDON, so
they had to eat in the Sukkah.

Both these answers look the same. However, the second says that even if it is a large
amount of fruit, we see that fruit and bread do not add up collectively, and that each one
was YR NODON separately.

The Gemara now brings a proof for Rava. R” Eliezer says that a person is obligated to eat
14 meals in the Sukkah (2 each day). If someone ate a meal of Ny2*X710 (dessert) in the
Sukkah, it counts as one of the 14 meals. Why would we say N30 and not fruit?
Because fruit are not obligated for Sukkah!

The Gemara disproves this by saying that the N2 could have been fruit. 1t is also
possible to say that the in that specific place, fruits are not common, therefore they were
not mentioned.

Tosafot say that it is not possible to learn from here that R°371 fulfills Shalosh Seudot
on Shabbat, since the passuk where it is learned from is in the topic of Y2, and }2 was in
place of bread (which means you need bread for Shalosh Seudot). And even if N33
was fulfilling, fruit wouldn’t be since it wasn’t with Sukkah.

R’ Zvid says that kotevet hagasah is fess than a beitzah. A proof for this is as follows.
Beit Shamai say that is someone leaves seor (MNW) in his house on Pesach, he is 1M on
kazayit, but with chametz, he is only 1M on a kotevet Beit Hillel say that both are
kazayit.

Why does Beit Shamai say that the amount of chametz is more than the amount of seor”
If they wrote only chametz, seor would be included. So why the separation? Because for
sure seor is more prohibited because there 1s more yeast in it, and because when they are
mentioned in the Torah, they are separated, then we know their amounts are different.

We know that kazayit is the smallest measure. If indeed R* Yehuda is right, that would
put beitzah in the middle and kotevet as the largest. Why would Beit Shamai jump from
smallest to largest, skipping the middle? But by R™ Zvid, kotevet is middle and then
beitzah is the largest, and it would fit perfectly. Also, it is not possible that kotevet and
beitzah are equal, because beitzah is more common and would surely be the only one
used if they were both equal.

R’ Yehuda says that a normal kotevet (not gasah) is less than a beitzah, and kotevet
hagasah is more than a beitzah. Beit Shamai were talking about a normal kotevet which is
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between beitzah and kazayit according to R’ Yehuda, and even if a normal kotevet and
beitzah are equal, it doesn’t make a difference, since Beit Shamai wrote one of them.

Now we’ve disproved one proof for R” Zvid. The Gemara now brings one final one. For
it, we require a little chart:

Amount Aflter eaten

™Mo Still hungry

YO N3O Not hungry
N Satiated (full)

Also, keep in mind the passuk: “NI>71) DYIYY NOONY

R’ Meir says that Birkat Hamazon is said on kazayit. He says that the NYDR the passuk
talks about is eating kazayit and the MYV is drinking. Rabbi Yehuda (nor Rav Yehuda)
says that the passuk speaks about 19N that is satiating (°2WN), which is a beitzah. If
a beitzah is satiating, how is it possible that kotevet hagasah is only TPIVT NATPD
(makes you not hungry), as we stated before (top of page 9)? Therefore, kotevet hagasah
st be less than beitzah.

Tosafot say that R* Shimon ben Shetach ate kazayit (which does not satiate you) and the
king and queen ate a whole meal (more than beitzah - they were satiated), and
afterwards, R> Shimon freed them from their obligation of Birkat Hamazon by saying it
for them (DN ST DMNX ROMNN). If kazayit is only 271 by Rabanan (which it 1s),
and beitzah is from the Torah, how can R” Shimon free them from obligation, if he is not
on the same level of obligation as them?

A person who is generally 1M in a mitzvah but at the moment is not, may free others
from their obligation (RONW) NX) because MY M DAY IRW D2 Even though
the obligation level is not the same, he may still free them from their obligation.

