LANGUAGE

String [nima] – נִימא:
ָ From the Greek νῆμα, nèma, a
thread or a string.
BACKGROUND

Harp – כנֹור:ִּ In antiquity, harps and lyres were closely
related. Below is an image of a reconstructed ancient
lyre resembling the ones that existed in the talmudic
period. The strings of the lyre are tied to the buttons
that protrude along its edge.

mishna

One may tie up on Shabbat a string [nima]L
 ֲא ָבל,נִימא ַ ּב ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש
ָ קֹוש ִרין
ְ ׁ מתני׳
that came loose from a harpB used in the
 וְ ִאם ַ ּב ְּת ִח ָּילה – ָּכאן וְ ָכאן.ל ֹא ַ ּב ְּמ ִדינָ ה
H
Temple, but not in the rest of the country. And tying the string to
. ָאסוּרthe harp for the first time is prohibited both here and there.

gemara

And the Gemara raises a contradiction from
– נִימת ִּכנּ ֹור ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְס ָקה
ַ :ּגמ׳ ו ְּר ִמינְ הו
a baraita: If a harp string broke, one would
; ֶא ָּלא עֹונְ ָב ּה! ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָא,קֹוש ָר ּה
ְ ׁ ל ֹא ָהיָה
not tie it up with a knot, but fashion a bow. This teaching indicates
.יעזֶ ר
ֶ  וְ ָהא – ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל, ָהא – ַר ָ ּבנַןthat tying up a harp string is prohibited even in the Temple. The Gemara answers: It is not difficult; this baraita, which prohibits tying,
was taught in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis; and that
mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer.
״מ ְכ ׁ ִש ֵירי ִמצְ וָ ה
ַ :יעזֶ ר דְּ ָא ַמר
ֶ  ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלThe Gemara clarifies this answer: According to Rabbi Eliezer, who
 ְל ַר ָ ּבנָ ן,קֹוש ָר ּה
ְ ׁ – ֹוחין ֶאת ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת״
ִ ּ דsaid that the preparations that enable the performance of a mitzva
,ֹוחין – עֹונְ ָב ּה
ִ ּ דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ֵאין דoverride the prohibitions of Shabbat, one may tie even the broken
harp string, as this is for the purpose of the mitzva of accompanying
the Temple service with music. However, according to the Rabbis,
who say that preparations for a mitzva do not override Shabbat
prohibitions, one may only fashion a bow.
!יעזֶ ר – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּילה נַ ִמי
ֶ  ִאי ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלThe Gemara raises a difficulty: If in fact the mishna is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who permits facilitating performance of a mitzva even when it involves desecration of Shabbat, even
in a case where the string did not break and one is tying it for the first
time, this too should be permitted, as he is acting for the purpose of
a mitzva.
–  וְ ָהא, ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָהא ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה, ֶא ָּלאRather, the Gemara provides a different resolution of the contradic. ַר ָ ּבנַןtion: It is not difficult. This, the mishna that permits tying the broken
string, was taught in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda,
who maintains that making a bow is considered tying, and there is no
difference between the two actions; and that, the baraita that prohibits it, is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who rule that
fashioning a bow is not prohibited by Torah law, and therefore it is
permitted to fashion a bow.

Reconstructed lyre from the sixth or seventh century

?יבא דְּ ַמאן
ּ ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ַא ִּלThe Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yehuda, in accordance with whose
opinion did he express his view?

HALAKHA

A string in the Temple – נִימא ַ ּב ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש:
ָ It is permitted
to tie a temporary knot for the purpose of a mitzva.
One may tie a broken harp string in the Temple but
not outside of it. However, it is prohibited to tie a knot
in the first instance, even in the Temple (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:6).

Perek X
Daf 103 Amud a
יעזֶ ר ָק ָא ַמר – ֲא ִפילּ ו
ֶ יבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ ָ  ִאי ַא ִּלIf he stated his ruling in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
! ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּילה נַ ִמיEliezer, why did he permit tying a bow only after the fact? It should
also be permitted even ab initio, as Rabbi Eliezer maintains that
preparations required for the performance of a mitzva override the
prohibitions of Shabbat.
,ֶא ָּלא ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָהא – ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
 ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְס ָקה לֹו: דְּ ַתנְיָא.ָהא – ַר ָ ּבנַן
:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון,קֹוש ָר ּה
ְ ׁ – נִימא ַ ּב ִּכנּ ֹור
ָ
.עֹונְ ָב ּה
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גק. ׳י קרפ

Rather, the Gemara rejects the previous explanation: It is not difficult; this baraita that deems tying prohibited is according to the
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, while that mishna that rules that tying
is permitted, is according to the opinion of the Rabbis. As it was
taught in a baraita: If a string of the Levite’s harp was severed on
Shabbat, he may tie it with a knot; Rabbi Shimon says: He may
only form a bow. The Rabbis permit the preparations for a mitzva
that could not have been performed before Shabbat, whereas Rabbi
Shimon is stringent and prohibits even those preparations.

 ַאף:אֹומר
ֵ
ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר
 ֶא ָּלא,ִהיא ֵאינָ ּה ַמ ׁ ְש ַמ ַעת ֶאת ַה ּקֹול
 אֹו,כֹורךְ ִמ ְל ַמ ְע ָלה
ֵ ְְמ ׁ ַש ְל ׁ ֵשל ִמ ְּל ַמ ָּטה ו
.כֹור ְך ִמ ְּל ַמ ָּטה
ֵ ְְמ ׁ ַש ְל ׁ ֵשל ִמ ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ו

The Gemara continues its citation of the baraita. Rabbi Shimon ben
Elazar says: Even if he ties a knot or a bow, the harp will not issue
the proper sound, and he would therefore be committing a transgression without performing the mitzva in a fitting manner. Rather,
he unwinds the string from the lower knob and winds it around
the upper one, or he unwinds the string from the upper knob and
winds it around the lower one,B before tightening the string until it
produces the proper note.

