NOTES

Only partially before the Lord – ש ִּמ ְּקצָ תוֹ ִל ְפנֵי ה׳:
ֶ ׁ According to the present text of the Gemara, the reference is to
the position of the altar vis-à-vis the Sanctuary and the
Holy of Holies. According to other versions of the text,
the reference is not to the location but to the purpose:
The oﬀerings brought upon the inner altar are always
burned entirely, and therefore this altar may be described
as entirely for God. In contrast, oﬀerings brought on the
outer alter are sometimes eaten by the priesthood and
those who brought the oﬀerings. This alter is therefore
only partially for God (Rabbi Elyakim).

 ״וְ ָל ַקח ְמל ֹא ַה ַּמ ְח ָּתה:לוֹמר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
,ח ִמ ִּל ְפנֵי ה׳״ ַ ּג ֲח ֵלי ֵא ׁש ֵמ ַﬠל ַה ִּמזְ ֵ ּב
ח ׁ ֶש ִּמ ְּקצָ תוֹ ִל ְפנֵי ה׳ וְ ֵאין ֵאיזֶ ה ּו ִמזְ ֵ ּב
ח אוֹמר זֶ ה ִמזְ ֵ ּב
ֵ ּכו ּּלוֹ ִל ְפנֵי ה׳ – ֱהוֵ י
.ַה ִחיצוֹן

Since there are two equally logical derivations, a verse is required to
teach the halakha: The verse states: “And he shall take a pan full of
coals of fire from upon the altar from before the Lord” (Leviticus
: ). The description of the altar being “from before the Lord” suggests it is not entirely before the Lord. Which altar is only partially
before the Lord,N but not all of it is before the Lord, i.e., part of it
lies directly parallel to the Sanctuary, but part of it does not? You must
say that this is the outer altar. Only the western side of it lies parallel
to the entrance to the Sanctuary. In contrast, the inner altar is entirely within the Sanctuary and so is considered entirely before the
Lord.

ח״ ״מ ַﬠל ַה ִּמזְ ֵ ּב
ֵ יכ ַּתב
ְ יך ְל ִמ
ְ וְ ִאיצְ ְט ִר
״מ ִּל ְפנֵי ה׳״; דְּ ִאי
ִ יכ ַּתב
ְ וְ ִאיצְ ְט ִריךְ ְל ִמ
ח״ – ֲהוָ ה ״מ ַﬠל ַה ִּמזְ ֵ ּב
ֵ ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
,נִימי
ִ ח ּ ְפ ח – ִמזְ ֵ ּב  ַמאי ִמזְ ֵ ּב:ָא ִמינָ א
״מ ִּל ְפנֵי ה׳״ – וְ ִאי ָּכ ַתב
ִ ָּכ ַתב ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
:״מ ִּל ְפנֵי ה׳״ – ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א
ִ ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
,דַּ וְ ָקא ִמ ִּל ְפנֵי ה׳

And it is necessary to write “from upon the altar” and it is necessary to write “from before God” because if the Merciful One had
written only “from upon the altar” I would have said: What altar is
the verse referring to? The inner altar. Therefore, the Merciful One
writes “from before God.” And if the Merciful One had written only
“from before God,” I would have said it means specifically from the
part of the altar that lies before God, i.e., from the northwestern
corner, which lies directly parallel to the entrance of the Sanctuary;
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Even on Shabbat – וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת: Bar Kappara’s statement
concerning the Shabbat is actually an independent, novel
ruling beyond the first ruling, as indicated by the inclusion
of the word “and.” The novelty of the first ruling relates
to the status of oﬀerings that are initially invalid, as the
Gemara continues to explain. The second ruling, however,
provides an additional novel element to the laws of Shabbat: Burning even invalid oﬀerings may override Shabbat
(Eshkol HaKofer).

