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D IGEST 

The ::um or lhis work is to prt>senl a Lhoroufj"t anal)sis or the c-ont cnls 

and rorm or a chapter nr th<> 13ab}lonian Talmud. The chapter under 

eonsidero t 1on is chaplC'r ninct ce11 or t racl :ite Cihabbot , which is found on 

pal)Cs 150a-D7b o f t he standard Vi Ina edit ion of the Talmud. 

Thr anal) sis of the forrn :ind slruct ure of lhc chapter 1s m} primar~ 

concern hrrr. I srek 10 in\C?Sli!"]alP what ran he learn('d ahoul t11e Talmud. 

and what ran be lrnrrwd from lhr Talmud, b) st ud)'1nq 11 s s tructun·. t'lose 

<Jllenl1on. therefor£'. will lw paid lo the form.ii lanquarr. meuns of 

nrgumer1totion, hermcnc•u l iral p rinciples. C'I r . 

Th£' mrtl)Ocl of m} invcsl igotion 1r. to corel11lly r\.a11111w C'och s l ich <111d 

sPrl1on nf thr fC'\l. ond tr) to asrertmn its funrl1on 111 rontr,L . its 

relationship 10 thr otlwr l'IPmcnl s 1n the text . :111(1 11 s implications for thl~ 

interprPL~l1on :md 11ndc-rst tmdllll] or th<.> I C\I tJ:, ,, wl111l1'. This IS acc-om­

pl1shcd b) f irst trans lnt inq I ht' I l''' ;md t """ pr1'sc>nt 11111 I hr 1 r'\nsl::il ion in 

011 outline form. I ollow111111111 -. 1!> rTI) nwn. •f1l11•.i11_,, , 1il tlw IC\ I . ,\~;a 

rurlhcr a id , 111 llw conc lus1011 I prl'~C'nl w1 ::ibslruc l ' 111 m1tline form of llw 

rormal s t ruct ure nf 11 11 chnpt1•r. It I'> hnpNI t hat 1111• lr•;•ams I sr1'k In 

derivt> w ill readi ly prC'll'lll llH'm~!'hcs as :i rPs11t1 o t ttws l\pr tJI 

1m csll gal ion. 

The I OJ'llC' of the di;1p1 r•r under co11sirl1·rn111111 1:; 1•1rcumc1r.IC)n on Shnl>h:it . 

Along with t he rormnl nm1lys1 s . I also c'amim~ lhe lhcm::it 1r rontcnt s of the 

rhapter. Tht<; ts not . huwC'vrr. an :1alarhic onnh s is of the chapter. 



The introduction presents a more complete explanation of m} methods and 

goals. The first section of te,..tual material deals with the Mishnah chap ter. 

It explains the cnapter and places 1t in the context of the tractate. I then 

present and explain each sug) a. Onl} then. in the conclusion, do I examine 

what lessons can be derl\ ed. 
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INTRODUC TION 

Of Lhe entir(' corp11s of Jewish literal ure. possibly no work has had as 

profound ::in influencr on our history and cu ltur e us the Baby lon ian Talmud. 

Since its final redaction (c . )-600 C .[ . ). tl has SPrvrd as the basis for Lhe 

legal codes and respons3 1 and as the ulL1malc oulhorily 1n adjudicating all 

legal mr1llers. In more recent times of persecution against lhe Jews. thc 

stud~ of T nlmwt wns carried on clandrst ineh 1n at 11c-s and cellars. To I h is 

day. there ilr<' institutes and academies in which the sl1ttl) nf Talmud 1s 

unending. 

The Talmud. however. is a very " dense" doC"w-nent. II 1s n set of legal 

discussions. slor ies. and ma"ms which hil\ f' bern redaC"ted w1th1n a frame­

work of h1r1"ly formall/l'ti :rnd furnulaic l1t cr ar) st ruc t urcs. 13ccause of its 

h1cj1I) formalt/rd 11a1ure wh1c-h 1s unparalleled tn w('slt•rn li t erature . a 

person's firnt look int (1 11w Talmud of ten lea\-PJ I ht• 1mp11 ss ion of a random. 

and endless. c-ol lectton of del>atc:; and stories wl11ch Im\ r no meaning for 

modernity. ron'.J('qttC'ntly. 0 fl"f50n ' ~ f;r.sl j:illl1' 1111 1 Ill~ l..Jl111utl IS oftpn 11tS 

last. 

Uni ii very rrc-P.111 l y. c-om111('11t <iriet. and cri l 1co l stwt11>q htHC' 1101 

eluc idated thr paqes or the Talmud tor the "1tn1ntl1atctl." Trad1t1onal 

comm ent arics ha\e been wri l I r11 prim~1rtly for t 111• p11rposl' of 1inder st andi1HJ 

I he halacha. Crittcal s• udies and inlroch1c-tor) v1orks h;J\ e hce11 prtmar1h 

concerned with b1oqrnph1cal, historic-nl. ond phtloloq1cal probl ems.1 IL was 

nol 1mli l JWil Lhnl :myonc- e'>l.amined the Talmud's slruc-ture and form 1n 

some d£'la1I . In his book 5Lud1es in T almud1c l 091c and Melhodology. Louis 
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Jacobs writes. " ... lhe Gcmara in Lhe form we have 1t now is very far from 

be111g a verbatim report of disc ussions which took place in the Babylonian 

schools but 1s rather a 'conlrl\ ed' literary product or great skill , in which 

the older material used has been reshapcc1 by methods bearing a close 

resemblance lo those of 1t1erary artist s lhroughoul the ages.112 Jacobs fell 

lhal there was much lo be learned about the Talmud from investi9al1nCJ its 

logic, mcthodolog), and lttcrary traits. 

In the early 1970's . Jacob Neusner suggested that by st ud) ing these 

v:-ir1ous elements ;inc1 1 endencies of I he Talmud, we could learn not whal 

huppc11ed (since thi s rnny nol be possible lo IC'art1 ). but "whal ~ happentnQ 

within lh1s group, and what •.. (lhts l eachl"s us about ourscl\ es and our 

potc11t1alttit's.11> He posits that the answers to :;uch quc>stions as. Whal 1s 

the Tnlmud? Whal is its sh:ipc and structure'' What are 1ls ac)t'nda? Whal 

is il!l nature' as a Mishnah- comrnentar)' 7 • ore essential lo a comrlelc and 

rc:li:il>lt• undNstandin•J nf lhc Talmud ;111d of rabb inic Judaism in gcnc>rul . 

To achieve I his C)Oal. Ncusrwr cmp lO)S a nwt hocl tn which hC' begins with a 

new translation of thr l<''t which prcr.c•rve:.. lht• lormr. and formulae ot 1he 

orig111al Hebrew nnd Arwna1c ns far as 1ti po:1s1hlr within lhr constraints of 

111telligiblc Cnoli :;h. I Ir• tllc>n brr·1v'" rJ1w11 11 11 1"1 ·~ discusswm; 1nt u their 

\ar1ous cumponcnls. I 111011). he offers <1n c pl;:inal ion of what 1s happrning 

int c rnal lo I hC' Gcmoro. 

II 1s 1n y tnlcnl 1011 Ill 1111s \vork Lo appl) J rno1..hf1cd f orm o f Npusnf'r's 

method t u Bavli Slu1bboit l 'J. This c hupl er den ls wil h 1 he t:iw:. r><'r l a1ning Lo 

c-irc-umc1 sion on Shabllat. M11 nnalys1s cons1sl s ol three parts. The first 1s 

the translation. Any tr<Jnslnl1on is 1lsl' lf :i rommcntary 111 11 !: c1101ces of 

w o1 ds nnd e-..press1ons. I f1•1d that Lht> Sonc1no Cnqlish transl:1t1u11 lo Lhe 

l3abyloniar1 Talm11tJ4 1n l :wking 1n its ::illf'nlion to. and re11dcrinc1; of, lhc 



formali zed pat t crns. idiom&. and t echn1cal terms of the Hebrew and 

Aramaic . Tl was necessar>· therefor e. for me t o write a new translation 

that would preserve, as far as possible, I he I or mal and syntactical charact er 

a l the Gemara. I recogn11e. of course. I.hot m y lranslot ion is also qui te 

subject lo recons1derat 1on. have presented. however , wllat I feel 1s the 

best possible f nfJllsh rendering of the H ebr ew and Aram.iw . Bf'ing so ht<Jil> 

sty lized. t he la1u;;-i;:ige of Ille Talmud i s of t en ell iptica l. I fi ll in these 

ellipses in rn) translation. and 111d1cate 1n parentheses and bet ween vPrt1cal 

I 111es those words which do not appear 1n thC' Talmud. ThosP words whic h 

fit into lh<' Talmud' s syntoc t1 cal fr amework are 1n rare1Hhesc s. Inc luded 

between \ Ort 1cal lines ar e e planatory notes 11e!"dcd for an 1mmed1 at e 

understanding o f I he s1mpl t' meaning of the tr,1. Also l ou11d bet ween 

\ Prticu l linrs arc ritations nf scriptural passdges and l3era1l oth. l use the 

sl andord Vi Ina edit ion 111 1 IH' Ta lmud a!: t he 1>os1s for 111) t r::mslat1on, but I 

nlso cons11I: manllscripl variant s. '.J An) S1C]ni f1ca11l t e,lual problems rccel\e 

1·omment 111 the cmdnot r•s. 

The ncconrt It•\ c l of rny nn..il > ~ 1 s is the rn•sental 1m1 of t I 1~ l ranslallon 111 

on oul11nl' form. It 1s 1n}' c·nr1lt>nlio11 tllm the Uemarn will h1• far eas11>r t o 

undersLand 1f n'll" r-ari 'Jr~1ph1rnlh ""'' Ilic n•lnt1011:..h11, .• lit,., · ·11 1'11..• \::lrto11:; 

:;t 1chs and .. cc ti on:; of I he I,., t . He11c-1• . p.1rol IPI or subonJ111nt P rel al 1onsh1ps 

111 the t ex 1 ;ire :JC't·ordinyl} n:;:;11)1wd pur ;ii lc•I or subord1nn t c 0111 line n11mlwrs. 

lh1s method 1o; 1101 w11t1011t It s. probll'm ... lllP most not:-ible of these is lhal 

an outhnf' 1:. linear in n::iturt• --- i t proqrP.s:JC'5 from one po11" to the ""'t. 
The T almud 'i; disf'ussiuns, llnwevcr, arP oft u1 not I 1near . but r ather rekr 

back lo pr<'\ 1ous 1ssuC"l and dcb::it l's. L onscquemly . I ·;omet 1mes found 

inysclf ha\ 11u1 to c-hoosr from amonq two ur more WCJ\ < t o oulline a (_)I\ c11 
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sec tion of matPrials. 1 have tried. as best as possible . to account f or this 

shortcoming in my u1ll line and explanation. 

The third ll•vcl of m)• analysis is the e'planat ion of the text. This will 

ent ail an examination of rhe redac tion3I principles and conventions evident 

in the tei..t ' s c-onstruct1on. rurther. I will 1dent 1fy the critical ISSUCS in the 

sug) a, wh1c-h arc oft en obscured by more apparenl, but secondary. issues. 

am concerned wtth dtscerninq the contextual m eaning o f the text, and so 

will lnt errrr t lhL' Gem ara in its own hi sloric;:i l, literary. and culturol 

coni cxl. rurthermorc. I am 01>erating undc-r the belief that the Talmud is 

its own best c-nmmcntary.6 111 other words. an) e llipses in. nr problems or 

questions lclt by, the T almud's t e>.l cnn best ll1• exrlained and understood 1n 

li1J11l of contemporaneous and pnrallel rullbinic mnl erials rattwr t hnn Inter 

comm entaries. Berause of I h1 :;. and because I om not intrrestetl here in 

later halachu. I will rC'fer to ll1e clns:;1ca l commentators onl) when their 

e'planaliorn • .i rc neC'essar} to shed light 011 tlw simple' mcnning of 111e te,t. 

Til t" t e't that is the subject ol m) imrst1gat1on 1s 13:1\11 ~hablrnl 19. 

which deals with c ircl1rnc1:aon on Shabb<it. Thr m Prrtd111q. but not I he onh . 

them e 1s llu.' c1Plc rm111::il ion ul wl11ch :w t s nf rircumci~•1on mn)' br> 1wrformed 

on '>h:Jbll:il. I r •io::<' lh1 :: rh:;.pl!'r :J1..w.Jllw1• 11 Lllltla1ns m:111-. t 1ght I) 

con:;t ruc t ed ou<Jyolh of var yinCJ lrnl)llts. I urt lwr. Ll11s rlwpl<'r n1cel~ 

exemplifies n w1dr ranqe of l1tt•ran lro1ln in llw Talmud. Sur.ll a chaptN 

ver y readih· IP11d:; itself to this l ~pe 111 r1m1l)s1s. I al:;o c·llosC' this chapter 

because its tlwmc> 1s 111 mlerr·;t. C irr11rn1·1s1011 1:; one ot thr> most 

1mport anl rll unl s i11 J11daism. It 1s onr• ll f t '"' rarlicsl l\1l>lwal precepts, 

signify ing Cod's covrnont with Abraham. Ill add1l1on t o ll11 s rc l1g1ous 

signf1cance, 1·11Tumc: 1s1on has also ser ved as a not 1onal J1•w1sh syrnhol, 

ide11t1f)ing and un1tinq Jews thro11g1 lune and space. In limes of 



persecution in which circumc1s1on was prohibited, many Jews gave their 

I 1 ves to preserve this most strongly ob:;erved commandment. 

As a result of my literary investigation of the Talmud, I also hr1efly 

consider the use of, and pri11c1ples governing, several hermeneulical 

techniques. Among those discussed are the a minori argument, l11e geze1·at1 

shavah form of ana logy, sever al di f ferenl I echniques of scriptural 

rrooftc>.ling. and the adjudication of conflicting positive and 11egat 1ve 

commandments.? rinall y, in the conclusion, I briefly investigate what 

mcm111HJ can be found for J11da1sm today 1n the Talmudic method --- 111 the 

cr1ticol thoucj1t, analytical invL'St 1gal1ons. nnd ceaseless argumenta tion. 

The primary contribut1011 l)f m y work 1s that nc\ er before this tins the 

Bnliylonian T nlmud been explored wrth s1wh great all Pr,l ion lo textual 

rrocess, slructurn. and constrt•ct 1on although Neusner and his students have 

upp l icd this mct l1od 1 o Mish11:Jh, T ose fla . and l he Pa lr!':t in1nn T alm11d ). A 

f urlfwr contrib11t 1on 1s 111~ rcfinC'rnent of Ncusner's rnel hm.J of ou1I1111ng the 

I exl 111 order Io :;hl)w the re> Int m11ships !lei ween I he 'ar1ous sllclls and 

sec tions. A s a first effort 111 tlw t1 rltJ. I dt1 not e'Cpec t In) wnrk In l>e the 

fi11<.ll word 011 Ille sub1C'cl n t Tnlrr111d1c 111vcst1gat1on t in bet . I clo11ht there 

wtll e\er be a final word r.:i :1w ::11hj••1•1 , H~.::.1·r . ii 1:; meant l o be t1 

c'onrrelc experience and e\nmrile n f T almudi{· stud) . I t1opt• t l1~1t 11 wil I be 

used a:; <i l cachi11q ;11d 111 l~ablH11tc-s classes. and ns :'\ model for thosc- who 

also v11sh lo pursuC' I he- :;11u.J\ o t I al mud. 11rlh1•r. I hop1• thnt it will 

provide CJ comfort :Jhl1• a11d 1'11ltqhten111CJ \ c-hic-lc> l>} which the '11111i11111al ed" 

w1 II bi>come in it 1oted into t hr sl udy ol T <Jl111tll1. 

A tin al worcl I!: in ordN C'OncPrntng l he mechan1ts o I rn~ work. I be gin 

with o brie f explanation ot M1shnah '1'1ul>h;1I 19. I or a f 11llf'r t rent mPnl of 

t hi:; cnt ire I r ac t ate and 11 s T oscfla, I refi>r I he render I o Neusncr's A 
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Hislor) o f lhe Mishnaic Law of Appoint ed T 1mcs. 8 M }' lrt-almcnt of tha 

Gcmara 1s divided mlo sixteen units, wilh each urnt representing a complete 

st'c tion of M1t.hnah commenlar~ (called a suC)yn1. I did not find 1l necessary 

lo present a glossary o f words, phrases, or technical t erms. A lso. I have 

not inc luded, :my more lhan necessary , b1ographicnl informat ion about the 

fl<' rsonal1lws m entioned in this chapt er. For all o f th is information, I r efer 

1 l'f' render l o the b1b l1 ograph} al the end o f this v1ork, especi a l!~ the listi ng 

of "t t•\ t ual aids." 



M 1shnah Shabbat ChnpLC'r l 9 

19:1 

,\. R. EliezC'r says. "If one had noL brought an insLrumenl (with 

which to perform c ircumcision) be fore Shabbal. one may brinq 1t 

exposed on Shabba t. 

l. And in (Limes oO danger, one covN :; il on lhe l eslirnonv of 

witnesses." 

n. ru r ther. R. Ll1e1er said. " One ma) C'l ll V/UfJd Oil Shabbal ' to 

make charcoa l with whic h lo make nn i11n1 rument o f iron wiLh 

whict1 lo c 1rcumc1sC' on Shabba t i." 

t; . H. Akiba st aled o general rrinc iple : "An} work whit'h it is 

possible to per form be f c;-P Sh~bbnt doC' s not super sede Shat>bal. 

and (an)' work 1 wh1c-h 1 L is noL poss1bl1· I o pPrf arm bef or C' '1hribbal 

supersedes Shnbbat . " 

19:2 

A . One m a:r rerturin on Shohh;it all lh111q:; that ar P l'f' f1l11red for 

C' I f C'Unll' 1:;1011: 

I. ()111 11)n~ c 1rc11mr 1sr. unC0\ 1•1 111C' rorona . ;md s11rk \ Ill<' 

wound 1, 

2. unc.J ptarP on ( t lw wound n l>andnqe nnd c-umin . 

.i. If one t1ud not qruund l the cu111i11 ) l>C'fore Shabbat, hr 

t' h f'WS it with hi s Leeth Md Df)plirs it. 

7 
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b. If one hAd not m ixed wine and oil (for an ointment) 

be fore Shabbal, he may appl ) llii s one by i tself and 

( then appl) lhe other one by itsel f. 

c . One may not, al the ou t se t, rnake a shirt-shaped bandage 

for the (c 1rc-urnc ision wound), llut one ma) w1 ap il with 

a r ag. 

J ) If one llad not prepared and transported the necessary 

bandaf)e ) before Shabbat, he ma) wrap i t around his 

finger and bring li t }. e \ en from another court}ard. 

19: 5 

A . OnC' rna) wash the infant 1on Shabbat ; hnt h be f on· the c 1rcumc 1s1on 

and ci ft er I he c ircumc- ision, 

l. and one may sprinkle ~wa t er ' on him by ha11tl, h1 1t not with 

::i vesse I. 

It H. Eleazar b. A1<1nnh sa ys, "0111> m f1) wasf\ tlw infant on th<.> 

t h ird da y (a ft er thr circumc ision thnt lall s on 'ih11bbat. o& 

<Sn ipture ) st a l es: A ntl i t was on lhe t hird cJn y wlwn t ~e..t. were 

in pai.!_1 lfif'n. }4:2SI. " 

C. If lhPre i r. do1Jbt 1as to whether tl11• 1>i>l1yalion of c·1rr11mcision 

<iJ1pl11·s1 or ' if 1111• c 11 ild is ' an hen11ciphrotl1t e -- 011(' mu\ not 

cl1"a•1 1nt1 Jl 1.iu1Jot for· h is s&kc dJ) 1w rl orming t 11<.' r irrt1mr 1s 1on . 

I. H . J11<1:1'1 permits this for on h Prniaphrodile. 

19:4 

/\ . 11 orK· had two L>t1u ies: 
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I. m1e lo be circumcised after Shabbal and one t o be 

circumrised cm Shabbat, and he for go t and c ircumcised or' 

Shabbal lhe one Lo be circumcised af ter Shabba l - --

a. he is liable ( for a sin offering): 

2. one to be c i rcumcised before Shabba t and one •o be 

circumcised on Shabba l , and he forgot and circumcised on 

Shabbal l he one to be ci rcumc ised before Shabbat 

a. R. Clicler holds him liable for a sin-offering 

b. and R. Joshua exempts him ( from the sin-offc?ring. 

19:) 

A. A child mo)' he circumcised on t hC' e1 ghlh. ninth. tenth, ele\ en1 h. 

or I wel flh (da) a ft er his bi rlh '· not cnrlier and not lal er . 

I. How (1s this the case)? 

a. Under normal (c ircumstances) - -- 011 the e1ghlh da) • 

b. I 1 tlorn at dusk (on $hal>bal >. he is c ircumrised on lhP 

11111lh (cl;,j) . 

c. ( If born • al dusk 0 11 Shabbat P\l', he rG c 1rcumciseo on 

I hr I c>nlh l rb\ I. 

d. llf born nl tl11sk on Shobba l l' e and a ft>st 1val da)' falls 

(immeclialrl) • .1fler Shabbal. he is circumcised on 1111' 

c . If born ;Jl dusk on Shabbol l'H' and • thP lwo fesli\al 

da) s of the New Year <fall iminediat cl) ofter Shabbat l , 

he is ci rcumcised on ll1c l w1•lflh (day >. 

8. An infanl who 11... sick ·-- one dors nol circumcise him until he rs 

we ll. 
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A. These are lhe shreds 1of the foreskin) which, <if the" remain. 

render the c1rcumc1sion irwalid: 

1. ilesh which covers most of the corona, 

a. and (if the person 1s a Priest ) he may not eal heave­

offering. 

z. And 1 f he is fleshy <so that the corona 1s covered and he 

appears uncircumcised, even though he was proper ly 

c-ircumcised), one musl correct it for appearance's sake. 

8. (ff) one circumcised and did not uncover the corona. it is as 1 f 

he did not circumcise. 

Tractate Shabbal is primarily concerned with enumerating those kinds 

of work which are prohibited on Shabbat. Chapter 18 ser\les as a transition 

from the issue of moving things on Shabbat (which is the theme of chapter 

L 7) to the topic of c1rcumcis1on of Shabbat which is deal t with in chapter 

l9). Both the thematic and formal connector between chapters 18 and 19 1s 

the statement, "One may perform on Shabbal all things that are required 

for c 1rcumc1s1on" in 16:3 and 19:2. The issue of transporting the knife in 

19:1 additionally serves as a connector to cl1apter 17, which deals with 

moving things. Chapt er l:f oeals 1irsl with labors associated with c 1rcumc1sion 

which are permitted on Shabbat. It ne:11.t addresses c1rcumc1s1on on Shabbat 

in cases where there 1s some sort of rloubt. Finall) . 1t speaks to some general 

concerns surro•tnding c1rcumc1sion. 

The fi rst Mishnah deals with the performance of ac l1v1t1es on Shabbat 

which are preparatory to c ircumcision. and which otherwise would be 

proh1bi ted on Shabbat. It consists of three rulings --- l wo by R. Eliezer 

and one by R . Ak1ba. R. E l1ezer's first statement r A. indicates the 
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permi ssibili l y of the m ost necessar y and imrnediale rrepara tory acts. The 

kni fe rnusl be brought exposed so Lhat all cari see what is beinq brough t. 

and the c ourier should not be accused of violating Sh::ibbat. In limes o f 

per secution however, the rul ing is modified to allow covering the kni fc to 

prot ec t all involved from physical harm (A .I. '. The witnesses I hen pro l Pt.: I 

li te c-ouri cr frnm char ges o f transgressing Shabbal . H. r l ie7er' s S('f'Ond 

rnlinq B. 1s ex t remel } lenient. al lowing even the mosl r cmott>I ) conncC" I cd 

pr epar atory nrt s t o supersede Shabba t. R. Akiba's rulin g tC.) is contradir t ory 

l o H. El iezl'r 's. and, according to il, even the preparat or y arts mor.t 

c·losely rel ated Io rircumrision do not supersede Shabbat. 

While Mtshnah 1 dealt w.th rrepar ator) artivit ies, lvlisl111ah 2 addrcsscs 

nf?cessarv c lem ents of t he c i rcumcision i l st:> lf. The Mish11ah bC'giJ1s wrll \ a 

slat rmrnt t ha t t hese necessar y kinds of work ::ire allowrd 0 11 Shabl>at A. 

and t·hen l i st s those e lem ents of the surgiral prOC't"durP IA . I . \ 11nd thl' 

dressing of lhC' wound (A.2 . ). 

Thi s r:i1 :;es 1111 ciucsl ion ! ttiough no t sta l ed of what ts t u be done 

when i'l prepa rPd it c 111 th:it i s necessan for tlrPsstn<] t11r vim tnd t ind not 

l>N'n prcpan•c! llc>f ore ~hal>be; t. Solutions for tl11s problrm :irr orfPred for 

thr r11m1n !2.a . ). mnlment • L.ll. l. anc1 banrir1rr '.::.r. ' . 
,, 

no t 1• t h ;H thesf' i I ems ma~ not hr rri•parPd 111 t t ti" mnnnc>r 11 1 whwh t ht'\ 

would ha\l' bcrr• hdore Shabbat. Thr· last rtilP i.-. 1 proptl'll>S a mPlhod 

ror l ranspnrt111 I 1111• l o~1ndaqe If 11onr IS "lHlilablc :ll lh•· plBl'I' of the 

c1 rcumcist011. 

Havinq d 1:.rus:..£'d work imolvcd in preparat ions mid neC'l' !:Stll') rlt>menl a 

of the ci rr11mrisior1. Mishnah 3 dPals v1ith ar t I\ ii ies that follow t hr 

rirrumcisio11. \'J;"lshlnq thr infant is the onl } art i\ it~ di scu:;:a•d. :1ml we 

;11·1' told t hut thi s ma} be- done hc.>fore or <tf\rr thl' c1rcumcis1on (,\ •• but 
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i l too ma)' nol be done in the nor mal mi:i1mer <A. J. . H. Llcarnr b. Azariah, 

in a more lrnien l ruling based on a 131!:-lacal prooftex t. Pxtends the permi ssion 

lo wash the 1nfnr1t 011 Shabbal Lo the third day a f ter c i rcumc ision (8. ). 

The nc'<l st atement (C. ) introduces a romplelely new topic --- v1hether 

we may allow v1olallon of Shabbal in a case of doubt, specifically to 

circumc ise soml'onc 1 f il is doubtful t hat he must be c1 rcumc1sed. The 

first ruling IC... , dPnien permission. R. Judah offe rs a more lenient r uling 

which allows ri rC'urnc1sion on Shabbal in the case of lhe l\crmaphrodilc. 

Mishmih 4 ronlemc a secondar) discussion as to what happens when 

Shabbal is arc1dt>11lalh '1olated for a c 1rc:urnC""1sion wh1eh 1:; 1101 011 the 

cighlh-da\. The M1shnah set s up a situation m wluch i l 1s ncc1dc11tal 

that lhe ri rcumc1 !lion v1as done al Lhe wronq L1nir A •. It 1::; reason;ible 

to assume Lhal t lw ot fender wou ld be liublc for a sin-offNm q if he 

intenti ona ll y violRl cd Shabb<.l. In lhe f i rst casP (A ,1. J. hr has nol uni) 

violated Shabbnl. but "" also has not fulfilled the comma11dmcn1 lo 

c ircumcise his :;1111 whi<.h 1s ft11ftlled 0111> from thP e11j1Lh da) on . He 1s 

Lhereforr liable for n s111-offering (J .n.. 111 lilt-> sc•cond case- .\. !. tw h .. s 

fulfilled thr r-omm:111dment tu c irrumc-1sc. lml hC' has ~till \lolalrd Shnbba t. 

since onl r c iqhth-dn' 1· 11T11mcision sur>crc;rcJC"•; <,fl>lb!Y1 1 • H. I Iii"'. l1ui.I 

tmn liable for ~· ::111-o ffl•rt11C) 2.a . rnr hO\ llllJ \ 1ol:llt>d •,tialJtml . lllJI H. 

Josllua I nkr•; a 11wn· lr11w111 pos1 t 1on and r t'mpl s 111111 ~ . IJ . l>f'l :-111c;c> hP 

v1as fulfill111q :i <'ommru1d111i-11l. II 1s 1111portHnl 10 11011' thnl I<. I l1r1rr 

Lakes the morC' :,1 n11qP11I pw;i I ion hrr1• whi Ir in M1t;l111;1lt I 9: I he· held 1 he 

more lc1111•11I vww. NPusnt•r sugcJt'sls 111~11 "1wrhaps hrC'::JllSl' I 111•,rr sn 

cornµ I Pl C'I) ahrocpl l'S t hP rest rwl 1ons 111 I hr Shablla l h . hc o l so wd I wan I 

l a br sur P ii is absoh1l1•:, 11eccs:;.1q lo do :;a. "1 
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Mishnal1 1
1 also conrc rns a case of doubl · ·- doul>I as Io the exac t 

day on which lhe infant wa:. born --- and lhe ramifica tions for circumcision 

on Shabhal. It is very common for Lhe Mishnaic rulings to I ake> lhe form 

or numerical li sts, and I his is the case here (A.. Tl~e oper ati ve principles 

here are that onl) eif]hth-da~ c ircumc ision super sedes '>habbal arid the 

feslivals, and lhal if lhe child is born al dusk w e cannot bP sure whic h is 

lhe eighlh day. Thi s then accounls for the silualions in I.a. through l.c: .. 

A final sl alement ~B. con linues I he idea of delaying lhe circumcision 

l>eyond Lhe ei ghl11 day. HPrf' I hi> prinripli> i ~ I he danger in pPrforminri 

surger} on a sick chi Id. 

Mish1wh 6 de>al s wilh a lolull ) different topic w1lh no connect ion lo 

Shabbat whal happens if lhe circumcision v1as do1w improperly or 

appears nol lo havP Ileen done al all. ri rst we arP tnld lhat there is a 

case in whi ch the ci rcumc ision is invnlid bera11se not all of the foreskin 

has been rc:110\ed A. 1. and Lhal case is described 1A. J.. There is then a 

parenlhct1r.a l slat cmcn l (l.a. 1 I hat suc h a pPrson ma)• not St"rvf' as a 

priest. Th£> nP'l ~t:~ I emenl A.2. Pmphas11rs I hp 1111port ance of lhe 

appeararir c of the ri rcumcisior1. l llC' la!; I rc>rnr1rk tB. I illustrates the 

lh1• coror1~1. 



Mishnat1 19: 1 (A.-A .1. ) (pag<> 13Ua1 

I. The question was posed to them l the scholar s!: 

A . ls H . r 1ie1er 's reasoning ( in ruling tha t lhe k1u fe shoulc'I be 

brought e">.posed) because of lo\ e tor I he cornmnndment ( that 

one even v iolates Sltabbal for circumcision) or perhaps because 

of suspicion \lhal otherwise the courier i s \ io lating Shabbal ? 

I. Whal i s lhP (prac tical ) di f fercncf' (bcHwt·en lhe two li11es of 

reasoning)? 

:i. ( It bears on the case or bringtnCJ t he kni r f' 1 CO \ errd on 

the t est imo11y of witnesses 1vhPn ll 1rre ts 110 c'langer ). 

l J tr >Ou sa> •the reason ) i s b t•cau!:e of lmf' o f the 

commandme11l - -- ( the knifr ma) tw brought 

<.>\posed. •but ti ma~ 1101 llf' (brouqhl CO\ ered 0 11 

1 lw 111--1 imOl1) of \'/i l l1C'SSP!. 1 . 

.!) Bui 1 r vmJ sa~ that the r eason ts hec-ausC' of 

SIJSJ11f' l011 --- r1rn i' ii IS C'O ~ ••• : .II • ., Jll r1gt1l 111 

ma\> l>r brought on suC'h tt•:; l 11n1111\ wl1en I here is no 

dtllHJt'rl . 

2. \moil 1111 •11 is H .. L liP7er's n•aso11i11g)? 

a. It wns sa id l by an Amar a): "H. I e\ 1 s::i i d. 'I { . 1- l iezer 

rnlPd onl y 0 111 of love for 1 he comm:md111c:11t ."' 

!). It has also been taught thuswi sP tin n l'braithn): "'One 

brings it t:\posed and one may not brnHJ t i l' ll\cr ed. ' this 

l! i the> opmion o r R . lliPzcr." 

14 



c . R. Ashi said. "One can also deduce lhis from ( thP 

r>recise wording o f our Mishnnh, as it teaches: and in 

times of danger he covers it on the testimony of 

witnessPs IM .1 9:1 A. l.I --- (only) when therC' is danger, 

bul (he may) nol (bring il covered) when lhl'rc is no 

danger. 

J ) We ma) surel) infer ( from lhis) I hat it 1s bPcause 

o f love for the commandment. 

d. Anot11er (13ar aitha l taught: '"One hrings it exposed ancJ 

one rn<1) not brin g il covered.' this is I'.:( . Elie1er's opinion.'' 