BACKGROUND

Unwinding and winding – ְכֹורך
ֵ ְמ ׁ ַש ְל ׁ ֵשל ו:ְ The image below
shows how a broken string can be unwound. As every
string has a surplus at each end, if it breaks near one end
it can be unwound at the other end. Another method is
to knot the torn string, as was done for the second string
from the left. Pictured is an endongo, which is considered
the national musical instrument of the Baganda people
of Uganda.

 וְ ָלא, ָהא וְ ָהא ַר ָ ּבנַן:ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִאAnd if you wish, say instead that both sources were taught in ac ָּכאן – ִמן, ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָּכאן – ָ ּב ֶא ְמצַ עcordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who permit preparations
. ַה ַ ּצדfor a mitzva that could not have been performed the day before, and
even so it is not difficult; here, the mishna permits tying in a case
where the string was severed in the middle, in which case the sound
would be affected if the string were reconnected with a bow, whereas there, the baraita is referring to a string that was severed on the
sideN near the end of the string, which can be fixed with a bow.
, ָהא וְ ָהא ָ ּב ֶא ְמצַ ע:ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִאAnd if you wish, say instead that both sources are referring to a case
. ָלא ָ ּגזְ ִרינַן: ו ָּמר ָס ַבר, ָ ּגזְ ִרינַן: ָמר ָס ַברwhere the string snapped in the middle, and the issue at hand is
subject to a dispute between Rabbi Shimon and the Rabbis: One
Sage, Rabbi Shimon, maintains in the baraita that it is prohibited
even to tie a knot in the middle, as a decree, lest one unnecessarily
tie a knot on the side as well. And the other Sage, the Rabbis, maintains in the mishna that we do not issue a decree of this kind.

mishna

A wart is an example of a blemish that tempo ֲא ָבל,יַב ֶלת ַ ּב ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש
ּ ֶ חֹות ִכין
ְ מתני׳
rarily disqualifies a priest from performing
 וְ ִאם ַ ּב ְּכ ִלי – ָּכאן וְ ָכאן.ל ֹא ַ ּב ְּמ ִדינָ ה
the Temple service, and disqualifies an animal from being offered on
. ָאסוּרthe altar; they regain their fitness once the wart is removed. Consequently, on Shabbat one may cut off a wart by hand in the Temple,
as this constitutes a preparatory act required for the sacrificial service.
However, he may not cut off a wart in the rest of the country. And
if he seeks to cut off the wart with an instrument, it is prohibited
in both places.H

gemara

And the Gemara raises a contradiction
גמ׳ ו ְּר ִמינְ ה ּו ֶה ְר ֵּכיבֹו וַ ֲה ָב ָאתֹו ִמחוּץ
from another mishna: When Passover eve
,ֹוחין
ִ ּיַב ְל ּתֹו ֵאין ד
ּ ַ יכת
ַ ַל ְּתחוּם וַ ֲח ִת
occurs on Shabbat, the acts of carrying a Paschal lambN on one’s
!ֹוחין
ִ ּ ד:אֹומר
ֵ יעזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלshoulders, bringing it to the Temple from outside the Shabbat
boundary,H and cutting off its wart to render it fit for the altar, do
not override the prohibitions of Shabbat. Rabbi Eliezer, conforming to his standard opinion, says: They override the Shabbat prohibitions. The mishna in Eiruvin apparently contradicts the opinion of
these Sages.
(בן) ֲחנִינָ א; ַחד
ּ ֶ יֹוסי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר וְ ַר ִ ּביRabbi Elazar and Rabbi Yosei ben Ĥanina suggested different
; וְ ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א, ָהא וְ ָהא ְ ּב ַל ָחה: ָא ַמרresolutions to this difficulty: One said that both sources are referring
, ָּכאן – ַ ּב ְּכ ִלי, ָּכאן – ַ ּבּיָ דto a moist wart, and it is not difficult. Here, the mishna permits
removing the wart by hand. It is prohibited by rabbinic decree, as
that is not the usual manner of performing the procedure. Whereas
there, the mishna prohibits removal of the wart with an instrument
by Torah law.
; וְ ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א, ָהא וְ ָהא ַ ּבּיָ ד: וְ ַחד ָא ַמרAnd the other one said that in both cases the wart is removed by
.ישה
ָ ׁ  ָהא – ִ ּב ֵיב, ָהא – ְ ּב ַל ָחהhand, and it is not difficult. There, the mishna prohibits the removal of a moist wart, whereas here, the mishna is referring to a dry
wart, the removal of which does not constitute a prohibited labor.
–  ָהא,״הא – ַ ּבּיָ ד
ָ ו ְּל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר
– ַ ּב ְּכ ִלי״ ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא ל ֹא ָא ַמר ָהא
:ישה? ָא ַמר ָל ְך
ָ ׁ יב
ֵ  ָהא – ִ ּב,ְ ּב ַל ָחה
ּ ישה ֲא ִפ
 ַמאי.יל ּו ַ ּב ְּכ ִלי נַ ִמי ׁ ָש ֵרי
ָ ׁ ֵיְב
.ַט ְע ָמא – ִא ְיפרו ֵּכי ִא ְיפ ְר ָכא