ימא
ָ יסא ֵא
ָ יסא ו ֵּמ ַהאי ִ ּג
ָ  ֲא ָבל ֵמ ַהאי ִ ּגbut from this side or from that side of the altar, both of which are
.יכא
ָ  ָלא – צְ ִרnot directly in front of the Sanctuary’s entrance, I would say that no,
the fire may not be taken from there. Therefore, it is necessary to
write both terms in order to teach this halakha.
,ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַ ּבר ַק ּ ָפ ָרא
עוֹלה
ָ  ֵא ְיב ֵרי:אוֹמר ָהיָ ה ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ֵ
עוֹשה ָל ֶהן ַמ ֲﬠ ָר ָכה ִ ּב ְפנֵי
ׂ ֶ – וֹתר ּו
ְ ׁ ֶש ִּנ ּת
. וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת,סוֹד ָרן
ְ ְַﬠצְ ָמ ּה ו

Rabbi Elazar said in the name of bar Kappara: Rabbi Meir would
say: With regard to limbs of a burnt-oﬀering that remained on the
altar from the previous night and which were not fully consumed, one
should make a separate arrangement of wood for them and arrange
them upon it to be burned. And this is done even on Shabbat.N

 ְ ּב ָכל יוֹם: ַמאי ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן? ָּתנֵינָ אWhat is bar Kappara teaching us when he informs us that Rabbi
 ָהי ּו ׁ ָשם ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַמ ֲﬠ ָרכוֹת! ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביMeir requires a separate arrangement to be made? Surely, we already
. ל ֹא נִצְ ְר ָכה ֶא ָּלא ִל ְפסו ִּלין: ָא ִביןlearned this in the mishna that cites Rabbi Meir as saying: On every
other day, there were four arrangements of wood there, upon the
altar. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Avin said: Bar Kappara’s teaching
is needed only in order to teach the requirement to set up a fourth
arrangement, even though it is only for limbs of disqualified oﬀerings.
As certain disqualifications apply only ab initio, if the oﬀering is nevertheless brought upon the altar it should not then be removed. Bar
Kappara teaches that Rabbi Meir’s ruling applies in the event that
limbs of such an oﬀering were not fully consumed.
 ֲא ָבל ל ֹא, וְ ַדוְ ָקא ׁ ֶש ָּמ ׁ ְש ָלה ָ ּב ֶהן ָהאוּרThe Gemara qualifies this: But this applies specifically when the fire
. ָמ ׁ ְש ָלה ָ ּב ֶהן ָהאוּר – ָלאhas already taken hold of them and they have begun to burn. But if
the fire has not yet taken hold of them, no, a separate arrangement
is not made in order to burn them.
 ֶא ָחד ְּכ ׁ ֵש ִירין וְ ֶא ָחד:יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ  ִאThere are those who say a diﬀerent version of this qualification: Both
, ִאי ָמ ׁ ְש ָלה ָ ּב ֶהן ָהאוּר – ִאין, ּ ְפסו ִּליןwith regard to the limbs of valid oﬀerings and of disqualified oﬀer. וְ ִאי ָלא – ָלאings, if the fire has already taken hold of them and they have begun
to burn, yes, a separate arrangement is made to burn them, but if the
fire did not take hold of them, no, a separate arrangement is not made
in order to burn them.
! וְ ַהיּוֹם ָח ֵמ ׁש: ָּתנֵינָ א. ״וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת״Bar Kappara concluded: And this is done even on Shabbat. But
surely, we already learned this in the mishna that cites Rabbi Meir as
saying: But on this day, on Yom Kippur, there are five. This means
that the arrangement for burning any remaining limbs is made also
on Yom Kippur, despite the fact that all the Shabbat prohibitions
apply.
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,יך
ְ  ִאיצְ ְט ִר:ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ָחא ַ ּבר יַ ֲﬠקֹב
יכא
ָ  ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּילי – ֵה:ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲﬠ ָתךְ ָא ִמינָ א
,דְּ ָחל יוֹם ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּרים ִל ְהיוֹת ַא ַחר ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
 ֲא ָבל.דְּ ֶח ְל ֵבי ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ְק ֵר ִבין ְ ּביוֹם ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּרים
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ְ ּב ֶא ְמצַ ע ׁ ַש ָ ּבת – ל ֹא