1 > R. Judah says in lhe name of H. tliC'zer : "ll v1as 

cusl omar) in limes o f danger lhat onC' would bring 

it covered on the Lest imon) o f witnesses." 

B. The quest ion was posed lo lhem l lhP scholnrsl : the witnesses 

Lhal i t lll1r> MishnaH mentions --- does 1l mean1 himself and 

another. or perhaps i d means> l11msC'l f and lwo others \'? 

I. Come anrl hear: In \ lirnc-s or> donger he covers it on lllc 

test imony of witnesses. IM. I 9 : J A. I.I. 

a . IL is fi1w lit makes perfect :.e11:wl . 1f )OU say himself and 

two olhcrs l - -- then e\Pr} lh111 g is all right. 

h. 1~•11 1f ~ou sa; himself and onr oth1~r . what l krnd of\ 

wilncsses (::ire lhC'} since tht'l'C' is 0111)' one wi tness and the 

<'Ourird? 

I ) Thr y are fit t o offer IPsl imon) m nno thPr r> locp (in a 

laws111t 1. 
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The M ishnah contains I wo clear rulings of R. Clie1er conce rni ng 

bringing the circumcision knife on Shahbal i f it had not been prepared 

before Shabbat. The first is that lhe k11i fe may bf' brought openl y without 

'iolatin'J Sh~hbat and the second, that in limes of danqer it ma} be 

brought con,..ealed without 'iolaling Shabbal. The Gemar a will address a 

lhird, median cas~ nol found in 1·hr Misl1n::it1 --- whe lllf'r lhP knife may be 

brought cove red if there is no danger . 

Thf' ~11gya he gins b~ explor1nq two alternative reasons for H. Lliczer's 

ruling. On the surfoce this seems lo uc a strict I) t hcoretical problPm 

since the ruling itself 1s not bi>1n9 questioned (A. J. '. The media11 L :.:-.c i:; 

staled ( I.a. ) and llw implirat1011s, vis-a-vis ll1is case, of eacl1 of l lH' 

reasons posed a l /\. are spelled ou t. Tl111:; w(' learn t hal Lhe problem in A. 

is nol theoretical, rrither in rclat 1011 to thr median rr1sc there 1s a real 

prat;licu l differenrP between tlw two rationales. It. R Lliezer's rationale' 

i:; love o f the commantlme11t 1 ltwrP would lw 110 r easor1 10 he srcrt•li\l: . 

since we would w;111 t public!~ tu proclaim I lie io> of the occasion, and so 

we ma} not bring lht• knife co' creel. II H . Lliczcr's rationale is suspicion. 

L11e witness would If• on' \ilSl' dL•clarP ll 1:il lhe l..11il1"~ 1H1rpose i s cin·umcision 

and obsef\c- rs who no not v11ow 1ls purpor.r will not hr led to tlw raise 

cone lus1 on t lint I he rourier was ' 1olc.1 l inC) ~,11: 1l!lwt. Nmv. li:n if HJ c>st ;;ibl i shed 

that then• ss <i pniclirul ddll·r1•1wP lwlw1•1 •11 1111 · l wo nit1orwlPs. w0 romr> 

back lo our oriqi11:il q11est ion r.11 1 llflt l llt' nwdinn t'ase cw1 be rc:;lllvctl 

1A. Z.,. 

The GC"mara I hrn present n fol1r 1ndc>prndcnt nml 11ndi.;rut cd :ii olements 

coming lrom several :;trala w1llii11 the rabbinic tradl11on ' that support thr 

reason of "love for lhc comrnonclment ''. Tt1P first l 2.a. ' 1s a11 e'pl1c1t 

:;lalcmcnt of I{, I liP1c>;' :; r ~ : io11ulc b)• H. I rvi . an Pur l ~ Palcsl inion Amar a. 
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Tt1e second. a Barai t ha (2.b. ), makes e'.\pli c i t R. EliPzer ' s opinion that Lhe 

knife may nol be brought co\ ered when there is no danger ( the median 

case). This 1s e acll y t he behavio r associated with the r ationale o f "love 

for the commandme11t " U .a.i 11. Tl 1e editor of the sugya assumPs Lhal the 

Barailha ;:iccepls this rationale. ~11d that it LhereforP Sllpporls the Amora1t• 

ruling 12.a .}. The t hird statement (2.c. J. l)y I~ . Ash1, a late Babylonian 

Amora. derives this reasoning di ree l I ~ from 1 he speC"i fie langunge o f the 

Mi:ihnali. The iuul'lh t2.d.), another Barai lha! begins wllh Lhe same ruling 

sl::ited in thP fi rst 13arailha, hul e-.:tends it further. R. Judah. in H. Elie7er's 

1111me. pro\1des lhP fm;.11 information needed to address the mC'dion case 

that onl~ 111 ti rn<:s of danger ma) one bring the kntfL• covered. It 1s 

unanimo11s, then, Lhal the median case 1s 11o l al lowed. and this rulin 'J 

dc-fini I r l ) rJf)S\•1ers I hC' question of I. A . 

ha\P bt>C'11 "lovP of the commandmen t". 

thn l R. I lir7rr't. rat1011a le must 

Having selllcd this issue, 1 hL' < :cmara rrt urn:; to • ~" l e of lhC' 

Mrshnnh and asks for l' larif irut 1011 of the lNm '\vi t nC'sscs" il .13. 1. f11e 

lnrmul lnng11age ernploved here> d1rPC'l I ~ rmrnlll•l s that of I.A .. 1n<twa1 rng 

lhal lhesr two sec l1011s nf lllP sug}a are lrHJirall) roord111at1'. llw 1ssur of 

w1lnf'SSP:; is also ;11Jdrl':;scd 111 I{ • . Judah' s sl ;.i t J:>nwnt 1mmC'd1ol!!I) ubu\l' 

A .2.d. and seems to be an 1nlC'nl 1onal lilPrrtr) t r<ir1sit 11111. Tht• i:.:aip raised 

at 1. 13. may be exp l:r111Pd as fol lows: 111 1Jn\ lrynl pt nt:l'l'di11rJ. r:1fllrn11c· low 

requires lhc test imon} o f two w1 tnec;ses not direC"t I) Ill\ oh ed in the case. 

In our Mis11n:::ilt. H. r liP7er's nil11irJ C'011f'1•ft1if1IJ f'U\('l'lllCf tlw knrf1• requi re:; 

wilnesses. implyi111J lwo. hul s 11 wc l hi!l i s not n IPq<il C'USc. i t ma' be askC'd 

who quallfiPs as an acceplahlt• w1111ess in !hit. 111stn111·1•. Th<' HIC'Jlllr) begins. 

as did thp previous onc, h> prnpot•itHJ two ull L'l'IH.Jlivf':; for rorrnidNalion. 

J 
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The r1rst al ter11ot ive. rPquiring two indepcndPnt \AJitnesscs, follows the 

normal requirements ror a le l)al proceeding and does not. there rore, present 

o problem in our c-ase. The srcond alternative, wherr the courier h1msetr 

srne ... -. c; one or the witnesses. must bP scrutinized si nce. were this a legal 

case. the _curter would not so qua Ii ry and there would therefore be onl; 

one \AJitness. The decision made b. l )) follows the legal r equi remen t or two 

witnesses but also r c.>cogni1es that our case is not a lega l case. Since we 

~re not invol\ Pd 111 a lawslli l . "witnesses" 1n our case is interpreted Lo 

mean two people who would be rit lo orrcr teslimon) in a lowsu11 b} 

meet ing all rabbinic requi rements for wilnesses in lhat su1l 

that the courier could so quatir), he ma) serve as one of the witnesses 111 

our case, and therefore. onl) one other witness 1s needed. 



Mishnah 19: J (13. ) (pages l 30a-1 3 3a) 

II. rurlher, R. El1 e1er said, " (One may cut wood lo make charcoa l to 

make an instrument of iron)." 

A. 1. Our Rabbis taught in n BarniLha): "In R . Cliezer' s loca l1t ) 

they used Lo cut wood lo make charcoal to make iron tfor 

lhc c1rcumcis1on kn ife on Shabbat. Ill. Yeb. 14a, b. H11I. 

116al . 

2. In H. Jose the Gal ilean's local1 l )' the)' used Lo eat the flesh 

of f owl with milk." 

a. L<'\I v isit rd the home of Joseph 1 he fowler. The) brought 

before him lhe head of a peacock 1n milk. l wh1ch1 he did 

not cat. When lie came before Rabbi. tic IRabbd said to 

him llrvd: "\'Jh) did ) ou riot place him under a ban?" 

HP IL en ii sa id Io hinl: "It we:; in f{ . Judah IJ. Balli) rn'!> 

locol 11) a11d I I houghl I hat perhaps hC' r'>.pounded tt he 

low} to 1 twm aC'C'nrr1in'] I,.., R. .Joi>r- I lie Gal 1 lt!an. '' 

1) A-; we hn\ e learned 'in a Uarai I h<.i : " R . Jose the 

Calllcan S3)S, 'll ts said 111 Scripture : You sha ll 11ot 

t• nt uf an)lhing lhat d1c:> 1..d 1tsl•lf IDeul. 14:211 , and 

11 1s said Cimmedia l rly l11crcnft cd: You shall nol 

boil a k id in its mother's milk IDeut. J4 :2J I. Ont) ) 

that which 1s forbidden because 11 died of itself ma} 

nn1 be boiled in milk. A fowl which is forbidden 
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because it died of itself --- you m i ghl 

think it is forbidden Lo boil il in milk. 

teaches us in the milk of its mother. 

Scripture 

Fowl is 

excluded because it has no mother's milk." ' lb. Hui. 

113al. 

3. R . Isaac said: "There was a ci t y in the land of Israel where 

they ac ted according to R. [ liezer and they died in thei r 

(proper) time lnever prematurely! . And furthermore, once 

lhe Ev il Kingdom IRomel decreed against Israel concerning 

ci rcumcision, but the) did not decree against thi: same 

c ity." 

4. a. It has been taught ( in a Baraitha): "R. Simeon b. Gamaliel 

say:>. '[ver y precept that they llsraP ll accepted in joy, 

such as c ircumc ision. as it is written: I rejoice at Your 

word as one I hat finds great spoi l IPs. J J 9:1621, lhcy still 

observe in joy. And ever y precept that the) accept ed 

with quarrelling I under protest I. such as the laws concerning 

forbidden sexual rel al ions, as i\ is wril I en: And Moses 

llcurd lhe peuplt· we~p1ng_thr~hou t their families INum. 

ll:JOI, because of famil y mailers ( involving se\Uali t), 

thry still observe thPm with quarrelling: for t here 1s no 

marr iage se lllement in which the)' do 1101 rai sl" a quarrel 

I every such se \ l1C'111en\ involves somP disrord bet ween the 

involved parties! .'" 

b. IL has been t aught ( in a Barai tha): "R. Simeon b. E l!!azar 

said, 'Ever y precept for ll11e observance of) whi ch Israel 
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gave themselves over lo death during the time of the 

SI.at e !Romani prohibition, such as idolatr y and circumcision, 

is still strongly adhered lo. And every pr ecept for which 

Israel did not give themselves over to death during the 

lime of the State prohibition. such as lefillin, is sti ll 

weakl> adhered to."' lb. Yorn. 75al. 

I ) For R. Janna i said, "Te f illin r equire a pure body such 

as El isha-the-man-of-winqs." 

a) Whal does this lpure bodyl mean? 

(1 ) Abaye said. "That one should not break wind 

while wearing them." Raba said, "That one 

should not sleep in them." 

b) And why do the) ca l l him Cl1sha-lhe-man-of­

wings? Once lhe [vii SlalP. decreed against Israel 

that ever yone who put tcfillin on his head would 

hil\e his brain pierced. but [lisha put on tef11l111 

and went out into the sl reels. An inqu1s1tor saw 

him. He ICJishal r:m from him and he !the Hemani 

ran aftf'r him Wl1i"'n t1r ltlH.: Human l cnuglil 11p 

with him, he IL11shal look them from his hc.>ad and 

held them in his hand. He said lo him, what 1s 

in }Our hand? He said t o him, the wings of a 

dove. He opened his hand and in 1t were found 

the wings of a dove. Therefore the)' call him 

"the-man-of-the-wings." Why is i l taught that he 

told him ( lhal the)' wrre) lh(> wings uf a dovp and 

not ( t he wings or) another bird? Because the 



congregal ion of Israel is l i kened lo lhe dove, as il 

1s sa id: The wings of the dove are covered with 

silver, And her pinions with the shimmer of gold." 

IPs. 68:14 I. Just as in Lhe case of the dove ---

its wings protect it, so Loo wi th Israel --- their 

precepts protect lhem. 

B. R. Abba b. R . Adda said tha t R. Isaac said: ' 'Once they forgo t 

and did not bring a knife before Shabbal, so they brought il on 

Shabbat by way of Lhe r oofs and courlynrds ( for which an 'cruv 

had not been provided), which is against the will of R. Cliezer." 

1. R. Joseph raised an objection againsl him IH. Abba b. H. 

Adda l: ''Which 1s against the will of R . [liezer?• On the 

contrary, it is R. Cliezer who pt'l"mil s 1t." 

a. And if )OU say "which 1s agn111sl the will of H. Cl 1ezer' ' 

(and say) he permits 1t only i11 lhe public domo1n, lour 

prccl!dcnt 1s stil l in ::iccordancL' with our Hnbb1s who 

forbid carrv1ng 11 h~ wa) of the public dorn.11n und 

permit it b} WO}' of lh<' roofs. court yards. and enc losures 

(out side of the town nroprr'. 

b. !But ) 1s it permitted? Hasn ' l 11 been tauqh t 1n a 

l:i<irailha : "Just as one ma) not bring 1l b} wa~ of the 

rJ11bl I<. ,!umnin, so one mti) not bring i l by way o f t hC" 

roofs, enclosures. or courtya rds." lb. Pes. 32al. 

2. Hathcr. H. Ast11 said. "It 1s not according to the view of R. 

Eltezer or his opponents. rather 11 1s accor ding to the \ H?w 

of R. Simeon. For we learned lin o Uar aithaJ: "H. Simeon 

says, 'Roofs, enc losures, ond courtyards ( for which there is 



no 'eruv) are all one domain w1lh r espect to ulensils that 

were in lhem 011 Shabbal, but not with respect lo utensils 

l11at were in lhe house on Shabbal. " ' 

3. R. Zera asked R . Assi : "(In the case of) an al ley (whose 

resident s) have not for med a partnership (by means of an 

'eruv)l, what (is the rule) about carr ying in the whole of 11 

lthe alley!? 

;::i . Do we say that i t is analogous to a courtyard? (Namely, ) 

jusl as in a courtyard, even I hough there is no 'eruv, il 

is permilled to carry In the whole of it, here also, even 

though they did not form a partnership, il is permitted Lo 

carry in lhe whole of it, 

b. or perhaps iL is noL analogous lo a courtyard, for a court ­

yard has four parut ions lwall sl and this I the alley! does 

not have four par titions. 

c . Alternatively •We rould say ) the courtyard has tenants 

whil e I his llhe alleyl has no tenants:• 

d. He IR. Asst! was quiel and did not say anything. 

e. One!': lat a ial Pr lime! tir II~ . Zeral fou11J l11r11 If{. Assil 

si lling and saying: "R. Simeon b. Lakish said in lhe name 

of I~. Juclall the Pr;nce. '011re lhc y forqol and did not 

t>11111J ti l..111 fo before Shobbut. so the} brought it on 

Shabbat.' Thi s matter was difficult for the Sages (lo 

undcrsl and): how could ll1ey set aside the opinion or lhe 

Sages li.e.: the majority! and act according to Uhe v1~w 

of) R . Fl 1czer? First , since R. Eliezer was under a ban 

l and cou ld lherefore not be quoted as an authority): and 
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r11rther. (If lhere is a dispul e between) an individual and 

the majority, the halacha follows the majority. " 

1) R . Oshaia said, "I asked R . Judah the circumciser, 

and he said to me: 'It was an alley wher e they had 

not formed a partner ship and they brought it lthe 

kni fel fr om one end lo the other ."' 

f. He IR. Zeral said to him IR. Assi l . "Does the Master Ida 

youl maintain thal (in the case of) an alle}' where the) 

had not formed a par tnership, il is permitted to carry in 

the whol e of 1t ? " He repli ed, " Yes." H e ii\. Zeral said 

to him, "Once I asked this of you and you said r.olhing lo 

me. Perhaps 1n the rapidity of reviewing your learning) 

Lhe tradition quickly came <back) to you"?" He said lo 

him: "Yes, in the rapidit y of reviewing lhe 1 radilion 

ciuickly came ll>ack) to me." 

g. l l has been said: "R Zera sard. Rab said: 'An alle}' in 

which they did not form a partnership. one may only 

carr y in it for (a dist:inc~ 1JI ) four cul>ilt;. '" 

Aba)e said. "K. Zer a st;:itec1 this law but he did nol 

explain it until Rabbah b. Abbuha came and ei.,plaincd 

i I. I or R. Nahm<m said i hat Rabbah b. Abbuha snid 

lhal t<ab sa id: 'An alle} in which they did not form 

a parlnership --- ( i r> they have joined lhe courtyards 

t o I he houses by an 'eruv. they may only carry in it 

for (a distance of) four cubits. (and if} they have not 

joined the court) nrds lo thr. houses by an 'eru v, it is 

permil I r-d to carry 1n lhe whol e of it I the alleyl. '" 
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2 ) R. Hanina Hoza'ah said to Rabbah, "Why is it 

different when the courtyards are Joined l o Lhe houses 

by an 'eruv?" 

3) Because (when so ioined) lhe cour t yards are trans­

formed into houses. (Thi s is the opinion of Rab ) and 

Rab is consistent with his opinion, for Rab sa id: "An 

alley i s not permitted for lone may not ca rr y through 

ill a stake or a beam unless there are houses and 

courtyards Lhat open into it. But her e (1n the case 

of an 'eruv1 there arc houses, but there are 110 court­

yards." 

4) Then e'en if they are not 1oined b} an 'eru\ . let us 

consider these houses as 1 f the) were c losed up so 

that there are courtyards but there are no houses. 

a) The> t':.in all nu ll if) their rights to that i.Jomarn 111 

favor o f one l person's c laim to the court yard \. 

( I ' In the emJ (we deem) lhrr e lo be a house, 

l>ut not n1a11y J houses. 

h J It 1s possible • for t'1rm to nirllrt> 111r1r rights) 

from morning 1inli l midda} in f avor o f one, an<1 

lrom mrdda~ unlrl P\e111ng in favor of anothc-r. 

l I <But ullimatelv. at thc morncnl al which we 

deem) ther e Lo hc> the- onP (house. we do) not 

deem • there t o be other houses. 

'i ) Rather. R. Ashi said. "Whal causes the court ~ard:, lo 

be forbi dden (in rcspN't to t hC' al IC'} )? The houses. 
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!)ul there are no (houses, because they have nol 

been joined wilh lhe courlyards into one domain)." 

C. H . Hiyya b. Abila said that R. Johanan said: "R . ClieLer did not 

r11IC' in all coses ( that ) l11e preparations for ( fulfillin g) a 

r'ommandmc>nl which super sedes Shabbal also) s1 1persede Shabbal. 

1. for surely the two loaves (which are offered on Sha,uot are 

requirement s of the day lthey are needed for the observanc-e 

of 1 hC' feast I, but R. [ l iezer derl\ ed (this lessor' about them 

I that I heir preparalion supersedes Shabbnl 1 onl} h) a gezerah 

shovoh (ond not by analogy lo c ircumcision. As 1L i · t::iughl : 

'R. Clic-1er says, from where in Scripture do we learn ' that 

the preparation of the two loaves supersedes Shabbat? 

"Brin!Jing" is slated in conjunction with I he 'omer and 

"bringing" is stated in conjunction with 1 he two loaves. Just 

as (11, I Ile case of' the "bringing" staled 1n ron1unction with 

I he ' omC'r --- I LS rreparal ions supersede> Shabbat, so the 

"hringing" staled 1n ronjunct1on with the lwo 10:1\l~S --- it:; 

prcp::ir:lt ionr. surcr sedc 5habl>LJL . "' 

n. I hcsl' 1 ' rrses > must be freC' 11101 ur.c>d for the derivation 

o f on) other teaching or ml erpret Pd 111 nm other wa) I. 

l1Jt 1f the> arc nol free 1tw11 11 w ro:ml>h· to re111tr t thc 

;:;:mlorJy as loll0\vs)2: 

In the case ot the 'omcr --- if h1• finds ( the sheaves 

nl ready ) rut. he (must sl ti I J cut lnt'w sheaves). < Wi 11 

you sa) ( the same } in lhe case ot the loaves. since if 

ht' finds (1he grain alrend\ ) cu l hr docs not cul (new 

qrnin) 
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2 II 1s well, they are surely free, since il is wrillen: 

Then you shall bring Lhe sheaf of the first fruits of 

your h01rvcst t o the priesl. llev. 23:101. Why ( then) 

do I need from the da} that you brought? I Lev. 

23:151 . Infer ( from this) that 1l is ( there) lo free up 

(our verse for the analogy ). 

j ) And sli ll it is free (only) in one resµecl. And we 

learned from R. Eliezer conccrrnng this; he said, 

" (When) it 1s free in l onl} ) one respect, we learn and 

we r efu te llhe analog} docs not holdl. " lb. Sl\:1b. (..!Jn , 

b. Yeb. 74a, b. Oaba Kama 2>b, b. Nid. 22bl 

4> You shall bring llev1 23:171 1s an ei..t ens1on (o f lhe 

ruling). 

2. Whal is it IR. Johanan's sl atemenl oboul I{ . [ liezcr's ruling 

in II. C.:.I m c<.111t Lo ei..cludc? If you were In say Lhal i: 

ei..cludes the lul;.H. sur ely It was taught Cc pl1C'ilh and so 

there is no need for inference: lhe lula' :md all of its 

preparations super:;ede Shal.lbat --- lh1s 1:; the 'iew of R . 

f \1c1er. l Say1 rolhcr 11 IS IO f'xrh1d1' lhf'> S1.lkkah, but Sure() 

ii 1s taught: '"the sukkah and all of 11 ~: prcparalions supers~de 

1-;habbnl ' --- lhis is the \iew of R . I lie1Pr." lb. r.uk. 43al 

HalhL•r 11 1s lo exclude unlea1,ened l>rend. but surel ~ 1t is 

taught: '" uni ea' ened I> read and all of 1 t s prcpAralions 

supersede Shabbat' --- this 1s thP \icw of R. Eliezer." 1Sa} 

rather il 1s to c 'clude the shofar. but sure l ~ it is taught: 

'"the shofar and al I of its preparations super sede Shabbal' 

thi s is the> viPw of R . Eliezer." 
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}. R. Adda b. Ahabah said, ''ll IR. Johanan's st atement l excludes 

(affixing) fringes lo one's garmenl and (affix ing) mezuzah lo 

one's doorway." Similar I), t his was laug11 ( in a Baraitha): 

"Tltey agree lha t if he makes frin ges on hi s qarment s or 

a 1 fix es ::l mc1.Uzah lo his door (on Shabbnl ) -- he is liable." 

a. Whnl 1s I he r eason? R . Joseph said. "They have no f 1xed 

Lime lthey are not lime-bound commandmenlsl ." 

h. /\bo)'C said to him: "On the contrar y. !llllCP they have no 

r n .. ed t 1me, ever y moment is the ir proper t 1me." 

c. Hather. R. Nahrnan said that H. Issac sa id --- some say 

R. Huna t he son of R. Joshua --- "Since it 1s rn his 

power lo renounce their ownership \for t he duration of 

Shabbnl l lle precrpts of frin~s and me1.uznh do nol appl y 

then)." 

4. The Mast t'r said: '"Th" luJa .. and nl l of its prep.irations 

supcr!ledc Shabbat.' I his is the VICW C)t R. r l ic1cr." From 

wherf' 1n Scriplvre' dot"s R. Clie1er dt"rl\e thrs? 

o. If 11 •~· lder1vcd} from the 'omcr and llw two loa, es ---

·1 het>c supersl!tle Shabbal ~ bet at1!.1; ll •l') arc 1 c4u1rement s 

of I hr Mo!it High and are considered as 53c-r1f 1ccs) land 

Ii. H:i1 her, Scr ipture Lraches ( in rcl:il ion to the lulavl. on 

I he da). I Le' . 2.S:401 . On the do) <implies even on 

Shabbat. In respect to which law is lhcs 1mpltcation 

needed)? 

I } If ) ou were lo sa) tn respect to hand I 1ng, is <J 

!;C'r1put 1 ,.: vl·rse neec1ec1 to Allow handling? 
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2) Rather, (i t is needed l o t each thal) ils prcpar<:1Lions 

(supersede Shabbat ). 

a) And our Rabbis las opposed lo R . [ liezerl, Chow 

d.:; 'hi:-~ interpret on lhe day)? ll i s needed ( to 

1 each that the lulav 1s obsen cd, during I he day 

and not al night. 

b ) And R . Eliezer. from what (script ural \fer se does 

he learn "during the day but not al nighL"" Hc 

derives it from You shall rejoi ce be fore lhe Lord 

your God seven days Ile\. 2 }:401 ; da) s but not 

nights. 

c ) And our Rabbis {how do they interpret days in 

D iezcr's verse)? It is needed. You might think 

to sa). let us learn (lhe m eaning oO "sevf'n days" 

I rom I the seven days o f ' ~kk:Jh. Just as r her e 

da)S (means C\ en ni ghts la full 24 hour s!. so 100 

here days (means) e\en night s. 1ThcreforP l h1s 

\erse1 comes to renc-h us {o l herw1 se 1 Ito prccl11ur 

1 his erroneous ;issumrr 10111 . 

c . Lel the Torah sl ate 1t I that prepar:lf ionr. super s!'dt> 

<;habbat I in r he casr of the lula' mt l1er I ha11 our ha' rnq 

to derive ilJ. <Let 111is 1vcr se conrrrning t he lula' 

:;erve l as the model fr om whtrh J the others l'omcr and 

loaves! m ay be derived. 

I ) CTh1s is not possible) because 1t is possible t o reh1 t t 

\the analoq». With respec t to the Iulo" (11 s prepnra­

t ions supersede Shabbat hccausc it requ ires four 
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species (and Ll1e others do noL. The lulav is 

lherefore a special case and cannot be used lo derive 

the others). 

;, '"{ The) sukkah and all of its preparations supersede Shabbat,' 

lh1s is the view of R . [ liezer." rrorn where (in Scripture) 

does H. Eliezer derive lhis? It is from the 'omer and the 

two loaves --- ( these supersede Shabbal) because these are 

requirements of the Most High la special easel. If 1l 1s 

from the lulav --- (it supersedes Shabhat J because it requires 

four species la special easel . Rather, seven days (ror the 

sukkah) is deduced from (the seven da)'s of) the lulav. Just 

as there (in the case of the lulav) its preparations supersede 

Shobbal, so here ( in the case of the sukkah) its preparations 

supersede Shabbat. Lel lhe Torah stale (expl icitl y that its 

preparations supersede Shabbat ) in the case of Lhc> sukkah. 

Lcl ) th is <verse ) serve (as the model from whichi the others 

l'omer, lulav, and loaves!, may be derived. <This is not 

possible) because it is possible lo refute ( the analogy as 

follows): in the case of the sukkah li t s pr eparation::; 

supersede Shabbal) because it I the precept I 1s obsen cd at 

night as well as at da~ (and the others are not. This is 

there fore a special case). 

6. "'Unleavened bread and all of its preparations supersede 

Shabhat,' this 1s Lhe view of R Cl ie1er." I ram where docs 

R. [liezcr derive this? If it is f rom the 'omer and the two 

loaves --- ( these super:.ede Shabbal ) because lhry are 

reqt..irernents of Lhe Most H igh la special casc:-1. If 1t is 
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from the lulav --- (it supersedes Shabba l ) because il requires 

four species la spec ial easel. I f il is from lhe sukkal'\ ---

( this supersedes Shabbat) because it is observed al n1ghl as 

well as at day la spec ial ease l. Rather, it is deduced (by 

analogy ) to the fi fteenlh (day of the month as the star I 0f 

Passo,er) from lhe fifteenth (da) of the month as the start 

of Sukkoth. Just as there (in the case of Sukkolh its 

prep:.rallons supersede ShabbaL, so here <in the case of 

unleavened bread) ils preparations supersede Shabbal. Let 

Lhe Torah slate il (explicitl y) in the case of 1mlcavf'f'led 

bread (and leU this (verse) serve (as the modPI from which 

lhe others may bP derived. (This 1s not poss1hll! because 1l 

1s possible to refute ( t he ana logy as follows ): in the case of 

unleavened bread (its preparations supersede' Shabbat ) bc>cause 

1t is 01Jl1galory on women as well as men In srecia l cascl . 

7. "'The shofar and its preparations supersede Shribbat.' Lh1 s 1:; 

lhe view of R . Elie1cr." rro1" where dO!!S I{. I liezer dPrl\e 

this? If 1l rs from the 'omer and thP two loaH•s --- these 

supcrscrip c;habbu t ' brr 'l'lS" I Ile / :irn rcqu1n·1111•111 s o I the 

Mo:;t High. If 1l 1s from the lula' -- - l it supc-rsrdes Shabbat 

bccnui:.e it requires four species. If it 1s lrt1111 llH' sukkah 

- ltlus !>upcrsedes ShabbaL) bccallse 1L is ob:;c>rvt'd at n1gl1 t as 

well as :-it day. If 1l 1s from unlea,ened bread --- this 

super:;ctles Shabbat because iL is obligatory on worn1?11 as 

well as on men. IAll special cases.I Hathcr. Scriplure says: 

It is a day of hlowing the horn lo )Oil. INum. 29 :1 I. @)_ 

da) ( implies) even on Shabbat. In rrspe<'I 10 which law (is 
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lh1s 1mr>l 1calion needed,? If you wer e Lo sa} (in respecL) lo 

blowing (Lhe shofar), b:Jl surely lhe School o f Samuel laughl 

(1n a Barai lhaJ: " You shall do no manner of sen de work 

ILev. 23:251 they exclude the blowing o f lhe sho f ar and 

the removal of bread { from the O\en) as being an arl and 

nol an acl of work." lb. Shab. l 17b. b. Hosh Hashan. 29bl 

Rather (It 1s needed in respecU lo its preparalions. And our 

Habbii; las opposed lo R . [ li ezerl how do they 111lerprel ~ 

the~)? IL is needed (Lo leach thal the shofar 1s blown 

during the day bul not al nighL. And as for R . [l ien?r. 

from what (ver se) does he learn (lhc law "dur ing l11e day 

but not al night?" He derives it from: On lhe da) of 

al onemen l you shall mnke proclamalion with the horn 

lhroughout all your land. llev. 2'.:1 :91 . These arc deri\cd 

lrom each o ther It he blowing of ll1e shofar on the New Year 

and on lhe da} of atonemen1 I. Ll't the Torah slalc 

(e,plici lly that ILS rreraral1011S SU[lCrsedt> !:iflabbat 111 l11e 

1•asf• of the shofar. f lel lh1s l\erse sene , r1s the model 

from whic-h l I he olhPr <: ma' h" dt'r:\C·d. It L«•••••ul i.,._ 

learned from the blowing of the shofar on lhe New Year, 

bcruu:;e I his blowing brings lhe remembra1we of Israel LO 

their I n1 her 111 Hea\ en. IL c anno t be learned from the 

blowing or the shofar on rhe do) of alonemcnl . for a Master 

sa id: "\'/hen the Oelh Din blew the sho far. sla\C.'S deparlrd 

to their hornes and fields re,erll'd to thei r 1or1ginal ow11t'.'rs.'1 

lb. Ro:;h hasl1an. Bbl IThrse arP srec1al cases.I 



8. " 'Circumc:1sion and all of i ts prepar ati ons supersede Shabbat,' 

this is lhe view of R. [ l iezer." } F rom what (sc r iptural 

verse ) does R. El1ezer der ive t his'> 

a. If he deri ves it from a ll ( the others llu lav. sho far, et c . I. 

our objec tion is) as w e st aled (in the other cases1. 

I url her mor e, in those cases (t hey supersede Shabba t , 

because i f t he fi xed t ime for thei r proper obser vanre 

passes, they are nullified (and we do no l observe them al 

ull, bul in the case of circumcision wr sti l l obser ve 1l 

after i ts fixPd limeJ. 

b. Rather, this is R . [ l iezer 's reasoning: "Since ~c ri plure 

says: On the eighth da} )OU shall circumcise the flesh 

of lus foreskin ILev. 12: .SI --- • t his means) even on 

Shabbal." Lc.>l the Torah slalC' this e'plicill>• 111 the case 

o f ci rcum cisior1. (Let t l1i s \ verse ) serve (as a model from 

whichJ the other s ma) be derl\ ed. This is 11ol possible} 

because it is pO<;sibl t• to refut e \ llH' miolug) : i11 llw c cisc 

of c1rc:umcis1on, thirleen ro' enonls v1en• made 111 

rn11prn<"lion with it l;mr1 ;l '" ll 1t>rr1orl' 11 ~·1JeC 1 .il i.:as(' J. 