Endongo
NOTES

In the middle…on the side – ע…מן ַה ַ ּצד
ִ
ַב ֶא ְמצ:ּ ָ Some com
mentaries suggest a different explanation: Tying in the
middle is permitted, because one will certainly not leave a
harp string tied in that manner; he will undoubtedly untie
it the following day. Consequently, it is a temporary knot.
Tying on the side, however, is prohibited, as the sound is less
adversely affected and he might therefore leave it tied as it
is; this would establish it as a permanent knot prohibited by
Torah law (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura).
Carrying a Paschal lamb – ה ְר ֵּכיבֹו:ֶ As the Paschal sacri
fice can be a kid goat or a lamb less than a year old, it is
sometimes necessary to carry the animal. These animals
are often so delicate that they cannot walk a great distance
on their own, and their owners must therefore bear them
on their shoulders.
HALAKHA

Cutting off a wart – יַב ֶלת
ּ ֶ יכת
ָ ח ִּת:ַ It is prohibited to cut off
a wart on Shabbat, whether by hand or with an instrument
and whether the wart is dry or moist. If one cuts off a moist
wart with an instrument, he is liable (Maggid Mishne; Be’er
Heitev), but he is exempt if he removes it manually or if it
is dry. In the Temple, it is permitted to cut off a moist wart
by hand, and a dry one even with an instrument (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:8).
Carrying a Paschal lamb…bringing it from outside the
Shabbat boundary – ה ְר ֵּכיבֹו וַ ֲה ָב ָאתֹו ִמחוּץ ַל ְּתחוּם:ֶ It is pro
hibited to carry the Paschal lamb on one’s shoulders in the
public domain on Shabbat, or to bring it from beyond the
Shabbat boundary, as these tasks can be performed before
Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesaĥ 1:18).

The Gemara raises a difficulty: And according to the one who said:
This is referring to removal by hand, and that is referring to removal
with an instrument; what is the reason that he did not say, as did
his colleague: This is referring to a moist wart and that is referring
to a dry one? The Gemara answers: He can say to you that with regard to a dry wart, it is permitted to remove it even with an instrument. What is the reason? As it crumbles on its own, cutting it is
like cutting off dead skin.
גק ףד.  ׳י קרפ. Perek X . 103a
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NOTES

Carrying the animal and bringing it – ֶה ְר ֵּכיבֹו
וַ ֲה ָב ָאתֹו: The Gemara’s discussion is based on the as
sumption that these are rabbinic prohibitions. Indeed,
most authorities rule that the Shabbat boundary is a
rabbinic ordinance. With regard to carrying a lamb on
one’s shoulders, the Gemara accepts the principle of
Rabbi Natan: A living being carries itself, and conse
quently carrying the lamb is not considered carrying
a burden by Torah law. The Gemara suggests that
these cases involve Torah prohibitions, in an effort
to resolve the difficulty.

–  וְ ָהא,״הא – ְ ּב ַל ָחה
ָ ו ְּל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר
– ״הא
ָ ישה״ ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא ל ֹא ָא ַמר
ָ ׁ ִ ּב ֵיב
 ַ ּב ְּכ ִלי – ָהא: ְ ָהא – ַ ּב ְּכ ִלי?! ָא ַמר ָלך,ַ ּבּיָ ד
. ִאם ַ ּב ְּכ ִלי – ָּכאן וְ ָכאן ָאסוּר:ְּתנַן

And according to the one who said: This is referring to a moist wart
and that is referring to a dry one, what is the reason that he did not
say, like the other Sage: This is referring to removal by hand and that
is referring to removal with an instrument? The Gemara answers: He
can say to you that with regard to an instrument, we explicitly learned
in the mishna: If he wishes to cut off the wart with an instrument, it is
prohibited in both places. Consequently, it is unnecessary to teach
again that it is prohibited to remove a wart with an instrument.

 ָהא דְּ ָק ָתנֵי ָה ָתם – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָקא: ְ וְ ִא ָידךAnd the other Sage, how does he respond to this contention? He can
.יעזֶ ר וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן
ֶ  ָ ּב ֵעי ִא ְיפלוּגֵ י ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלsay that the other mishna teaches this halakha there because it wants
to record the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis on this
issue, i.e., to inform us that Rabbi Eliezer disagrees and permits cutting
off the wart even with an instrument.
 דּ ו ְּמיָ א דְּ ֶה ְר ֵּכיבֹו וַ ֲה ָב ָאתֹו ִמחוּץ: ְ וְ ִא ָידךAnd the other Sage, how does he counter this reasoning? He can say
. דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן, ַל ְּתחוּם ָק ָתנֵיthat the tanna teaches the case of the wart parallel to the cases of carrying the animal and bringing it to the Temple from outside the
Shabbat boundary, activities that are prohibited by rabbinic law. Consequently, the ruling involving a wart is also referring to cutting that is
prohibited by rabbinic law, i.e., cutting by hand, not with an instrument.
: דְּ ָא ַמר, ֶה ְר ֵּכיבֹו דְּ ל ֹא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי נָ ָתן: ְוְ ִא ָידך
 ֲה ָב ָאתֹו ִמחוּץ.נֹושא ֶאת ַעצְ מֹו
ׂ ֵ ַה ַחי
 ְּתחו ִּמין: דְּ ָא ַמר,ַל ְּתחוּם ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא
.יתא
ָ ְאֹורי
ַ ְּד

And the other Sage maintains that these cases also involve Torah prohibitions. How so? With regard to carrying the animal, the mishna was
taught not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan, who said:
A living being carries itself, which means that carrying an animal on
one’s shoulders is not considered carrying by Torah law, and is prohibited by rabbinic law.N If we do not accept this opinion, one who carries
the Paschal lamb transgresses the Torah prohibition against carrying an
object four cubits in the public domain. As for the case of bringing the
animal from outside the Shabbat boundary, the mishna was taught in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who said: Bringing an
animal from outside the Shabbat boundaries is prohibited by Torah law.