[new Gemara, -9 97/

R’ Elazar says that whoever eats chelev today in the time that there is no Beit
HaMikdash, must write down the amount that he ate, because perhaps in the future a
VT 102 will come and change the size of a kazayit (since chelev is 21> on kazayit).

The Gemara interprets the words PNYW1 N2 (change the size of kazayit) as meaning
that they will change it to a kazayit katan (small kazayit). Rashi says that if he cats less
than a standard kazayit ONP2 7D or MMV, he must still write down how much he
wrote, because if the Beit Din makes kazayit smaller, he will be obligated to bring a
korban.

The Gemara rejects this idea because a person only bring a korban if he regrets eating the
chelev. But if he eats an amount that is currently permitted, he is not going to regret it!
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The Gemara then concludes that the Beit Din will change kazayit to kazayit gadol (large
kazayit). A person who eats chelev must write the amount since perhaps he will be
exempt from a korban.

How could we have thought at all to say that it would be made smaller? Perhaps the
Gemara thought that since it makes it smaller, it would enlarge the amount of korbanot to
bring, hence the word N2,

R’ Yochanan says that the shiurs/amounts and punishments are all Halacha LeMoshe
MiSinai (Halacha to Moshe from Sinai). But aren’t punishments written in the Torah?
Then perhaps R’ Yochanan meant to say the amounts required for punishments are
Halacha LLeMoshe MiSinai. There is a Breita to back this up.

Others say that the amount required for punishments were made up by D 2 2R0INY
and his Beit Din. How is it possible that a Navi makes new Halachot? He did not make
new Halachot, and they were indeed Halacha LeMoshe MiSinai but rather the nation
forgot the Halachot, and he simply renewed and retaught the Halachot.

According to this, it is not possible to change the amount of kazayit.

[new Gemara, 9 1/

R’ Papa says that if someone eats meat with salt on it, the salt adds collectively to the
shiur of kotevet hagasah. Even though the salt 1s not food, since it 1s eaten with the meat,
it adds together.

Reish Lakish says that gravy or sauce on vegetables adds up collectively also to the
kotevet hagasah The Gemara says this is obvious. Why is this obvious and not so with
the salt? Because the gravy itself is considered an actual liquid (MPWN), whereas the salt
is not considered food and vyet it still adds up. But didn’t we say in the Mishnah earlier
that liquids and food don’t add up collectively? Indeed we did, but anything that comes to
enhance the taste of a food is considered a food.

Reish Lakish says that whoever eats MO} N2ON on Yom Kippur is M09, There is a
dispute between Rashi and Rambam about what MDY N2DN is. Rashi says that it is
eating food even after one is full and does not take pleasure from eating, since he is full
(however, if he eats something tasty and enjoys it, it s not considered MDY NPDONR
according to Rashi). Rambam says that it is eating after one is totally full, and it 1s so
much that he feels nauseous if he eats anymore. Even if there i3 a good taste, he will still
not enjoy it, and is still considered NOY NN,

If one eats to the point where he is full during Seudah Mafseket, and later on the night of
Yom Kippur eats more, he would be MO9S, The proof for this is that in the Torah it says
not to eat something that will cause him to break the »¥»Y. But if he eats so much to the
point that he hurts himself by eating, he is not included in this.
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R’ Yirmiyah states in the name of Reish Lakish that a person who is not a Cohen and eats
from the MY by accident as MO N2DN pays only the principle value but not the
extra fifth that would be paid if it was a normal accident, because in the Torah it says

“ 99N Y97, excluding any eating that causes any damage, which only pays the
principle amount.

R’ Yirmiyah says that a non-Cohen who eats from the ™20 in an abnormal fashion
(DY) pays only the principle and not the fifth because he is considered to be damaging
the food, since he eats it in a way that it is not meant to be eaten.