The Gemara answers: Rav Aĥa bar Ya’akov said: Nevertheless, bar
Kappara’s teaching is necessary, for it could enter your mind to say
that this applies only when Yom Kippur occurs after Shabbat, i.e., on
Sunday. Perhaps only in such a case is a separate arrangement made,
based on the accepted law that leftover fats of Shabbat oﬀerings are
sacrificed and burned on Yom Kippur. However, if Yom Kippur occurs
in the middle of the week, then perhaps no, a separate arrangement is
not made in order to burn them. Therefore, bar Kappara teaches us that
Rabbi Meir’s ruling applies in all cases.

 ַמאן ַה אי דְּ ָלא ָח יֵ ׁיש: ָא ַמ ר ָר ָבאRava said: Who is this that does not care about his flour,N i.e., he does
.״ב ָכל יוֹם״ ְּתנַן! ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
ּ ְ יה? ָהא
ּ  ְל ִק ְמ ֵחnot truly care about what he says and speaks imprecisely? Did we not
learn in the mishna: On every other day. This clearly implies that Rabbi Meir’s ruling applies equally to all days of the week. As such, Rav Aĥa
bar Ya’akov’s justification for bar Kappara’s teaching is already implied
in Rabbi Meir’s words in the mishna. The Gemara comments: Indeed,
it is diﬃcult.N
ָּ  ְּת ִח: דְּ ָא ַמר, ו ְּפ ִליגָ א דְּ ַרב הוּנָ אThe Gemara comments: Both Rava and bar Kappara hold that a separate
– ילתוֹ
.וֹחה
ֶ ּ סוֹפוֹ – ֵאינוֹ ד,וֹחה
ָ ּ דarrangement is made even on Shabbat. This disagrees with the opinion
of Rav Huna, who said: The beginning of the sacrificial service of the
daily oﬀering, i.e., its slaughter, the sprinkling of its blood, and its burning overrides Shabbat; the end of its service, i.e., the burning of its
sacrificial parts, does not override Shabbat.H
–  ְּת ִח ָּילתוֹ, ָּת ִמיד: ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א, גּ ו ָּפאThe Gemara analyzes Rav Huna’s statement: Returning to the matter
.וֹחה
ֶ ּ סוֹפוֹ – ֵאינוֹ ד,וֹחה
ָ ּ דitself: Rav Huna said: The beginning of the sacrificial service of the
daily oﬀering overrides a halakha, whereas the end of its service does
not override a halakha.
וֹחה
ֶ ּ ד:וֹחה? ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א ָא ַמר
ֶ ַּמאי ֵאינוֹ ד
,וֹחה ֶאת ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה
ֶ ֶּאת ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת וְ ֵאינוֹ ד
וֹחה ֶאת ַה ּטו ְּמ ָאה וְ ֵאינוֹ
ֶ ּ ד:)וְ ָר ָבא( ָא ַמר
.וֹחה ֶאת ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ֶ ּד

, ְל ִד ָיד ְך ַק ׁ ְשיָ א:(יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְ)ל ָר ָבא
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ַמאי: ְל ִד ָידךְ ַק ׁ ְשיָ א.ו ְּל ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
מוֹﬠדוֹ״ וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו
ֲ ״ב
ּ ְ ׁ ְשנָ א טו ְּמ ָאה – דִּ ְכ ִתיב
מוֹﬠדוֹ״ וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו
ֲ ״ב
ּ ְ –  ׁ ַש ָ ּבת נַ ִמי,ְ ּבטו ְּמ ָאה
!ְ ּב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת

Previously, the Gemara assumed that Rav Huna was discussing the
possibility that the sacrifice of the daily oﬀering overrides Shabbat. The
Gemara now clarifies if this was his intention: What is meant by saying
that the end of its service does not override the halakha? Rav Ĥisda
said: Although the end of its service does override Shabbat, it does
not override the halakha that it should not be brought in a state of ritual impurity. This is true although the beginning of the sacrificial service
of the daily oﬀering may, if necessary, be brought in a state of ritual impurity. And RabbaN said: The end of its service overrides only the
halakha that it should not be brought in a state of ritual impurity, but
it does not override Shabbat.
Abaye said to Rabba: It poses a diﬃculty to your opinion, and it poses
a diﬃculty to the opinion of Rav Ĥisda. It is diﬃcult to your opinion
as follows: What is diﬀerent about the prohibition of bringing an oﬀering in a state of ritual impurity that the daily oﬀering overrides it?
Because it is written with regard to the daily oﬀering “in its season”
(Numbers : ), to emphasize that it should be brought under all
circumstances, even if that means that it will be brought in a state of
ritual impurity. But, by that logic, the daily oﬀering should also override
Shabbat. Because the term “in its season” emphasizes that it should be
brought under all circumstances, this means even on Shabbat.N

NOTES

That does not care about his flour – דְּ ָלא ָחיֵ ׁיש
יה
ּ ל ִק ְמ ֵח:ְ There are several diﬀerent explanations of
this aphorism. Some suggest that the individual
in question is not concerned with the flour he
eats. He wastes the energy he gains from eating
by not thoroughly using it for the study of Torah
(Arukh). Others explain that he pays no attention
to whether he eats flour or barley, meaning he is
careless in his speech (Rabbi Elyakim). Finally, a
diﬀerent version of the text reads likame, in front
of him, rather than lekimĥei, his flour. According to
this, the intention is that he does not notice even
an obvious diﬃculty (ge’onim; Rabbi Elyakim).
It is diﬃcult [kashya] – ק ׁ ְשיָ א:ַ The commentators
point out that the term kashya suggests there is a
strong question but that there may be a solution
to it, as opposed to the term teyuvta, it is a refutation, which indicates a position is indefensible. The
Ritva suggests that despite the simple reading of:
On every other day, as applying even to Shabbat,
one could have interpreted it as referring only to
weekdays. This is apparently how Rav Huna and
Rabba understood it.
Some commentators understand the word
kashya as referring all the way back to the first
question, which tried to justify the need for bar
Kappara’s statement. Since all the subsequent
stages of reasoning have now been refuted, the
original question remains (Kashot Meyushav).
Rabba – ר ָבא:ָ In the standard Vilna edition of the
Gemara, the Sage who disagreed with Rav Ĥisda
is rendered as Rabba. His name appears here in
parentheses to suggest that this attribution is incorrect, and indeed the Mesoret HaShas changes
the text to Rabba. Rabba was active in the same
generation as Rav Ĥisda, and was in fact one of
his disciples. Rava, however, was active only in the
following generation. The change from Rava to
Rabba applies also to the next lines in the Gemara,
in which Abaye, in the following generation, began
to analyze the opinions of Rabba and Rav Ĥisda.
In its season, even on Shabbat – מוֹﬠדוֹ וַ ֲא ִפ ּיל ּו
ֲ ְ ּב
ב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת:ּ ְ Tosafot Yeshanim comment that this law is
not derived from the cited text but from an explicit
verse: “This is the burnt-oﬀering of every Shabbat,
beside the continual burnt-oﬀering and its libation” (Numbers 28:10). It is clear from that verse
that burnt-oﬀerings are sacrificed on Shabbat. They
explain that the words “in its time” are required to
serve a verbal analogy on a diﬀerent issue. However, Siaĥ Yitzĥak notes that from the analysis of
Tosafot on tractate Shabbat, it seems that there is
tannaitic dispute concerning which of these verses
is the source of this halakha.

 ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ׁ ַש ָ ּבת: ו ְּל ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א ַק ׁ ְשיָ אAnd it is diﬃcult to the opinion of Rav Ĥisda: What is diﬀerent about
 טו ְּמ ָאה,מוֹﬠדוֹ״ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
ֲ ״ב
ּ ְ  דִּ ְכ ִתיבShabbat that the daily oﬀering overrides it? Because it is written “in its
!מוֹﬠדוֹ״ וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּבטו ְּמ ָאה
ֲ ״ב
ּ ְ : נַ ִמיseason,” to emphasize that it should be brought under all circumstances,
even on Shabbat. But by that logic, the daily oﬀering should also override the prohibition of bringing an oﬀering in a state of ritual impurity.
Because the term “in its season” emphasizes that it should be brought
under all circumstances, this means even in a state of ritual impurity.
 וְ ָלא ְל ַרב, ָלא ְל ִד ִידי ַק ׁ ְשיָ א:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלRabba said to him: It is not diﬃcult to my opinion and it does not
–  ְל ִד ִידי ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; סוֹפוֹ. ִח ְסדָּ א ַק ׁ ְשיָ אpose a diﬃculty to the opinion of Rav Ĥisda. It is not diﬃcult to
. ִּכ ְת ִח ָּילתוֹmy opinion, because I hold that the end of its sacrificial rite is like its
beginning.
HALAKHA

The beginning overrides, the end does not override –  ְּת ִח ָּילתוֹbut does not override the prohibitions of Shabbat. Therefore, the end stages don’t override it. This ruling is in accordance with
וֹחה
ֶ ּ סוֹפוֹ ֵאינוֹ ד,וֹחה
ָ ּד: The burning of the limbs of the daily oﬀer- the limbs of the Friday oﬀering must be burned on that day, as the opinion of Rabba (Kesef Mishne and Leĥem Mishne, Rambam
ing overrides the prohibition to sacrifice it in a state of impurity, the beginning stages of the daily oﬀering overrides Shabbat but Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:7).
. פרק ד׳ דף מו. Perek IV . 46a
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HALAKHA

Extinguishing the fire of the altar – ח זְב
ּ ֵ יבוּי ֵא ׁש ִמ
ּ  ִּכ: One who
extinguishes the fire of the altar transgresses a negative commandment and receives lashes for doing so. He is similarly
punished for extinguishing even a single coal or for removing
a coal from the altar and then extinguishing it. But one does
not receive lashes for extinguishing the fire for the incense
coal pan or the candelabrum, even if he does so upon the
top of the altar. This is because these fires are removed from
their original designated purpose for other mitzvot. This is in
accordance with the opinion of Rava in the second version of
his dispute with Abaye (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin
UMusafin 2:6).
NOTES

Removed to fulfill its mitzva – אינְ ִּת ָיקה ְל ִמצְ וָ ָת ּה:ִ With regard
to the fulfillment of mitzvot in general, Rabbeinu Nissim says
that even those who assert that one who performs a mitzva
without intention does fulfill his obligation, even they admit
that if one actively intends to perform a diﬀerent mitzva, he
does not fulfill his obligation. Some adduce proof for his claim
from the principle laid out in this Gemara: Removing a coal
from the altar’s fire for another mitzva breaks its association
with the first mitzva, i.e., having a fire on the altar (Rabbi Tzvi
Hirsch Chajes).

טו ְּמ ָאה דִּ ְת ִח ָּילתוֹ ַ ּבר ִמ ְיד ָחא טו ְּמ ָאה
 ׁ ַש ָ ּבת דִּ ְת ִח ָּילתוֹ,הוּא – סוֹפוֹ נַ ִמי דָּ ֵחי
ָלאו ַ ּבר ִמ ְיד ָחא ׁ ַש ָ ּבת הוּא – סוֹפוֹ נַ ִמי
.ָלא דָּ ֵחי

Therefore, with regard to overriding the prohibition to bring an
oﬀering in a state of ritual impurity, since the beginning of the
sacrifice of the daily oﬀering is fit to override the prohibition of
oﬀering it in a state of ritual impurity, so too, its end also overrides the prohibition. However, in the case of Shabbat, the beginning of a daily oﬀering of the weekday is not fit to override
Shabbat, since by definition it must be brought on its appropriate
day. Therefore, its end also does not override Shabbat in the
event that limbs remain from Friday’s daily oﬀering.