 ַקל:יעזֶ ר
ֶ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,יֹוסף
ֵ ְמ ִתיב ַרב
יטה ׁ ֶש ִהיא ִמ ׁ ּש ּום
ָ חֹומר ּו ַמה ׁ ּ ְש ִח
ֶ ָו
 ֵא ּל ּו,ֹוחה ֶאת ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ָ ּאכה – ד
ָ ְמ ָל
ׁ ֶש ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם ׁ ְשבוּת – ֵאינֹו דִּ ין ׁ ֶשּיִ ְדח ּו ֶאת
?ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת

Rav Yosef raised an objection against this explanation from a mishna.
Rabbi Eliezer said that this halakha is an a fortiori inference: If slaughtering the Paschal lamb, which is prohibited due to the fact that it is
a prohibited labor by Torah law, nonetheless overrides Shabbat in
the Temple, with regard to these actions, i.e., carrying the animal, bringing it from outside the Shabbat boundary, and cutting off its wart,
which are prohibited due to rabbinic decree, isn’t it right that they
should override Shabbat? Evidently, the previous explanation must be
rejected, as there too the mishna is referring to rabbinic prohibitions.

, ָהא וְ ָהא – ַ ּבּיָ ד:יֹוסף
ֵ  ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ַרבRather, Rav Yosef said: Both sources are referring to a case where the
 ׁ ְשבוּת,ּ ו ׁ ְּשבוּת ִמ ְקדָּ ׁש ַ ּב ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש – ִה ִּתירוwart is removed by hand, an activity that constitutes a rabbinic prohibi.ּ דְּ ִמ ְקדָּ ׁש ַ ּב ְּמ ִדינָ ה – ל ֹא ִה ִּתירוtion, and the contradiction can be resolved as follows: To transgress a
rabbinic decree relating to the Temple within the confines of the
Temple itself, they permitted doing so. However, to transgress a rabbinic decree relating to the Temple, in the country, they did not
permit doing so. Consequently, although these procedures involving
the Paschal lamb are prohibited due to rabbinic decree and are indeed
related to the Temple service, since they are performed outside the
Temple, the Sages did not permit their performance.
.יָ ֵתיב ַא ַ ּביֵ י וְ ָק ָא ַמר ְל ָהא ׁ ְש ַמ ֲע ָתא
קֹורא
ֵ  ָהיָ ה:יה ַרב ָס ְפ ָרא ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ִ ֵא
ּ ית ֵיב
 וְ נִ ְת ַ ּג ְל ֵ ּגל ַה ֵּס ֶפר,ַ ּב ֵּס ֶפר ַעל ָה ִא ְסקו ּ ָּפה
 דִּ ׁ ְשבוּת, וְ ָהא ָה ָכא.ִמּיָ דֹו – ּג ְֹוללֹו ֶאצְ לֹו
דְּ ִמ ְקדָּ ׁש ַ ּב ְּמ ִדינָ ה ה ּוא וְ ָלא ָ ּגזְ ִרינַ ן
!דִּ ְיל ָמא נָ ֵפיל וְ ָא ֵתי ְל ִא ּיתוּיֵ י
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גק. ׳י קרפ

Abaye sat with the scholars and recited this halakha in the name of
Rav Yosef. Rav Safra raised an objection to the opinion cited by Abaye
from a mishna: If one was reading a scroll of the Bible while sitting on
the threshold of his house, and the scroll rolled out of his hand, i.e.,
while he was holding one end, the scroll rolled open into the public
domain, he may roll the scroll back to himself. And here, isn’t it a rabbinic decree involving a sacred scroll, which due to its sanctity should
have the legal status of a rabbinic decree relating to the Temple with
regard to an incident that occurred in the country. And yet we do not
issue a decree prohibiting one to roll the scroll back to himself, lest the
scroll fall and he will forget and come to bring it in from the public
domain to a private domain. Apparently, the Sages did not impose a
rabbinic prohibition with regard to matters relating to the Temple, even
outside the Temple compound.

,ימנָ א ְ ּב ִא ְסקו ּ ָּפה ַּכ ְר ְמ ִלית
ְ אֹוק
ִ וְ ָלא
נֶיה! דְּ ֵכיוָ ן
ָ עֹוב ֶרת ְל ָפ
ֶ ו ְּר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
ּ דְּ ִאיגְ דּ ֹו ְ ּביָ דֹו – ֲא ִפ
יל ּו ׁ ְשבוּת נַ ִמי
.יכא
ָּ ֵל

Abaye refutes this contention: Didn’t we already establish this
mishna as referring to a threshold that is a karmelit, e.g., one
that is four handbreadths wide but less than ten handbreadths
high, and before which the public domain passes? As he holds
one end of the scroll in his hand, it is not prohibited even by
rabbinic decree. The reason is that even if the scroll fell from
his hand and rolled into the public domain, and he were to
carry it back from the public domain to the karmelit, he would
not transgress a Torah prohibition.