Why don’t we bring Yom Kippur as an example for DDYI? The PN TNV says
because in Yom Kippur vou are not allowed to eat anything that would make you not
hungry. Of course he wouldn't taste the food, but internally he would not be hungry,
therefore he would be 1M,

[new Gemara, -29 97/
Mishnah

A pregnant woman that smells food, and because of these she feels a desire to eat, and if
she doesn’t eat, her life will be in danger may eat on Yom Kippur until the point where
she feels fine again. She must be fed by mo professional doctors that agree that her life is
in danger if she does not eat. If there are no doctors present, she may be fed if the woman
says that she feels she is in danger.

The Ran quotes a lengthy discussion by the Ramban if one may violate Shabbat for the
unborn child, or only if the child is already born.

The Bahag says that if a woman knows that the unborn child will die if she does not eat,
she may be fed, even if we do not know for sure whether or not the child will die.

The Ramban says that from this we see that one may violate Shabbat even for the unborn
child and not for the mother. He brings a proof for what the Bahag says. We learn in the
Gemara that Shmuel says that if a pregnant woman that dies during labor on Shabbat, but
the child is still alive, it is permitted to bring a knife in order to cut open the mother and
save the child. Rava says that it is even permitted to bring the knife from a public place
into a private place (which is a direct sin of Shabbat). This shows that we would be able
to violate Shabbat just to save the child, because the unborn child is considered a living
person,

The Ramban continues and asks two questions. He says that if there is a danger to the
mother during labor, it is permitted to kill the child for the sake of saving the mother’s
life. If the child’s head already began to emerge, it is not permitted to kill the child,
because the child is thought to be alive. But if' it is permitted to violate Shabbat for the
child, why would it be allowed to kill the child for the mother if it i1s thought to be a
living person?

Also, in YT NDON it says that someone who kills a baby that is one or two days old
must receive the punishment of death. It says specifically a child one or two days old, and
not an unborn child. Why is this, it an unborn child is considered a living person?
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Additionally, it says in Parashat Mishpatim that someone who kills an unborn child pays
money and does not receive death.

The Ramban answers that violation of Shabbat and murder are different. Really, the child
is not considered a human being, but one may violate one Shabbat for the unborn child in
order that the child will grow up and keep many more Shabbats. The Ramban continues
and says that if the woman is pregnant for even 40 days, one may violate Shabbat for the
unborn child.

Gemara

If a pregnant woman that smells the meat of korbanot or the meat of pig and feels a desire
for it, first we dip a WhD(a utensil that is used to soak up liquids. In this case it is used to
provide that woman a minute taste of the gravy) in the sauce or gravy of the meat, and
then put it on her lips. If this is enough to satisfy her craving, that’s very good. If not, we
give her to taste the gravy (more than the amount that is held by the W1D). If she is still
not satisfied, we give her the actual meat. This process of trying to minimize the sin is
called P 9PN YMN PYORD. The reason she may eat is because nothing stands in
the way of W) M9 except for avodah zarah, giluyi arayot, and shefichut damim.
What is the source for avodah zarah being MY R 37

We bring the source from the passuk “TTND 9211 TU9) DD1.°N IR NANRY

R’ Eliezer asks why TN is written if TW) is already, and why is TWO) written if
TTIRD is already written? He says that TWU9) applies to someone whose life is more
important than their money, and TR applies to someone whose money is more
important than their life. The fact that TWO) is written is what concerns us; that shows us
that a person must die in order to love Hashem (and not do avodah zarah).

And what is the source for giluyi arayot and shefichut damim?

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that it is from the passuk

CIRT T 1D U0 NN NYT DY WIR DY WRD YD This passuk s
mentioned in relation to an engaged woman being raped, she is not put to death, even
though the rapist is. In this passuk, we have something called a W21 which is when two
entirely different topics come in the same passuk in order that we should learn something
about one topic from the other topic.

How does giluyi arayot teach us something about shefichut damim? Just like it is
permitted to save an engaged woman from being raped even if it means killing the rapist,
it is also permitted to save someone from being murdered even if it means killing the
murderer. But where did we learn the first thing with an engaged woman in the first
place? From the part of the passuk that says “N2 W1 PN”, meaning there was no one
to save her; but if there was they would have to even if it meant killing the rapist.