 ְל ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָא; סוֹפוֹ ִּכ ְת ִח ָּילתוֹAnd it is also not diﬃcult to the opinion of Rav Ĥisda, because
ָּ )ת ִח
 ׁ ַש ָ ּבת דְּ הו ְּּת ָרה,יה
ְּ he does not hold that its end is like its beginning. Rather, he
ּ ילתוֹ( ֵלית ֵל
.יבוּר – סוֹפוֹ נַ ִמי דָּ ֵחי
ּ ִ ִהיא ְ ּבצhas the following reasoning: The prohibitions of Shabbat are not
merely overridden in the case of a communal oﬀering, but they
are actually permitted, such that there is no need to try to avoid
performing the necessary labors when sacrificing it. Therefore,
its end also overrides Shabbat.
 ְּת ִח ָּלתוֹ,יבוּר
ּ  דִּ ְדחוּיָה ִהיא ַ ּב ִ ּצ, טו ְּמ ָאהHowever, in the case of the prohibition to bring an oﬀering in
ּ ַ  סוֹפוֹ דְּ ָלאו ִﬠ,יקר ַּכ ּ ָפ ָרה – דָּ ֵחי
ּ ַ  דְּ ִﬠa state of ritual impurity, which is merely overridden in the
יקר
. ַּכ ּ ָפ ָרה – ָלא דָּ ֵחיcase of a communal oﬀering, it is preferable to avoid doing so.
Therefore, the beginning of its sacrifice, i.e., its slaughter and the
sprinkling of its blood, and its burning, which is the essential
stage that provides atonement, overrides the prohibition and
should be done even in a state of ritual impurity. However, its
end, i.e., the burning of the sacrificial parts, which is not the
essential stage that provides atonement, does not override the
prohibitions.
ְּ  ִאThe Torah prohibits the fire on the altar to be extinguished: “A
,נוֹרה
ָ  ַה ְמ ַכ ֶ ּבה ֵא ׁש ַמ ְח ָּתה ו ְּמ,ית ַמר
. ּ ָפטוּר: ָר ָבא ָא ַמר, ַחיָּ יב: ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָא ַמרperpetual fire shall be kept burning on the altar, it shall not go
out” (Leviticus : ). With regard to this prohibition, an amoraic dispute was stated: With regard to one who extinguishes
the fire of the coals that are taken with the coal pan for the incense on Yom Kippur or the fire of the coals that are taken in
order to light the candelabrum, Abaye said: He is liable. Rava
said: He is not liable.H
ח – דְּ כו ֵּּלי ֹאשוֹ ׁ ֶשל ִמזְ ֵ ּב
ׁ יה ְ ּבר
ּ ֵדְּ ַכ ְבי
–  ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י.ָﬠ ְל ָמא ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י דְּ ַחיָּ יב
: ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָא ַמר.יה
ּ ֵיה ַא ַא ְר ָﬠא וְ ַכ ְבי
ּ דְּ ַא ְח ֵּת
: ָר ָבא ָא ַמר.ח הוּא  ֵא ׁש ַה ִּמזְ ֵ ּב,ַחיָּ יב
. ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ נִ ְּת ָקה – נִ ְּת ָקה,ּ ָפטוּר

The Gemara elaborates on the dispute: In a case where one extinguished a coal while still standing upon the top of the altar,
everyone agrees that he is liable. This is because the verse explicitly is referring to extinguishing a flame “upon the altar.”
When they disagree, it is in a case where he brought the coals
down to ground level and extinguished a coal there. Abaye said:
He is liable, since it is still considered fire of the altar. Rava said:
He is not liable, because once it has been removed from the
altar it is considered removed and no longer part of the altar’s
fire. Therefore, the prohibition does not apply to it.