D. Now, our Rabbis disayrre with lurn IH. I lie/NI 0 111' 1n r1..~spect 

lo llw prc>parations for circumcision. l3u1 l as lur· c irrurncisio11 

i1 sf'll -- · all agret> lhal il sLtfll'rscd1 •:. Shabbal. 

J. I rom where do we <know thisl lwh:J l is th!' formul bas1sl"> 

'Ulla said. " It is a halacha." S1mllc.rl} . H . Issac said. " IL 1s a 

hnlacha. " 

a. An ob1ecUon was raise<.! l frorn a l3ara1thn 1: "From where 

(do we know) lhal Lhe :;a\ ing of a Ii fe supersedes Shabbat ? 



R. E leazar b. Azariah sa)s, 'If circumcision --- which is 

(performed on onlyl one of the limbs of man --­

supersedes Shabbal, how much more so does the saving of 

a Ii fe surersede Shabbal. "' lb. Yorn. 8Sbl 

J ) And if you maintain lhal (lhal ci rcumcision supersedes 

Shabbat ) is a halacha. can one derive a ka l 

vachomer from a halacha? 

2) Surely tl \vas taught (in a Bara1tha): "R. Eleazar Cb. 

A1ar iah' said lo him, 'Akiba. ( the ruling lhat) a bone 

<nr a corpse) the size or a barley grain defiles (a 

na1irite) is a halacha; and (Lhe ruling lhat) a quarter 

~ of blood ( f rom a corpse also defiles a nazirite 

is derhed by you by means ot a kal vachomer ( from 

the halacha aboul the bone), but one may not deduce 

another rule from a halncha b} means of a kal 

vachomer (bul onl) from a srr1p1 urn I le' I \.'" lb. Pes. 

Blb, b. Noi. 26al 

2. a. Rather. s;:iid R. Elea1ar. "It is Cle~rned by analogy from) 

'sign ' ' ,·1rit t en in ~c11j t u1L~ iu11 w1lh circumc1s1on IL;en. 

I 7:1J I and ) 'sign' <written in c-on111nr1 ion with Shabbat 

IL'· 31 :] "SI . wt1ich 111d1cales that r1rc-umc1sion mav be 

d'Jne on Shallbal)." 

11 Bui it would follow from this that t l" fillin. in con­

j11nc1 ion with which ii is wril Lt>n "sign" IDeut . 6:81 

(should) supersede Shabbat. 

b. "Rather. it is llearncd by ;:malogy from) 'CO\ enanl' 

(writt en in conjunclion with c ircumc ision IGen. 17:111 and) 
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'covenant ' (wrillen in conjunc tion wilh Shabhal ICx. 31:161)." 

I ) (Oul 1l \vould follow from lhal, lhal the circumcision 

oO an adult. in conjunction with which "covenant" is 

wr i llen IGen. 17:141 (should) supersede Shabbal (when 

onl} eighlh-da) circumcision supersedes ShabbalJ. 

c: "Rather, it is (learned by analog)' from) 'generallons' 

l wrillen in con junction with circumcision I Gen. 17:121 and) 

'generations' l wrillen in conjuncuon wilh Shabbat 1r .... 

31 :1 61)." 

Bul ii would follow from that, that fringes, 111 

con1unclion with which "genera lions'' is writ Len INum. 

15:381 , (should) supersede Shabbal . 

d. Rather, R . Nahman b. Issac said, "WP rule drom) 'sign,' 

'coven;ml.' and ' generations' (wrillcn in con1unc l1on with 

1·1rcumc1sion and from) 'sign. ' 'cO\ cnonl,' [Jnd 'generations' 

(written in conjuncl1on w1Lh Shabbal 1 to ci..clude those in 

conjunction will• which onl} one is written." 

3. H. Johanan said, "ScripturP S<l\s: On the eighth I dO> ILC'\. 

12:SI. Or1 LhC' da) ' ll••l•ll~s , 1- \ u11 011 !lhabbat." 

a. Resh Lakish said lobJe>ctedl to R . Johanan. "It follow:; 

from I his ana log} ,, lhat thosP who l.ick otonemrn t I those 

who arc unclc::in and must of fer a sac-r1fice as part of 

their pur1f1cat1on ri les! . 111 con1unc t1on with whom 1l 1s 

(also) wri Llen on the Jay I Le\. l 4:21. would also supersede 

Shabbal (which is nol the ease l. 

h. (Rather the (word 'da} ' ) is nPeded llo leach that sacrifices 

urc offered only) 'during lhe day ' bu l nol at night." 



1) The word "day" in coniunclion wilh ci rcumc1s1on) 

iti also needed <lo teach in the case of c ircumcision) 

"during the day" but not al night (and cannot be used 

lu prove "supersedes Shabbat' • 

c . It IU1al circumcision is done al day and not at night! can 

be derived ( instead) from (When he is) eight days old . 

IGen. 17:121 . 

1, This lthal the sacri f1ce is made only during the da} I 

can also be derived from On the da) that he 

commanded l the cl1ildren of Israel to offer their 

sacrifices). llev. 7:381. 

d. [ven though it ltt1at the sacrifi ce 1s made onl) during the 

da) I may be derived from On the da) that he commanded. 

( thc- other verse ) is (still ! needed (to prove it lest ' )OU 

might r eason: since the fv1prcif11I On!' had compassion 

upon him I the one> seck111g at onemc11 tl l perm1 It irn] him lo 

bring a lesser sacrifice 1n po' ert) •He would also 

pPrm1l him Lo lmng thc sacrifice Gt 111qh1 lonother 

IPn1enc) I. IThus. Lt\. 1!1 :1 come~ l o t i:l l ..i:.. that I his is 

not I he cnseJ. 

I J ~abina raised an ob1ect 1011 n<Jain:;t h11n IH. Joha11anl : 

" ll would follow from this that a slranlJC?r should be 

eligible <to make these sacrifirpn and a mourner 

shou ld be eli ']ible for ll~l"m." 

a l (H. Johanan repl ied) "Surcl) Scr ipture brought 

him back." I Thi>re are scrt(Jturnl rulm gs which 



prevenl lhe one seeking alonement from acling 

in this inapproriale manner.I 

e. R . Aha b. Jacob said, ''Scripture says lhe eighth (day 

ILcv . !~ : ~I implying) the ~ (day ) even on Shabbat." 

11 Thi•. "ei ghlh" is needed to exc lude the sevenlh (da) . 

a) (That we do not ci rcumcise on) the sevenlh (day) 

follows (r ather ) from (when he is) eighl days old. 

2) Slill (both ver ses) are needed --- one Io exclude the 

seventh (day) and one to ei..clude lhe ninth (day). 

For if (we deduce il from only l one (,erse), you 

might (erroneously) r eason (only ) lhe seventh (is 

e eluded) because its lthe c ircumc ision's! time has 

nol arrived, but ( from) the eighth day on is 1Ls Lime 

111 may be performed! . 

a) Rather, it (must) be n'plained according lo R. 

Johanan I His derivation musl be appealed lo to 

prove i t.I 

4. (Mor eover. , il rs taught lin a 13aruith-.i l in accordance w1lh H . 

Johonan and not in nc-cord<1:ice with R . Aha b. Jotob: 

l: " (And on the eiqhlh (da> the flesh of his foresk11 .. shall 

t>r circumcised I L e\ . J 2: .>I e\Cm on Shabbat. 

2: Where \lhcn l can I appl y: the one that profanes 1t shall 

surely be put lo dcalh? IE i... 31 :J41 . 

3: To all ac l s of work olhPr than c ircumcision. 

4: Or !perhaps} this is nol , the case). ralher (it r e fers) even 

Io ci rC"umC"ision. 
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5: To whal can I ( lhen) apply : on lhe eighlh ... shall be 

circumcised? 

6: (To all days) excepl Shabbal. 

7: l Therefore) Scripture slates on lhe day. (impl)•ing• even on 

!l"allbaL." 

a. R<1ba said, "Why 1s this Tanna lthc one arguing against 

c ircumcision on Shabbatl salisf1ed al first and dissatisfied 

in the end? !Why does the Bara1Lha stnt e a derivation 

and I h~n allernpl to knock il down?I Thus hP says: 'the 

eirt1lh ... shall be circumcised e\en on Shabbal. 

To what <then) con I apply : L11e one that profanrs ii 

shall surely be plll lo deal11? To all acts of work olher 

Lllan c ircumcision.' but circumcision supersedes 1l." 

1) Whal is lhc reason? IL llliis ruling! is l deduced by 

means of ' a kal vachomer. Now if lf'pros) supersedes 

sac:ri fir1nl service ... nd s .. ..: ri fici<d se rvice supersedes 

Shabbal, and rircumcision supersedes \ leprosy), (I hcri) 

Shabba l --- which 1s superseded b\ c;ncrif1c1al sen ice 

·-- surely c ircumcision supersedes it. 

2 Who ! 1:.. the 1ncan111g of • ''or pc>rhups t !Hs 1s 11ol the 

case " I hat he stales lin A.-: aboH·I? 

;i Then tie goe'> back on his rcasoninCJ: "Fram 

where do we learn I hat le-pros~ i s more 

st rinCJ?nl ? Perhaps Stiabbal 1s more st ringent 

since lht>re are man) penalties and injuncl ions 

associatP.d with 11. 

-



b) IAlso' from where (do we know) lhal 1t llhat 

lepros) supersedes sacrificial serviccl is because 

leprosy is more slringent? Perhaps it is because 

the man is not f it ( to offer the sacrifice because 

cf h?s illness). 

c ) VJh.::re (then can I appl) ( the verse): On the 

eighth ... shall be circumcised? (To all days) 

except Shabbat. 

d ) rrhereforc) Scripture teaches on the day impl) ing, 

even on Shabba t." 

5) Our Rabbis taucjit {in a Baraitho): "Circumc1s1on 

super sedes leprosy, whether <performed oL its proper 

time or whether not al its proper I ime. It 

lcircumcisionl does not supersede test ivols e'cepl at 

it s proper time." 

a) How do we know this? Bec-ause our Rabbi:; 

taucpt (in a Bar<11tha): 

1: "The flesh of his foreskin shall be 

c:-i rcumciscd --- f'\ C'n if t llert IS a IJaheret h 

la bright while spot on the skin! it lthP 

foreskin! must be cut off." h. Nedar . 'S:91 

2: \'/here the11 c-an I arph : take herd in I he 

plagul! of lcpros> ., IDcut. 24 :UI 

} : T n all other cases e,..crpt circ11mc1sion . 

.'.! · Or perhaps this 1s not the case rather (i t 

refers e'en to c1rcumc1sion. 

-
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; : Where (then) can I ~pply: the f[c$h of his 

foreskin shall be c ircumcised? 

6: Where there is no batieret.h. 

7: \ThereforeJ Scripture teoches flesh 

( implying) even when there 1s a baheret h.'' 

O ) Raba said. "Why was the Tanna satisfied at 

first and dissat isf 1ed in the end? IF irsl he 

assum es that circumc ision super sedes Shabbal 

and t hen he has difficult) with lh1s 

assumption.I Thus he soys: 'The fl esh of 

his foreskin shall be circumcised --- e'en 

if ther e is a bat1ereth. Where (then) can I 

app! ) : Take heed in the p la<!JC of !epros) ? 

In all o t her cases except c 1rcum L'is ion,' h11l 

c ircumcision supersedes lepros} ." 

a Wl1ot is •hi" r r:-ison? It i:; 111 fnr ed b~ 

a kal vachomcr. 111 the case ol 

Sh::ibba t . which is mor e !ll rin9('nl 

lhon leprOS) and wh1t·h 1s super seded 

b) c1r cume1sion, is it 11ot :.o much lhl 

m ore so lhal lepros) ,1s alt>o 

superseded b~ c ircumc1s1on)? 

!b What 1s ( lhc meaning oO "or l perhapsl 

lh1s 1s not <the cusc }" that he st al es 

lin u1 4: obovel? (Theo) he goes back 

on his reasoning: "I ram where (do we 

learn lh:it Shabbo l 1:; more st ringc11l 
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( than leprosy)? Perhaps leprosy is 

more slringenl (than Shabbat.. since i t 

supersedes sacrificia l service and 

sacrificial service supersedes Shabbat. 

le) Therefore) Scripture teLJches flesh 

timplying) even when there is a 

bahereth." 

bJ Anott1cr ver sion: circumcision supersedes lepros). 

U ) What is the reason? A positive ,command­

menL) comes and supersedes a negali\<e 

(commandmenl}. 

(2) Whal is ( the meaning o f the) ''or \perhaps) 

this is not (Lhe case)" that he slates? 

(Then) he goes back on his reasoning: 

"Perhaps we said l hol a posi tive (command­

n .ent ) superi..:des d negative lcommandment 

on ly in I he case of) a nega l i ve> \command­

ment b) itself. 1but this is \a case of a 

rostl ive {commandmcnl1 and a ncQ'1t ivP 

\commandment con101ncd . 

3. Where \lhen l can 1 apply: T11c flesh of his 

forl."skin shall Ile c ircumcised? When it 

does not ha\ e a bahereth. l There fore, 

Scripture leaches 1 lcsh (implying) even when 

there is a bnhereth." 

c ) This 1s well for an adult in conjunction w1 1'1 

-
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whom flesh is written IGcn. J 7: 141 but whal 

about inf ants)? 

(l ) flesh is also written in conjunction with an 

infant ILe\. 12:31 . 

t21 t- rui n where do w e know about a youth 

(about whom flesh 1s nol writlen " 

(a) Abaye said. "It 1s inferred from lhe 

(other ) two (statem ent s). We connot 

deduce ( this conc lusion) from fthe case 

of) an adult (alone since) there 1s a 

pen::illy o f karc th (in the case o f ll1e 

adul t }. We cannot deduce it from l lhe 

case of) an infant (alone since in the 

case of Lhe infant) 1t is c ircumc ision 

11l its proper time. The fca t l i re 

common I o them tbo: 1~ ' i s llrnt the; 

(both) are lo be ' r 1rcum c-ised and the} 

supersede leprcs} . So all who arc> 

c ircumcised supt'rsedc lcpros> ·'' 

d) Roba said. "<That ci r cum1..1:.1011 al 1ls proper tune 

supersedes Clepros~ docs not nC'ed :l \ SCrtplurnl 

' erse for proo fl: it 1s dcducCl1 b} Wd~ of a kol 

vachomer. In lhe rase o f Shabbat , whic h ts 

lmore st r1ngent (Lnan leprosy. r1rcumc-1s1on' 

supersedes i i : is it not clenr ,that lepros) 1s 

also super seded b~ cir cum c1s1on .,,. 

-



4) 

(1 ) R . Safra said Lo f'{aba : "How do you know 

Lhal Shabbal is (more) stringent (than 

leprosy). Perhaps leprosy is (m ore) stringent 

(than Shobbat ), since il supersedes 

sacrificial and (sinC"e) sacrificial service 

supersedes Shabbal." 

(a) There il is nol because leprosy is 

(more) slringenl, rather il is because 

Lhe man is unfit (for sacrificial service). 

(b) Why so!? L e t him cut off the 

bahereth and perform the service. 

Cc : He is still lacking teblllah. 

(d) This reasoning holds for unclean lesions 

(but 1 what can be said of c lean lesions? 

(e ) Rather. R. Ashi sa id . "Wher e do we 

rule th" l a f'nsilive l r:omma11dme11l ) 

comes and supersedes a negal i ve 

{rommandmenl )? I.In a case) such as 

ci rcumcision and lepros~ or also fringes 

and mi xed k i11ds, wherC' :..l the I imc 

lhal a negative \commandrr.en t ) is 

v1olo1 ed the positive \commandm ent ) i s 

fulfilled. Here 011 the case of leprosy 

and sacrifi cial service) al Lhe lime 

that the negative (commandment) is 

vio la t ed the positive (commandmenl ) is 

nol fulfilled. !C utting aw ay the 
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bahereth does nol fulfill the command­

ment lo offe r a Passover sacrifice.I" 

lb. Bet. Bb. b. Ket. 40al 

{21 Now this (dispute1 of Raba and R. Safra 

' "l::c corresponds t o) a dispute between 

T~ 1naim; for it was t aulj1t (in a Baraitha): 

I: "'Flesh --- and even if there 1s a bahereth 

it shall be circumcised,' ( these ar e) the 

words of R. Josiah." lb. Yorn. J4bl 

2: R . Jonathan said, "This 1s not necessary 

Ito learn about this from the word flesh! . 

Shabbat (which is more) stringent 1s 

superseded (by circumcision). Is 1l not 

c lear (that) leprosy Cis also superscdPd 

b~ circumcision)!?" 

(u) The Master said ( in a BaraithaJ: '"Flesh 

--- even if there 1s :.i baheret h it shal I 

be circumcised.' I these orr ' t hc words 

of R. Josiah." 

<I. ) Why rlo 11r>ed a ' sr.riptur1I ' \rr:.c 

for this'> It I the cull ing nwn) of 

the baherPI h whPn the rerso11 1s 

ci r cumc1sedl i s an unintcrH 1onal 

act :md an u11111tentional aC'l 1s 

permitted ( wh~n done 1n I he 

course of performing a permitted 

art. 
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(2. ) Abaye said : "The (verse) is 

necessar) onl y according lo R. 

Judah who said. 'An unintent ional 

acl is forbidden (even when so 

performed'. '" 

(3. ) Raba !>aid, "You ma) e'en sa) 

(that the verse is necessary also 

according lo) R. Simeon. R. 

Simeon agrees in <the case o f 

'c-ul off his head bul do not let 

him die. •4 IA prohibited act 

that inevit oblv follows from a 

permil t c-d act is sli l l prohibi t ed I." 

(4. ) Does not Aba) e agr ee with lh1s 

(understanding of R. Simeon' s 

view)? Surely both AbayC' and 

Raba so1d: "R. Simeon agrees 1n 

1lhe case of 'cut ofr his head 

bul do nol Ir.I him die. '" 

~. Alll:r he> IAba,el heard 11 frorn 

Raba he <.1ccepled 11 lthot I{. 

Simeon rule"; 1111'> wa~ I. 

(b Others rec1lP I his 'int erchangt- hcl ween~ 

Aba)P and Rabo thus lass1gn1ng 11 lo 

the following scriptural e""gt'Sisl : 

lake heed in the plague of lcpros) . 

thal you obser ve diligently to do. 

-
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IDeut . 24 :81 To do Ito r emove l he 

lesion! --- you many not do !you may 

nol intenlionally remove the lesion!, 

but you may do It by means of a bast 

on the foot or a pole on the shoulder 

and if it lthe lesion! goes - - - it goes. 

Why do I need a (script ural } verse ( f or 

this)? It is an unintentional act and 

unint entional acts are permiLLed. 

Abaye said: "It is only needed accord­

ing to R . Judah who said, ' An 

unintentional ac t is forbidden.'" Haba 

said, "You may even say (l11at the 

ver se is not necC"ssary also according 

to) R. Simeon. R . Simeon agrees in 

(thP case of) 'cut off his head but do 

not lcl him die."' Does not Abayc 

maintain this 1same tmderslnnd111g of 

R. Simeon's oµinio11 > !:>urel}' both 

Aba}'e and Rabfl soi(!: "!\. 5imcon 

agrees in the case ol } 'c 11t off his 

hrad but do HUI let him dir. "' A ft er 

he IAbayel heard ll from f(aba he 

accepted it. 

{c) Ab~ye developing the opinio11 of R . 

Simeon (in (2) (a) above, bPfore he 

accepted Raba 's view o f R . Simeon' s 

-
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opinion): "How does he ulil ize this 

word flesh? 

CJ. , R . Amram said, 'As referring lo 

lhe one who says it was hi s 

in t ention lo cut off his bahcr eth 

in or der lo becom e rituall y 

clean). ' 

(a. l This is well for an adult. 

Whal can be said of a child 

(who has no int enllon ? 

(2. ) R . Meshar she) a said, 'It r ef er s 

to lhe child 's fa ther who says 

t hat it is his intention t o 

r emove his son 's baherclh lhc 

intends on behal f o f his child! . ' 

CU If ther e is another tava iluble 

-

to do the c ircumcision lt!l 

another pPrfor m 1t. ~or Simeon 

b. L nk1sh sn1r : '[ \ N~ wlwrc yllu 

find a pos1 l I\ e (comrnandmenl ) 

and ::i negative- commandmrnl in 

opposi tion . 1f vou can h1ll1ll 

both i L 1s prefer able. but if not 

t he positive \commandment 

comes and supersedes the 

negative (commandment ). 

-- ---l 
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4.) CThis applies) when there is no 

other (to perform the one 

commandment for yol•). '" 

5. The Maslcr said (in a Bara itha): "ll lcircumcision l supersedes 

festiva ls only (when performed) al its (proper ) time." From 

whol (verse of Scripture) do we leorn lhis? 

a. Hezekiah said, and the school of Hezekiah taught 

likewise, "Scripture says: And vou shal l let nothing of il 

remair until mor ning (but that which remains of it until 

tlid morning you shall burn with fire ). ICx. 12:101. It 

was not necessary lo repeat until the morning lso) whal 

(then) is intimated by repeating lmtil the morning? 

Scripture intends Lo t each a second morning for its 

burning." 

b. Abaye snid, "Scr ipture says: The ournt-offering of 

Shollbat (sha l l lie burnt ) on its Shabbal lNum. 28:101; but 

nol the burnt-offering of week<in\ s on Shabbat and nol 

the burnt-offering of w~ckda)S on o fcsti\ol." 

c . Rabo sa id, ' 'Sn1pt urc soys: (No mnnnC'r of \'/Ork JI 1<111 ul! 

donr in them save lhol which cvrrv man must cat . I lhal 

on!; ma} be done b> you. !C '· 12: I 61. That --- but not 

11 r- r r cpar :lt ions. Onl) -- - but not cir cumcis ion that is 

not done) ot its proper time. which might (otherwise) be 

infC'rrcd by mrons of a kal vachomcr." 

d. R . Ashi said. ''(The seventh day 1s a Shabbat of hOI) rest 

ILcv. 23:31 ·-- this is o positi\e lcommandmenl ). There 

is (therefore ) in ro11Junction with festivals o positive 

-
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(commandment} and a negative (commandment ), and a 

posit 1ve ' commandment ) lcircumc1sionl does not supersede 

a negative (commandment \ and a positi\e (commandment 

lhal are conjoined) I the phrase 'hol y rest ' and the 

prohibition against \vork found in Lev. 23:31." 

H. E li ezer ' s rul ing in our Mishnah v1ou ld allow any and all preparations 

for c ir cumrision to be perfor med on Shabbat . no matter how far removed 

that prcrar nt ory act may be from l he act of c ircumcision itse l f. This 

rather comp lex sugya will ver y carefully investigate I hal ruling and will 

r aise lhe quest ion of whether even circumcision itself supersedes Shabbal 

and/or festivals. 

The sugya begins {JI.A.) by addressing the spec1 fie point made in the 

Mislinah. and also raises the issue of following a local c-ust om which con­

fli c ts with n generall y accepted ruling. This issue i!: dealt with immediately 

by the firsl Barailh<.i IA. J. ) whirh. by ident11y1nCJ 1{. Llie>1c>r'!l ruling in the 

Mishnoh as only a loca l custom. indicates that the genera ll y ac-c-ertPd 

ruling 1s in f ac t to the contrary. 

The Barailha continues with another e'ornple of n lornl r111irirJ I A.~ •• 

Although lhc precedent which follows \2.a. l rciec· t s H . Jose 's opinion as a 

yenera ll }' <ficcpted ruling. 1l does 11rhold its val1dil) as a lcwal ruslom. 

An e1'planal 1on o f H . Jose's rnlino follows the rrerc-rlr>nt . lhat wr> accept 

his ruling as a lo~ a: custom indicates lhat we must also nc-ccpt H. 

Cl1czer's ruling as d loial custom. sinc-e the rmni1plr orpllec1 lo the casc­

of R . Jose should uppl~ in lhe case or R . (liezer as wt>ll. 

Ncxl . R . Eliezer 's rulinq 1s explic itl y endorsed by an Amora1c slatemcnt 

' A. }. ). The reasoning there 1s that this good fortune comes from God 
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and lhat it would not huvc been bestowed upon Lhe LO\vn if ils inhab1lants 

had been acting 1n an inapproprtalc manner. Therefor e. R. Eliezer's r uling 

must be valid. 

Whal follows A.4 . ) is a short. topicall y unrelated discussion dealing 

wilh the correlolion be t ween the c ircumstances under which a precept was 

accept ed or lhe way in which it was observed by the ancient Israelites and 

Lhe way in which 1L was observed by the Jews during the period i11 which 

these Beraitolh were composed. The association belwcen this and the 

prt>ceding malc rials is simply the shared theme of circ 11mcision 14.a. • The 

second Baraitho (4.b .. in addition Lo cont aining lhc same l ) pe of discussion 

and the same theme of cir cum cision as the first. has o mild lhematw 

connec tion with R . Issac 's statement (A . 3. 1 1n that both mention the Homan 

bon on c ircumcision. All ac-hed lo (but not part of t llis second 13arailha 1s 

a secondary discussion (b. l) l illustrating the Baraitho' s concern with lefillin. 

When the sugyo rel urns to Lhc lopic of c ircum c ir. 1011 111.8. ) 1t no longer 

deals w1\ l1 I he permiss1b lliLy of preparations ii 1 ~neral 011 Shabbat but only 

with lhe single r1ct o f lmnging the- knife on 5habb::i l. The M1sh11ah hos 

already informed us lhat. accor ding to R . [ lteLei-, one ma) bring the knif e. 

and the preceding scc l 1011 n f the Gcmar a h!'1"' rje;ilt w11 II the 4ucst1111 1 111 

the cond1lton of the kntle it se lf concealed or c\poscd. nnd ti w1 tnei;se'l 

are needed . Thr pr esent discussion wre:.lles w1lh Llw question ol the 

roulC' by v1h1 rh l111 • c1Juric1 111.1) lr<l\el . There ;.in• two po!l!liblc routes : 

I he ()Ublic domain lhe street s) and the sem1-privnt e domni11 1r oofs, court­

)' ttrds. and enclosures . The perm1ssib ilil) of th<" Int Ler rout e depends on 

whether or not ::in ' eru\ had been made which would permit 1t • 

R. Abba b. R. Adda 11.B. offc1 s al least one 111:;1 once in whicl 1 lht• 

knt ft> was carried throuc:j1 the semi-private doma111. We must assume Lhat 

-
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no 'eruv had been established around these c:ourlyards since otherwise 

carr)·ing the knife through them \vould have been allowed by rabbinic law 

and not subject Io questioning. R. Abba b. R. Adda further lei ls us that 

R . Cl iezer would disapprove of this case, but R . Joseph (B. l.) ar gues this 

point. reasonmy as follows: Since R. E l iezer allows all prepar ations to 

supersede Shabbal . then the issue of v1helher there 1s an 'erU\ in this case 

should be of no consequence lo him and hi" would surely allow the knife to 

be brought by way of the cour tyards. R . Joseph continues { l.a. j that one 

m1git argue that R. [liezer would allow carr ying the knife onl y in the 

ptiblic domain, because his rationale of "10\ e of the c-ommandment" requires 

rejec ting the more sec luded and Jess visible semi-privote domain. The 

Rabbis, however , r ule dif fer ently ( in favor of t he precedent). which would 

make R. E liezer's rnling an isolated opinion and therefore not binding. '1 

A.t this point in the argument the precedent in B. is sl ill accepted as 

describing an accepted practice. But the argument cont inues Lb.) b) 

c it ing a Bar ailha whi ch indica tes that l l oc R<iubis dill not allow an> 

ca rr)'lng where there is no 'eru' and so R. Joseph ts reject cd ;md H. Ahba 

b. R . Adda's statement stands: P .. [liczcr does not allm-1 this. A ller 

demonstrating that neither H . E l iezC'r nor 1 he Habbis hold the IPnirn1 

position, 01ir sug)·a c ites a Borailhu that assigns this position t o R. Simeon 

(13.2. ). 

Having solved I he problem of who halos what opinion above. the Gemara 

now turns its att Pnt ion to a new. but sccondar) ens<> IB. :S. '. The question 

of rarrying lhe knife by wriy o f the roofs and court yards has been r a1-;ed 

and now Lhe issue of general ca;r~ ing in an alle~ is addressed. The issue 

1s broached al thi s Junc ture because il is answered in t erms of the dispute 

between R . Eliczer and thr Habbis concerning thP c irc-umcision knife cf. 

-



3.e. ). The problem here is thal lhe alley is semi-privat e in its nature 

(ver)• few courtyards open onto it and only its residents use it), but it 

resembles the public domain (the streets) in its appearance and by the fact 

Lhat many people use it. The quest ion remains Lhe same --- if there is no 

'eruv, may one carry in it --- and we are presented with several alternative 

ways to view the al ley. These alternatives are presented as part of a 

conversation between Lwo Amoraim, in which R . Zera is questioning Assi 

on this matter. The first alternative \3 .a. ) is lhat the alley is e'>-aclly 

analogous lo th:: court yard and one may rarry within il an object that \vas 

already located there befo re Shabbat. The second O .b. } is lhnt I he alley 

lacks an essential charncterisitc of the courtyard ( four walls and must 

therefore be regarded as a streel. In this case. it would be prohibited to 

carry in iL. The third O .c.) is lhal. since an alley, unlike a court yard, 

need not have any houses opening onto it. lt lacks a second essential 

charac t eristic of the courtyard and carrying in it is therefore prohibited. 

The prob lem is left unrC's<Jlved (3.d. 1 until some Lime later (3.e . ) v11hen 

it is answered by way of a precedent . spec-i fica lly in terms of a circum­

cision knife which was brought on Shabbal. This action is regarded as 

problematic, since R. Elie1er's ruling in lhe Mishnah concernin g bringi'1g 

tho knitc on Shabbat is in fact not accepted. The problem is answered by 

c laiming that I he kni f e was broug1t Lhrougt1 an alley that hatl no 'eruv 

Ce.I )). 

When lhis circumstance is not contested, R . Assi r3 . f. ) draw<i an analogy Lo 

any act of carrYing in the alley, and the accepted rulin g at this point is 

that the alley is analogous lo the courtyard ;md one mfly carr~· in it those 

objects which were in it al the begir1ning of Shabbat. even if lhere is no 

'eruv. 

-
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Ha\ ing established the opinion of R . Ass1, a r uling of R. Zera is used 

to respond l3.g. ). Here he quot es another A moraic ruling which greatly 

limits R . Asi::i's ruling. When explained cg.I )), we learn that the abi lity to 

carry into the alley is a ffected by whether or not the houses on any given 

court yard which opens into that alle y have been joined by an 'eruv. If 

the r esidents of the courtyard have not made an 'eruv, t hey may carry in 

the whole of lhe alley. If there is an 'eru\, they may carry in the alley 

onl y for a distance o f four cubits. The reason for this has Lo do wil11 lhe 

status of the courtyard when there is an 'eruv, and with a pre viously 

unstated condition for carr ying in the alley \ g.3)). Rab, an Amora. considers 

the courtyard and the alley to be one domain. and one may L11erefore 

carry from the one into t he other with no restrictions. but one m ay only 

carry from the house into I he al ley for a very short distance on Shabbat. 

When the houses and court yards are joined by an 'eruv . one may carrry 

from the house into the courtyard as i r they wer e onJ? domain. and the 

courtyards arc thercforP conaid""'red I o br• l101 1se~ l occording to Rall 1n 

order Lo prevent something from the house from being carried int o the 

co11rl yard and lhen through the whtJle o f the allt.•y . Where there is no 

'eruv, one may not ca rry from tile house into the cour tyard . c; inr•r>, t tv•r c> ­

lore. no danger ell-1St s that an object trom the house will find i ls way int o 

the alley, one may carr y in the whol e of the alley. r or this reason. Rab 

reqllires al lea:>t I wo houses and I wo se;:>arate court\ ards 1 o open onto the 

alley be fore one "'''} rarry something through lhe entire al le) . 

What fol lows '. g.4) 1s an attempt l o establish a legal fiction whereb> 

one could carr y from the h0L1se into the courtyard al)d alley. Whal is 

proposed is lhat in the case where there is no 'eruv, the r cs1den1s of thl" 

court yArd. excepl for one, declare t heir huuses t o be closed up (g.4 ) and 

-
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then r enounce their righls lo lhc courtyard in fovor of t he one (Liia )). The 

courtyard is lhcn consider ed as belonging t o the one. and he may ther efor e 

carr y from his house into lhe court yard. Since there is no 'eruv. he may 

then carr y t hal object inlo the whole of the alle~ . The problem with I his 

is t hat lhore is. al that poinl, only one house (since the others ar e closed 

upl but lhe requirer1lenl is for at least two houses a\ (I ). The proposed 

solution 4 b) is that the residents renounce lheir ri!11ts in favor of one 

person for half the day and in favor of another for half the day. and then 

there will he two houses. This is rejected. hov1eq~r. on the grounds that 

al any C)ivcn moment there is only one house and so the r equirement of 

"houses" is sti ll not met (b) (1 )). To avoid any furlher confusion. R . Ash1 

ei..plains in somewhat more detail the relal1onsh1ps between the houses. 

courtyards, and alley <g.5)) in the same terms as the above exp lanation, 

emphas17ing that it is the st atus of the house that a ffec ts lhe st atus of 

the courtyard. In thr- rnd. Rab's ruling as c'plained in g.I 1s lc fl ns 1h1• 

accepted ru l ing. 