Alright, so how does shefichut damim teach us about giluyi arayot?

Just like shefichut damim is MN2Y> YN 30, so is giluyi arayot. But where do we know
that about shefichut damim from? We’ll get there in a second.

Rashi says that the woman who is being raped does not have to give up her life in order

not to sin over giluyi arayot because she isn’t doing anything active, which means she is
called OO VoD,
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Tosafot say that in PITIO NDOY it says that all the mitzvot are X7 IRy Ay
(notice the reversal of words) except if it is in public (in front of 10 men). Ifitis m
public, it is MY 2N AN If that’s the case, then how could Esther have done what
she did (have relations with a goy to public knowledge which would be considered giluyi
arayot)? Didn’t we just say that she cannot if it is in public or publicly known?

Wait a second, why is the Gemara suddenly getting stuck with the public knowledge
issue? Isn’t the giluyi arayot she did not permitted altogether? Why wasn’t the question
about that?

Because we know that in the giluyi arayot issue, it was fine for her to do what she did
since she was DY V. Okay, this is fine, so then why do they have to ask about the
public thing? If she is DD Y2, isn’t it okay if she did i1? The answer is no, even
though it may seem okay, there’s still an element of chilul Hashem here. So why did it
end up being that she was allowed to do it? Because the reasoning of D2W Y2 is so
strong that it overrides the chilul Hashem.

Also, if a goy tells you to cut grass and feed it to his animals on Shabbat, you can do so
even in public, because he is asking you to do it for his own personal benefit. But if he
asks you to cut the grass and throw it into the water, he must die instead because it is
violating the religion. What Achasverosh did was for his own personal pleasure, so
therefore Esther could have done what she did.

Tosafot bring two proofs for DD V. If a goy tells a man that he will push the man
on to a baby so the baby will die, and if he will not agree the goy will kill him, the man
may let himself be pushed on to the baby, because he is not killing the baby really.
Tosafot say that this also applies to giluyi arayot and the woman is not really doing
anything.

Also, the pasuk says “WU9) TN MY DY YN D7 which is an active doing, so we
see that there needs to be an active doing in order to be chayav.

Okay, so now, where do we know that shefichut damim is M2 DRI D? Well, i’s a
logical thing to think that it is MY DX 3. A person (we'll call him Reuven) came
over to Rava and told him that the mayor of the city came to him and told him that if he
doesn’t kill another person {we’ll call him Shimon), that the mayor will kill Reuven.
Reuven asked Rava what must he do? Rava answers him that he must be killed and not to
kill Shimon, because who says that Reuven’s blood is better (actually, the Gemara says
redder, not better) than Shimon’s?

But then again, who says that Shimon’s blood is better than Reuven’s?

Rashi asks why Rava told Reuven he must be killed? Doesn’t the passuk say “0DN2 MY
and not “DN TNY'? The answer is really that every Jew is important and loved by
Hashem, and may violate a mitzvah in order to stay alive. But here, when there is another
life at stake, it is a choice between only one person dying (Reuven) or one person dying
{Shimon) plus the averah of shefichut damim. So Rashi says that it’s better to have only
one person die without the averah. rather than with it

A pregnant woman smelled food on Yom Kippur and had a craving for it. People came
over to Rebbe (R’ Yehuda HaNasi) and asked him what they should do. Rebbe answered
that they should whisper in her ear and remind her that it is Yom Kippur. So they went 1o
her and whispered it, and she accepted it and decided not to eat. Later, Rebbe said that the
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baby she was carrying was what the passuk . DY 1021 TR D017 was talking
about (meaning that the baby was a very special baby). It turned out that the baby grew
up to be R” Yochanan.