 ֶא ָּלא ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּברThe Gemara asks: But if so, with regard to this ruling that Rav
ח זְב
ּ ֵ  ַה ּמ ִוֹריד ַ ּג ֶח ֶלת ֵמ ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַה ִּמ: ֲאבו ּּהNaĥman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: One who takes down
? ְּכ ַמאן – ְּכ ַא ַ ּביֵ י.יבה – ַחיָּ יב
ּ ָ  וְ ִכa coal from upon the altar and extinguishes it is liable, in accordance with whose opinion is he ruling? Could he possibly
be ruling in accordance with the opinion of Abaye? Certainly
not. In disputes between Abaye and Rava, the halakha follows
Rava.
 ָה ָתם ָלא ִאינְ ִּתיק,ימא ְּכ ָר ָבא
ָ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵּתThe Gemara explains: You can even say his ruling is in accor. ָה ָכא ִאינְ ִּת ָיקה ְל ִמצְ וָ ָת ּה, ְל ִמצְ וָ ָת ּהdance with the opinion of Rava by making the following distinction: There, in the ruling of Rav Naĥman, the coal was not
removed to fulfill its mitzva. Therefore, it is still considered to
be part of the fire of the altar and the prohibition still applies.
Whereas, here, in the dispute between Abaye and Rava, this is a
case of coal that was removed to fulfill its mitzva.N Therefore, it
is associated with its mitzva and no longer considered the fire of
the altar.
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:יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ  ִאThere are those who say a diﬀerent version of the dispute:
יה – דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא
ּ ֵיה ַא ַא ְר ָﬠא וְ ַכ ְבי
ּ דְּ ַא ְח ֵּת
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, ַחיָּ יב: ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָא ַמר.ח ֹאשוֹ ׁ ֶשל ִמזְ ֵ ּב
ׁ ְ ּבר
 ֵּכיוָ ן, ּ ָפטוּר: ָר ָבא ָא ַמר.ח הוּא ֵא ׁש ַה ִּמזְ ֵ ּב
.דְּ נִ ְּת ָקה – נִ ְּת ָקה

In a case where he brought the coals down to the ground and
extinguished a coal there, everyone agrees that he is not liable.
When they disagree it is in a case where one extinguished a coal
while still standing upon the top of the altar. Abaye said: He is
liable, since it is still considered fire of the altar. Rava said: He
is not liable, because once it has been removed from the altar
it is considered removed and no longer part of the altar’s fire.
Therefore, the prohibition does not apply to it.

ֶא ָּלא ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר
ח  ַה ּמ ִוֹריד ַ ּג ֶח ֶלת ֵמ ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַה ִּמזְ ֵ ּב:ֲאבו ּּה
 ְּכ ַמאן? ל ֹא ְּכ ַא ַ ּביֵ י וְ ל ֹא,וְ ִכ ָ ּבה – ַחיָּ יב
 ָה ָכא,ְּכ ָר ָבא! ָה ָתם ָלא ִאינְ ִּתיק ְל ִמצְ וָ ָת ּה
.ִאינְ ִּתיק ְל ִמצְ וָ ָת ּה

The Gemara asks: But if so, with regard to this ruling that Rav
Naĥman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: He who takes down a
coal from upon the altar and extinguishes it is liable, in accordance with whose opinion is his ruling? It would appear that it is
neither in accordance with the opinion of Abaye, nor in accordance with the opinion of Rava. The Gemara explains: You can
even say that his ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rava
by making the following distinction: There, in the ruling of Rav
Naĥman, the coal was not removed to fulfill its mitzva; it is
therefore still considered to be part of the fire of the altar and the
prohibition applies. Whereas, here, in the dispute between Abaye
and Rava, this is a case of coal that was removed to fulfill its
mitzva, and it is therefore associated with its mitzva and no longer
considered the fire of the altar.

הדרן עלך טרף בקלפי
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