Having comple ted its discussion of preparing for circumcision on 

Shabbot, lh<' Gemara r aises the 1ss1.:e of whether K . [lw.tcr's lcn1cnc} 

concerning preparations on Shabba l can be gencral11ed bc~ond rirc11mc1n1on 

(C . ). This rnt 1rc discus!lion ii: h1<j1l)' formalized. I 11·st. only H . Ll1C'/\'r's 

rulings are deall with. keeping 1n mind the focl lhat the M1sllnah. so far, 

has dealt 0111)' With R. [liezer 's orinion. Sei:o11c1. 1h1s tlisr11t.i:1on IS para llel 

to lhc two pre\ 1011!. m.11or sect ions o f the Gem::irn II .A . and 11.6 . m that 

I he> also bP~~ b' r'amining R. [l11ner's opinions. Third. internoll}, the 

second half of this argument (C.4 . t hrough C.B. l C'>:amines SPvcral precepts 

individual ly . Each e'arnination is se l int o the same formulaic lanC}Jage and 

eaC'h ulill1es what has been lcarncJ in Lhc previous ei.aminrttions. 

-



The discussion begins '"ilh lhe simple assertion C. J thal R. Eliezer's 

grant ing of permission for prepara t ions for circumcision to take pince on 

Shabbat docs not ext end to the prepar~t1ons for all commandmenls whose 

observance supersedes Shabbat. The first precept under discussion CC.l. 1s 

the offering of lhr> two loaves on Shavuot (see Lev. 23: 17). If R . Eltezer 

held that its preparations super sede Shabbal, he could have drawn a simple 

analogy Io c1rr11mcision and its preparations in order to prove his point. 

Instead, howr>ver, his proof depends on o more complex l and more orl1fic1al) 

ge7erah sha\ :1h. est obi ishing a ruling based on the sirnilaril ~ of words or 

phrases ocrurinq in two or mor e scriptural passages. In this case, the 

gezerah shavah is based on the word "bringing'' which is used script urall) 

in conjunction with the two loaves and also i11 con1unct1on with lhr 'omer. 

It is already an est abl ished ruling that preparations for the 'omer supersede 

Shabbat. so preparal ions for the lo<o1ves must also supersede Shabbo! . 

The larger issue al C. is momenlaril) set aside in order to examine 

the validil) of t his gezerah shavah. Twn objerl ions are prcst'ntrd ' I.a .• 

botl'l based on the formal requirement 1 hat each \ erse used in a gczerah 

shavah ma) not be used for an~ purpose 0 1 hrr than t hal anolo4). The 

first ch::tl lenge (a.I ) st otr>s that lhe analog) is 0111) a partwl one sinre, in 

the case of the 'omrr. a second tC'~son i5 derhed frorn th1 word "bringing." 

The refutation. thrn, 1s based on a specific difference bclwe"11 the two 

cases. The an:iloq\ 1s Sa\ ed, howe' 1•r ' a.:? ' C111 1 tw ground!l that thi s 

second lesson may hC' c1eri\ed from an otherwise superfluous scriptural 

verse. The second ch<illenge (a. 3 ) assrrls lhal lhe analuqy 1s still free 

on l>• al one end- -thal while the vers~ in con1unction with Lhe '0111er 1s 

free, the verse in ronjunction will1 the loaves is 1101. ll is then noted that 

R. [liezer himsrlf would drn~ the formal 'alidily of a gezcrah sha' ah 

- ........ 



under these circumstances. This cha I lenge is easily rel ul Pd on the same 

grounds as lhe rirst (a.4 )), and the analogy holds. 

Having ascertained that R . [liezer indeed maintains thal prepar ations 

for the loaves super sede Shabbat --- even though he derives Lhis from o 

speci fie gcze1 oh i::hovah --- I he sear ch continues for at least one case that 

fits R. Hin a b. Abba's sl atemenl (C. ' · The first several suggestions (C.2. ) 

ell 111rn out to he cases in which R. Eliezer rules e'plic1lly that prepara­

tions supersede £!-:abbat. F inall y (C .3. ) two exclusions ar e found and the) 

are support ed by a Baraitha. Fringes and mezuzah are e'ceptions for ll1e 

following r eason: Only time-bound, positive Oiblical commandments 

stJpersede Shabbat 1 and while fringes and mezu7ah are rosittvc r:omma11u­

mc111 s, they are not time-bound O.a. ). Since the precepts I hemsel ves do 

not supr.rsedc Shabbat, certainl y their preparations do nol supersede Sh:ibbat. 

Abaye objects (3.b . ) that they should supersede Shabbal. The fact th:il !hey 

have no fixed Lime would imply that al l times, including Shabbat, <.1re 

appropriate for their observance. R . Nahman r esponds (3.c .) that tht!) C<Jn 

indeed be observed al any time, but the restrict ion is bccausP Shabbal can 

be observed onl) al its desu11atcd lime. He then proposes a procedure 

whereby one would not need to \tolate an) prcr'l'pl 111 fa,or of :1nolht'r. and 

fringes and me1u1ah rrmain as ll't> e'clus1ons 1mrl11>rl in C' .. 

A secondar)' discussion fallows a\ lh1s point I l .4." We> rel urn to lhP 

lisl or preCl'Pl« m C. '2. and seek l o under:;tond H. l lil"1c1 ' :i rrasonirir.J in 

each case. The co11rern here is tu establish not 0111) how coch of thrsr 

rul ings was der1' ed, bul ;ilso if one case can be used :is :1 mos I c-r from 

which Io deri\I'' the others or ii they all indeed nerded lo be- individua ll y 

formulated. 111 the end it will be shown I hat cneh of I hese pn :cepl s 
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reprnsents a sµecial case and that separate rulings were in fact needed. 

The l isl begins with lulav ,C.4.\ The possibility of lhts ruling be ing 

derived from Lhe established ruling for the 'omer and lhe two loaves 1s 

denied on the grounds that we cannot analogize from a spec ial and distinct 

case (4.a.). 1 he sugya lhen tries Io infer R. Eliezer's ruling from a 

scriptural verse ,4.b. ). The need for this is questioned for one purpose 

Cb.I)). but is then est abl ished for the purpose of deriving R . Eliezer's ruling 

(b.2)}. 

Whal follows 1s a spelling out of the use or the scrip tural verse by 

lhe two sides of the dispute. R. Eliezer's understanding of Le' . 2 ~:40 was 

establ ished in b.2). The Rabbis. howe,er, derive a different lesson trom 

this verse (2)o)). R . Eliezer also deri,es the Rabbis' lesson. but from a 

different script urn I verse (2)b)), while the Rabbis interpret this second 

verse di ff crenl ly (2)d). 

Having determined that lulav cannot be deri'ved from the 'omer and 

loaves, and thot a srriptur:'ll verse i !: n-:?ed,..d to esl ahlish the r uling for 

lulav. the suggestion is made that Scripture should simply state lhe rulini) 

concerning lulav and then the 'omer and loaves cOllld be dC'rtved from it 

(ll.c.. This 1s rc1ecLed 1c .I) on the grounds that 1ust as 11ie 'omer and 

loaves ronsll t ute special cases, so thP lula\ it prc:i;c 111 ~ a sprc1a l car.e, ;111d 

therefore the 1nd1v idual derivallons are needed and no nnalol)) is possible. 

<The end rr.sull of lhis 1s Lo rescu~ 5crip~urc from 111cludin9 an) superfluous 

sta temerH:i. tr an analogy, as suggested in 4.c ., were possible. lhcn the 

verses invo lved with the 'omer and loaves Cin C.l. would be superfluou:;.) 

Th<- Gemora conlmues this secondar} discussion b)' appl} mg similar 

arguments to lhe cases of the s11kkah (C.5., unleavened brc>ad C.6.}, and 

the sho1ar (C. 7.). The discussion for each o f tt~esc 1s parallel l o that 

-
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for the lulav. The inahilit y lo analogize from Lhe percept under discussion 

is e tended lo all pre' iousl~ discussed precept s, and not just 'omcr and 

loaves. 

Although not inc luded in C. 2 . . this same argument is applied lo 

c1r c-umc is1on ~C.8.), thus bringing the discussion back Lo lhe primary 

topic o f lhe SUCJ) a. The task is sti l l that of try ing lo understand R. 

Clie7er' s reasoning. The rule for c ircumcision cannot be deri\ed by 

ana logy from Lhe other cases CO.a .) for the same r easons as before, and 

for lht> additional reason that the others may be obsened only al their 

proper l iine whtle rirc-umcision is obsen ed even if ltS proper lime has 

post . Rather. R . E liezer deri ves I hal preparations for ci rcumcision 

super sede Shabhat from a scriptural verse. and we are to ld Lhal t he 

others also cannot be derhed from circumcision sine<' it loo f'Onstitutcs 

a special case <l:l.b. ). 

In 11.0 ., the Gemara seeks t o 1nvcsllga l e the e'tcnt o f the dispute 

between R . El ie1cr anu the Hnl>bi:;. When it turns out that a ll ogrC'e 

lhal circumcision itself supersedes Shabbat , l he i::isuc of the discussion 

becomes the formal basis for I his ruling. Two Amoro1c statements 

indicate lhol this 1s a traditional law (0 .1 . • b11I the9c nre quic-kl\ rr1r.-1 rd 

011 the I> as is of t W O Oerai toll,. The f 1rst ' I.a. llSCS :m () minori 3rgumcnt 

lo derive the ruling that lhc sa' 1n1J of a life supersedes Shabbat from 

the already establ ished rult11CJ that r 1rr11mc1s1on supPrsedPs Shabbat. Since>. 

however, rabbinic hcrrnP"cuti ca l conventions torbid this maneuver l as one 

m ay argue a minori only from Scripture ' (a.I )). thP formal basis for the 

ruling Lhal c irc-umc1s1on supersedes Shabbal cannot be that of a simpl e' 

halacha. The second Barailha a.21 1s cited to furll'N pro' e lhal we 

may not reason a minori from a halacha. 

-
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If the ruling is nol a halacha lhen 11 musl be derived b> means of 

an analogy from Script ure (0 .2.). Three onalogies (2.a •. 2.b., and 2.c. ), 

each based on Lhe appearance of a dif ferent word in Scripture in conjunc­

tion with both circumcision and Shabbal. arc proposed. All three. 

howe' Pr. are r ejected on the grounds that any analog} musl be appliPd 

uniformly. But each of those three words is slated in Scr ipt ure in 

connection w1Lh at leosl one precept wl1ich does nol supersede Shobbot 

\a. 1), b.I ), and c .I)), sucl1 that the analogies do not hold. The analom' 

(and, therefore. the- rulinCJ is finall y established (b~ a Babylonian Amaro ) 

us in CJ all three pnir o t 'erses. 

H . Johanon n Palestinian Amara nc't proposes another deri' auon 

from '>crip lurc t o prmr that c ircumcision supersedes Shabbat (0 .3 .. 6 

While R . Elea7ar ba:.cd his derivallon on an ana logy, R . Johanan Lwscs 

lnu on r mphosi1inC) the inc lusion of a word ("do y" ) in his prooflc,t wh1cl1 

would otherw ise br suprrf luous. Resh I akish rejects lhis derivation for 

t~,acll> the same reason as in 0 .2. abO\E' --- that the snme ir.ferC!ncr 

must hr drawn m "'Pr} instnnce where lhc kc\ word or phrase appears 

3.a. • There is ;11 lcost 011e easr whrrc I hr rhrose "on the da~" IS used 

and which docs not supcrnl'dc Shabb::n . ThLtt phrase. thrrPforc . cannot 

Ile used Lo prove t hn t r 1rrumr 1sion supersedes !ihobb;lt . I{. Johano11 

responds ' 3.b. lhot the \ersc 1s applied diffcrcnll~ i11 the case of one 

seeking atonement. In l hat case . l hC' word "da'" 1•· cm11has17r>rl t I) I Nll'h 

that lhe sacrH1cP ma)' not he offer ed ::it ntrjil. Hrsh Lak1sh again answers 

(b.I )) that the vi:1ses must be applied untforml) and so in the cnse of 

c ircumcision 1l abo IN1rhP~ that it ITHl} be- done- onl > durinCJ the dD} · 

R . Jo ha nan proposes another ver se (3 .c . ) ta pro'<' t hot circumcision is 

done only during Lile day. This then frees up I C'\ . l 2: S for him lo prO\ 1• 
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l hnl circurm·ision s11pcrscdcs Shnbbat. l'{csll Lakish t hen proposes another 

'erse ' c . I )) lo prove lhal 1 he sacr1 fice is made onl} during I he day, 

which frees up Lev. 16:2 LO proH' thal lhP sacrifice supersedes Shabbal. 

S111ce wP know that lhc sacrifice does not supersede Shabba l , we cannot use 

the same pl11dSl! (which 1s f ound in Le, . 12: 3) lo µrove thal circumcision 

s11pNsedc:. Sh;;obat. H. Jollanan de fends h is position with a formal argu­

mt>nl . by saying that thC' sacrifice is a spt>cial case that requires two 

vPrses and we cannot. therefore, dr aw an ::malog} between this case and 

c 1rcumcis1on l..S.d. . Hnbina tries 1 o reful e R. Johonan ,d. I h) suggesting 

that Lhe IPn icncy which allows one who is pover l )-stricken to bring a 

lesser sacr1 rice ma) bl'.' exlendl'.'d to allovJ seen fices lo be offered b} 

lhosP that are not ulhPrwise allov1ed lo offpr them. H . Jotrnnan refutes 

lhis objection. howr,('r. I>~ sl nting lhnl these oth,•r sat'rifices are also 

l"\plif' it I) prohibil ed b) ~c-ripl 11rc a ' · Al this point . all chollenges l o 

I{ . Johanan 's u11dersla11ding of I ev. 12:.5 h~J\C bcl'n re futed. 

lt1 } .1• . • st ill anolhN rlerl\al1on :" ~ul;<_]Cst1•cl. which will 11ll 1rnatel} be 

reful ed. Herc. K . Aha b. Jacob offers 1 IH' sam t' proofte,1 and derl\ es 

I he snmc lc:;son as I{ . .lohrir11:r1. but he> clops I Ill!. b~ cniphas11 1nq 1 he 

word "eighth" rather thon I lw word "da ) ." The rt'sponse, ri:i bet ore, is 

lllfll Lhts Pmphas1s 1s wwd t o dt•rl\ e anul 111•1 li:!.~011 --- 1 llal 1'1rcumc· 1sio11 

on I he St•\ cnth da} dm•s 1101 :;u1wrsedc '",h;ibba l 1.• . l . 1{. Aha t>. Jacob 

dcrPnds lw; position ll lnJ> b' suqgt•stinlJ .i1111tller \ l'.' r sc- lo 1'\clude se,cntt1-

day c 1r clmie1s1on. I le 1s again d1allenC)l'd b} the asser tion tlwl both ol 

these verses arc 11cedc•d lo prove that 0111} 1•igh1 h-da) rircurnc-1sion 

supersedes Shabbal c .2 . S111ce there rn no counlcrnrg.imcnl, H. Johanan's 

derivation rn the onl}' 11111' nvnllnblC'. and I he !>l:t l cment is m~idc 2 n' 

that the v::iltd scripl urol der1vat1on must be• H . Johan;m's. 

-
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A Bara1lha is inlroduced ne'l which. in the end. supporl s R . Johanan's 

derivalion from Lev. J 2:3 (0 .4. ). The Aarnitha lakes the form of lhe 

Tanna challenging his own remarks. and it begins by stating the prooflext 

and lhe lesson to be derived from it (4.1:). The firsl challenge is based 

on a scr ipt ural verse which prohibils lransCJrcssiny Shabbal (4.2 :J (circum­

cision involving aclivilies lhtil arc otherwise prohibiled on Shabbal ) and 

lhe response (4.3:) is thal ci rcumcision is a l>pcc1al case and is excluded 

from lhal verse. The Tanna challenges himse lf oga1n 14.4 : ) ond suggests 

that circumctston 1s not excluded and lhal our verse 45: anpl 1es 10 all 

days e"•cpl Shabb::il (4.6: '· Both of these ar<Jimcnt s '1rc equal I) 'a lid. 

and so, t o ovoid misinlerprelling Lev. 12:3. it 1s asser t ed lhnt the emphasis 

is put on tile phrase "on the da}" to teach that c1rcumcis1011 does supersede 

Shabb<it (4. 7: ). 

The Amoraim regarded ~very c lause in Tanno1t 1e rulings as significant. 

Raba, therefore, nt t Pm(lt s to fill in the reasoninq. betweC'n the statements 

of the 13arailha. tllal wc:.uld allow the Tan11u both tu mnkt• :i statement 

and then rhollengc 11 t.i.o. . Raba begins b~ recounting the firs t half of 

the ~araitha and ci..pln1m: a. I that it 1s dcrl\ed from the lollowing ~ 

minori argument: If c ircumcision super sedes lf'nros" . nnd •f lcprc:;; 

supersedes socri f rcwl sen ice. and 1 r sacr1f1c1nl sen ice supersedes Shabbat. 

lhen, accordinq tu llw syllogism that has bL•e11 t>sl nhlished hNc. t:1rcumcision 

must supcrsPde ~lwlJbnl . C~on :; irlcring this uru111rn•11t. RalJa q11C'nl ions on 

what grounds I he 1 anm1 challenges hirnsel f a.2 ), and it bccornes appar enl 

that the a minort argumenl rs foully because bul 11 ma1or premises of I he 

syllogism can he ca lled into quest ion. One pi vol of lhot nrgument is 

that leprosy supcrst>dcs Shabbat, !Jul il can be argued )ll!':I ns soundly 

2}a lhal 1L does not supNsedc Shubbat. Accepting th1:;, the a minor1 

-
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argument breaks down and the resull i s t il<Jt c ircumcision may or may not 

supersede Shabbal. and Lhercforc Lhe Tanna as provided with reason Lo go 

back on has argument. A second problem of Lhe a minori arC}Jmenl (2 )D)) 

is the olher pivot --- that leprosy supersedes sacrif1c1al service because 1t 

is more stringent, when an fact Lhis ma) be because of Lhe special c ircum­

stances of thP situation. Since the a manon argument as based on t he 

relative stringenq of its elements. if we accept Z b then the a m1nor1 

argument, falls aparl. Accausc of Lhe wN1kncsses in Lhe n minori a rgurnc:-nt, 

wr would not be able lo drmonslrate that c arcumc1s1on supersedes Shal)bal 

I Z)c J). Therefore . the emphns1s 1s put 011 the phrase "on the day" (2 d 

and it is learned from a scriptural versl' that c-ircuml"1:;1on supersedes 

'lhabba t. In the end. what Hat><.1 has donr here. I here fore. 1s lo r e-renson 

each st ep o f I he Baraath<i' s <igrument. 

Having mentioned le;JroS}, t he Grmara 1s ne,1 qoang lo engage in a 

scco11dar~ disrussion pur:;uinl) I hnl theme w1J e'ploring 11 s r el al ionship Io 

l'lrcumc1s1on. and 11 will pla~ out that rt'IMtOlll>htp 111 se\eral different wa~s. 

Thi :; discussion lH'tJi11:; with a l3nra itho 1 0. } ) which ·;tates that rirc11111cision 

super sedes IPpros) u p1\1.1l an Haba's rPiJ:.0111119 al>O\f' . The Barnitha also 

111enl ions Lhc r e lat 1onship 1.Jrt ween circumc1s1on :md f Psl 1val!". h11l 1 h1r w1 II 

be dealt wit h ht er in I he •;11qya SPP I),?. . 111 an orgmicnl l hal is c'nctl~ 

parallel in form to. and c:ont a111s mut'h of 1 hr samP rnolN1AI as. the preced ing 

argument. ~· :.c c-ond 13;Jr;iit t-·1 !'.; 1111 rnd1wl'd 'ij whit•h ol fcrs t hi' proof for thc­

ru lanq in 1111' l1r::I. II hos bl'Cll prO\en. h) cmrhas11111q lhc phr ase '1011 lhe da . " 

I hat c ircu111c1sion supersedes ~1habbal. 111 t t11 s Bar a1lhu, llw r mphasis is placed 

on the scrnnd part of lhal snme \NSC' I n prO\e Lhal c 1rcumc1s1on supC'rsedes 

lrpros) ( a)1: 1. A:: bcforl', lhr Tanna c halle11ges him:iC'lf by quolml) a ver se lhal 

seems to he rant rnn t o I hP first (a)2: l. The vcrsl' quoted 1s intcrprr'l Led 
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to mean lhal one may not cul awa} a leprous spol. The response (aJ3:) 1s 

that circumcision 1s an ei<ccption. But , we c-an also argue that c ircum­

cision is nor on cxcepUon (a )4: ~. In that case. our prooftc'\l ,a)5:) applies 

onl) when there 1s no leprous spot a;6:). Since both arguments are equally 

va l id, the word "flesh" is emphasi zed to indicate that cir cumcision 

supersedes leprosy (a)7:). 

In a section parallel lo 4.a., Raba again questions the Tanna's reasoning 

(a){l )). After reviewing the Tanna' s argument, Raba indicat es Lhal Lhis 

also is learned b} an a minori ar<JJmenl ((l )( a J. <The support for the 

ruling ,{l )\aJ uses l hc sarne ar~menl that was pre' i ousl~ used to refute 

the ruling thal c1rcumc1sio11 supersedes Shabbal sec Z)aJ)). The support for 

the rulin g 1s again a :.;} llogism whereby c ircumc1s1on supersedes lepros}, but 

it is also possible lo prove, b) wa} o f an equal I} 'al1d a minori ar c,_imcnl. 

that circumcision ma) not supers~de leprosy '(} b),, Herc t11e arc,_imenl is 

the same o:; tilt • one u:icd I<• <iupport the rulin q Ill d. 1'. S111cc we cannot 

conclus1\ cly pro' 1• the ruli11q h) me<ms of an D minor1 argument. we must 

turn to the> scripturnl \Crsc for our proof l c 

The Gcmarn also 1>rescn1 s a second \ers1011 of the abo\I' arCJ.lmen1 

} )bJJ. The Tannn's discussion is the same and :JO 11 19 nnt rppcatrd, h111 

the reasoning presented for lhal disc-uss1on 1s quite d1 rlPrrnl . The reason 

lor ruling that l'ircurnC'1:;1un does superscd(' IC'prn•;) is I he rnbbinic princ iple 

thal when o po:;1l1vl' w1d a ni:yali\ I' romm;.1ndrncnt arc in opposi t1on, we 

f ollow the positive comrnandmenl (b ' l . ThcrPforc . the commondmenl Lo 

c ircumcise supersedes the rommandmenl nnt to cul awn} th1• leprous spot. 

The support f or lhc.· argument thnt circumc1s1on does 1101 supersede lepros~ 

is that a rosit 1v1• l'ommandmC'nt doPs 1101 supcrsC'dr a pos1t 1 \ e and a nega­

tive commandment that arc conjoined b )(2J . The pos1l1\C commandment 
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is again, lo c 1rcum!'ise. The pos 1L1 ve and negative commandments 

conjoined ar e in Dcul. 24 :8. The firsl half o f that verse --- "Take heed in 

Lhe p lague of leprosy" is seen as neg<ilive (c f. a)2: above) and lhe 

second half --- "lhal )' OU obser ve diligentl y . .. " --- is posi ti ve. With equall y 

valid arguments t or both posillons, our proofte'l is still needed (b)(J)). 

Having cslablisheu t hat rircumcis1on does supersede leprosy, the Gemar a 

ne l invcsligules a litlle more closely Lhe prooftext Lhat was used in bolh 

proofs, lo sec whether it can be appl ied in all cases. The proo fl ext is 

based on tht' word " f lesh." which appears in conjunction wi th adults (3Jc i 

and in con1u11ct1on with infants (cXI )). and so for these two age groups ii 

is established lhal c i rcumcision supersedes leproS) . In the case of ) nut h, 

however c J(2)), lhe commandment for circumcision (Gen. 17:10 does not 

contain t he word "flesh." We must therefore deduce by way o f analog}' t o 

the cases o f both adults and infants lhal I hP circumcision o f youl11 also 

supersedC's lepr osy ((2)(a)). It cannot . howr\er, be drduccd from onl) one 

or the other, since sanQI) each represent s ti ::µcc1ul case. 

The issue to this point has been establishing the basis for the ruhnq 

that ci rrumcis1on supersedes lhP proh.l>ilton <1<J<1111s1 culling owa) a leprous 

spot. Spccifico ll ) the concer n 11as been whether lhis rul ing can hr dPrtvPd 

by a logical technique or if ii needs a srr1p1ural verse as •ls basis. Raba 

now applies lh:ll same queslwn to the ruling lhal circumc1s1011 specificall) 

on lhc eighth dn) supNsedes lepros\ . Mari} 01 the ;irgumenls and proofs 

here are s11n1lt1r or identical lo those an the pre' IOUS discussion. This 

section begins Old with Raba stating thnl a proofte'l is not needed sinc-e 

an a minori ar<]Umcnt will prove lhal eighlh-day ci rcumcisiu11 SllpC'rscdes 

lepr osy. He uses the same arqumcni here lhal was presented in n)( l )(a) to 

demonstrate lhal a proof I ex t was needed since the a minon arguments 
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were not conclusive. Inter estingly, lhe same a m1nori argument thal W(jS 

refuled in aX t )(b) b~ Haba. 1s endorsed here by Raba and refuted by R. 

Safra (d)(l)). This difference 1n the position attributed lo Raba probably 

indicales that these two discussions are independent of one another. R . 

Sa fra's r efutation attempts to overturn Raba 's argument b) r e\ersing the 

premise that Shabbal is more stringent than lepros)'. R aba defends his 

argument 1(1 )Ca) by claiming that R . Safra has misrepresent Lhe issue o l 

Lhat case. (Note that from (J )(a ; on, the dispute bet ween R. Sa fra and 

Raba sure I y 1s being carried 011l b)1 the editors of I he sugya. I ha' e 

allributed the names In my commentary to the rc:irccli"e positions lo 

faci litate understanding the dispute . H . Safra rrsponds I l l\h Lhal if the 

issue 1s not stringency , then the person could rem1l\ c t he leprous spot and 

offrr the sacri fice. Since lhis 1s not allowed, leprosy must in fac-t be 

more stringent Lhan :;ocr1 ficial s<>rvice. a11d therefore more stringen t than 

Shabbat. Hence. we cannot accept Raba 's a 1n1nor1 urgumc>nl. Raba' s 

response (J>(c ) 1s thnt the remo,al of the spot 1s 11u1 suflicienl t o make 

thi s person fit for sacrific ial service since> he is sllll 111 nerd of pur1f1c<i l1on 

and hence. lepros) docs not superr.ede sorrif:nal 'Jc>n 1c-e because il 1s mor e 

stringent. This r easoning rcndC'rs H. Safra's proro:.al unacc-rptable hrr·111· r 

1l changes the issue o t the case from slnngcnc) t o ritual requirnments. 

R. Sa fra answers ((l )\d), th::il r i tual immersion 1s not needed for all l~pco 

of leprous spots. and qo his pff"\ inus prnposn: 1s st i ll q11id. The r esponse 

lo R . Safra (l)(e)) cOfflrs from a position asC'rtbrd l o I{. Ash1 . a taler 

Amora, who abandons the licrmenculicol technique> of a minori anc1 ralher 

defends Raba 's pm;il1on based on a dil ferent hermcncutical technique wh1rh 

derives from lhe rubhmic ruli11g for the adjudtf'n t ion o f conf11c l mg postllVt' 

and nega ti ve coinm::indmenls (cf. 3'b)). In tlic rnd, Haba 's a minori 
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argument will not sLMd bul his ruling will stand, and leprosy will not have 

been shown lo be more stringent t han any of lhe other precepts. r 1rst R . 

Ashi spells out these rules of adjudication. The rule is that a positive 

commandment supersedes a negative commandment only when a single act 

both fulfills the one and violates the other. R . Safra's proposal, that 

leprOS} is more stringent than sacrificial service. is incorrect from this 

perspec-1 1vr- bcc-ouse cu tting away the leprous spot does not fulfill a 

posit ive rommandmenl. even though it does allow a posi t lVe commandment 

Lo be fulfilled l in the offering of the sacrifice ,. Raba':; conclusion, there­

fore. r em:i ins in place. 

The sugya ne't pr<>sents a Tannaiti c dispule which roucfll ) corresponds 

Lo the Amoraic dispute between R. Sa fra and Raba l d J(2)). The 1ntenl is 

t o rendrr the Amoroic dispule more we19ht y by shor ing it up wilh a 

Tannai tw prccrdenl. An Amoraic- st atement allr ibutes to R . Josinh the 

same rulin<J found 111 lhc Barailha in .S ,a\ ((2)1 : \ Thi s corrcsponrls lo R . 

Safro 's pustl1on. In 1 he r r csent Burr 1th::i. R . Jo11athai1 coumcrs 2 ·1 · that 

the ruling c-a11 be derived b) an a minori argument. His posit ion corresponds 

to Raba'!'> ond he pre:;r11t s e' acl ly the s~me 'lrgument as docs R<.11.la "' 3 d '. 

The Uoraitho 1:; now explored hy Arnoroim. l{cyardinq H . .Josiah ' ~ 

posit ion (f2,\a • the need for apply111g the hermeneullcRI technique' o r 

derl\ 1ng the n1hng I rom a :;c-ript..iral '<.>rsc:- is quest 1oncd \a)(l . I . s1nc<> 

another lcchniqur c-nn eQ11ally b{" apphNI 1n l~1s rase -- - thot I he l~abb1s 

permit the perforrnnnrl' or a prohibilcd acllon 1f 11 is an un1nlent 1onal 

consequenc·c o f a permitted action. In our case t he intent is lo r1rcumc ise 

and il is wholl ~ sec-ond~r} and unint en1 1onal lhal the leprous spot 1s 

remov ed. Thi:; <Jivrs further support t o Haba 's opinion 111 3)d). Aba~ e 

asserts. how{"ver ((n)(2. ), that a srriplural verse 1s needed to prove the 
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matter by at least one Sage i R. Simeon who docs not permit an 

unintentional '1olation of a commandment. While this 1s meant t o re rule 

Raba's view tn the preceding discuss10'1. Raba himself here presents a 

second such case ((a)O.)). This c learl > indirates that the an laysis of the 

Baraitha proct:i:J:; i11dependently of lhe preceding Amoraic dispute. As a 

final nolc ((a)(4 .) r..1 1d (a)(5.)), we are told thal Abayc subsequenll} changed 

hi s opinion lo R aba ' s view. 

A second vors1on of this Int ercl1angc> bet ween Habo and Aba yc about 

R. Simeon's opinion follows. In this second 'ersion. the interchange is 

r eferred Lo the e' eges1s or a different scriptural \Prsf' which 1s the onh 

di f ference between lh1:; 01,d the first \ersion 1 2 >< b •• The purposr of 

cit ing t he second version here is purel) formal --- l o correct!; est ablish 

the referent of the Amoraic discussion. The point of the sec-ond c' egesis 

1s that the lesion cannot be intentionally r emO\ ed, but I hat no transgression 

has been commi t Led 1f 1t disappears as the unintC'ntionol resu lt of some 

other act . 

The conclusion of lhr Aba}c-Roba interc-hanCJC notrs that ulllmatel} 

Abaye accepted Raba's '1cw of R S1mco11' s posit ton. The sugva now 

probrs how Abayi' \IPWI d that posit ton before he chnngcd hts op1n1on lo 

Raba's view Z)(c)}. ThC' first e'planalton d( I. ) tt; 11, H. Amram. a later 

Amara. who says that Abu) c understood H . Simeon os using the word 

"flesh'' in Lev. 11 . ~ to refer t o one who i11tent1onnll} rrmO\e!: o leprous 

spot in order to become' ritual ly r lcan. Thi s 111t e11t 1l111nl act is normally 

forbidden. but H. Simeon allows it in thi s case und r equi res thl' sc riptura l 

verse as proof because it is ::i h)-pr oduct of cirrumr1•,1on. which 1s a 

commandment. This understanding • ~ challen(_)Pd on the C)t'Ounds that an 

infant . who is normiJ ll y t tw sub1ect of c i rc-umc1:;1011, i~ not al>lt" to declare 
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such inLPnlions. In thal case, t he r emova l o f t he spot would be an 

unintentional acl and so no proo ft ex t would be needed (( l. )(a . )). R. 