There is a similar story to this now. A pregnant woman smelled food on Yom Kippur.
People came to R* Chanina and told him. He said to whisper to her that it is Yom Kippur.
They whipsered this but she did nof accept it, and ate anyway. Later, R’ Chanina said that
the baby she was carrying was what the passuk "D OWWY 7 {wicked people are
destant to become wicked already from the mother’s womb) was talking about. It turns
out that the baby grew up to be a person named Shabtai who used to buy out all the fruit
from one place so that they had no more left, then sold it back at very high prices.
Basically, he cheated them out of money.

[new Gemara, top of -9/

R’ Yanai says that if a sick person says he must eat and a doctor says he does not have to,
we listen to the sick person and feed him. This is because of the passuk

“WaY TN YTV 297, a person knows the bitterness and complications of his

soul. .. basically, he knows himself better than anyone else does, even better than a doctor.
The Gemara says this is obvious that we would listen to the sick person, because it 1
YD) PO, and we know that a INWA) DD goes to the more lenient side. But we may
have thought that since the doctor is a professional and knows what he’s doing (we hope)
that he would know better; but no, the Gemara says, the sick person knows best.

R’ Yanai also says that if even one doctor says the sick person must eat and the sick
person says he doesn’t have to, we listen to the doctor because perhaps the sick person is
saying that he doesn’t need to eat because his judgement is impaired from the sickness
(N2NM).

The Gemara asks why the Mishnah did not mention that we also feed the sick person
according to him or herself (because that’s essentially what we're doing in the first case
that R” Yanai brings)? Also, why did the Mishnah write that it takes two doctors to feed
the sick person? We said in the second case that it takes only one doctor to feed him!

The answer to the first question is that the Mishnah was talking about a case where the
sick person said he did not have to eat, in which case we would never feed him according
to himself. But still, why did the Mishnah say there must be two doctors? Because the
case the Mishnah spoke about was when the sick person said he doesn’t have to eat and
there was another doctor that agreed and said he doesn’t have to it. So if this is so, we
need mwo other doctors that say he must eat in order to feed him.

The Gemara says that it is obvious that in that case, where there is a W93 P90,
because we know that when there is a doubt in nefashot, we are more lenient and for sure
we would feed the sick person — what is the chiddush?

The Gemara answers that there are really two other doctors who say he does not have to
eat, and yet we still follow the people who say to eat. This shows that even though there
is a majority who say he does not have to eat (3 vs. 2), we are more lenient.

Even though R’ Safra says that two are like a hundred, and a hundred are as if they are
two, this is in relation to TTY. But in relation to appraisals and evaluations (NYTIDINR),
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we do go after the majority. Then how is it possible that we follow the 2 instead of the 3
in the case we discussed? Because the RYTODN we were talking about was in relation to
Fhf;it of money or property. However, we do not go according to the majority here because
it1s YD) POV. So in that case, if there was just one doctor saying he needs to eat (and
the sick person doesn’t say anything) and there are two that say he does not need to eat,
there is no WD) 290, because 2 vs. 1 is not considered one, therefore we would not
ear.

To sum up all the halachot we learned, let’s make another little chart (when 1 write sick,
it means the sick person):

Says must eat: Sick 1 Doctor | 2 Doctors | 2 Doctors | 1 Doctor
Says doesn’t have to; | | Doctor | Sick Sick & Sick & 2 Doctors
1 Doctor 2 Doctors
Halacha: Eats Eats Eats Eats Doesn’t
Eat

[new Gemara, 29 97/
Mishnah

If someone who is sick with Bulmus (a disease that makes a person’s face pale and he
cannot see until he eats, and when he eats his face gets its color back), he may be fed
until the color returns to his face and he can see again.

If a rabid dog bites someone, he may not be given to eat from the dog’s liver (people
thought that was a cure for rabies at the time) because we aren’t sure if it is really a
proven and working treatment for rabies. But R” Mattia Ben Charash says you can give
him to eat from the dog’s liver because he holds that it is a proven treatment.