 ְמ ׁ ַש ְל ׁ ְש ִלין ֶאת ַה ּ ֶפ ַסח:יה
ֵ ית
ִ ֵא
ּ יב
, וְ ָהא ָה ָכא.יכה
ָ ַל ַּתנּ ּור ִעם ֲח ׁ ֵש
דִּ ׁ ְשבוּת דְּ ִמ ְקדָּ ׁש ַ ּב ְּמ ִדינָ ה וְ ָלא ָ ּגזְ ִרינַן
!ׁ ֶש ָּמא יַ ְח ֶּתה ַ ּב ֶ ּג ָח ִלים

Rav Safra raised an objection from a different mishna: One may
lower the Paschal lamb into the ovenH on Shabbat eve just
before nightfall, after its blood is sprinkled and it is brought
outside the Temple for roasting. But here we are dealing with
a violation of a rabbinic decree relating to the Temple that
occurred in the country, and yet we do not issue a decree
against lowering the sacrifice into the oven at that late hour lest
one rake the coals to hasten the cooking. Once again, the mishna indicates that the Sages did not issue a rabbinic decree prohibiting an action related to the Temple service, even outside
the Temple.

,יֹוסף
ֵ יה דְּ ַרב
ְ ׁ ִא
ּ  ִּכי ֲא ָתא ְל ַק ֵּמ.יש ִּתיק
. ָה ִכי ֲא ַמר ִלי ַרב ָס ְפ ָרא:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
:יה
ּ  ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא ָלא ְּת ׁ ַש ּנֵי ֵל:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
?ְ ּבנֵי ֲחבו ָּרה זְ ִריזִ ין ֵהן

HALAKHA

One may lower the Paschal lamb into the oven – ְמ ׁ ַש ְל ׁ ְש ִלין ֶאת
ה ּ ֶפ ַסח ַל ַּתנּ וּר:ַ It is permitted to lower the Paschal sacrifice, a kid goat
or a whole lamb, into an oven on Shabbat eve just before nightfall,
even though the oven is not sealed with clay, a requirement when
roasting other animals. The rationale is that the members of the
group who joined together to partake of a single Paschal sacrifice
are vigilant in the performance of mitzvot and will not rake the
coals (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 3:15).
NOTES

Members of a group are vigilant – בנֵי ֲחבו ָּרה זְ ִריזִ ין ֵהן:ּ ְ It can be
assumed that every group includes at least one scholar, who
instructs them how they must treat the sacrifice and who can
also be relied upon to ensure that they do not transgress other
prohibitions (Rashash).
Priests are vigilant – כ ֲֹהנִים זְ ִריזִ ין ֵהן:ּ Rashi suggests various reasons
for this. One explanation is that priests were typically learned
in Torah and served as teachers in Israel, as it states: “They shall
teach Jacob Your judgments” (Deuteronomy 33:10). In addition,
as they were numerous, they would remind each other not to
make mistakes.

Abaye was silent and did not answer. When he came before
Rav Yosef, he said to him: This is what Rav Safra said to me,
contrary to your approach. Rav Yosef said to him: What is the
reason that you didn’t answer him: Members of a group who
joined together to prepare and partake of a single Paschal lamb,
which, like all sacrifices, requires careful attention, are certainly
vigilantN and exacting in the performance of this mitzva. Consequently, there is less concern that they might commit a transgression than with regard to people in other circumstances.
However, other rabbinic decrees relating to the Temple remain
in effect outside the Temple.

 ְ ּבנֵי, ּכ ֲֹהנִים זְ ִריזִ ין ֵהן – ָא ְמ ִרינַן, וְ ַא ַ ּביֵ יThe Gemara comments: And as for Abaye, why did he not ac. ֲחבו ָּרה זְ ִריזִ ין ֵהן – ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַןcept this reasoning? He maintains that we say that only priests
are vigilant,N as they are constantly involved in the Temple
service, and they will therefore not mistakenly commit a transgression. However, that members of a group of people who
join together for a single Paschal lamb are vigilant, we do not
say. As they are not accustomed to that level of watchfulness,
they might forget.
 דְּ ָא ַמר,יעזֶ ר ִהיא
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל:ָר ָבא ָא ַמר
.ֹוחין ֶאת ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ִ ַּמ ְכ ׁ ִש ֵירי ִמצְ וָ ה ד
 דְּ ַכ ָּמה דְּ ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר,יעזֶ ר
ֶ ּמֹודה ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ֶ ו
.ְל ׁ ַשנּ וּיֵ י – ְמ ׁ ַש ּנֵינַן

Rava stated a different resolution of the contradiction between
the two mishnayot: The mishna which permits the cutting of a
wart, is according to Rabbi Eliezer, who said that the preparations for the performance of a mitzva override the prohibitions
of Shabbat, and it is therefore permitted to cut the wart by hand.
And if you say that in that case one should be permitted to do
so with an instrument as well, Rabbi Eliezer concedes that as
much as it is possible to alter the manner in which a procedure
is performed to prevent violation of a Torah prohibition, we
alter it, to emphasize that the day is Shabbat.