Mesharsl1eya, a lat e Amara. answers t hat in the Cilse o f a ch i ld, the f ather 

may declarc> that he int ends lo remove his son's leprous spot ((c )( 2. )), and 

Abaye' s undcr sl u11di11g of lhe verse st ands. The need for a pr oo f texl is 

quest ioned again or, the grounds tha t ther e 1s no need 1ntentionnll) to 

\ iolat e a prohibit 1011 (r.)(3. ,. If someone else performs l he c1rcumc1s1on, 

t he prohibi tion a9::11nst culling away ll"1e leprous spot would not apply to 

him. sinrP he hns no interest in hi s pa ti ent's stalr of ritual cleanness and 

1s per f orm1n1J 111e sur f)ery only for the sake of circumcision. S1mtlarl> · 

since the person t o whom the r i t ual rlc<rnness 1s a concern did not l11mself 

cut away the leprous spol. he has not viola l ed t hf' commandml'nl concern­

irHJ leprosy. Tl11 s same person hos, however, fulfi lled 1 hP rosil l\ f' 

commandmen t l o c ircumc ise. The response I o th is is lhot I he- proo fle>. l 1s 

still needed to cover lhe c ase in which t here is no olher person t o per form 

the c 1rcumc1s1on. In such a case. there :c: an i11tent 1onal '1olat 1011 of the 

commandment. 

H a\ ing completed i ls d1scuss10'1 of the 11rst part of thr l3nra1tho in 

4.a.3), l he r;l'ri'lilrtl llOW dea ls with the second ha l f ot l hnl l3nra1th::i. Th:lt 

c ircumc1s1011 :,1 111crsrdes fc>sti\als 1s cssf'11t1:ill) o l]l\Cll s1ntt· we- know that 

it supersedes Shabbnt. The question 1s nnl) whether oll acts o f C"1rcumn ­

s1on supersede> I est 1\ als or onl} c1r cumL s1on P'-'rl ormell on r hr eighth da) 

af t er Lhe inlanl 's brr th. The sugya r est ates 1hc sc-cond hul l of t he Barai tha 

-- - that only ~1ghth-day r1 rcumcision supersedes fC"s ll v::i ls -·- 10 .5.' :md 

I hen examines t hr h·,.::i" for lhe r uling. f our possible b::rnes arc ri l l ri buted 

t o four progrcasivcly lal er Amor aim. The firsl. Hcn•k1ah {'J.a • • gr ounds 

the rulinq b) means of an anolog) lo t he Passover sacri rice. Ther P. I he 
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unconsumed part of lhe sacrifice shou ld not be burned until a fler the 

fesltval, but the sacrifice must be cooked on the festival. The action of 

heating with fire is lhe same, but one case ( the cooking) cannot be post­

poned whil e the other ( the burning) must be. Similarl y wilh circumcision -

-- ci g1th-day c ircu111c1s1on cannot be postponed since the commandment 

calls for the eighth day, but 1f 1t is already past the eighth day, it should 

be postponed. 

The second argument (Abaye) (S.b. also proceeds by way of analogy , 

bu• instead bases th<.> analog} on the requirements for Shabbal sacrifices. 

The reasoning Is similar to that in the f irst ar<JJme111. Tlic third grounding 

{Hoba) (5.c . 1s nol ::inalogical, but rather l"mplo) s scrip I ural anal ~ sis and 1s 

based on commandments dealing with the Passover. The! prooflext . "No 

m::inner of work shall be done in them save that which every man rnusl 

eat, that only may he done b) you." indicates that onl )' necessar y work 

mny he pc>rformed on the f estivals. By cmphasi11 rHJ the word ''Lhal ," Llw 

Amar a has disallowed ::in} prepara tions lo tv• pr- r formed 1as tn the c asc- of 

Shabba t ). By emphos111ng the word "onl y" and b~ rr~osonin g olonq the same 

lines as I he first I wo ana logies. he infers that onl ) eight h-r1<1' c- 1rcumc1sion 

1:; allowert on f cst i\als. ror H<Jba. "onl} " 1s used l o obvtale an a manort 

Jrgumcnl , s1mtlar to those posited in relntton t o !>habhal. wl11ch would 

att empt lO pr O\ e l hat an) ri rc-umciston supcrsPdC'S f CSL I\ als. 

The f ourt h orounding fR . Ashi ) (5.d. 1s ua!>ed on lhc hermeneuticol 

I cchniquc of ad111d1c-attng conflict ing posit" e and nrgal l\ e commandmenl s. 

Sil)ce. Ile ma int oins, c ircumc ision is a posil ive commandment nnd I he 

fest i vol 1s tJOVNned hy a post the <.111d a negal i' e c-ommanc1menl conjoioed. 

lhen c ircumc ision cannot supersede fe::tivol s for formnl reasons. On lhl" 

surface. this rcasoninq would seem lo demonst ral c I hal no circumcis ion al 
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all is to be allowed on festivals. This would conlradicl the first three 

opinions and Lhe Baraitha in 0 .5.. R . Ashi 's view must therefore be seen 

in one of two ways: either he denies Lhal any cir cumcision may be 

performed on a festival (in which case he r epr esents an individual opinion) 

or he did not intend his st atement to apply lo eighth-day c ircumcision 

(which is c learl y how the editors of the sugya understand hi s v iew). In 

either case, the Barai t ha stands. 
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Mishnah 19:1 (C. J (page l33a) 

Ill. R . Ak iba ::.t.:it..,J a general pri nciple, e tc . 

A . Rab Juda!, said lhal Rab said: "The ha lacha is accordi ng l o R. Akiba." 

B. We also learned (in a Baraitha) similarl y with respect to the Passover 

sacri fice. "R . Akiba sta t ed a general principle: 'All work that it 1s 

possible to perform befor e Shabbal does not supersede Shabbat . 

Slaughtering ( the sacr ifice). which is impossible to do before Shabbal, 

supersedes Shabbat.' Rab Judah said Lhat Rab said: 'The halarl 1a i s 

according Lo R . A kiba. "' lb. Pes. 66a, 69b; b. Yeb. l 4bi b. Men. 72a, 

96a. 97al 

C. (Both of these rulin gsJ arc necessar y lt11erP ar l" no superfluities!. 

I. If ( thi s rul ing) wer e taught (onlyJ in conjunction with c ircumcision 

(you might think that) il i s only there that preparat ions, which 1l 

is possible lo perform bP fore Shabbal. do nol supersede Shabbal 

sincr there is no (penally of) kar clh (for not c ircumcising al the 

r r opcr time). Sul (with regard lo the Passo\er sacrifice. for 

which ther e is ' the pc11all ) of) karNh, ~ou migl1l erroneous!\ ' 

conclude: let. I hem It he rreparalionsl supersede Shabbat. 

2. ' 511111larl y) if (t his rulingJ were- t aught \C'lnl) } in conjunc tion \'11th the.> 

Passo\er sacrifice <you m i ght think that ils prepara t ions do not 

supi:-rsedc Shabbat l because thir teen covenimt s were not made in 

connection with il: but (with regard lo) ci rcumc1s1on. in connection 

with which thirteen covenants were made. you m i ght (erroneously ) 

conclude: le l them llhc prPpar at1onsi supPrsede Shabbal . 

71 
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D. CTherefore both rulings are needed. 

The lhird ruling in our M1shnah, that at H . Akiba Ill. is held b) Rab 

Judah to be normal1ve (lll.A. 1. The same ruling is repealetl, howe\er. in a 

different l)araitha in conneclion with Passover, where it i s also accompanied 

b) Rab Judah's slalement that this is the norm (111.B. >. The fact Lhal the 

ruling arpcars in two cont e' ls is questioned since. b) def1nilion1 a general 

principle applies in al l circumstances. In a stereotyp ical answer. th<.> Gemara 

assures us that thi s ruling needs to ha\e been mentioned in hath cont c'ts 

l ilt. ( . ). If 1l appeared in onl) one or the other conlp,l, then \'IC mi']11t view 

its appli ca tion as n specia l case, based on a specia l charac t eri stic o f that 

commandment (C. I. and C.2. }. To avoid lhis erroneous assumption. R . Akiba's 

ruling had to be sla ted e>..plicitl)' in both casC's (1 11. D. ). 
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Mishnah 19:2 (A.) (page 133b) 

I. Since (the 1 anna explicitl y ) states all (of the r equir ements for 

c ircumcision separately ), what is all (things thal are) r equired for 

c: ircumc ision meant to include (which is not explicit l y st ated in the 

subsequent list )? 

A . It i s mPnnt to include that which our Rabbis taugh t ( in a Bara i tha): 

l : " As :ong as the one who circumcises l o1. Shabbat ) is factivel} 

engaged in the circumcisicn, he may <p bark 1Lo remove both 

t he shreds (of the foreskin) which invalidate the c ircum c ision 

and the shreds which do not invalidate the c ircumc ision. 

2: (Once) he has compleled ( lhe ci r cumcision). he may go back (Lo 

remove) the shr eds which invalidate the circumcision. (bul) he 

may nol !JO b;:ic-k (to r emov1:; ' the shr eds whic h do not invalidate 

!11e c ircumcision.'' ly. Shab. 19:21 

I. Which (Tanna \ teaches l thal once ) he has comple t ed (t li e 

c-1rcumr 1sion he may not go back ' to r emove tho"" r,hr"'rf" \'/l1ich 

do not invalidate l he circumcision ., 

a. H:::!Jbah b. Bar Hanah said that H . Johanan said: "It 1s H. 

Ishmae l the> son n f R . Jnh;"Jnnn b. Berok nh. I or i i was 

: aught in a Bara it ha}: 

1: 'If the fourteenth (on Nissan) f::ills on Shabbat. one flays 

the Passover sacri ficc (only) as far as I he breast. This 

is the view o f R . Ishmael the so11 o f R . Jol1anan b. 

Ber okah. 
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2: But t he Sages maintain (that ) one flays the entire 

(animal )."' lb. Shab. 116b, b. Men. 63b, T. Pes. 41 

1) But how (do we know this? Perhaps) only lo this 

extent did R. Ishmael t11e son of R. Johanan b. 

Berokah rule there 011 the case of the sacrifice) 

because ( the ver se) This is my God and I will adorn 

Him IEx. J 5:21 does not apply, 

a) but here (in the case or circumcision) where (the 

verse) This is my God and I will adorn Him does 

app ly, (he ma) rule that ' il is indeed so ( that 

one goes back even to attend to those shreds 

which do not invalidate the circumcision). 

b) For it was taut;;'lt ( in a Barailha): 

l: "This is m> God and I will adorn Him ---

adorn yourself he fore Him in (the fulfillment 

of) co1111nand1nents. <There fore) make a 

beautiful sukkah brfore Hirn Cto show Him ---
honor), a beauti ful lulav. ci beauti ful shofar . 

beautiful fringes. a beautd11I Tor~"' c;rroll and 

write it in His name with fin<> ink, wilh a 

fine reed pen. by a skil1Pc1 !-lrribe. and wrap 

it with fine skill . 

2: Abba Saul said: 'ond adorn yourself --- be 

like Him. Just as He is grocious and 

merciful, so you be gr acious and merciful."' 

lb. Sulc. l lb. b. Naz. 2bl 
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2. Rather. said R. Ashi, "Which Tanna) is lhis (who teaches that 

one does not go back)? It 1s R . Jose. as we have learned (in a 

l3arai lha): 

l: 'Whether ( the crescent moon lo mark the beginning of a new 

month) was c learly visible or whether il was not clearly 

visible --- Shabbal is superseded on its account (by lhe 

witnesses to tesli f y before Lhe Beth Din). 

2: R . Jose says, "tr it is clearl y visible one docs not supersede 

Shabbal on its account (since sur ely the Beth D in will also 

be able to see il. )'"" II>. Rosh Hashan. 2lb. b. Men. 64al 

a. But how (do we know this)? Perhaps only to thi s e'te11L did 

R. Josr rule there (in Lhc case o f the moon l because the 

Shabbal is not intended lo be superseded Ion account of the 

new moon sighting], 

1) but here (in L11e case of circurnc1s1onl wher e Shabb::il is 

intended Lo be supcrseoed \On its account. he ma) rule 

that ) it 1s indeed so Lhnt one rel urns t o remove the 

shreds which do not invalidate the circumc1sionJ. 

h. Ra ther, sa id 1 he scholars of Nf'harde>r1. "IL · ~ our P'lhbir 1\'/hO 

say t11::il one dors nol return for l hose shreds and) who 

d1sagri·c with H. Jose. ror it was taur;11 in a Bar aitha : 

J ' I 01 1r prtc'·· t r rnter I th(' TC'mpl C' on Shabba l ), two o f 

I hem holding two arrangements of bread' and two of 

lhcm holding l WO CC'nscrs. r our (pri<'SLS) precede them, 

two to remove the two arrangcments of bread from the 

previous week and two Lo r emo' c thr two censers t from 

the previous week t Those who bring in ( the new loaves 
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and censers) stand on the north (side of Lhe lable) and 

face the south and lhose who remove (Lhe old loaves and 

censer s) stand on the south (side of lhc lablej and face 

north . These w ithdraw ( the old) and t hese set down (t he 

new. with) the handbr eadlh of the one (removing) next 

lo the handbreadlh of the one setting down): because 1 l 

is said, (And you shall set showbread upon the table} 

before me always. IEx. 25:301 

2) R . Jose said, "[ ven if these remove (Lhe breod and 

censers ) and lhese set ( them) dow11 Oater in the da) , 

thi s sll ll const itutes alwa) s."'' ' lb. Men. 7a. 99b l 

3. Our Habbis I aught : " One must trim ( the shreds, of I hC' membrum 

(which inva lidate lhe c ircum c1s1onl, and if Ile doC's not trim 

( them ) he is punished by karc lh." ly. Yorn . I: 11 

a. Who {i s so punished )? 

R . l<ahana sairl. "The .. ur geun." 

a IC Papa obJeCtPd: "The Surgeon!? --- hc ran 

sDy 10 lhem, 'i performed half th«? commnndrnC'nl 1n 

performing lhc c ircumc-1s1on it se lf: now \1111 l"'rfrrrn 

''al f of the l'Ommandme11l ond trim I hr> nhrcds 

yoursel I l. '" 

·, l{ath!'r, sa1rl H . Papa. " An adult lthc onr r esponsible for 

1· 1rcumcising him self! ." 

a) H . Ashi ob1ectcd: " An adult•? ITherr• 1s no need t o 

slate that her e since karcth) is talreod) 1 slated (b) 

Scripture ) in con1unc t1on with (an ::idult ): lhC' 

uncircumcised male who 1s not circumc1scd in the 
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flesh of his foreskin, that sou l shal l be cul off from 

his people). !Gen. l 7:141" 

J , Rather, said R . Ash1. "Surely 1t is t he surgeon. I or 

example: if he came at dusk on Shabbal and they said 

lo him. 'You do not have sufficient (lime lo do the 

c ircumc ision before Shabbat} ' and he sa id l o them, 'I do 

ha\ e sufficient ( time). ' and he performed ( the circum­

c1s1on) but did not have sufficient (lime to complete itJ 

and the end result is that he has fnol done the 

c ircumc ision but has only ) m ade a wound. then he 1s 

11unished by karelh." 

The Mishnah slat es that one may rerforrn on Shabbat ::ill actions whil'h 

arc necess::iry elements of the ci rcumcision, even lhou<jl those actions by 

themselves would normally be prohibited on Shabbal. The Mishnah then li st s 

these actions. Tl1r point raised b~ lhr Gemar o I. ) 1s that. y1\ert th1:; list. 

the su11er scr ibcd gcncr ali1ation, "all I he requirements of ci rcumcision," is 

either s1111crfluous or meanl to include some thing not contained in lhr lisl. 

Since the Hahbis ::issume that no sta l cmcnl 1n the Mishnall is superfhJOlJS. 

they declare that the superscripl ion is meant to 111clude lhe rcmovnl o f 

shrc>c.Js o f the for eskin remaining after the circumcir.1on l. J\. . While the 

surgeon is ach ely cnyagcd in I he c ircumc i -.; ,nn on " 'ml'>bal. hl"' ma) rrmove 

al I shreds. stnrE: : 11: 1s mere I~ c ompleting the task at hand A. I : /. II. 

however, he has comple ted the c1rcumc-is1on, he may CJO back to r emovr 

onl} those shreds which are so larCJ! as to 1m al1d1'llc the circumcision A.2:). 

The rationale 11> tha1 if the c ircumcision 1s invalid. I hen the commandment 

has nol been ft!!flllcd. and so lhe silual1on must be- made r1cj1t. nut to go 
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back and remove shreds which do not invalidate the c 1rcumcis1on const i tutes 

work prohibited on Shabbat . since the commandment to c ircumcise has 

already been fulfalled.l 

Since lhe Gemara has introduced a new ruling, ii ne"l seeks lo know 

will• whose opinion 1s this consistent A.I. }. Three possible allributioni; are 

explorC'd. each arrived at l>y extenl1on from a staled case. The first two 

possible attributions will be rejected on the grounds that their rulings are 

conle>.t-spccific and not generalizable to our case. The first attribu tion 

{La. ) 1:; based on an analogy drawn from the flaying of the Passover 

socraf1cr. The analogous ruling is that of R. Ishmael. who m:lintains that if 

the fourteenth of Nissan falls on Shabbat. one fla)s lhc l'assover sacrilicc 

halfway and removes the fat for sacrificial purposes. Once the fat 1s 

removed. the sacri fic-c is accept ob le and so to finish fla) ing the animal 

would co11slil ule forbidden work. The discontinuation of Lhe flaying in order 

t o rcmovr the fat 1s analogous to wilhdrav.Jing from thC' r1 rrumc1sion. Just 

as one does not fini sh fla ying the> animal once l11.._ ro111mondment has been 

fulli ll rd; so one does not remo' c more of the forcskm 1f llw rommandmcnt 

has been fulfilled 10.l:). The Sa~s (a.2: • on the other h::ind. rule thol one 

c1oes fin1 sl1 flay ing the sacrifire. and they would therefore rule thol onr> 

may t)O bnck even for the shr eds which do not invalidntr I he c ircumc1s1on. 

The attribution of the cir cumcision r uling to R. lshrnae l 1s then cha llenged 

on the grounos that c ircumcision and the sacrl'ace are not analogous. since 

lhe rabbini c inlcrprclat ion of [ "· l ) :2 1s appl icable in onP case bul not 111 

the other (a. l and I )a)). Secondaril~ . a Bnra1lho 1s presented which spells 

(lUl the 111lerpretal1on or Ex. 15:2 alluded LO above I I >b}). In lhal 13aratlha. 

we also find a second understandinq of the 'ersc which has no bearing on 

a . l) and l )a J (b)2:). 
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Having r ejecLed lhe first, a second attribution (Lo R . .Jose) is suggested 

for our ruling concerning shreds (A.2. ). The ana logy here is to the rules 

concerning the witnesses who dec lare a new month. The Beth Din 

appointed people who would testify before it when they saw the slightest 

crescent of lhc :10oon, and the month was then declared. The Rabbis rule 

that Lhe witnessr .; may offer their testimony on Shabbat. whether or not 

the moon wos c learly visible (2.1:). (Testif ying is otherwise prohibited 011 

Shabbat 1. R. Jose maintains that this testimony is not needed by the Beth 

Din if lhe moon is clearl y visible. In this case the testimony would be 

superfluous and, therefore, a violation of Shabba l (2.2: ' . Simdarl}' with 

Shabbat , if the remova l of the shreds is not necessar) l hen it may be done. 

This at tribution is chal lenged on the grounds that declaring the new moon is 

not analogous I o ci r cumcision, because declaring the nPw moon docs not 

have t o super sede Shabbal but c ircumcision on t he eighth do)' musl 

supersede Shabbal (2.a.). Therefore, even R . Jose could ru le that one may 

go back for any shreds (a. I )). 

Hav1n1J established that R . Jose could allow all shreds to be r emoved, we 

are thold that the prohibition in~lead can be al lribut ed l o I he Sages who 

disacjl'Pe wi t h I{. Jose in ano ther Barailha. deal tn<J with I he placement o f 

showbrend (2.L>.). The analog} here is based 011 thl' 11ol 1on of a continuous 

ac:l1on. L,. 2S: ,SO whirh stales that Lhe showbresd <in Lht' Temple\ wns 

" always" lo be on the table. The Bara1lha jescrihP.:: tl'P removal of the old 

loaves and the placement of the new as beinCJ simul1 a11eous (h. I ,,. 

H . Jose. however , holds t hat "always" is fulfilled <is long as the removal and 

the placement arc done on lhe same day. But for the Rabb is. if any time 

separates the two. Lhen Lhe placement 1s a nNv act and not part o f the 

event of swi t ch ing the loaves. Sim ilarly with circumcision, if there is any 
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1111 erval of lime between the completion and the relurn, lhen r eturning f or 

lhe shreds is a new acl and allowable onl) if lhe shreds inval1dale the 

circumcision. The case of the showbrPad indeed is analogous to our rase 

and lhe allrihution stands. 

A topiccill} :-cl1t~d Barait.ha is now ciled wh1rh reiterates Lhe 

requirements J_or tr.mming lhe shreds. adding that f atlur e to do this 1s 

punishable by korclh (A . 3. ). The Baraitha does not. however. tell us who 1s 

the objec t of lhol ruling (3.a. ). R . Kahana suggesrs th::it 1l is the surgeon, 

s ince 1f he does not remove those shreds he will IHl\ C violated 5hr.tbbal 

v11thout having fulf11led the commandment l a.I }. H. Papa ob1ecls that what 

the surgeon aclu::il l y did was permitted. but he simp ly did not complete the 

action U )a )). The r esponsibility for observing the commandmenl of c ircum ­

c ision is not the surgeon 's. but rather is borne by the individual who 1s to 

be circumcised. Henc-e. if the surgeon opts not lo lrim the shreds. l hen it 

is the individual's duly to do IL. Therefore \a.2)), the punishment of karcth 

oppl1e!: lo the adult who is responsible fnr c irr11mc1sinr.J himsr>l f. r~. Ashi 

objec t :; to lh1s interpretation on the grounds t hot 1 here is alretid) ._. 

scr iptural \ erse wl11ch specifies lhP punishment of karC'I h 1n lhr case of the 

adult. so thal n rnblnnic ruling tu the sanh! cff('rl rn not neC'ded 2i ;:1)}. 

Hathcr. he agree!> that the Boraithn refers 10 the t.UrtJOOll onu 1)1\CS :on 

1nslance where such mi <jll occur: name I~ . whrre tile surqeo.1 st orll'd the 

c-1rcumcision ,Jl dusk before Shabbat alt hou<j' he hnd bren wnrned lh:it he 

wo1Jld nol h:nr enouqh lime lo f1111sh before Sl1abbat and had 1101 >•·t 

finished when Shabba l slart ed. If he slops before the circumc1 s1on 1s 

c·ompleLPd and vnlid then 1L turn-; oul that he h::is nnh inflicted J wound on 

5habbal, wlm;h IS punishable by karcth a. 3' . 
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Mishnah 19:2 (A .I. ) (page 133b) 

II. One sucks ( the .101 111d), etc. 

A . R. Papa smd, " :f the surgeon does nol suck t he wound --- he 1s 

(creating) a danger, and he is dismissed." 

J. (Why does R. Papa state this when) 1l 1s obvious t hat since Shabbat 

i:; super seded on account (of ci r cumcision), il is dangerous (lo not 

suck lhe wound). IWhy do we need an Amoraic slatemenl lo tell 

us th1s?I 

a. You mighl have (otherwise) thought that the blood was stor ed 

up, ( therefore R. Papa) comes Io Lell us (that the blood) is a 

r esull of the wound. 

b. ll is l ike the bandage and the cumin just as ther e is a 

danger when one does not aprlv th<> bandair. and tht' cumin, 

so her e Loo (wilh lhe sucking) there is a danger when one 

does not do i t. 

Included in lhc M1shnah 's li st of actions lhnl are part or the c1rcumc1s1on 

process is sucking the blood from the wound lo sterili ze the wound (11.l. R. 

Papa adds l o lh1s l>y say ing Lhal 1 r Lhe surqeon does not liuck the wound, he 

ts immediat el y relieved of his duties because he 1s cr eating a danger of 

infection (I I.A .). Whal follows 1s a ster eotypical discussion in which it will 

be asked why such an obv ious statement was made by an Amora. The answer 

will point out that the Mishnaic case is not as self-ev ident as 1l oppears on 
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the surface and thal the Amora1c slalemenl 1s needed lo pre\ enl some 

erroneous deduclion from the language of lhe Mishnah. One might erroneously 

think that the blood had collected in thP. area rather than being a result of 

lhe wound, in which case sucking it w0uld not be a violation of Shabbat.l If 

sucking it is not 3 viclation, we have no way of knowing from the wording 

of the Mishna1c ruling that it is dangerous not lo suck. By explicitly stating 

that lhere is a danger in not sucking, R. Papa indicates lhat the blood is the 

result of the wound and that the sucking supe rsedes Shabba t only because of 

the danger. This idea is then reinforced by an analogy lo the bandage and 

cumin based on the danger involved in not performing those acts (1.b.}. 
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Mishnah 19:2 (A.2. (pages J33b-J34a) 

Ill. One pl aces a handoge on ( the wound). 

A . Abaye !ia id: "Mother told me, ( the sal ve for a bandage for any sorr 

( is made o f) seven parts fat and one (part) wa>1." 

ti. Kaba sa id. "Wax and r esin." 1 

J. Hab~ expounded ( this p11blicl) l in Maho7a and the fami l) of 

Manjome Lhe physician Lore their clolhPs \as a sign of despai r ). 

He (Raba) said lo them. "I have lefl you one (cure undisclosedJ. 

I or Samuel said. 'The one who washes his fore and does nol dry 

11 we-II . his ( face / will become cover ed wilh eruptions lrashesl . 

Whal 1s the remed) '7 L el him w ash well w1lh the waler fr om 

boiled vegetables. '" 

The Mishnah sl at es thal one puls cumin and A banda!]e on the 

c ircumris1or1 wo1inc1 Io help 1l "ieal (Il l.. In a short Amora1c discussion. 

whic ll supplies us \vith supplerncnlar)• information, lhe Gemar a 1nqu1res about 

the proper s<1 h c l o use in dres:m1g an) woilnd. Aba)'I.' offer s one suggc!ilion 

(III.A.) and Haba anoll1vr ((Jl.11. ). Tile preceden t llH1 I follows lB.1. ) indica tes 

that Haba 's rec-q1r is cert ainly e ff1 r.ac iCJus, since t l1P ph)sic ions would not 

have been dist r a11<Jhl if he had publici1ed an incorrect recipe. \ This 

precedent also point s to a 'N) interesting topic w1 Lh which the Gernara does 

nol deal - -- lhut o f lhe au1!1oril) and areas of r PsponsibiliL ) of the 

physicians and of the Rabbis. who were often lhc msel vr:>s healers). 

03 
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Mishnah 19:2 (2.a.) (page 134a) 

IV. If one had nul ground (lhe cumin) before Shabbal. 

A. Our Rabbis taught (in a Bar ai t ha): "(These are the) things which 

not be done on Shabba t 1 (but) which may be done 1 for circumcision) 

on a festival : one may crush cumin for it and one may mi>: wine 

and oi l for it." 

1. Abaye soid lo R. Joseph, "Whal difference is there (1n !he 

crushing of) cumin on the festival (as opposed to Shabbat)? 

a. (Presumably) because it can be used in a dish l as a seasoning 

for food), 

b . (and since) wine and oil (mixed logelher) may be used on 

Shabbat for a sick person li.e.: they may be mixed on 

Shabbat for this purpose:. we .• hould be able lo mix lhem on 

Shabbat for use in circumcision).'' 

1) For il was taught ( in a 13araithal: "One may not mh. 

wine and oil for a sick rerson on Shabbal. R . SimPon b. 

Clearnr sa id in the name ol H . Meir : 'One may even 

mix wine and oil ton Shabbol for a sick person}.'" IT. 

Shob. 13. y. Shab. 17:31 

a R . Simeon b. Eleazar r ecounted: "Once (on Shabbot ) 

H . Meir was feeling pain in his abdomen, and we 

wan led lo mix wine and oil (Io administer ) lo him, 

but. he would not allow us. We said to him, 'Your 

ruling (in this matler) will become void in your 

84 

-



8'> 

lifetime.' H e said, 'Cven though I rule this way, my 

colleagues rule otherwise lthal this mixing is 

pcrmitledl, (and) I have never (been so proud as) Lo 

disobey Lhe rulings of my colleagues. ' He was 

stringenl (only) with himself. but for others i t was 

permitted (to mix them)." 

2) There (in the case of an illness) it does not need to be 

bea t en well, but here ( in ~he casP of cir cumcision) 1t 

needs to be beaten well. 

J ' (Then) let us do similarly here 1in the case of 

c ircumcis ion) and (mh it but not beat it well 1so that 

al is al least mixed' . 

4 ) This is Ct he intent' when he leaches: he may apply this 

one bv ilse l f and (then) apply the other one by itself. 

2. Our Rabbis t aught (in a Baraitha): "One ma~ not strain mustard 

seed in its own sl "ainer (on f.:stivuls) nor make it sweet lb) 

heating rt • with a glowing coal ." 

a. Abf\ye said to R . Joseph, "How docs thf> llSC of a strainer 

hPrC' ) differ from (this other case ) in wl11<"h w€' IParnC'rl lin a 

Ooraitha ): 'One may pass an eyg throuyh a mustard 

strainer.' ?" lb. Shah. 139bl 

! 1 He IR. Joseph! said lo ham, "There (in the case of Lhe 

egg, wher e it all passes through lite strainer, ) it docs 

not look like select in9. (but l here {in the case of the 

mustard, where i l does not a II pass l hrough the strainer, ) 

il looks likP selecting. " 
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b. (And concerning Lhe ruling) "nor make it sweet with a 

glowing coal '' --- sur ely we have learned (Lo the contrary in 

a Baraitha): "One may make it sweet with a glowin g coal.'' 

I) There 1s no problem lboth rulings are validl. H er e, (in 

I hr-> Baraitha, we are speaking) of a coal of metal (and) 

hrrc, (in the rabbinic ruling, we are speaking) of a coal 

o f wood. 

c. Abaye said lo R. Joseph, "How does (the use of a wood coal 

h,...re) di ff er from meal which is (roasted) on glowing (wood) 

coals \On the festival)?" 

l ) He IR. Josephl said lo him. "There (in the case of the 

meal ) it 1s not possible (lo have cooked it befor e the 

festival, and) here (in the case of lhe mustard) it. 1s 

possible ( to have sweetened it before the festival ).'' 

a) Abaye said to R. Joseph. "Whal about (making) 

cheese? Os that al lowed on lhe festival? )" 

h) H e IR. Joseph! said lo him, ''l l is forbidden." 

c) (Abaye responded). "How does (cheese-making) di ft er 

from kneading (bread douql) ? " 

d) He IH. Josephl sa id t o t1irn, "Ttw r<' (in Lhe case o f 

breac1) il is not possible (to make il bef1Jre lhe 

festival, but) here in t il e> cnsc> of the cheese ) it is 

possible ( to make il before the fest i\ al )." 

~) "But." IAbaye objected,; "the people of Nehardea say 

(that ) freshl y-made cheese 1s superior (and therefore 

appr opriate Lo I he f esl i\ al ).'' 

-
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f) (R. Joseph responded). "What I hey soid was thal 

even lhougt1 the cheese is freshly made it is 

excellent (but how much more so when it was 

previously made).'' 

Our Mishnah ~~ates that lhe cumin for the dressing may not be 

crushed on Shabbal (since this is a preraralory aclivily lhat could have 

been per formed before Sl1abbat) (IV. ). A Barailha is cited which stales 

thal while cumin, and wine and oil may not be prepared on Shabbal for 

use in circumcisinn, these may be prepared on the festivals for use in 

circumcision (IV.A. ). The sugya noVJ c>..rlores the permissibility of these 

actions on the festivals. Abaye objects to this dichotomy between 

Shabbat and festival law (A .l.) using the following reasoning: Presumably 

preparing the cumm on a festiva l for use in c ircumcision is allowed 

because il is analogous to preparing spices for use in cooking. wl1ic h is 

also allowed on fest iv a ls 1 l.a. ). Opera I inq on the principle LhaL ;;n 

acllon must be al lowed in all analogous situations, he arl}Jes that we 

should therefore be allowed to mix wine and oil on Shabbat for use 1n 

c ircumcision. since they may bt' mixed on 511al>bat for adm1nist ra11 011 t o 

a sick r>Prson (l .b. through h.1 m) . 

R. Joseph r e futes Abaye's analom b\ r.nymg that the preparation of 

thr wine and oil 1n the two r'ases ts '10t s1rPilar tb.2 }. In the r::ise of 

the sick pe rson the' merel~ have t o bP administered simultaneousl )' . 

Which is al lowed. f Of Circumcision. hOWl:'Ver. lhe~ must bl! Wl:'ll beaten 

together, whi ch t'onsli lules forbidden \¥Ork. Abaye Ulen proposes light ly 

mixing them for use in circumcision (b.} )). and Lhe ruling \'lill thereby 

be applied rmiforml y. R. Joserh indicates that lhis 1s e\ac t ly the 
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111tent of the M1shna1c ruling "he may apply Lhis one b)' itself and 

(then apply lhe other one b) itself." ~baye 's arg..iment is refuted and 

the Mishnaic ruling and the Bara1tha in IV.A . stand. 