R’ Mattia ben Charash also says that if someone has a very strong aching in his throat, he
may take medecine to heal it on Shabbat (normally that wouldn’t be allowed), because it
15 a doubt if it is Pikuach Nefesh — even though it is not a danger now, there is a doubt
and a possibility that it can develop into a danger.

If a rockslide fell on someone, and there is a doubt if he is actually under the rocks or not,
or if he is alive or not, or if the person is a Jew or a goy, you have to move the rocks in
order to check. If he is found alive, vou must pull him out, but if he is found dead, we do
not violate Shabbat for im.

Gemara
How did one know if a person’s eyes brightened and could see again? If he knows how to
differentiate between food that is healthy for him and food that is bad for him. Abayei

says that he also has to be able to tell the difference between food that has a taste and
food that has no taste.
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If someone has Bulmus, we give him to eat the food with the smallest punishment. If
there is a choice between non-kosher food and tevel (fruit that terumah and maaser were
not taken from), we feed the person the non-kosher food, since its punishment is malkot,
which is less than the punishment of tevel, DMV 11 Ay

If there is a choice between tevel and shevi’it (fruit that was grown during Shmitah and
was not allowed to be eaten after a certain date), we give him shevi’it, because the
punishment on shevi’it is just the punishment of any normal MWy mitzvah.

If there is a choice between tevel and terumah, that both have DV P31 TN as their
punishment, then there is an argument. Tana Kama (Rabanan) says that he must eat the
tevel, and Ben Teima says he must eat the terumah.

Rabbah comes in and clarifies the argument a little bit. Suppose we have 25 grapes that
are tevel and the person needs to eat 20 grapes. We have enough grapes to separate the
terumah and maaser, and there will still be enough grapes left over for the person {(about
23 will be left). In that case, there is 70 argument. The argument is if there are only 20
grapes that are tevel, where there aren’t enough grapes in order to separate the terumah
and maaser. So it’s either he eats 20 grapes that are tevel or 18 grapes that are perfectly
fine to eat, but 2 that are terumah. This is really what the argument is talking about.

Ben Teima says that terumah is less severe because it is allowed to Kohanim. But the
Rabanan say that tevel is less severe because it is possible to fix it and make it allowed to
everyone,

Rabbah says that you may separate the terumah and maaser from the tevel even on
Shabbat (normally you wouldn’t be able to because it is moving something from one
place to another). Rabbah says that this is obvious, because fixing the tevel is only assur
from Rabanan, and the tevel is from the Torah, so obviously it’s better to fix it.

Therefore, Rabbah says that the tevel grew in a flowerpot which has no holes at the
bottom, so the tevel is only forbidden from Rabanan. So now both fixing and the tevel are
assur from Rabanan. So now why do we have to go to all the trouble of separating the
terumah and maaser? Why don’t we just give the person the tevel to eat? [ mean, it’s only
an averah on Rabanan, it’s not too big a deal, why do we go to all the trouble of
separating it? In order to prevent any eating of tevel, because even though now it’s only
Rabanan, what’s to say that next time he will know if it is assur deRabanan or assur
deOraita?

The Ra’avad was asked what would happen if a doctor tells a sick person that he must
eat meat on Shabbat, but there wasn’t any meat to eat. There was only a choice of to go
and to shecht (0YWY) an animal (which has a punishment of NPV) or to eat non-
kosher meat {which has a punishment of malkot). According to the logic that we used
before, the sick person should eat non-kosher meat. But the Rishonim beg to differ. .
The Ran says that if you eat non-kosher meat, it is equal to five [small] aveirot, and if
you shecht on Shabbat, it’s just one big aveirah. The Ran says that it is better to do one
big aveirah than five smaller ones. The only exception he says is that if the sick person
needs to eat less than a kazayit, it is better to feed him the non-kosher food.