Perek X
Daf 103 Amud b
 ּכ ֵֹהן ׁ ֶש ָע ְל ָתה ּבֹו:ַמאי ִהיא? דְּ ַתנְיָא
.חֹות ָכ ּה לֹו ְ ּב ׁ ִש ּינָיו
ְ יַב ֶלת – ֲח ֵבירֹו
ֶּ
–  ֲח ֵבירֹו. ַ ּב ְּכ ִלי – ָלא,ְ ּב ׁ ִש ּינָיו – ִאין
. ִאיה ּו – ָלא,ִאין



What is the source for this idea? As it was taught in a baraita:
If a priest grew a wart, which temporarily disqualifies him from
performing the service, his fellow priest may cut it off for him
on Shabbat with his teeth. The Gemara infers: With his teeth,
yes, this is permitted; but with an instrument, no, he may not
do so. Likewise, for his fellow priest, yes, he may cut off his wart;
but he himself, no, he may not cut off his own wart.
גק ףד:  ׳י קרפ. Perek X . 103b
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NOTES

Received a bite on his back – יכה ְ ּבגַ ּבֹו
ָ נְש
ִ ׁ ש ָע ְל ָתה לֹו:
ֶׁ
This response is puzzling for two reasons: First, the
connection between a bite and a wart is unclear, and
second, there is an apparent difficulty in identifying
the parts of the body where one’s hands cannot reach.
Some commentaries explain that it means that one
cannot reach his back with his teeth. The Rashash
maintains that the individual in question is suffering
from a bite in addition to his wart, and is unable to
reach his back with his hand due to the pain.
If you say it is the Rabbis – אי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ַר ָ ּבנַן ִהיא:
ִ The
Gemara’s difficulty is unclear; see Rashi and Tosafot.
The Maharshal explains: If it is the opinion of the Rab
bis, the other priest could have removed the wart by
hand. Rather, the Rabbis evidently prohibit its removal
by hand as well, which indicates that they agree with
Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion that a sin-offering must be
brought even for the manual removal of a wart. This
proves Rabbi Elazar’s claim that the dispute concerns
removal by hand, which Rabbi Eliezer prohibits.
And nothing more need be said – וְ ת ּו ָלא ִמידֵּ י: In
several places, Rashi explains this expression as fol
lows: If this approach is accepted, there is no room
for any further objections or discussion, as the matter
is perfectly clear.
BACKGROUND

Reed –  ֶ ּג ִמי: The reed referred to in this context is prob
ably an umbrella term for objects produced from the
papyrus sedge plant, Cyperus papyrus L. This plant,
which grows in streams and swamps, was used in
various industries. Its outer, harder section was used
in the weaving of mats, while paper was manufac
tured from its inner part in ancient Egypt and other
countries. These soft inner parts were also converted
into strips with which objects could be tied, and oc
casionally as a bandage for a wound, as in this case.

 דְּ ָא ַמר ְ ּב ָע ְל ָמא,יעזֶ ר
ֶ ֶא ָּלא ָלאו ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
 וְ ָה ָכא – ַאף ַעל ַ ּגב דְּ ַמ ְכ ׁ ִש ֵירי,ַחּיָ יב ַח ָּטאת
ֹוחין ֶאת ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת – ַּכ ָּמה דְּ ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר
ִ ִּמצְ וָ ה ד
.ְל ׁ ִשנּ וּיֵ י ְמ ׁ ַש ּנֵינַן

HALAKHA

Wrapping with a reed in the Temple – יכת ֶ ּג ִמי
ַ ְּכ ִר
ב ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש:ּ ַ A priest who hurt his finger may wrap a reed
around it. However, it is prohibited if his intention is
to draw blood (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei
HaMikdash 10:9).
A reed on a wound – ג ִמי ַעל ּ ֶפצַ ע:ּ ֶ It is prohibited to
place a reed on a wound on Shabbat, because it heals
the wound (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 328:24, and
in the comment of the Rema).
An extra garment – יִ ּתוּר ְ ּבגָ ִדים: It is prohibited for
a priest to add to the priestly garments he is com
manded to wear in the Torah. In a place on his body
where he dons the priestly garments, even one extra
thread is considered an interposition. If a piece of
cloth is not in a place where the priest wears the
garments, it is considered an interposition only if it
is at least three by three fingerbreadths. However, a
small sash interposes in either case, as it is considered
more significant than a nondescript piece of cloth
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 10:6–8).

Perek X . 103b . ףד

גק: ׳י קרפ

Rather, wasn’t it taught in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Eliezer, who said that in general one is liable to bring a sin-offering
for biting off his own nails or wart? And here, even though he maintains that preparations for a mitzva override the prohibitions of
Shabbat, and it should therefore be permitted for him to cut off his
own wart with an instrument, nevertheless, as much as it is possible
to alter the procedure so that it does not entail the violation of a
Torah prohibition, one alters, and biting off another person’s wart is
prohibited due to rabbinic decree, not Torah law.