The mention of preparing spices on festivals gives rise lo a secondary 

discussion, whi""h i.- related attributionally Lo Lhe preceding materials 

ar'ld concerns prep:-ration of other foods on fest1\als <A.2. ff. ). A Baraitha 

1s presented (A.Z. ) which also deals wilh a spice, and lists two restrictions 

on its preparat ion. Quoting an ostensibly conflicting Baraitha, Abaye 

questions t he f 1rsL 6araitha's ruling about the strainer on the grounds 

that the two cases are analogous --- in both cases lhe strainer is being 

uced as a stra iner (2.a.). R. Joseph responds that the lwo cases are 

no t ana logous, rat her there is a specific difference --- all or lhe C'gg 

passes through, but not all of the mustard seed. With the mustard, 

then, i t appears lo be a case of sift rng the seed lo separate out lhe 

poor quality seeds, which is not allowed on fesl 1vals. 

Abaye ne>.l obiecls to the first Baraitha 's rul ing about swcc l c1111HJ 

lhe m11stard with a glowing coal. He bases his objec tion on a conflicting 

13&raitha 2.b. t R. Joseph responds that the particul::irs of the two 

rul inqs are different I I>. I l. The prohibition 1s uni) aya111sl using a wood 

<'oa l l and not a mc1 al roal bcc~1U"l' 1l will ncre'ls:iril> tw nt 1nguished. 

and e't rnguishin<J a coal 1s forbiddC'n on fesl1\als. Ab::i'e ohjprt s that 

lhP ruling then 1:. not br>ing applwd 11111forml> sinCL rfll'Jt ma\ bC' roastr>d 

011 wood coals on the festi\nl . and in this case the) will also become 

t''ling..ushcd 'l..c. . R . JosPph responds that thcrr i!> n specific· difference 

1mOl\lng lhc QUCSl1on or when lhe rood can be prepared c.1 . Since 

the meal could not have been prcp::ired before the feslhal. Llw ruling 

concerning wood coals does riot ::ippl y in that mstance. 
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Abaye then lries to challenge R . Joseph by arguing analogicallv from 

other types of food Lhal require similar processes for their preparation. 

Fir st Abaye inquires if rheese-making is allowed on festivals (l)a)), and 

the answer is that i t is not allowed ( l )b)). Abaye responds that bread-

rnak ing is allowed ( I )c )). and since the essent ial process in both bread-

making and cheese-makin!J is the kneading, cheese-making should also lie 

allowed (par al lel to his reasoning in the case of wood coalsJ. R . Joseph 

rep l ies that, her e again, the issue is when the food can be prepared, 

and so the cases are not analogous (1 )d)). Abaye offers a precedent to 

show that cheese and br ead are indeed analogous because freshl}-made 

cheese is preferable. as is freshl}-madc bread U 1e)). R. Joseph re1ects 

this on the grounds lhal Abaye has misunderstood I he precedent {l)f )). 

In the end, R . Joseph' s view st ands . 
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Mishnah 19:2 (2.c . ' (page J34a) 

V. One may not a l the outset make a haluk lshirt-shaped bandagel for it, 

elc. 

A. Abaye said: ''Mother told me, lhe (hemmed) side of the haluk for an 

infant ( thal has been circumcised) should face up laway fron1 the 

woundl. lest a thr ead from it adheres (lo lhe wound) and causes the 

urinary canal Io be multilated." 

1. Abaye 's mother used lo make a covering la liningl for half (of Lha 

haluk lo pr event a thread from adhering to t he wound). 

2. Abaye sa1d,"(lf) there is no haluk for the infant, one uses a r ag 

that has a hem. They wrap the hem (around) the boltom (o f Lhe 

membr um) and fold it upwards ( to cover the wound)." 

B. Abaye also sa id: "Mother told me, an infant whose anus 1s not visible 

--- one rubs it with oil and stands him in the sun light. Where there 

1s a transparent (spot on the infant's back side ) one tears ( the skin) 

crosswise with a barlev corn, but nor with a metul utensil because 

(lhal causes ) inflamallon." 

C. Abaye also said: "Mother told me, (1f) the infant does no l suck, ( this 

is because his mouth has become co ld. Whal is I hr remedy? One 

brings a vessel of bur:iing coals and holds it near his mouth so that 

1l \'/111 warm his mouth and he will suck." 

D . Abayc also said, "Mother told me, (if) an inf anl does not breathe, one 

fans him wilh a fan and he will breathe." 

'JO 
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E. Abaye also said: "Mother told me, (if) an infant does not cry I br eathe 

easily !, one brings his mother's after-bi rlh and rubs il over him and 

he will cry." 

F . Abaye al so said: "Mother told me, {i f) an infant is ( too) t.hin, one 

brings his mother 's after-birth and rubs il over him from !starling atl 

his thin (end moving) toward his wide lheavierl (end). And if he is 

( too) fat (they rub the after-birth) from his wide (end) to his thin 

(end)." 

G. Abaye al so said: "Mother told me, (if} an infant 1s ( too) red (indicating) 

that the blood is still not absorbed in him (but is still under the 

skin ), U1r-y (must ) wail unti l the blood is absorbed in him and (only 

then do) they circumcise him. (And if lhe infant is) yel low (indicating) 

that blood has nol yet occurred in him lhe is de fi cient of bloodl, 

lhey (must) wail unti l the blood has occurred in him luntil he l1as 

become full-blooded and redl and (only then do) they circumcise him." 

l. For il was t auyhl ( in a Baraitha): "R . Nat han said, 

a. 'Once J travel led to Lhe coastal c1ues anrl a woman c ame 

brfore me who had circumcised her rirsl son and he died, 

(and circumcised her) second (son~ and hP dird. She brough t 

her third (uncircumcised so;, befo1 o.: me and l saw that he 

was (loo) red. l said to her, "Wait to circumcise) him until 

hi s blood is absorbed in him." She waited until hi s blood was 

absnrbed in him and l then) she c ircumcised him and he lived. 

And lhey named him Nathan the Babylonian, afler my name. 

b. On another occasion I travelled lo the province o f Cappadocia 

and a woman came be fore me who had ci rcumcised her first 

-



son and he died, (and circumcised her) second (son) and he 

d1e<J. She brought her third (uncircumc ised so11) before me 

and saw thal he was ye llow ljaundicedl. examined him 

and did not. see any blood of lhe covenant lhe was de fic ient 

of blood in his genital region!. I snid Lo her, "Wail lo 

(ci rcumc ise) him until he has become full-blooded." She 

wa i l ed (until he had become full-blooded) and ( then) she 

c ircumc ised him and he lived. And they named him Nathan 

the Babylonian, a fter my name.'" lb. Hu I. 4 7bl 

The Mishnah prohbi t s the making, on Shabbat, of I he special bandage used 

ir1 c ircumcision, since a re gular bandage can ser ve temporaril)' (V.). Abaye 

further explores the i ssue of the bandage in a dictum r elating hi s mother's 

teaching (V.A. ). The dictum takes the same form as hi:; dictum 1n Ill.A. 

above. Here (V.A. ), he describes how lo appl y the bandage in order to 

prevent causing any injury Lo Lhe infant. !allowing thi s is Lhe comment that 

his mother would prepare her bandages in such o way as lo pr Pvent their 

accidental m1sappl1calion rA .l.J. Continuing wtlh Lhe topic of t he bandage, 

Abaye explains thr proper method of bandaging the c- 1rC"umc1r;ion wound 1f tht= 

special bandage is not O\ uilab lL A.2 . . 

V/hal foll o\v:. 1:. a ltst of treatments for 'ar1ous in f an t i le e1lmen1 s. related 

b> , baye as told to him b} his mother. These st nlemcnts al l lake the same 

form as in V.A .. The ordering of the dic ta is not accidental . rather there 1s 

1J logical connect ion bPI wppn Pach one and the one precedes it. ThP common 

featur e bel ween the first I A.) and the second (B.) 1s that t he} both invol\e 

surgical si tuat ions. The second and third (C. ) dea l w1 th the infant's orifices 
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( the anus end mouth respectively). The third and fourth (D. ) are concerned 

with func tions associated with the mouth (although the nose is also involved 

in 0.). The fourth and the fifth ([. ) both deal wiLh breathing, and the 

difference between the two is only a matter of degree. The fifth and the 

sixth (F. ) prescribe a remedy imoh ing the use of the afler-birlh. The sixth 

and seventh (G.) are concerned wilh ei..treme physical conditions of Lhf' 

infant. 

The remedy for dealing wilh a Loo ruddy or a Loo jaundiced chi ld (V.G.) 

prescribes dela)'inq Lhe circumcision until some lime after the eighth day. A 

Barai lha. which relate:; two parallel precedents, i:; introduced lo support this 

practice (G.l.). The firsl specificall) endorses Lhe dela} in the case of a too 

rudd y chi ld (1.a. ), while the second endor ses the delay in the t'asc o f Lhe 

jaundiced child ( I .b. ). 

-
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Mishnah 19:3 (A .-8 .) (page l 34b) 

I. But surely you ltl1e ! annal said at the beginning (of the Mishnah): one 

may wash (the infant on Shabbat , implying that it may be done in the 

normal manner). 

A. Rab Judah and Rabbah b. Abbuha both said, " (The Tanna) Leaches 

how (the washing is to be done): one may wash the infant (on 

Shabbal ) both bef or e the circum cision and after thP- c ircumc ision. 

I. How? One m ay spr inkle (water ) on him by hand but not witti a 

vessPI ." 

2. Raba said, "But surely he said one may wash (but sprinkling is 

no t washing). " 

a. Rather, said Raba, "His intention was: one may wash the 

infant (on Shabbat ) hath befor ~ t he ::-ircumc ision and aft er 

t he cir cumcision in the normal m anner on the first day 

(after lhc circumcision ); 

t>. but (if) the third day l after the circum cision) f alls on Shabbal 

--- one m ay sprink le (water) on him by hand but not witli a 

vessel. R . Eleazar b. Azariah says. 'One may wash the 

l_nfanl on the third dny (after the circurnc 1~ion) lhat falls on 

S!-:obbat, as (Scripture ) states: And tl was on the third day 

when they wer e 1n pain. IGen. 34 :2'.:ll . '" 

B. It was taught in accordance with Raba (in a Bara itha): 

-
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1: "One may wash the infant (on Shabbat ) before and after the 

circumcision in the normal manner on the first day (of the 

circumcision if it f al ls on Shabbat ), but (i f) the third day (after 

the circumc ision) f alls on Shabbat --- one may {only) sprinl<le 

<water ) c., him by hand. 

2: R. Elea7ar b. Azariah says, 'One may wash the infant (in the 

normal manner) on the third day (after the circumcision) that 

falls on Shabbat; 

3: ond even thoucj1 there 1s no (explicit ) proo f for this On 

Script urc), there is an allusion Lo it. (because Scriptur e) star es: 

And it was on the third day when the y were in pain.' 

4: And when one sprinkles (the water ', one does not sprinkle from a 

c up nor from a dish nor from (any t ype of) vessel, rather (one 

sprinkles) with (hi s) hand." 

l. This is in accordance with the first Tanna ( in the Mishnah). 

2. Whal (doPs R . Eleazar b. Azariah mean when he says), "Even 

though ther e is no proof for thi s, there is an allusion to it" 

(whr.n surely the Scri pture verse is proof)? 

a. Because <the 'ersP talks about adults aruJ \ ari adul t 's flesh 

does nol heal quickl y (h111 a child' s fl psh dol"'s hcAI quickly. 

3. A cer tain (per son) came before Haba. and (Ral>a I aught him (t he 

rulin gs com:erning washing the infant ' in accurdrm ce with hi s 

lawn upinion that 011e ma} wash the infant in the normal 

manner on Shabbal onl} if it 1s t he first da~. L at er } Haba 

became ill. IThinking that his illness was a punishment. he said. 

"What Cr i ght } do I have (not to rul e 1n accordance) with lhe 
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interpretations of the elder scholars (Rab Judah and Rabbah b. 

Abbuha)?" The gabbis said ta Raba, "But 1L was taucj'lt (in a 

Baraitha that Lhe correct interpr etation is) according to Lhe 

Master !Rabal." He !Rabal said lo them, "IBuL) our Mishnah (is 

wardeJi ci..01..lly according to them." <They replied). "How so. 

since our '·lishnah also sa~ s: R . Eleazar b. Azariah savs. 'One 

ma> wash th£> infant on the third day (after the c ircumcision) 

I hat falls on Shabbat. "' 

a. Ther e 1s no problem if you (were to) sa~ (that ) the first 

Tanna means f thal) we may {only} sprinkle (on Shabbat. To 

oppose this posit ion) is why R. L leazar b. Azariah says Io 

him l thal) we may (go so far as to even) wash ( the inf ant ). 

b. Bu t i r you (were to) say (that) l he first Tanna means <that ) 

we may wasll ( the infant only) an the first day and (on ly) 

sprinkl e on the third day (if 11 is Shabb;:il. t hPn) this (stal~­

rncnt ' : R. E leazar b. A7art::ih savs. one ma> wash (should be 

read) "one even washes (on the third day even if 1t fall s on 

Shabbat," to prevent one from acting accordin g lo the first 

Tanna's incorrect ruling. 

c . \I/hen H . LJim1 rame Io Bab) Ion ta from Pairs• inc • he suid 

{in the name oO R. [lea1ar: "The tialncha 1s ::ir:cording lo 

H. LlcaLar b. Azartah." 

4. The> lthP sc-holarsl discussed this maller t 1n the West IP<JlestinPI: 

1s the washing of the entire body lpcrm1ttr-d 1 or (0111} ) thP 

washing of the mcmbrum? 

a. One of the Rabbis. b) the name of R . Jacob. satd Lo th("m: 

-
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"Ii. is (most) r easonable (that 1t means) the washing of the 

entire body . 

l ) For if you maintain (that it means) the washing of (only ) 

the membrum. is (thid worse lis this any d1 fferentl then 

<rut I ing) hot water on a wound (which is alr eady 

allou1ed)? For Rab said, 'One does not refrain ( from 

putting) hot water and oi l on a wound on Shabbat. '" 

a) R. Joseph raised an objection against him: "Do you 

not (agree that ) ther e is a difference between hot 

water that was healed on Shabba l (which is what the 

Mishnah re r ers t o , and hot water that was heated 

be fore Shabbat (which 1s what Rab refers to)." 

b) R. Oimi raised an objection against him IH. Joseph!: 

"How (do you know) that here (in the case of circum­

cision) they I Rab and the Mislmahl differ concerning 

hot water that was heated on Shabbal? Perhaps the)• 

differ (only) concerning hot woler that was heated 

befor e Shabbat." 

ci Abaye said, "I wanted t o r cpl ) t o h1111 IR. D 1mil but 

R. Joseph anllC•r>aled \me) and rerlir>d to him: 

'Because it 1s a danger for him lthe chtl<ll H o use 

waler heated as far in ad\ ance ;:is be for ~ Shabbat ."' 

b. ll has also been said : "When Rabin came {lo Babylonia from 

Palestine, he said) that R . Abbahu said that R. E leazar said, 

and there are those that say llhat ) R . Abbahu said that H. 

Johanan said: 'The halacha 1s according to R . Eleazar b. 

A zariah !both in respect to the issuP of) hot wal er heated on 
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Shabbat versus hot \valer heated before Shabbat (and with 

respect to the issue of) the washing of the entire body 

versus the washing of (only ) the membrum, because there is 

a danger ror him lthe chi ldl (in those pract ices not endorsed 

by R. Fleazar b. Azariah).'" 

l) lR~turning to) that which was st ated above l by an 

Amara): "Rab said. one does not refrain ( from putting) 

hot waler and oil on a wound on Shabbat." 

a) But Samuel said, "One applies 1t outside lnot directly 

onl the wound and it flows down into the wound." 

b) An objection was r aised (against Samuel from a 

Baraitha): "One may not put oi l and hot waler on a 

rag lo apply to a wound on Shabbat." 

c) (Samuel replied). "There (in the Barai tha) it is (not 

permitted) because (there is a chance> of) wringing 

out (the rag, v.ihich is forbidden on Shabbat> Iii 

applies to a di ff erenl ca t egor) of nroh1b1t ion I." 

d ) (They raised another objection from a Baro1tha): 

"Come ::ind hear, 'One ma) not put hot v.ial cr and oil 

un a rag tllaL 1s l alrcacly l on a wound on Shabba1. '" 

el (Samuel r esponded), "There 11 is also because Clhcre 1s 

a ch;:mce or wringing out the rag:." 

There is a Tanr1ai lic ruling v.ihich accords with 

Samuel's opinion): "One ma) not oppl) hot water 

and 011 di rectl y to a wound on Shabbal, rolhPr one 

applies it outside o f the wound and 11 flows down 

int o the wound." 
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2) Our Rabbis taughl ( in a Baraitha): ''One may aprly a 

dry rag or a dry sponge lo a wound (on Shabbat), but 

(one may) not (a pr I y) a dry reed or a dr y rag compress 

(to a wound on Shabbat ). " 

a) tnnP nf these rulings concerning) rag compresses 

contr-adicts (the other ruling concerning) rag 

compresses (because lhe first ruling says that rags 

may be used and the second ruling says that they 

may not be used). 

b) There is no contradict ion: one ithe ruling forbidding 

their usel concerns new (rags, and) one lthe ruling 

allowing their usel concerns old (rags). 

c ) Abaye said, "We can infer from this that rag 

compresses heal (since actively healing is forbidden 

on Shabbal and since their use is lorbidden)." 

Washing is an activity this is normally proh1b1Led on Shabbat, so Mishnah 

must expliclly allow washing the infant on the day of his c ircumc ision. 

Immediate I y afterwards. how.?ver. Mishnah st at cs "one ma~ sµr111k le (water) 

on him." Washin g and sprinkling arc not the same act 1v1L \ l as the Gemara 

will point out ), ond since Lhe Mishnah does not indicate the proper logical 

relationship betwc:>en the two c lauses. it might appear that its mandale 

is self-conlradictor) . This seclion o f the Cemara is a Mishnah-commentary 

based on a c lose> reading of t he text . and ii s first t ris l< 1s to sort out thi s 

problem. 

The point is made at the outset that the word "wash" implies washing in 

l he normal manner ( I.) . and that the Mishnah would have chosen a different 
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word if this were not the intent. This is answered b) two Amor aim who 

say thal 1L does nol refer lo normal washing (l.A. 1. Rather, the word 

"sprinkle" descr ibes how the washing 1s to be done (A.l.}, and Mishnah has 

merely neglect ed to make el<plicil the relationship between the two c lauses. 

The response lo this is from Raba, another Amara, who reiterates the first 

point --- lhal "sprinkling' ' is not "washing." and thus we cannot say that we 

wash by sprinld 1~y (A.2.}. Raba then offers a solution based on R. [ Jeazar 

b. Azariah's ruling in the Mishnah. Utilizing R. E leazar b. Azariah's 

mention of washing on the lhird da)' after the c ircumc ision. Raba suggests 

Lhal "washing" refers to the firsl day (2.a. ) and "sprinkle" refers to the 

third day (2.b. ). His rationale would be that we wash on the first day 

bt.?cause of the danger of infection, but only sprinkle on the third day since 

that danger is still present but not as great. 

Having established this reading or the Mishnah, the Gemara now examjnes 

it. A Barai tha is introduced to support Raba's understanding ( 1.8 . ). and 1 ls 

first half is in fact ident ical to Raba's rt'ading (B.1: and B.2:). Whil e the 

Mlshnah offers Gen. 34 :25 as explic it proof of K. Eleazar b. Azariah's 

position. ll1e Baraitha redPfines il as an a llusion <0.3:l. I 1natl r t he Bara1tha 

reiterates. 1n slightl y di f ferent wording than Mishnah. how lhc sprinkling 1s 

lo be done CB.4. ). The editor of the sugva. rnmment in'} on t hP rel<ll ionship 

between the M1 shnah and th is Bara it ha. notes lhol the Barai tha's ruling on 

sprinkling is in accordance with the firs t Tanna in the M1shr1al1 \B. l. .. 

Next, Lhe Gema ra seeks lo c lari fy R Lleazt:ir IJ. A1ariah's uoc.- of the 

proofl ei..L 1n the Barailha \IS-~-v1s that in the Mishnah. ThP problem is 

thnL Gen. 34:25 is not pu l forth 1n the 8ora1lha as ei..pl 1cil proof of H. 

Clea1ar b. Azariah's position, rat her only as an a llusion 1e .2J . The response 

(2.a. ) is I ha t the sitw1l ion 1n the M1shnaic ruling and the scriptural verse 

-
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are nol identical since the first speaks about c1rcumc1sion of infants and 

the se~ond about ci rcumc ision of adults. Since an adult does not heal as 

quickly, that case requires greater care than the case of the infant and we 

cannot, therefore, reason direc tl y from the one lo the other. 

A precedent 1s introduced nexL (8. 3.) in which Raba defers in favor of 

his elders. in a display of rabbinic etiquelle, even thoucj1 a Baraitha 

supports his position. After pr esenting the precedent. the Gemara rejec t s 

the other r abbinic opinions concerning washing the infant in favor of R . 

Eleazar b. Azar1 ah's view (3.a. and 3.b.). This support of R. Eleazar b. 

Azariah is further endorsed by lhe Palestinian Amoraic tradition. which 

assigns his view as halacha (3 .c. ). 

Having sellled the issue of whether one may wash lhe infant on Shabbat, 

the Gemara, in a section attributional I>' r elated I o the prev io11s d1acussion, 

now turns to another ambiguit y in tt1e lc>..t --- whNllcr "wash" rc frrs t o thP 

entire body or only the membrum. This question 1:; raised b~ the 

Palestinian Amoraim (B.6. ) and the suggestion is made:> lhal surel> ii ref ers 

l o the entire body t6.a.). since washing only lhc membrum rn ana logous Io 

wushing a wound. which 1s already allowed on Shcibbat a. J. )). In an objct'l­

ion registered b} R . Joseph, a Babylonian Amor a I 'a 1 • the issur of the 

case is changed from I he act of w:ishing r n 1 hP I 1rnr "' ' will. h lhu w&tl'1 

was heated. He ar gues that the cases or c1rcumc1sio11 and llH' wound arc.­

not analogous s11,c-e Rab's permissi ve ruling al a. J refers to water hrated 

before Shabbat and our Mishnah presumably refers to waler heated 011 

Shabbat. Ol1r M1shnah would then allow Lhe washing of onl) the membru1n, 

b11l the r uling needs to be stated in order t o allow the use of "'ater healed 

on Shabbal, which 1s otherwise prohibited. R . D im1. o Palest in1:m A1nora. 

Lhen ref11tcs R . Josrph's reasoning by cal ling inlo quesl ion some o f the 
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laller's assumplions about the siluations in the disputed rulings ( l )b)). R. 

Joseph assumes that Rab and our Mishnah Allow the use of water heated 

bt-fore Shabbat and lhal their dispute concerns waler heated on Shabbat. 

which the Mishnah allows and Rab pr ohibits. We could reason equally wel l 

that they both allow wat er heated on Shabbal, since it is ror medicinal 

purposes: whereas Rab prohibits and Mishnah allows the use of water heated 

be>fore Shabbat. <While R. D1mi 's point does not speak to the issue of 

washing the child, if it 1s accepted it will refute H. Joseph's position, and 

I<. Jacob's view, which allows washing t he entire body, will st and). The 

response again comes from a Babylonian Amara (1 lc )'. H. Dimi's suggest ion 

1~ unacceptable because water heated before Shabbal is not safe lo use al a 

circumcision. and the Mishnah would certatnl) 1101 nr<}Je lo allow an unsafe 

pracl ice. At this point then, the view that stands is th<J t we may wash 

only the membrum usinq waler heated on Shabbal. 

The issue is no longer Cl 1sput cd in a dialo!Jl.11.!. bul we arc t old that lhe 

Pa lestinian Amora1c I radii ion ;ic;signs H. Cleazar l>. Az<Jnah 's opinion as the 

halacha, in respec-t lo botl1 heuling the wa ter anti washing the infant (4 . b, J 

(c f. J.c. . The problem here is that we ha' e not been informed of H. 

Eleazar b. Azariah's opinion in I his case. We c-an I ;ike a c lue, thoucj1, from 

a r>revious discussion 1n this sugya. Just ns H. Dim1 endorsed r{. [ trnn:ir h. 

A1ariah's view in j.c .• 1t is reasonable lo assume llla l he represents H. 

I. lt~azar b. A7ariah':; opinion 1n this dispute as well. If this 1s so, then t hi' 

accepted ruling 1s that we m<J} •vash l h rnt1n• body w1lh water heated 

either on Shabbal or before :Jhabbat. 

With the resolul ion of oil ot the primar} i ssues rn1sed concer1)1ng Lhe 

Mishnah. the Gemara rel 11rns lo a discussion of R<:1b's ruling in a. I J l b. I )). 

ThP • ~sue lo br deal\ with 1s how one applies I he hot water and oil t o thr 
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wound. The point of Samuel's opinion (l )a)) 1s lhal these may be applied to 

the wound only indirectl y. An objection 1s raised from a Barailha (1 )b)) 

"'hich prohibits the use of a rag lo apply medicine --- an instance of 

indirect applicat ion, which is Laken to imply generally Lhat no indirect 

application of any sorl is perm1lled. Samuel's response (l)c)) is Lhal the 

concer n of the Baraitha ls not indirect application. but wringing the rag, 

which constitutes prohibited wor k . Another Baraitha is ci t ed against 

Samuel 's view --- here the issue would indeed seem to lie indirect appli­

cation. since in this case the rag is alr ead)• on the wound so that there is 

no chance or wringing 1t (l)d)). Samuel answers that e\•en 1n this case 

there is a danger of wringing (] )e)). rinall> a Bara1lha 1s cited which is 

1dent1cal to Samuel's ruling (l)f )}. This ends the maller since we no longer 

have the problem ol on Amora1c statement contradicted b} a Tannait1c 

statement. 

The mention in this dispul e of Lhe use of rags to anply the ointment 

gives rise lo a tertiary discussion in the Gemara as lo the ki11ds of rags 

that may be used to dress a wound on SI 1ubbal. Wf> are presented with a 

Bara•' ha. \vh1ch provides supplcmentar) rulings lo the M1shnah, allowing the 

use or some L>pes of rags but prohibiting the ur.c of others b.2 . 

The Gemara observes that the Barailha appear:: 1 o b~ sc i f-c-onl radictory 

since i t both permits and prohibits the usP of a t:lCJ compress (21a)l. The 

response then sprr1f1e!\ ti)(• types of rags hcmg d1scussC'd (2)b )l. The 

Barailha 1s dealin11 with old compre:.l>~S in onu C'3~e •ind new cnmpresses in 

the other. and so the ruling 1s not self-contrad1c tor) . Abaye closes the 

discussion hy drawing n conclusion from Lhis ruling about t Ile medicinal 

value of rag compresses f2k . 

-



Mishnah 19:3 IC .) (pages 134b-l36b) 

11. I f there is doubt or (if the child is) an hermaphrodite, el c . 

A. Our Rabbis lau<jit (in a Barailha): 

1: "(And on lhl? eighth day the fl esh of his foreskin (shall be 

circumcised). ILev. 12:31. Omplying even on Shabbal). 

2: The (circumcision of t he' foreskin of one who cerlainl~ (is 

subjecl to lhe obligation to be ci r cumcised) supersedes Shabbat , 

but ( lhe circumcision of) one aboul whom lhere is doubt (whether 

he is subject lo the obli gation lo be circumcised) does nol 

supersede Shabbal. 

3: The (circumcision of the ) foreskin of one who cerl ciinl y ( is a boy ) 

supersedes Shabba t , but (L11e circumcision o r> an hermaphrodite 

does nol supersed~ Shabbol. 

4 : R. Judah says. '( The rircumcision of) on l\cmaphr odile supersedes 

Shabbat (and) the pcnall> ( for noncompliance) 1s karcth.' 

) : The (c ircumcision of the) for eskin of one who certainly (was born 

during the day on Sh::ibba1 \ supersPdr>s '1h::i"1hrit, but ( the 1..i1 Luffl­

c1siu11 ·of) one born at dusk (on ei ther friday or Saturda' ) does 

not supersede Shabbat. 

6: The 'c !r~umcision ot the1 lureskin of one wt10 certainl y (was. born 

with a foreskin) supersedes Shabbat, but (the circumcision of) one 

born (appearing) as 1f he were circumcised lwi lhoul a foreskin! 

does nol supersede Shabbat. 

lOlJ 

-



r:: 

10) 

7: For Beth Shamma1 says. 'One musl draw o 1lrop of the blood or 

lhe cov~11anl from Lhe one born without a foreskin ' : ' but Beth 

Hillel says, 'He is nol (so) required. ' 

8: R . Simeon b. Elea;iar said, 'Beth Shammai and Bet h Hillel did nol 

di ffer concerning one who was born as 1f he were c ircumcised, 

(rather they both maintain in t h"l case) thal one must draw a 

drop of the blood of the covenant from him, because his 

foreskin (only appears Lo be missing but) 1s (actually) pres~ed (to 

Lhe membrum). 

9: Concerning what do the>• di ff er? Concerning a proselyte who had 

l a I read) • been ci rcumcised al the lime t hot he converted. lln 

lhal case) BNh Shammai says. "One rnust draw a drop of the 

blood o f the covenant from him;" and Beth Hillel says, "One does 

not draw a drop of l he blood of the covenant from him.""' 

J. The Mosler said: "(The circumcision of) one about whom there is 

doubt whether he ts subject to 111P ohl 1Cjation to the circumcised) 

docs nol supersede Shabbat." V/h<i l 1s lhts meant t o 111c1ude 

<wl'ltch 1s not expl1cilly staled 1n the Bar atlha' ? 

u. It is meant Lo include that which our Rnbbis tau<jit !in the 

tollowing l3ara1tha): 

1: "(If the infant was born in ll1c 1 seventh month. then 

011e rnay desecrote 5habbat for his sake (and perform the 

c ircumc1s1on on the- r>1ghlh dJ) if ii ( i lls on Slmbbat. Ir 

horn in the eighth (month, l hc>m one inay not desecrate 

Shabbat ror his sake (and pcrtorm the c ircumc ision on 

Lhe eighth day if IL falls on Shabbat. since we assume 

lhe fetus 1s not viable. Ir lher<' ts) dmilH (as lo whether 

-
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the infanl was born in the) seventh l monLh or 111 I he) 

eigith (month, then) one may not desecrate Shabbal for 

his sake (and perform the circumcision on the eighth day 

if it fn l ls on Shabba t J. 

2: (A ch ild born in t he) eighth (month) is likened to a stone 

\according t o the laws concer ning things whic-h may not 

be handled) and 1t is ( therefore) forbidden lo handle him 

(on Shabbal ). 

3: Rather. (on Shabbat) the mother bends (over the chi ld) 

and nursPs him because of the danger ( t o the mother 1n 

not discharging the milk fr om her breasts). " IT. Shab. 

161 

Z. II w<is sa id (by an Amor a): "Hab said, 'The halacha is accordi11g 

to the first Tanna l lha t one born without a foreskin does not 

supersede Shabbo l ). • 

a. But Samuel said. 'The halacha is according t o R . Simeon I>. 

E leazar. '" 

b. A child \appearing) as if he were crn·umcised was born lo H . 

Addo b. l\habah. He took him oround t o thirteen c1rcum· 

c1sers 1on the eighth day, which was Shabbat. to have them 

draw A drop of the blood of the covenan t , and they al l 

refuse(!). Lvenluall} he (did ti h1msc- lr and) mut ilated hrs 

(child's 11r1nary canal . He said, "Thrs has hnp1-1u1ed l o 'TIP 

bcca11se I violated Hab's 1rulr11q ." 

I ) I~ . Nohman said Lo him II~ . Adda b. Ahabahl . "Have )OU 

no t (also) viol ated Samuel' s truling)? Samuel's ruling 

-



107 

(applies on l} ) l o a weekday, (bul) did he say anything 

about Shabbol? (Cerlain ly not!)" 

2) He IR. Adda b. Ahabahl mn1nca1ned ( that) I he foreskin 

was definitely pressed (Lo the mcmbrum). 

a) For il was said (by an Amara): "Rabbah sai d. 

'(Where lhe child is born appearing as if he were 

c ircumcised) we Lake into consideration lhat lhe 

foreskin may be pressed ( to the membrum).' 

(} l R . Joseph said, '(In such a case) the foreskin is 

de finitel y oressed (Lo the membrum).' 

(2) R . Joseph said. 'How do I know lhis? Because it 

was taught (in a Bar aitha \: "R. [liezer ha­

Kappar sa)s, 'Beth Shammi and Aelh Hillel did 

noL disagree concerning (the chi ld who J is born as 

1 f he wer e c ircumc ised, I hal one mt1st draw a 

drop of Lhe bluod fo the covenant from him. 

Concerning whal do lhe) differ? Whet her t o 

desecrate Shabbal for his sake l b} drawing the 

blood on the ei ghth day if 1l falls on Sttobllat). 