The Roash says that it is better to shecht on Shabbat because we are afraid that if the sick
person knows that the food is non-kosher, he may not want to eat it. The only exception
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is in a case where the sick person cannot know if the food is kosher or not (semi-coma or
simply not telling the person).

The Mishnah Berurah quotes the Meharam from Rutenberg. The Meharam says that
for the sick person, Shabbat is just like any other day when he can shecht if he needs to,
so therefore he may (actually, he’s not doing the shechting, but others may do it for himy).

Let’s go back to what the Ran said. He says that a few big aveirot is better than a lot of
smaller ones. Now let’s refer to our example we gave with the grapes: there are two
grapes of terumah, which is two big aveirot, or twenty grapes of tevel which are twenty
small aveirot. According to the logic of the Ran, of course you must eat the terumah! if
50, then how is it possible that Rabanan say that you eat the tevel instead?

Because we already know that the grapes grew in a flowerpot without a hole, so that
means the terumah is only from Rabanan, and there aren’t any big and small aveirot when
it comes to things that are assur from Rabanan.

[new Gemara, : 19]

The Mishnah says “NAWUN 7R NNYTT MYDY OO 2N THUS) P90V Man”. Why
does the Mishnah have to make this long statement? Couldn’t it have just shortened it a
little bit?

R’ Yehuda said that Rav said that the reason the Mishnah had to specify that safek
nefashot is more important than Shabbat, is because the case where the Mishnah 18
talking about (about being allowed to take medicine. . see Mishnah, page 17) is when the
sick person must start taking the medicine near the end of this Shabbat, and if he doesn’t
take it today, he will be in danger of dying next Shabbat. We might have though that we
would have waited till Shabbat is out, but we learn that we may even violate two
Shabbats.

Also, it says in a Breita that it is permitted to heat up water on Shabbat in order to wash a
sick person or to give him to drink, and it does not have to be for this Shabbat, but it can
be in order to save him on a following Shabbat, and we do not say that we wait unti
Shabbat goes out because we think maybe he'll become better. We give him the water
right away instead, even if it is a safek for the next Shabbat, not this one.

The Gemara says that we do not do any of these things (for example, warming up the
water or feeding the sick person) by hands of a goy (D1D) or young children, but rather
by “Gedolei Yisrael” Neither do we tell a woman or a non-Jew {>MD) to do these things.

Tosafot say that even if there is a choice to take a goy or a Jew, we take the Jew, because
it’s possible that the goy will get lazy in the middle, and the sick person will be in danger.
But in the case where we do not need immediate assistance. and it’s not too big a deal if
he gets lazy, we call a goy.

The Ran says that we take a Jew because if there is a child watching, we don’t want him
to think that we are violating Shabbat for the sick person with the difficulty of calling a
oy, and we do not want him to call a goy when there really is immediate assistance
needed, just because he learned from when he was a child.
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The Ran continues and says that “Gedolei Yisrael” is what it sounds like- an adult (gadol)
and not a young person, a Jew (Yisrael) and not a goy. The Rambam says that “Gedolei
Yisrael” means literally, the wise people of Yisrael.

Now, if you look carefully at what I wrote, 1 said “we do not do any of these things by
hands of a goy, etc.” and then later I said “we do not tell a woman., etc.” (which is
actually the exact words of the Gemara). So why does the Gemara have the double
language, do and tell?

Rashi says that it’s because if a woman says by herself that we must violate Shabbat for
the sick person, we do not listen to her. But, if a doctor and the woman say that we must,
and they are against 2 doctors that say no, we listen to the woman and the doctor {the 2
vs. 2 case discussed on page 16) because the woman’s opinion joins the doctor’s.

Rashi continues and says that we don’t listen to the woman because we think she is just
overreacting from her emotions, since women are generally more emotional.