–  וְ ִאי ָע ְל ָתה ִ ּב ְכ ֵריסֹו,עֹולם ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
ָ  ְל, ל ֹאThe Gemara rejects this contention: No, this is not necessarily the
. ָה ִכי נַ ִמיcase. Actually, this baraita can be explained in accordance with the
opinion of the Rabbis, and if the wart grew on his abdomen, or
anywhere else easily removable by hand, so too, it is clear that according to the Rabbis there is no difference between himself and his fellow
priest, and he may remove it himself.
 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַ ן – ְּכגֹון ׁ ֶש ָע ְל ָתה לֹוHowever, here, we are dealing with a case where, the priest received
N
 דְּ ִאיה ּו ָלא,יכה ְ ּבגַ ּבֹו ו ְּב ַא ִ ּצ ֵילי יָ ָדיו
ָ נְש
ִ ׁ a bite that developed into a wart on his back or on his elbow, from
. ָמצֵ י ׁ ָש ֵקיל ָל ּהwhere he himself cannot remove it, but someone else can.
 וְ ִת ְפ ׁשֹוט,יה ַ ּבּיָ ד
ֲ יה
ְ ׁ , וְ ִאי ַר ָ ּבנַןThe Gemara asks: But if the baraita reflects the opinion of the Rabbis,
ּ נִיה ֵל
ּ נִש ְק ֵל
לֹוקת
ֶ  ַמ ֲח: דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר. דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ רthe other priest should be permitted to remove the wart from him
! ֲא ָבל ַ ּב ְּכ ִלי – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל – ַחּיָ יב, ַ ּבּיָ דby hand, rather than with an instrument, and therefore one should
resolve the dilemma in accordance with the teaching of Rabbi Elazar,
as Rabbi Elazar said: The dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi
Eliezer with regard to the removal of one’s nails is limited to one who
removed them by hand, but if he removed them with an instrument,
everyone agrees that he is liable to bring a sin-offering.
יה
ְ ׁ  ִל:יעזֶ ר נַ ִמי
ֶ  ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,יך
ְ יט ְע ִמ
ַ וְ ִל
ּ יש ַק ֵל
יה ַ ּבּיָ ד! ַהאי ַמאי? ִא י ָא ְמ ַר ְּת
ֲ ִנ
ּ יה ֵל
יעזֶ ר – ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ גָ זַ ר יָ ד ַא ּט ּו
ֶ ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
יה
ְ ׁ –  ֶא ָּלא ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ַר ָ ּבנַן ִהיא.ְּכ ִלי
ּ נִש ְק ֵל
. וְ ת ּו ָלא ִמידֵּ י,יה ַ ּבּיָ ד
ֲ
ּ נִיה ֵל

Papyrus sedge
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 ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי,ימא ַר ָ ּבנַן ו ַּב ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש
ָ  ַמ ּנִי? ִא ֵילThe Gemara inquires: According to whose opinion was this baraita
 ַר ָ ּבנַן ְ ּב ָע ְל ָמא ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ׁ ְשבוּת – ָה ָכא ַמה ִּליtaught? If you say it is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis,
? הוּא ַמה ִּלי ֲח ֵבירֹוand the leniency is based on the principle that a rabbinic prohibition
does not apply in the Temple, since the Rabbis say in general that
biting off even one’s own nails or wart, and certainly those of another, is prohibited due to rabbinic decree, then in this case here,
what is the difference to me whether it is the priest himself who cuts
off the wart, or what is the difference to me whether it is another
priest who cuts it off?

The Gemara rejects this argument: And according to your reasoning,
Rabbi Eliezer should also agree that he should be permitted to remove it for him by hand. The Gemara expresses surprise at this
comment: What is the nature of this contention? Granted, if you
say that it was taught in accordance with Rabbi Eliezer, this is
why removing the wart by hand was decreed prohibited due to a
preventive measure, lest he remove it with an instrument, as he
maintains that removing a wart with an instrument is prohibited by
the Torah. However, if you say it is according to the opinion of the
Rabbis,N he should be permitted to remove it for him by hand. And
nothing more need be said,N as it is clear that the baraita was taught
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer.

mishna

With regard to a priest who was injured on
מתני׳ ּכ ֵֹהן ׁ ֶש ָּל ָקה ְ ּב ֶאצְ ָ ּבעֹו – ּכ ֵֹור ְך
his finger on Shabbat, he may temporarily
 ִאם. ֲא ָבל ל ֹא ַ ּב ְּמ ִדינָ ה,ָע ֶל ָיה ֶ ּג ִמי ַ ּב ִּמ ְקדָּ ׁש
wrap it with a reedB so that his wound is not visible while he is serv. ְלהֹוצִ יא דָּ ם – ָּכאן וְ ָכאן ָאסוּרing in the Temple.H This leniency applies in the Temple, but not in
the country, as it also heals the wound, and medical treatment is
prohibited on Shabbat due to rabbinic decree.H If his intention is to
draw blood from the wound or to absorb blood, it is prohibited in
both places.

gemara

Rav Yehuda, son of Rabbi Ĥiyya, said: They
:יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא
ּ גמ׳ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ְ ּב ֵר
taught that only a reed is permitted. How ֲא ָבל צִ ְלצֹול ָק ָטן – ָהוֵ י,ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ֶ ּג ִמי
ever, a small sash is prohibited, as it would be considered an extra
. יִ ּתוּר ְ ּבגָ ִדיםgarment,H and it is prohibited for a priest to add to the priestly
garments prescribed by the Torah.

 ל ֹא ָא ְמר ּו יִ ּתוּר ְ ּבגָ ִדים ֶא ָּלא:יֹוחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּביAnd Rabbi Yoĥanan said: They said that donning an extra garment
–  ֲא ָבל ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִ ּב ְמקֹום ְ ּבגָ ִדים, ִ ּב ְמקֹום ְ ּבגָ ִדיםis prohibited only if it is worn in a place on the priest’s body where
. ָלא ָהוֵ י יִ ּתוּר ְ ּבגָ ִדיםthe priestly garments are worn. But in a place where those garments
are not worn, e.g., on his hand or the like, a sash that is tied there is
not considered an extra garment.
,יה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֲחצִ יצָ ה! ַ ּב ְ ׂשמֹאל
ּ  וְ ֵת ּיפֹוק ֵלThe Gemara asks: And let him derive that both the reed and the sash
are prohibited as an interposition. As the reed and sash interpose
between the priest’s hand and the holy vessel, they should invalidate
the service.N The Gemara rejects this contention: Perhaps the wound
is on the priest’s left hand, while the entire service is performed exclusively with his right hand. Consequently, a bandage on his left hand
is not an interposition.
.בֹודה
ָ  וְ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִ ּב ְמקֹום ֲע, ַ ּבּיָ ִמין: ִאי נַ ִמיAlternatively, it is possible that the wound is on the priest’s right hand,
but not in a place used in the service, which means the bandage does
not interpose between his hand and the holy vessels used in the
Temple service.
: ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א, דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא,ו ְּפ ִליגָ א דְּ ָר ָבא
,נִימא ַא ַחת חֹוצֶ צֶ ת
ָ ִ ּב ְמקֹום ְ ּבגָ ִדים – ֲא ִפילּ ּו
ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ִ ּב ְמקֹום ְ ּב גָ ִדים – ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ַעל ׁ ָשל ֹׁש
 ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ׁ ּ ָשל ֹׁש ַעל ׁ ָשל ֹׁש – ֵאינָ ן,חֹוצְ צֹות
.חֹוצְ צֹות