Beth Shammi sav!:. "()nr mav rfc~cc-rn 1,.. 'il1 1l1bat 

for his sake:" and 8eth Hillel says. "One may not 

desecrate Shabbal for his sake.""''" 

c . Does it not Lh1m follow llrom H. Joseph's first st ol e111ent ) 

that the f1rs1 Tanna, (who agrees with R . Judah lhal Beth 

H illel docs not require ''blood ol the coven~nt . " ::md with 

whom R. [lie?C~r ha-Kappar disagrees, would ha\ e to) 

maintain lh<JI ) one may dcsecro t e ~habbat for hi s sake (even 

-
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according lo Beth H illel, since there is de finitely a f oreskin)? 

1 ) (How do we know this?' Perhaps lhe first Tanna holds 

( that the foreskin is not de finitely present and therfore) 

all IBeth Hillel and Beth Shammail agree that one may 

not desecrate (Shabbot for his sake, and that the 

disput e, there fore, concerns weekdays). 

2) If so, (t hen) R. Cliezer ha-Kappar comes lo teach us the 

opinion of Beth Shamma1 (that he does disagree m lhe 

case of Shabhat. Bui this would be superfluous since 

the halacha 1s according lo Beth Hillel.I. 

} ' Perhaps here what R. I llezer ha-Kappar intended t o) 

say Cin response lo l11e first Tanna, who m aint ains that 

the dispute concerned wPekdays, 1s that Beth Shammai 

and Beth Hillel do not l.ltsagree in the matter (of week­

days, but rather in I he 1natler o f Shabbat. and I~ . 

Cliezer ha-l<uµpar thereb) establishes Beth HillPl's 

ruling) . 

.S . R. Assi s<J1d. "An) (child) whose mother 1s ritual!) unclean 

(because o f having gi ven birt h !i.e.: a ch1lcl dcl1\ered in the 

norma l rnannerl 1s c irr umc1sed on hr C"<Jhl~ c• 1~··: ... 11ll nn} 

(chi ld) whose mother is nol riluolly unc-IC'an {becousc o t ha' ing 

gi\en birth !i .e.: u c-hild delivered by r-nesor<>an sect ion! 1:; not 

(nccess'1rily c 1rcume1sed on lhe i>1gi1h \day'. 

a. As it 1s sa id: Ir a woman is delivered and bears a male 

child, the:i she shall be unclcon 1 for se,en days) ... <.ind 011 the 

eighth day, the flesh of his for eskin shall be circumc ised. 

ILC'\ . 12:2-JI." 

-
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b. Abaye said to him, "The earlier generallons (lhal lived 

before the giving of the Torah) will prove ( the opposite), 

lhal when the (child's) molher is not rilually unclean 

(because of having given) l.Jirth (Lhe child 1s st ill ) c1rcumc1sed 

on Lh" Pighth (day, as God had commanded Abraham)." 

e. He IR • .Ossil said to him, " (When) Lhe Torah \v3s given a new 

la\v was established ( in Lhis matler)." 

d. (Abaye responded,) "Is Lhat so? Surel y ii was slated (by an 

Amorn): '(Concerning one who is born by} a Caesarea11 

:;eclion or one who has two foreskins, R . Huna and R. H1 yya 

b. R ab (differ). line sa y:;, one may desecrate Shabbat for 

hi s sake: and the other says, one may not de:iecral e (Shabbat 

I or his sake).' 

So far, the extent of the dispute is only about (whether 

one may) desecrate ShabbaL for his lthe child's! sake: 

but concernin g the eighth (day, they a<Jree that ) we 

certainly c ircumcise him {thereon)." 

e. R . Ass1 replied. "The one 1s depc11denl on lhe other. llf 

I he t"hi Id n1ust be c ircumcised on lhc c tyhth day, t hen hls 

c1rC'umc1s1on necessari ly "uperscdcs 'lhnhbal if tbal is lhl' 

eighth da}.I" 

L This llhe d ispute between ~ba~e "lnrl H . ..\sc;1 Li l 4.a.-b.I 1s 

-;1m 1lar lo l the foi lowing dispute be tween Tanna1m: "There 

Is a c1rcumslanc•: where a sla,e) born ( in t o his mastPr's) 

house 1s circumcised on the first (da) aflcr bi rth\ and there 

1s (a ci rcumstance where a slave' born into his master's 

house Is c lrcumcisetl on the eighth (c1ny ). There 1s (a 
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circumstance where a slave) bought with money is 

circumcised on the first (day), and there is (a circumstance 

where a slave) bought with mane)' ts circumcised on the 

eighth (day)." ly . Shab. 19:21 

1) "There is (a circumstance where a slave) bought wi th 

money is circumcised on the first day). and there 1s (a 

circumstance where a slave) bought with mone)• is 

circumcised on the eighth (day)." In what respect (are 

the two cases di ff erenl )? 

a (Jn one purchases a pr el}'lanl female sla\ c and 

a flerwards she t)ives birth --- I his (child is the one) 

bought with money who is c ircumcised on l11e e1gMh 

(day, since he is a Jewish slave). 

b) {If) one purchase:; a female slove together with her 

infa11l - - lhis (child is the one) bought with money 

who is circumcised on the f i rst f da~ of the purchase 

regnrdless of his age. because hi> was nol a Jewish 

slave when he was born,. 

2 "There is a circumstance where a slave , born into his 

master's\ housC' 1· c1rc11mri ::.rcl llr. thL e ighth day ." In 

what (ci rcumstance is this rase ., 

o) (Ir 01,e purchases a female sla' c and she l>Pcomes 

pregnant \after enLerinci1 his household, and QI\ cs 

lmlh - -- this (child is the one) born (into his 

master's house who is circumcised on the Ptghth 

(day, which is the normal case >. 
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b) R. Hama says. "(If she conceived after being 

purchased, and then) she gave birth and afterwards 

had a ritual balh (by which she enters the Jewish 

household as a slave) --- this (child is the one) born 

( into his master's) house who 1s circumcised on the 

first (day of his birth, since he was not born as a 

Jewish slave}. 

(1 ) (If she conce ived after being purchased and i rl 

she had a ritual bath (by which she enters the 

hl'Jusehold as a slave) and afterwards gave birth -

-- I his (chi Id is I he one) born (into his master's) 

11ouse who is circumcised on the eighth ~da)•)." 

c } But I he first Tanna makes no distinction between ( the 

slave) who had a ritual bath (first) and afterwards 

gave birth, and (the slave) who gave birth ( first ) and 

afterwards had a ritual bath; so that even though (in 

the second case) his mother was not ritually unclean 

(because of having given) l.Jirth (because. having Ml 

had a ritual bath to enter the Jewish house-hold as a 

slave, ~he- was 1101 )C l ~"llLjcLl lu , ilu"I uncleanness), 

he is lnonethelessJ c 1rcumcisrd on the eighth lday. 

d) Raba said. "ll is all right for H. Hama lhis reasoning 

1s clear! : we can account for. (according lo his 

reasoning, a slave ) who is born ( into his master's 

tiousc who is circumcised on the first day and a 

sla\ e J who is born ( into his master's) house who as 

circurnc ised on I he cightll (day. Similar I), we rind a 
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slave) boucj'lt with money who is circumc ised on lhc 

first (day and a slave) boucj'll with money who is 

circumcised on the eicj'llh (day. To reiterate: if she 

was purchased. and then conceived and) gave birth 

and after that had a ritual bath --- this (child is lhe 

one) born (into his master's) house who is c ircumcised 

on the first (day. If she conceived after being 

purchased and If) she had a ritual bath and then gave 

birth --- this (child is the one) born {into his master's) 

house who is circumcised on the eighth (day)." 

J " (There is a circumstance where a slave bought v1ith 

money is circumcised on the eighth day." 

a) If one boucj'll a pregnant female slave and she had a 

ritual bath and aft erwards gave l>irlh --- this child Is 

tile one bought with money who is circumcised on the 

r>1ghll1 day). 

b " (There is a c ircumstance where a slave) bou<j1l with 

mom'» is c ircumcised 011 the first ,day. )" 

a) If one boucjlt a (prcCJ1ant female slavt> 1nc:I someone 

lets~ bup' hio:r fetus --- ll,1:. , 11ild 1s thP one bought 

with mone~ who 1s circumcised on the first da) . 

'' But according lo the first 1 unna. it 1!'- a ll right in ull 

but one case hecause 1 he)' ar e al I pr;icl 1cal cases lwc 

can find instances for them ulll except for (thC' case of 

the one) born into h1s master's, house who ts circum­

c ised on the first (da~ ). Whal pracllcal case is there 

for Lhts? 

-
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a) R . Jeremiah said, " (The case of) one who buys a 

female slave (onlyJ for ( lhe purpose or acquiring) her 

fetus." 

(1) That is acceptable according lo the one who 

holds Lhe opinion (that) acquisition of the 

usufruct is not the same as acquisition of lhe 

principal li.e.: the right lo benefit from her 

giving birth is not the same as owning herl. 

(2 ) But according to the one who holds ( I hat 

possession of the usufruct 1s lhe same os 

possession of the principal. what is there 1 o say 

( l hal will serve as on e'ample for this ease l? 

b) R. Mesharsheya said, " (An example is lhe situation) 

where one buys a {pregnant ) female slave on the 

c:ondil ion 1 hat he will nol give her '1 ritual bath." 

4. It wus t augl1t ( in a l.3arait11a): "R. Simeon b. Gamaliel sa}'S. a 

human CchildJ which survives thirt) da)s after tis birth) 1s nol 

(considered ) a non-viable birth. as ii t!l said: Aml those lhot arc 

lo be redeemed shall be redeemable from a month old. INum. 

18:161 . An ammal C1hat survive~ Pil)ht rl~~·"' ~ f :''" tls ull lh 1:. 

not Cconsidered a non-\ iable birth. as 1l ts sa id: But from Lh<' 

eighth da\ and henceforth 1t may be <iCCeptcd for an offering. 

II C\. 22 :271 ." lb. Ycb. Tl.a . UUb. 'Jba : b. Uaba Oat. 'JO.ii 

a. This 1rnpl1cs Lhnt if the child) docs not :;uni\e l for thirt' 

days it 1s doubtful twhether he was a viable human l:.tetng. 

How (lhen can we {possibl~.) circumcise him ton Shabbat » 

-
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b. R . Adda b. Ahabah said, "We circumcise him 1n ei ther case. 

If he li ves (then ) he has been properl)• circumcised, and if 

(he does) not (11\•e, then the c ircumciser) has (merely) cut 

flesh (since the non- viable child is considered as a corpse. 

and this 1s not considered a violation of Shabbat )." 

c . But it was laucjlt On a Barailha); "(If there is) a doubt 

whether I the chi Id was born in) the seventh (month o f its 

gest alion or in) the ei cjith (month), one may not. desecrate 

Shc;::ibat for his sake." lcf. La.I 

I ) In what (r espect are these two cases different? Ra ther. ) 

let us circumcise him in ei ther case (and) 1r he ll\es 

( then) he has been properly circumcised and if (he docs, 

not (live. then the circumciser) has (merel} cut flesh. 

2) Mar the son of Rabina said. "H. Nehuml b. Zechariah 

and I explained it (as foll ows): '(Just as he isl circum­

c ised (1n the first case) here also ( in the case of seven 

months versus eight months) do we circumcise him, {and 

this Bara1lha) was needed only in resperl t o preporo11ons 

tor c ircumcision: and Ci t con form:. to I he> op1n1on of H. 

Cliezcr."' 

d. Ab<1ye said, " This IR. Adda b. Ahaboh's sta tement at L.b. I is 

sin11lar to (the f ollowing dispute between Tannaim: And rf 

OJI) beast, of which )OU 111a> eat , dies he that 1011chPs its 

carcass shall be unclean until the e\ ening1. Ile\. 1 l :.S91 . 

n This IS so stal.ed1 to include \a calf horn tn the) eigh th 

n1onth or tis gestation rather than the normal nrne 

-
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rnonlh period. leaching that ) 1ts ritual slaughter does not 

r ender il ritually clean. 

2) R. Jose the son of R. Judah and R. Eleazar the son of 

R. Simeon say: 'Its ritual slau<j'lter does render il 

ritually clean."' 

J' Do Lhey nol differ in this? For one Master lR. Jose 

and R. t.leazarl maintains (lhat) it Ian eicj1th-month 

fetusl is a living (and viable creC1lure), and one Master 

ma int a ins (lhal) il is dead lnol a viable creature I. 

4 ) Raha said, "If (it is) so ( thal they dispute its v1obili t y, 

lhen instead of disputing over the issue of ritual unclean­

ness and cleanness. let them dispute over the issue of 

(using the questionable onimal for) food." 

a) Rather, all agree that it is not viable, bul R. Jose 

the son of R. Judah and R . Eleazar the son of R. 

Simeon maintain ( that) iL is like a t ercfah Ian anima l 

having a fatal rfr.easel; 

' l 1 !Now. In the case of a terefah. Pven thoulj'l 1t 

is non-\ iable. doi::s not ritual slaughter render 1l 

rituall> c lean!"' 

2 H erc too \1n the case of an earl ~ birth 1l 1s no 

di ff Prent. 

b l And our Rahbis. lhow do the\ re:J~on ., 

(} 1 It 1s not like a t er efah, ' for) a tcrefah had a 

period (when it was) fit tor use. 

( 2 ~ Tllal (early birtn) never had a period (where it 

was) fit for use. 

-
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(3) And if you (object by ) saying. "Whal can be said 

of (an animal that was) a t erefah from birth?" 

There ( the principles of) ritual slaughter app ly to 

this category (of animals, bul) here, (in the case 

of an early birth, the principles of) ritual 

slaughter do not appl y (at all ) to this ca tegor y 

(of an imals). 

e. The question was posed to them I the scholars!: "Do our 

Rabbis disagree with R . Simeon b. Gamaliel or not (as to 

whether an animal , that 1s not yet eight days old. may be 

eaten)? 

1) If you sa>• that they disagree. ( then) is the halacha 

according to him IR Simeon b. Gamaliel I or is the 

halacha not according to him?" 

2) Come and hear: (it was taught in a Baraitha, ) "A calf 

that is born on the festi val. one ma) ritua ll y slaughter 

it ( for use) on the festival ,e \fm thourji it is only a day 

old). " lb. Bel. 6b. b. Ned. '.d bl 

a) With whal cirrum~l nncr' ·ire \ . .: im·olved here'! 

When it 1s estab lished that its months \of gestation) 

ar e complCLc lninc months!. 

S) Come and hear : t it was taught 1n a Baraitha,) "They 

(nll ) agree thal 1f it \vas born blC'mished (on a festival), 

it is (consider ed as from <among) the thin gs designated 

<ror use on the festival. and may be eat en even thoucj'I 

ii i::; only a day ~Id, and we do not know if it is 

viable.)" lb. Bel. 26b, b. Hui. '.:> lbl 
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a) Here also !onl)•) when its months (o f gest ation) are 

complete. 

4) Come and hear: for Rab Judah sa id that Samuel said, 

"The halacha is according lo R. Simeon b. Gamaliel ." 

a) !That ) the halacha <had lo be slated al all) indicates 

that (lhe Rabbis) disagree. 

b . {You may indeed) conclude from this (last stat ement 

l hat the Rabbis disagree . 

f. Abaye st:: id, "(If an in font less than lh1 rl} days old ) falls 

from the roof of , if) a lion cat s him, all maintain that he is 

(considered Lo have been ' viable. 

J ) When do they differ? WhC'n he ~awns and dies ld1es 

nol urallyl --- (one ) Master rnoinla1ns that he was viable 

and the (other) Master IR. Simeon b. Gamaliel! maintains 

1 l)nt he was nol viable." 

2 In what cast> will 1l be of an} l pract1ral difference? 

a ' To r elease ( U'1e mother. i1 she is a widow from (her 

obligalion of' I t'\ irate m orrio(j('. 

~ l "(If nn 111f..rnl less lh&11 t1111I) do )S old lalh; from the 

roof or Ii f) o lion cats him. oil m;untain lhal he is 

considered to ha\c br>cn \ v1ablr. 11 

a But surC'ly (when) R. Papa and K . Huna I he son of R . 

Joshua came (as guests) to the house of the son o f 

H . lddi b. Abin and Ile prepared a calf for them 

which was) the third (born lo its mother and which 

was) seven days old. and lhe) said lo him: "If )OU 

had waited to Cslauqhler) 1l until evening l when the 
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calf would have been eight days old. then) we would 

have eaten from 1l . (but) now we will not eat from 

il." 

4) Rather. ( the correct understanding of the ruling is): "If 

1t yawned and died all maintain that he was not viable. 

a) When do the)' differ? When he falls from the roof 

or (i f) a l ion eats him --· (one , Master maintains Lhat 

he was non-\ iable and the other Master maintains 

that he was viable." 

b) A child was born 10 the son or R. D1m1 b. Joseph 

(and' it died (of unnatural causes within lhirt) da)s 

( from i ts birth, and) he sat ond moumctl tor him. 

Hts father said to him. "Do ) ou want (any ) delicacies 

lo cal ?'' He said lo him il1is lather!. " I nm certain 

lhal his months (of gestation were complete lnmr 

months! ." 

<' H . Ash1 came as a guest lo thr how>C' of R . l(ahaf"la 

(upo:i whom a m1shop had bf'f;illen (111 the unnatural 

c.lta th of hts child w 1lh1n llw ltrst lh1rt' da~s (after 

his birth. He IR. Ashil saw that he was sitting and 

mourning for him. He IH. A·;hi l !:nid lo him, "Does 

no t the Mnsler hold in accordance with what Rab 

.ludah said lhnt Samuel su1d: 'The holucha is 

according lo R . Simeon b. Gamalic-1 . '" He IR. 

Kahana! said to him, "I am cert ain that his months 

(ol qestat1on were comple t e ln1ne months! ." 

-
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5) ll was sl a t ed (by a11 Amor a ): "(I f a chi td: dies within 

thirly days (o f its birth and lhe child's widowed mother) 

arose (from he r mourning) and became betrothed ---

a) Rabina said in t he name of Raba, 'If she is (to 

become) the wife of an Israeli te, she must perform 

halizah. If she is (to become) lhe wife of a priest, 

s lie does not perform halizah;' 

o) but R . Sher abia said in the name of Raba, ' In both 

c ases, she performs ~·· 

c ) Rabina said to R . Sher abia, 'In the evening lat first! 

Raba ruled this (same way as you, but ) in the morn­

ing I later onl he changed his opinion.' 

d) He \R . She rabial snid lo him, 'You would a llow t,er 

(lo marrv without ~!? 

(j ) Ma)' it be the will (of God) Lhal you a llow (the 

consumntion o f fo rbidden) fa t!"' 

The Mishnah rules that in a case of doubt as Lo whclhe r the infant is 

subject to the obli gation o f c ircumc ision. we may not viol at e Shabbat to 

circumcise him (II. ). Mishnah does not, however, specif~ the objec l of lhe 

doubt. {It is c lear from T. Shabbat l'J :5-6 tha t Mishnah refers lo a c hild 

born a fte r e ight months of gestat ion, and the duubt is whether the child is 

viable ). The Gemar a furthe r explor es thi s issue of c irrumc1sion in doubl ful 

cases. 

A Baritha is quot ed (\I. A.) in whic h Le v. 12:3 is l aken 10 mean U,al 

Shabbat is superseded for the e ighlh-day c irc umci sion of an infant who i:; 

de finit e ly subject to l111' obli ga tion to be c ircumcised, bul not for the 
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following kinds of doubt (A . l. ): an hermaphrodite, since i l is not c lear t hal 

such a person is o mole (A .3:): one about whom 1l is nol sur e whether he 

was born on Shabbal, or betore or after Shabbat, because or the possibi li t y 

that Shabbat would not be the ei tj1th day after birt h (A .5:): and one born 

with no foreskin, since it is Lhe remo11al or lhe foreskin which supersedes 

Shabbat (A.6:). Wi th regards to an her maphrodit c . H. Judah r ules t hat 

cirrumc1sion docs supersede Shabbat. He further asserts that t he person 

who does nol violate Shabbat for the eighth-day ci rcumc1!01on of an 

her maphrodit e, is puntsliable b)• karelh (A .4 :). Thi s is cons ist ent with his 

opinion 1n M. Shabbat 1?:.3 •C.l.'. 

Wi th regar d lo the infant born without a foreskin. I he Baraitha 

introduces a Houses' dispute (which is independent of the contex t of the 

BAraitha) describing how we treat such a child (A. 7: J. Beth Shammai main­

tains that we musl draw a drop of cCJvenantal f) lood. but Beth Hillel does 

not r equire it. The issue• internal l o the H ouses' dispute \vould seem l o be 

\1/l)at const1tutcs the SICJl or lhe patriarchal CO\enant. 13rlh Shammaj holds 

lhol it 1s the blood of the c trrumc1sion. while Hc•I h H1llrl maintains that 11 

1s the absence of a tore~ktn nnd so. no blood 1:; rl'qutrrd . Int Nnal to the 

Houses' dispute. H . Simeon IJ. Llcazar. o 1.i11· Tanri:.i . t lien rer!r.fincs t hC' 

issue of that dispute CA.8:). AccordinCJ to thts Tanna. both House:; require a 

drop or blood t ::l be drawn 1n the case of a child horn without a foreskin. 

beC'ause lhe forC'skin only appcurs t o be m 1:;s1nq 1>111 is acluall) pressed t o 

the membrum. Thus. e'en according t o Beth H1llPl's ralionale. some 

c irc:umc ision-lype art ion must be performed). Thr Houses' dispute should 

inst ead be assigned t o I he c::isc of Lhc prose I) t c who had been c ircumci11ed 

before he converted A/J :J. 
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The Gcrnara now c'amines. in detail. lhe Baraithn which has been c ited. 

The Baraitha places the statement at A.2: as the first item in i t s list of 

doubt fut cases. The Gemara, however, under'llands that statement as a 

supt.?rscribed gencralizalinn. The point is then made that, in light of the 

subsequent l ist, lhis put al 1v~ superscription is either superfluous or meant to 

incltide something not cont ained in that li st (A.l. ). Since the Rabbis assume 

that there arc no superflu1l1c>s in the Tannaitic lradition. lhe} understand 

the subscriplion Lo include a case which is elaborated in another Baraitha 

- lhat of an infant born afler an uncertain period of gcst at1on l l.a. \, The 

Baraitha then asserts that, not only ma} an c>i<Jhth-month child not be 

c ircumcised on Shabba l (since he is assumed not lo be \ 1ablc), but he ma) 

not be handled ol all on Shabbat (a.2:). This Inst ruling raises lhc pr oblem 

of feed ing I he chi Id, and a method is proposed wh<'rPb) the chi Id need not 

be handled (a. 3:). Int erestingl y. according to Rashi . I he primnry concern 

here is 1101 that the c-hild be fed. but rather th~ pol en! 1al danger l o the 

mot her 1 f the milk 1s not discharged from her hrPas! s. 

The GC'maro now disc-usses the Houses' disput<'. Wr note> thal there are 

lwo \ ersiOll!; of that d1srutt> ond tn to establish tlw corrcc.t \Lrs1on. The 

upshot o f this i11vestiqation will LH' to acc11ratt'I)' c1rl1rw •hf' l""iillc-lttcs' 

position and how that posiLion relates to c1rc11mC'is1on 011 Shnbbat. Rab 

states thol lh<.> halacha 1s in accord wilh th1 Htllelilc> rul1111) i11 tht' (1rsl 

Tanna's vers1or (A.2. , but Samuel rules in aecorda1we witli H1llelile ruling 

in R . Simeon b. rlc<.ll:Jr ' s version (2.a.). A prerrdcnl ts r1lrd which drm­

onslrnlcs that the correct ruling ts Rab 's and the l1rst Tannu'!; t2.h.). P .. 

Adda b. Ahal>ah views the injury to his son as riunislunenl for drawing the 

blood. and not m; the result of his own incompel enc<:' ::is a c ircumc iser. R. 

Nahmar .. commenting on the precedent. inr:t•<-::it cs that R . Adda b. Ahabah 
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did not acl in accordance even wil h Samuel 's opinion. R. Adda b. Ahabah 

acted on Shabbat, but nobody has ruled that drawing the blood is allowed at 

that lime (b.l)}. R. Adda b. Ahabah's actions are then defended on the 

grounds that he, like R . Simeon b. Cleazar. maintained that there was 

definitely a foreskin (b.2 }). He did not, therefore. consider il as a case o f 

doubt. R. Simeon b. Eleazar's op inion is supported by a later Amoraic 

dispute. Rabbah maintains (2)a)) lhal in the case of a chi ld born wi th no 

apparent foreskin. we consider that there may in fact be one. Since he 

views this as a doubtful case. his opinion con forms to that of the first 

Tanna. R. Joseph. however, maintains that there definite!~ is a foreskin 

<a)(l)). It is, therefore, not a c-ase of doubt. and this c-ircumcision does 

super sede Shabbal. R. Joseph's opinion is supported by R . Cltezer ha­

Kappar's rendering of the previous Houses' dispute (a) (2)). This version of 

lhe Housf's' dispute brings us back into the topic of t he sugya by introduc­

ing lhe issue of violating Shabbat. H . Eliezer ha-l<appar cigrccs with R . 

Simeon b. Eleazar that bot ti Houses hold that blood must be drawn. The 

area of disagreement 1s whelht>r it ma} be drawn on Shabbat. The fact 

that the issue is even debalcd is an indic t<llio11 t o R . Joseph tha t lhe fore­

skin 1s definitely present. 

R . Joserh's opinion is now applied to t he Houses' rhspute. WC' must 

conclude . from H. Joseph's line of reasoning, I hat if there is defin1telv a 

foreskin. then even Acth Hillel in the f1rs1 far111A's vNs1011 of the dispute 

would have to al low I he blood to be drawn on Shabbut , since this would not 

be a case of doubt 3.c.. Since the first version of the Housf'S 1 dispute is 

obviously contrar} to this inference. that version 1s rcwc-ted. R. El1ezar 

ha-Kappar's vers ion of the Houses' d1spule rnlher informs us Lhat. e'en 

thoulj1 lhe foreskin is definitcl) present, Beth Hillel '1ews 1l as a special. 
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prohibiled case. This line of reasoning is reful ed by lhe r ejection of one of 

ils premises Cc .I )}. R . Joseph accepts a priori lt:al lhere is a foreskin. If, 

however, the firsl Tanna assumes al lhe outset thal lhere is no foreskin, 

t hen there is nothing to dispute in the case of Shabbat and Lhe Houses' 

dispute would deal with weekdays. This is rejected on Lhe grounds that Lhe 

new element tn R . Eliezer ha -Kappar's view would then be onl > in Beth 

Shamma1 's ruling (c .2)). Since Beth Shammai 's opinion is unimporlanl in 

terms of adjudicating halacha. il would be superfluous for R . [liezer ha­

Kappar l o teach it. R . Elie1er lla -~<appar m11sl, therr fore, be understood as 

l eaching Beth Hillel's opinion (c . 1)). This impl 1r s that we musl con!iide r Lhe 

forrskin as dPfinitcl y present and r eject the first T:mna's ruling. since U11s 

would nol be a case of doubt. Cven though it 1s nol a casc or doubt . Beth 

Hi llel still views il as a special prohibited case. R . Simt•on b. Clea1ar's 

understanding of the Houses' dispute is rejected, bul we do accept his 

opinion that lhe foreskin is presc:1t. In line w it h this. we accept R . Adda 

b. Ahaboh's premise. but rewct his acllons. R . Nahmen':, rPndering of the 

Houses' dispute is also rejected as incorrect. 

The sugya now t urns i Ls al lent ion lo another casr ' 110l mcnt 1oned in 

Mishnah or LhP t3Prailolh ) in whirh rirrumC'1s1on ncPd nn• nrr·1r on lh~ 

eigt1lh day. The issup 1s whether c 1rcumci s1on 111 s11ch a case supersedes 

Shabbal (A. J. . Thr case discussed is whether the c .rc-umc1sio11 of one born 

by a Carsarean sec ' ion supersedes Sh<.1blia1. The spec-1 f w quLSt 1on Io be 

debated conr rrns I he ritual cleanness of I he mother. 

H . Assi rules lhal the ritual uncleanness of I he mother for se' en do vs 

after birth 1s a condil1on for e1<j1lh-da~ rircumcision. He bases this on the 

fact that the £3ibl1 cal command to circumci se. in Le' . 12:}, immediately 

follows the nol ice that the mother is deemed ritually uncleon for seven 
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days after deliver y O .a.}. The f1rsl day or lhe mother's new ritual 

cleanness then determines the day of the circumcision. Since a woman who 

delivers by Caesarean section is not subject Lo ritual uncleanness, her child 

1s not necessarily c1rcumc1sed on the eighlh day. R. Assi's ruling does not 

in fact deal with circumcision on ShabbaL, but its implications for that issue 

are clear. Abaye (who is <ir9-1ing about circumcision on the eighth day 

rather than Shabbat) refutes R. Assi's reasoning, claiming that this condition 

of ritual cleanness) was not in force before the giving of the Torah, when 

Abraham first received lhe commandment of cir cumcision. Therefore, 

e1ghlh-d<Jy ci rcumcision is not condi t ional 11n ritual c leanness O .b. •. H. Assi 

responds that the giving of the Torah changed things 1rre\ocabl~, and the 

pre-Toraitic sit ualion proves nothing (3.c . ). An Amornic dispute is now 

introduced lo r efute R. Ass1 ' s position O .cJ. '. Since H. Huna and R . Hi) ya 

b. Hab dispte only whether or not the c ircumcision of a rhild delivered h)' 

Caesarean sect ion supersedei: Shabbal. we ma) infer that e1cj1th-da) 

c ircumcision or such an 1t1fant 1s taken for l)ranled 1d.l •. H. Assi's retort 

is that this inference is faulty . Hathcr, the real 1ssuC' o f the dispute is 

indeed whether or not w(• circumcise suell on mfant 011 the eighth da\. and 

that lh1s issue IS prrsupposed hy I he d1 rrul •. ntlf11f l 'ii ;:i!~b-: . Th'" 1$SUC t) r 

Shabbat desccrat ion is sccondar~ Io this. !lll\CP. onl) i:I r1rcumc1sion which 

must be performed on the eighth day supersedes Shabbal (.S.c. ). H ence. 1f 

the circumc1:;1011 rna} nc:.l supersede Shabhat. 1L does nol ha\ e Lo be 

performed on the e1 rj1lh ckt) . Thus, R . ~ss1 's opinion stands. 

We are next told Lhnl ll'e sliared issue of lhe ritual cleanness or thC' 

mother as a requisite for e1ghlh-dn) circumc1s1on makes the H . Ass1-Aba)r 

dispute similar lo a T;:innaitic dispute involving the circumc ision of slaves 

' 3. f.}. The issue or ritunl cleonness is sP.condar ) to the Tannaitic dispute. 
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and it is introduced into that disput e in steps. The oper ative principle 

ther e is that a slave who is a member o f a Jewish household is subject to 

many of the norms which apply to full Jews. including the requirements of 

ritual c leanness and c ircumcision. This Tannail 1c tradition begins as a list 

of the ci rcumstances thal affec t the time of an infant slave's c ircumcision. 

There is a situation in which a pur chased slave is circumcised on the first 

da}' after his purchase. and a si tuation which he is circumcised on the 

ei cjlth day after h1s birth ( f. I )). So. Loo, there is a silualion in which a 

home-born slave is circumcised on I he day of 1s birth and one in which he 

is c ir cumcised on lhe eighth day a fter hi s birth ( f.2 )). There is then a 

dispute over what constitutes the r ircumstances under which a home-born 

slave is c ircumcised on the eighth day after his birth. R . H ama then 

introduces the issue of ritual bathing (2)b)l. His c laim is t11a1. the ritual 

bnth itself makes the mother a Jewish sla\ e, <::1nd therefore a member of 

the household. not lhe merc- fac t ll 1ut she is owned by o Jew. Hence. 1 f 

she had not )Ct had a ritual bath \'/hen her chi ld was born. lie b not 

r onsidered as born into the Jewish household anr1 the 11ormal rul es of 

c ircumc ision do not appl) to him. 

Al thi s juncturf' . 1 he> Gemar a r end5 ml o ll1l' T-inn;i il 1t• c!.:;pUll: the issue 

o f ritual c leanness. The point 1s made 12/c ) that the f irst Tanna does not 

entertain ritual l leanness as a fact or in determining what canst II utes the 

requirement s fo:- c :<jith-day r 1rcumc 1s1on which would dispute with R . Assi's 

position and s1Jpporl Aba)c ). If thi s 1s so, however. the firsl Tanna docs 

not describe a case to fulfill ever y si1ual 1on listed in 3.f.. His position is. 

1 heref ore. not fully arl icula l ed. In a secondar) Amora1c discussion (2)c )f(. ). 

all o f the cases J!rendv mentioned t o ful f ill the s1tual1ons at 3.1. ar e 

reiterated, and we find, a ft er some debate. the missing case for the first 
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Tanna. The f irst suggestion is by R . Jeremiah, a Palest inian A mar a (S)a)). 