The Gemara says that someone who reacts quickly in a pikuach nefesh situation is
praised, and one need not run to a Beit Din and ask if so-and-so is permitted. The Gemara
brings three cases in which this statement applies:

1) If someone sees a child that fell into the water (and it is Shabbat), he may cast a net
into the water and pull out the child, even though he catches fish along with the child, and
every fish would be an averah from the Torah normally.

2) if a person saw a child fall into a deep pit, he may dig out stairs to go and get the child,
even though it’s an averah on Shabbat to do that.

3) If a child was locked behind a door, a person may break the door down and let the
child out. But breaking the door would only be an averah from Rabanan, and we know
that for sure pikuach nefesh would be greater than any mitzvah from Rabanan, So the
Gemara says that in this case, it is really an averah from the Torah, because not only does
he break down the door, but he needs to use the wood from the door, which turns it into
an averah from the Torah (MON of }PTI0).

Why do we need all these three cases, we could have just used the first by itself. We need
the second case, because normally we would have thought that we just wait till Shabbat is
over and in the meantime, we entertain the child while he’s in the pit, but no, the case
comes to tell us we can take him out right away. We need the third case to come and
show us that even an averah from the Torah is permitted in the case of pikuach nefesh.

[new Gemara, 19 97/
Note: This is not in the order that the Gemara writes if.

A group of Rabbis were taking a walk (if you need 1o know their names, it’s in the
Gemara) and were asked what the source from the Torah is for the fact pikuach nefesh is
greater than Shabbat. R’ Yishmael said from the passuk “23301 N inhna DR
1f, when there is a safek of pikuach nefesh, whether the burglar is out to kill the owner of
the house or not, and we may kill him, which means we can override such a big mitzvah

-

of shefichut damim, then MY D2 we can violate Shabbat, which is more lenient than
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shefichut damim. The Gemara disproves this by saying that the case is when we know for
sure that the burglar is out to kill the owner, therefore there is no safek. Also, the owner
may kill him only because of self defense (7MY DOWN THOMD RaM). The fact that the
Gemara disproves this by saying there’s no safek means that the question is not on the
source of pikuach nefesh; rather it is what is the source for safek pikuach nefesh?

Rabbi Akiva says that it is from the passuk “TD VAP SO DYD. WON DY D
that we learn the source for safek pikuach nefesh. This passuk says that if a Cohen is in
the middle of the avodah in Beit HaMikdash and he knows testimony that is needed in a
court case, we do not stop him in the middie of the avodah in order to come to court.
Rabbah bar Bar Chana says that the only time we would stop him is in order to save a
life. So, we already know that the avodah is more important than Shabbat (since they did
korbanot on Shabbat), and now we know that safek pikuach nefesh (here, it is the life-
saving testimony of the Cohen) is more important than the avodah, kal vachomer that the
safek pikuach nefesh is more important than Shabbat. The Gemara disproves this by
bringing in Abayei, who says that the court sends 2 wise people to the Cohen and listen to
what testimony he has, and decide if he should come to court or not. By doing this, we
see that 1t 1s not a safek pikuach nefesh: the 2 people decide if it will save the life or not.

R’ Eliezer says that since brit milah 1s more important than Shabbat, and the punishment
for not doing it is karet later on in life, we see that pikuach nefesh later in life is more
important than Shabbat. So, kal vachomer that if there is a safek pikuach nefesh row,
then it is greater than Shabbat. The Gemara disproves this also by again saying that there
is no proof that there is a safek.

R’ Shimon ben Menasya says that it is from the passuk “NaWmn NN SN 1 Yy
because it says that Bnet Yisrael must keep the Shabbat; that means that one make violate
one Shabbat in order to keep many more in the future. The Gemara then disproves this by
saying that this is onfy in the case where there is a danger for sure.

Finally, R* Yehuda says in the name of Shmuel that the best answer to the question is the
passuk “0ON2 XM, Specifically > and not 7M. Every other answer to the question has
some little problem, but this answer is the perfect answer. and it is what the Gemara
accepts.
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