NOTES

Interposition and an extra garment – ֲחצִ יצָ ה
וְ ּיִ ּתוּר ְ ּבגָ ִדים: Although the Gemara is apparently
discussing these two issues simultaneously, they
are not identical. Interposition means that an
object intervenes between the priest and his
service, or between the priest and his garments.
Consequently, if the interposition is not in a place
where clothes are worn or is not in a place used in
the service, such as the back of the hand, the pro
hibition of interposition is not in effect. However,
an extra garment is prohibited in its own right,
either based on the prohibition: “You shall not
add” (Deuteronomy 4:2), or because it is equiva
lent to the absence of a priestly garment, which
invalidates the service (Jerusalem Talmud). In this
case, the guiding principle is not the particular
location involved, but the nature of the extra gar
ment (see Ge’on Ya’akov).

And this conclusion disputes the opinion of Rava, as Rava said that
Rav Ĥisda said: In a place on the priest’s body where the priestly
garments are worn, even one extra thread interposes and is prohibited, whereas in a place where the priestly garments are not worn, if
the fabric was three fingerbreadths by three fingerbreadths, it interposes, but if it was less than three fingerbreadths by three fingerbreadths, it does not interpose.

יה
ָ  ַאדְּ ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara comments: This teaching certainly disagrees with the
ּ  ַאדְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ְ ּב ֵר,יֹוחנָן וַ דַּ אי ּ ְפ ִליגָ א
?נֵימא ּ ְפ ִליגָ א
ָ  דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא ִמיopinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan, as he maintains that the prohibition
against interpositions does not apply at all in a place on the priest’s
body where the priestly garments are not worn. However, shall we
say that it also disagrees with the opinion of Rav Yehuda, son of
Rabbi Ĥiyya, who prohibits even a sash smaller than three by three
fingerbreadths?
. ׁ ָשאנֵי צִ ְלצֹול ָק ָטן דַּ ֲח ׁ ִשיבThe Gemara answers: Nothing can be proven from here, as a small
sash is different, since it is significant, and it is therefore considered
a garment even if it is less than three by three fingerbreadths.
 ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה, ָא ְמ ִרי ָל ּה,ישנָ א ַא ֲח ִרינָ א
ָ ּ ׁ  ִלAccording to another version, they reported this dispute as follows:
 ֲא ָבל, ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ֶ ּג ִמי:יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא
ּ  ְ ּב ֵרRav Yehuda, son of Rabbi Ĥiyya, said that they taught this leniency
. צִ ְלצֹול ָק ָטן – חֹוצֵ ץonly with regard to a reed, but that a small sash interposes.
 ל ֹא ָא ְמר ּו ֲחצִ יצָ ה ְ ּב ָפחֹות:יֹוחנָ ן ָא ַמר
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּביAnd Rabbi Yoĥanan said: They said that there is interposition
 ֲא ָבל, ִמ ׁ ּ ָשל ֹׁש ַעל ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ְמקֹום ְ ּבגָ ִדיםwith regard to an article that is less than three by three finger
, ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִ ּב ְמקֹום ְ ּבגָ ִדיםbreadths only in a place where the priestly garments are worn.
However, in a place where the priestly garments are not worn, the
following distinction applies:
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–  ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ׁ ּ ָשל ֹׁש, ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ַעל ׁ ָשל ֹׁש – חֹוצְ צֹותIf the fabric was three fingerbreadths by three fingerbreadths, it in. וְ ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ ָר ָבא ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א. ֵאין חֹוצְ צֹותterposes; but if it was less than three fingerbreadths by three fingerbreadths, it does not interpose. And this is the same teaching that
Rava said that Rav Ĥisda said.
?יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא
ָ  ֵלThe Gemara suggests: Let us say that this disagrees with the opinion
ּ ימא ּ ְפ ִליגָ א דְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ְ ּב ֵר
. ׁ ָשאנֵי צִ ְלצֹול ָק ָטן דַּ ֲח ׁ ִשיבof Rav Yehuda, son of Rav Ĥisda, who prohibits a sash even smaller
than three fingerbreadths by three fingerbreadths. The Gemara rejects
this contention: This is not necessarily so, as a small sash is different,
since it is significant. It is therefore like a garment, even if it is smaller
than three fingerbreadths by three fingerbreadths.
יש ָמ ִעינַ ן
ְ ׁ  ִל, ַאדְּ ַא ׁ ְש ַמ ִעינַ ן ֶ ּג ִמי,יֹוחנָ ן
ָ  ו ְּל ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara raises a question: And according to the opinion of Rab צִ ְלצֹול ָק ָטןbi Yoĥanan: Rather than teaching us the halakha with regard to a
reed, let the mishna teach us that a priest may wrap his wounded
finger with a small sash, as that does not constitute an interposition.
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