I f the woman 1s pur chased solely for her fetus. then she is not considered 

part of t he household, and her c hild is Lherefo1e circum ci sed immediat e ly. 

This is r ejected, however. on t he legal grounds that owning her for her 

child is the sam e as own111g Iler outright (a)(l ) and (2)). A second case is 

suggest ed by R . Mesharsheya, a Babylonian Amar a (S)b)). This case hinges 

on the fact that the woman will not be given a ritual bath. His suggeslion 

is in fact incongruous wi t h the fi r st Tanna 's posi t ion since it hinges on the 

issue o f the r i tual bath, which is not a determinant for the first Tanna. 

Nonetheless. this suggestion stands. 

The f inal issue Lo be ciea l t w ith in this sugya is yet onotller cnse of 

doubt - -- whether we mo) supersedr Shabbat 1 o circumcise a chi Id who may 

or may not be viable. This issue was first raisrd al I.a. and will be 

introduced in th is section al 4.c .. R:iised in t he cm1rse of the sugya are 

the questions of what cons tit ut es a 11on-v1ablc chi Id, and how we distinguish 

between a viab le and a non- viable ch llrl . 

A Barait ha introduces a ruling of H. Simeon b. Gamaliel . establishing a 

criter ion for the 'iabilil) of human and ar.imal offspring that the> must 

live at least thirty days and r 1ghl days respecti ve!) ). and supports each case 

with a proofle,.l A .4. ). This Baraitha presents a dilemma. It suggests lhal 

the viabi l ity ol evrry child is doubtful for the first tll i rt ~ days aft er birth. 

Since doubt 1ul cases do not supersrde Shabb;Jl . 1t would fnllow from this 

Bnraitha that w P ma) never supersede Shabbot for cighth-da) circ11mr1 sio11 

(4.a. ), since we would not }'el be certain tha t t he infant 1s viable. R. Adda 

b. Ahabah proposes a solution wher eb} we will retroacti\ el} redefine lhe 

casr> so that if the child turned out to be non-\iable. there was no violalion 

of Shabbal. The Oarai tha al 1.a. is cited again !)ere to refute R. Adda b. 
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Ahahah (4.c .). As a Tannailic ruling, the 13ar ai tha must, of course, lake 

pr ecedence. and it expr essly prohibits f'ases of doublful 'iabi lity from 

superseding Shabbal. On the eighth day, however, Lhe issue o f v iability is 

still unresolved. The response is Lo apply R . Adda b. Ahabah's so lution t o 

lhe Bar aitha's case as well (c .J )). This proposal . however, implies an 

Amoraic rejection o f a Tannait ic ruling, which is nol an accepted prac1 ICP. 

Mar the son of Rabina, a l ate Amar a. reso lves this con fli ct by assigning Lhe 

Bara it ha lo another issue --- that o f preparations for cir c11mcision. which 

ore prohibited in this case even by R. Eliezer. who normal l) allows 

preparat ions lo supersede Shabbal (c.2)). 

Support for R . Adda b. Ahobah' s pos1 Lion 1s fc.und in a T annait ic 

argument concerning animals. The point or similarit~ 1s whether we trea t a 

non- viable animal as if i t were dead 1.t erefah). If it 1:.; shown lhC\l we do 

treat a non-viab le animol as tcrcfnh. this wit I support r~. Adda b. Ahabah 

and Mar 1 he son of Rabina. The• discussion opens with a prooflext 
.., 

indicating that an animal wt11ch dies of nat ural causes ber;omrs rilualh 

UnC'leon and 1s not fit for 0 11y p11rpose (4.d. ). The Tonna goes on lo as~rrl 

I hot th is includes a calf born uflrr eight month.> of CJ!slatron. which he 

considers as non- viable d. I 1. l his corresponds to H . Adda h. Ahabah 'r, 

position. H. • .lose the son of Judah objcc-t s, sa) ing lhal an r1ghth-month 

ra lf can be maul' ritually c lean through slnuqht cr l d.2 )). HPncc. he '1ews it 

as v iable. Ahil)l! 1111 crpret s thl' 1,.:;uc •I t!w: Tc.nna1l1C' d1 ·:p11l e to b<.> 

vinbil i t y (d. S)). 

Raba objPcts t o Abaye 's rc>asoning (d.4)) hy assert llHJ lhal if the concern 

o f the Tanna11 ic dispute is \l i.1l>1lit >- the rulings should be phrased around 

lhc issue or food lor use> rnlhcr than r1irt1) . since (as will br seen shor11)-l 
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i l i :; possible to have a ritually clean bul non-viable animal (4)a)Cl )). No 

non-viable animal. however. can be used for fnod. 

Ritual cleanness, therefor e. must nol be the issue of lhe dispute. and all 

agree lhal an e1ghth-monlh animal is not viable l4)a)), even lhoucjl i l can 

be made rilually clean (aX2'). This corresponds l o R. Adda b. Ahabah's 

opinion. The analogy is refuted on the basis of a spec ific difference 

between the two cases: namely, thal a lerefah had a period of fitness 

before it became ill, but the eighth-month animal was born unfit ' 4)b)l l) 

and (2)). The Rabbis further asser t thal even indiv idual cases cannot be 

analogized. since lerefah and premature birth are d1 fferent categories of 

anima ls (b){.S)). 

The sugya now rel urns lo lhe Baraitha which began thi s unit. The issue 

is whether or not H . Simeon b. Gamaliel's opinion. in r espec t to an animal 

which has l ived less than ei ght da)s. is deemed normalivc by the Rabbis. 

IL would appear that R. Simenn b. Gamaliel consider s an animal that has 

lived less than eight days tu IJ~ non-viable, and llir> r<"f orc not usable as 

food. The question is raised as lo whether this is a qcnerall y arcerted 

opinion (£i.e. )), and if not, then whether the h~lacha 1s ac-cordinq to f~ . 

Simeon h. Gamaliel or the Habbis (c. l ),. To answer this q1iest1on . l\'JO 

Bcraitolh are c ited. Smee these Bcra1loth ar c anonvrnous. lhe' ar e 

assiC}"led, by rnbbinic comention. Lo the Rabb1s1. 13'll h Bern1toth (e.2\ and 

e. 3)) md1ca t e lhut ;1 c·alf less ll1un c1CJ1t days old mo) be •ised tis food and 

1s therefore nabl<.'. Thrs would dispute R . Simeon b. Gamali<- l's '1ew. The 

r e futation of hnlh Ber::11loth 1s the same (2)a) and 3)a)}. c laiming lhal bolh 

reprcsenl special cases. The) do nol address our issue. which 1s still 

grounded 111 lhe concept or premature birth. Nonetheless, lhese Bcraitoth 

serve t o modi f) R. Simeon b. Gamaliel's ruling. and it must now be read as 
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follows: "If a calf was born before nine months, it is not viable until il 1s 

eigit days old, but if il is born after nine months (at full term), 1t 1s born 

viable." The attempted proofs from Beraitolh are inconclusive and so the 

1si;ue is resolved by citing an Amoraic slal emenl which explicitly says thal 

I he halacha is according lo H. Simeon b. Gomalie l 's opinion (e.4)J. This is 

also held de f inil ely to prove that the Rabbis disagree with him, (since 

otherwise there would be no need l o state that R . Simeon b. Gamaliel's 

opinion is normative} l e.))). 

Ha\ ing drall with the •!iability of anima ls. the sugya now addresses the 

issue of lhC' viabilit y of humon infants. This discussion opens with a 

statement by Abaye (.'.l.f. ) that a child less than thirty days old. who dies of 

unnatural causes 1s considered lo have been viable. The dispute:> is over I he 

chi ld who dies or natural causes. In this case. the Rabbis maintain that he 

was viable and H. Simeon b. Gamaliel holds that he was non-viable ( f. I J). 

WP thl'n ask what practical d1 fference this debate makes. since in either 

case the child has died { f.2)). Since it has already been resol\ ed that the 

chi ld is circumcised at cigit da}'S C' \en 1f there 1s doubt as t o his \1abil1ly. 

the prac-Lical ramifications Clf I lle debate cannot havP to rlo with lhP chi ld. 

They have rat her lo do with t lw , not hc.·r . if :.I 1..: .s u v11tlow. <ind the issue is 

whether or nol Levira l e marriage 1s necessary in I his case l Zlo . I f the 

child was not \1able. the obllgat1on for LP\irate m:lrriage still falls on lhe 

father's brother . If, however. lhP C'hild wtls \ 1able, I here 1s 110 obligation 

for Levira l e> marriage. 

The sugya now turns again to Abaye's pos1Lion. c•alli11g ll into quest ion 

l l.3)) by citing a preccdenl })a )) from which II is <" lear lhal "all" do not 

agree lh:Jl a child who lives less th.m thirly da)'s is viable if he dies of 

unnatura l causes. Abaye's position is now re\ 1scd l f.ll ) I o conform lo the 
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precedent. as follows: "We now maintain that all agree thal if Lhe child 

died nalurall y, he was not viable, and lhe dispute concerns an unnatural 

dealh" (4)a l). This entire discussion r efers back lo R. Simeon b. Gamaliel 's 

ruling in the Baraitha al A .4.. The last version of that ruling stands ( f.4 j), 

but there is no discussion in the sugya as Lo whose opinion is deemed 

normative in this dispute. It ma) then be assumed that the accepted ruling 

is lhal of R. Simeon b. Gamaliel . as 1l was in the case of the animal . 

This understanding of the ruling is then modified somewhat b} two 

precedenln 41b' and 4)c)). as the ruling concerning anima ls was modified a t 

e.21a 1 and e. } )a. These precedents indicate thal a ch1l<l whose period o f 

gestat ion wns a full nine months is considered to havt> beer1 viable. even if 

he dies of unnatural causes before reaching his th1rl icth da) . 

r inall y, we r eturn to the issue of Levirate mnrriaC]C' . We rt>call that the 

need lor the ruling concerning the viabili l ) of the chi ld was based on the 

reqwrcrnenls of Le\ irate marriage. The final section of this sug) a deals 

with lhc> qucsL1on of what must be done 1f a widow 's so11 die:.; bt"fore he 1s 

lh1rl~ da)S old and she meanwhile marries somC'ClnL cll>e. nut realizmg that 

she 1s subiect lo Le' irat e marrial)c < f. ~ ) '. l{ab1n\l, quolirHJ HabA, maint ains 

thal she must perform hali1ah f rtie Cl'rL"llnm> \'/ht r • II~ !:1112 •u rl!ll.!ased from 

her obl iyot.ion of I <'virale marriaye, unless she ts now mnrr1ed lo o priest . 

who is forbidden Ir orn marr) mg a halulah ., la>J. In lh1:; 101 ter 1·ase. the?\ 

can assume in rct respect lhal lhc- child was "iahlc. :111d l hert>h) eliminate 

t he obligation tor I C?\ irate marrtage. R . Sherabta al:;u q11otes l~aba. bul 

maintains thal in c 11 her case she rnusl perform h::il11::ih \ '.>)b)). He 11olds 

l hal the chi Id was de rin11 ely nol viable, so her obli gallon f or I ('\I irate 

marriage' 1s sti ll in for ce . Since if she 1:; marri ed l o n priest. hC?r marri age 
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is not valid whether or not she performs halizah, the requirement for it 

stands. Rabina defends his position by asserling that Raba altered his 

opinion, and his final word on the subject was as Rabina reported (S)c )). R . 

Sherabia then rejects Rabina's position as totally untenable (S)d)}. With no 

further discussion, R. Sherabia's opinion stands. 

-
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Mlshnnh 19:3 (C. l.) (pnges 156b-D7a) 

I ll . R. Judah permits this. e'..£:_ 

A. R. Shi7bi said lhat R. Hisda said. "R. Judah did not rule 1n all 

l eases that) an hermaphrodite is a male, 

I. for if j'OU say lh1s lthat it is a malel, f then' 1n (the case o f 

vows where one ']ives Lo the Temple one's ownJ valuation (based 

on one's se, ). let him be subject to \ alualion." 

a. rrom wher e do we (know lhal hP is not l sub1ect toJ 

valuation.., Because it was taught (in a Boraitha): " (And 

)'Our valuation shall be for) the male 11 cv. 27:JI, but not for 

one with undeveloped genitalia nor an hcrrnaphrodite. 

J) I 1 is possible ( thal one could argue I hat} he does not 

hovf.' the valuation of a man but h<' does have the 

valuation of a woman. Thrreforc !Jcripture sa)'S the 

mulc> .. . and 1f it is female ll 1•\, 27: 3- 1~1 10 t c ;...ch' one 

who 1s ccrla1nly a rnalf> l <i11d onr> wllo 1s rC'rlainh a 

f rmale arc subjPct I o vows or \ al11al ion • bur not one 

with unde\C.'loped genitalia nor an hrrmaphrodtle." lu. 

Bech. ll2a. b. Nid. 28bl 

2) And an anonymous (slatemc>nl 111) 5i I r~ is (held to 

represent the opinion oO R. Judah. 

2. R. Nahman b. Issac said, "We also learned similarl y (in Mishnah 

Pnruh '.1 :4 ): All are gualified Lo sanctify ( the wnt cr} Ito mix in 
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lhe ashes of lhe red heiferl except a deaf-mule, an idiol, and a 

minor. R. Judah declar es a minor lo be gual if1ed, bul disgual­

ifies a woman and an hermaphrodile." 

a. This proves (thal R. Judah does not in all respecls consider 

on hermaphrodi l e to be a man). 

} . Whal 1s different about circumcision <thal lhere R. Judah does 

liken an hermaphrodite lo a man ? 

a. Aecause it is written: Every male among you shall be 

c ircumcised. IGt>n. 17:101. 

In our Mishn<lh, R. Judah perm its the circumcision of an hermaphrodite 

on Shabbat (111. ). This implies that R. Judah \ 1ews an hermaphrodite as 

definitely being a male since. as was noted at the beginning of the lasl 

sui:JYa . doubtful cases ITIO)' not supersede Shabbal. The Gemar a c ites an 

Amoraic sta tement which rnai11tai11s thal R. Judah did not accept an 

hcrmaphrod11 f' os dcl 1111lely being male with regard Io nil lt'gal m:lllers 

(Ill.A. ). 

The first ol thcsP cases 1s where one \Ows onc.>' s owri \:lluat1on i.e.: the 

monetary amount of onf''s own \nluc I n thr Trmplr /\. ! . .. ~c11µlure Lev. 

27 : 1-}3) prescribes that lh1s \aluation be dett>rrnincd w1lll refC'r<.'llCE' to the 

age and sex of the person who makes the \Ow. Accordi11q to an anonymous 

Barnitha which occur'> 1n S1fra {1.a.), lhl" words "m<llc" and "female," in 

respect lo these \ nlual ions, arc> both lo be 1inderslood <1n l''Cluding per sons 

of doubtful sexual trails. Since rabbinic corwenl1l'rn holds I hal all 

anonymous rulings in Si Ira represent the opinion of H . .lud<1h. this proves 

the Amoraic co11tcnt ion 1n Ill.A .. 
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The second case 1s an explicit allribution tn R. Judah in M1shnah, 

invo lving participation in the ri t e of sanctifying the water of purification by 

mixing in the ashes of the r ed heifer (A.2.). Here also, H . Judah permits 

the participation of only those who are definitely males. The fac t that his 

only exclusions are women and her maphrodites proves, according lo the 

Gemara (2.a.), that he does not consider an hermaphrodite lo be a male in 

all cases. 

Having now established that R . Judah does not consider an hermaphrodite 

to be a man in all cases. the Gemara asks wh} he does \ iew the hermaph· 

rodite as a male speC"i fically in the case of circumcision A .3. . The ar1swer 

1s that there is a sprcific difference between lhe cases. In the other 

situations. the emphasis was placed on the word "malP" in the prooftexts. 

In the case of circumcision, t he emphasis is placed on l he word "ever)·,'' 

and this is understood Lo include even the doubt f11I cases of ;in hNmaph­

rodi te O.a. \ 

-



Mishnah 19:4 (A .J .) (page 1 ~7a) 

I. (And he forgot and circumc ised on Shabbat the one ( to be ci rcumcised) 

after Shabba t. ) 

A. R . Huna I eachcs (Lhat) he is li able ( for a sin-offering). Rab Judah 

teaches (that ) he is exempt ( from a sin- offering). 

1. ''R. Huna teaches (that) he is liable ( for a sin-offering'. " 

a. ror 1t was laugit ( in a Baraitha): 

1, "R. Simeon b. Eleazar said. 'I { , Cliezer and R . Joshua 

did not disagree concerning one who had two infants, 

one (of which was) to be ci rcumcised on Shabbat and 

(the other ) to be ci r cumcised after Shabbat, and he 

f orgot and cir cumcised, on Shabbat, the one (lo be 

c ircumcised~ after Shabbat. (Rather, the~ both agree 

that he is liable ( for a sin -o fferin g). 

2) Concerning whal du the) disagree? C oncerning one who 

had two infants, one (of which war. • lo bP ci rr:.imcised 

bef ore Shabba t and ( the other) one to be circumcised on 

Shabbal, and he forgot and c- 1rcumc1sed, on St1abbat. the 

Ont> Ho be circumc-ised~ lJL!fure Shabbal. R . Eliezer holds 

him) liable for a sin-of fering and R. Joshua exempts 

fh1m from a sin-offering).' 

} ) The) both learned (their r espec tive rulings) only from (an 

analogy to} idolatry. 
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a) R. Cliezer maintains (that this lat e circumcision 

performed on Shabbat ) is like idolat r y. Just as (wilh) 

idolatry the All -Merciful says ' you shall not practice 

(it ) ' and if one does pr actice Ot ) he is liable ( for a 

sin- offering); here also. (this case of circumcision) is 

no different. 

h) R. Joshua (maintains that this case is di fferent Lhan 

idolatry because ) there ( in the case of idolalr} ) there 

is no comm andment ( thal is ful f illed when one 

practices idolatry, but / hPre ( in lhr> case of 

r ircumcision, there) is a commandment (being fulfi lled 

by the c ircumci sion)." 

2. "Rab Judah leaches (that ) he is exempl ." 

a. I or il was 1·aughl (in a Barnilha): 

I ) "I { . M eir sa !d, 'R . [ liezer and R . Joshua did not clisagref' 

t' onccrning one who had two infant~, one (of whicl' was) 

l o bt" circum c ised bef ore 5hClbba t nnd <the other one lo 

be c ircumcised on Shabbat. and he forgot and c ircum­

cised. on Shabh::it, lhe one l tn br ri r r111nr 1'1cd ' bclorL 

Shabbat. (Rather. the} both agrC'e ) lhal he is c-..empl 

from a sin-offering). 

'!. r oncerning what do they disagree? Conecrning one who 

had two infant s, one (of which was '• to be c ircumcised 

aftC'r Shabbat and ( the other one lo he circumc ised on 

Shabbal , and he forgot and c ircumcised. on Shobba t. lhe 

onP (lo be ci rcumrised) after Shabb::i l. r~ . E liczer holds 
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' him) liable for a sin-offering and R . Joshua exempts 

{him fr om a sin-offering'. ' 

3) They both learned (their respect1\e rulings) onl y from (an 

analogy Lo) idolatr)'· 

a) R . Eliezer maintains (that this early c1rcumc1sion 

perfor med on Shabbat , is like idolatr y. Just as l v1ith) 

idola l r) the All-Merciful says 'you shall not practice 

(it ' and if one does practice (i t · he is liable ( tor a 

sin-offerin g); here also. (this c-ase of circumc ision) is 

no different. 

b ) H. Joshua (maintains that this Crlse is different than 

idolatry because) there in the c-asc of idolatry } he is 

not preoccupied b) a commandment. but her{' ( in 

this c ase of circurncision l he 1s preoccupied by a 

commandment." 

b. R . Hiv)a taucpl Cin a Barailt 1a): 

1) "R. Meir used to say : ' I{ . [IH'ZP.r and ''· Joshua did 1101 

disagree concernin g one who had two 111fantt;, one \ol 

which was) to be ci rcumcised before Shr1l>bot and ~ the 

other one Lo be circumcised on !.illabbat. and he> forqol 

and c ircumcised. on Shabbat. the> one t o be circumcised' 

llr lorc Shabbal. (P " thrr. lhf') bolh ngree !hat he 1s 

hablr I for a sin-offering'. 

Z) Concerning what do the\ disagree? Concerning one who 

had lwo infants. one of which wasl t o br c1rc-umc1sed 

af t er Shabbal and Clhe other 1 one lo br c-1 reumc1sed on 

Shabbal, and he forgot and c1rcumc- 1sed, on Shabbal . I he 
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one (Lo be circumcised ) afler Shabba l. R . Eliezer holds 

(him) liable for a sin-offering and R . Joshua exempts 

(him from a sin-offering)."' 

~ ) Now R. Joshua exempts (him) in Lhe second (case) where 

(according Lo his rationale) he is not performing a 

commandment (ye t, why then, docs) he hold (him) liable 

in Lhe first (case) wher e (his rationale is that ) he is 

performing a commandment ? 

a) The school ot R . Janna1 said, 

(1 ) "The first (case r epr esent s a situat ion where, for 

example, he (performed U1e ci rcumcision) pr e­

m aturel y and he c ircumcised, be fore Shabbat, the 

one Lo be circumcised on Shabbal, so that 

Shabbat would not bt> givC'll over lo being 

superseded. 

(2) but in) the sec-Jnd (case ~ltablidt is gi \ cn over 

lo being superseded." 

b) R . A shi said t o R. Kah~na. "( 111) the first (case) 

Shabbat is also given ov c:> r lo be ing superseded in 

respect to 1ntants 111 general. " 

r In regards' 1 o this man. however. IShahbat ) is not 

qivcn over 't n brinri <;• •rC'rscclNI . 

The Mishnah presents us w1lh a ~itual1on where a person has t\vin sons. 

one of which we1s to hP cirrumcised on ShalJbal and I he other on the da)' 

a fl er. If he cirrumciscd Lhc second son on Shobbat, he is I table for a s111-

offcr1ng, because hC' has \ iolalcd Shabbal by inflicting a wound but he has 

-



139 

not fulfilled lhe commandment 1 o c·1rcumc1se. which is in force only on the 

eicjlt11 day and afterwards ( I. . Whether or not he really is so liable is 

disp111 ed b} Amora1m. with R . Huna say in CJ that he is and Rab JudAh 

maintaining lhat he is not ( l.A.t AL issue in th15 d ispute 1s the cor rect 

reading of lhe M 1shnah-te'<L .. ~ ti.is point. L ach of the two Amoreim 

maintains a d iff Pr enl version of the M 1shna1c ruling. 

R. Huna's position is dealt with first IA. l. J. A Barai tha . in t11e name of 

H. Simeon b. Ele:l7ar . is quoted l o support him ( I.a.J. This Bar a11 ha upholds 

the M1shnah exacll> as we ha\ e 1L. It then goes on LO spt>ll oul lhe 

rat ionales behind the R. Eliezer-R . Joshua dispute in the Mishnah. 

11uth H .. [ lie1er and R . Joshua derive their rulinc;; from an analog~ to 

idolatry. Lhl' prac tice of which makes one liab le for a s1n-offrring Ca . .S)). 

The starling point, lhen, for the ana log} is the simi lar penalt ies. H . 

I ll eLc r <"la1rn:; thal 1 he violalton of a comm:mdmenl makes the two cases 

a11alogous, and this person 1s therefore liable for having c ircumc ised on 

511.-ibhal whic-h wr1s not t he eighth day l..S la)). In a morr lenient ruling. H . 

Joshua holds 1 hat the cases are not analogous because a commandment was 

f11llilled hy the ::ict of c ircum c1s1on. Therefore. the fathN 1s nol liable 

O )b )). 

Rab Judah's pos1L1on 1s present ed nc"'l A.2. rind a Bnra11hn. tn 1111• nnmc 

o r R . Meir. is quot ed lo support him (2.a. . This l3ur a1thu IS 1den1 1cal Ill 

form La the first Gnra11 ha. bul il redefines I he lv1 i :;l111~1t t di:;p11ll' so 1 llat 11' 

the cose of a lat e- c- 1reumc1sio11 performed on Shabbal , 1 hPre i:; aqr ccnwnl 

Lhal he is not liabl e for a sin-o ff erin g l a.I . The disagreement. rather. 1s 

over Ille case al an early ci rcumcision rerfornwd on Sha bbal. In lh1s case. 

R . ll1czC'r holds him liable and R . Joshlla ei..Pmpl s l11m (a . 2 \) . R . Cltcrnr 

mainlams. as in lhC' lm:.t Baraitha. that lh1s is n \: 1olal 1011 :111d ht> 1s 
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lhereforc liable (3)a)). R . Joshua holds that c ircumcision and idolatry are 

nol analogous because 1dolalr> never involves fulf1l ltng a commandment. He 

exempt s Lhe infant' s father because surel y 1t w as his preoccupallun with 

fulfilling the commandment of circumcision that caused ham not lo pay 

close enough allrnt ion lo whi ch son he was circumc ising '3 )b)). 

A variant of the second Baraitha is presented in the name of R . Hiyya 

<2.u.. The two ver sions differ onl> al the first clause <b.ll). Here, there 

is agrcl'rncnl lhnt lhC' father is liable rather than exempt. There is, 

howcvrr, a problem wilh this Barailha in light of the rallonales pr esented 

for the l wo pre\ ious Baraitot h (b.3 )). ll seems unlikel } I hat R. Joshua 

would hold him liab le in the firsl c lause where~ according to hi :; rnlaonale, 

he is fulftlling a commandment. but would ei..empt him in the o;cC"ond C"lnuse 

when" 111' 1s no' f111fillan g a commandment at lhP lime he violates Shabbat. 

H. Ja1ma1 defends this Baraillm 13)a)) on the grounds that 1n I lie first clnuse 

it follows I hal l)P circumcised before Shabbal the son Io he rirc11mc1sed 011 

Shabbat. This 1s Pxcusab le f or the r eason o f 11pr co<-c11r::i11on with Ii•::: 

comma11dmN1l .11 Uncc this child has been c 1rcumc 1sl'd, howrver. there was 

no longer \.I chair! which had lo be c1rr11mc1:.ed on 5habbat. ''Prcoccupat ion 

walh the cornmnndmPr1l 11 1s I hen no ltmqer a vnlid c'c11se ,a )O }J. In l11C' 

sf'cond dausc. L' VCn if he does ci rcumrisc his so11 Parl) . rm Shallbat . there is 

sli 11 anolher son whose cir C'umC'sion superscdPs Shabb:11. In I his case . I hen, 

"preoccupolion w11 h the> commvncfmf'nt" is st ti I :-in :irrept::ihl1• e'r11se a 1ll ll. 

R . Ashi ob1ecls lo I his rms1t 1on b) not 111g lhat "preoccupation" 1s sl ill u 

va lid e,.cuse in the case al a)U since the princ iples of l h1' requirement lo 

cir cumcise on Shabbat are still in force (} b) . ThP rcspo11sc- 1s that whalP 

this is true. we are dealing hPre with a specif ic- casC' and not w1 1l1 lhC' 

-
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general rule (J)c )). In the end, we can make sense out of all three 

Barailoth. and so none stands over the others . 

.... 



Mishnah 19:5 (B.) (page 137a) 

L (One does not circumcise an infant who is ill until he recovers. ) 

A . Samuel said, " (When) his fever subsides, we give him seven full days 

for his recover) (before we circumcise him)." 

I . The question was posed lo them lthe scholars! : "Do we (really ) 

require full days?" 

a. Come and hear, for Luda taught <in a Baraitha): "The da) 

of liis recovery is like I he <.la)' of his birth." lb. Ycb. 7lal 

I) ls it not Lhe case. then, thal1 1usl as with the da) of his 

birth we do not require e1ghU full l.la)s (before we circum­

cise him), so loo w1Lh the day of his recovery, \ve do not 

require full d i!)S. 

b. No. Theda) o f his rerov<:r) 1s morC' <1mpo1Lan1 ) than the 

<lay of his birth. for whcreos fwilh the day of hi s lmlh we 

do not r equire lull days and \vhere~s w1thl the da) of r ecover) 

we do r equire full rfavs. 

The Mishnah lists cases whcrP lhe c ircl11nnsion is necessaril )' delayed 

beyond the eight ti day. The last 01 lhest! 1s the case 1n wh11 .• h the infant is 

ill. Misllnah rules that wC' ma) not c ircumcise him until he becomes well 

( I. ). Samuel, an early l3al>}•loniw1 Amor a, e>. I C'nds the ruling b} ca} ing that 

wc musl wait until the child has been well for se\C'n da)s ll .A .). 

-
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The word "da)s" 1s somewha t ambiguous, and lhe question is raised as to 

whether lhis means full Lwenl) -four hour periods or partial days (A.1. }. The 

first answer corm:s from a Baraitha in which the day of a child's recover y is 

likened to his day of birlh (l.a. ). This analogy is understood to include all 

related ci rcumstances, and therefore full days are not needed afler lhe 

child' s recovery any more than full days are needed after his birth before 

the circumcision may be performed. An objection is raised by way of a 

simple assertion that the day of his recovery is more imporlanl than the day 

of his birth. and full days are therefore required aft er he recovers (J.b. ). As 

there is no further discussion, this second opinion st nnds. 

-



Mlshnah 19:6 (A. l.) (page l :s7b) 

I. (Flesh which covers most or the corona. ) 

A . R . Abina said that R. Jeremiah b. Abba said Lhal Rab said: "(Thi s 

re fers Lo) flesh that cover s most or the height or the corona." 

The Mishnah instructs that i r shr eds of skin cover the greater part of the 

corona, the circumcision is invalid and must be performed again (I , '. R. 

Abina 's comment (I.A.) fills out a perceived ellipsis in the Mishnah's ruling 

and makes it more precise by indicating that this refers lo the greater part 

of the corona's height. 

146 
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M1shnah 19:6 (A .2.) (page 137h. 

II. And if he 1s fleshy. etc. 

A . Samuel sa id, " (10 an infant's (membrum) is overgrown wilh flesh, we 

e'mminc him; 

l. ' if) when he has an erection, he appears circumc ised. ( thpn) we 

do not need lo ci rcumcise (him again), 

2. bul 1f (he docs} nol (appear lo be circumcised. then we must 

c ircumc ise (him again)." 

B. It was tauctit "' :i 13araitha: "R. Simeon b. Gomaliel sa,s. ' llf' on 

infant 's (membrum) is overgrown with flesh, we e'aminc him; 

I. t i f) when he has an erect ion, ht' doe:; nol aprcar Lo be 

circumcised, (lhen\ we must circumcise him {agn1n ), 

2. but if nol lif he does appear rir<'wnc1scc.ll , t1i. n Wl' do not need 

to c1rcumc1sc him again . "' IT. Shnb. I 61 

C . There 1s ( this difference betwcPn lhf'SC' llwo rul1ntp •: when) hc 

appears 1c1rcumc1scd and does not appear c1rcumc1sed 11 .e.: \<lhC'n 

the corona rs onl) riart I) vis1blel. 

The Mishna!i st alt':. t llat 1 f the ch1 Id ir flc-•'h'- :a> I hat he aprrars lo be 

uncircumcised, I his s11m1t1on must be corrcc:- lPd I or I he sake or appearances 

(so that no one wi II think he 1s uncirrumc1sC'dJ. This 1s the case C\ en 1 f he 

were in fact 11roperl~ r1rr,1mc1scd I I. . The Mtshnah does not tell us how 

to determine the nePd f or this procedure :md it 1s to th1:; problem that lhe 

Gcmara addressC's 1tst•lf. 

J4'l 
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The first suggestion comes from Samuel, n Babylonian Amara: I i rsl we 

look lo sec if he appcors uncircumcised \ II.A .• and if so, we examine htm 

again when hC' ha:; an erection. If he then appears Lo be circumcised, Lhere 

is no need Lo c ircumc ise him ngain (A .1.; . If, however, he still uppears 

uncircumcised, he must be circumcised again (A .Z. ' · The second suggest ion 

1s Tannailie. A Baraitha cites the opinion o f R . Simeon b. Gamaliel Ul .B .. 

His ruling is 1llentical to Samuel's except for the ordc-r ot lhe wording. 

While Samue l llrst addresses the case where the infant appears to be 

c1rcumc1sed, thP Baraitha reverse::> the order. 

11 would appear . on the surface. that the Amor:ltc op1111on is rPdundanl, 

since we already have n Baraitha which says the some lhtnCJ. The Cemnra 

tells us that the difference in lhc wording nonetheless indicates a difference 

of opinion in the median case --- where. when the child hos an rrc:ction, ht' 

:;omet irnes appears ci rcumcised and soinet1mcs docs 1101 ( 11. l . . Accor ding 

Lo Hashi, each opinion stresses u~" first clause. S::imuel , then. mai11tains 

that hr must appear ci rcumcised and, i I prP:;entl.'d with 1 he median case. we 

must c ircumcise him again. R . Simeon b. Gamaliel . hmvr\rr, mo1ntaim; that 

we must rec1rcumcisc onh when he appear!.' uncirc11mc1sed. Since, in 1 he 

modian case, he somet 1mcs appears c1rr11rnr1scd. lhc>re 1•· no nr•·d to 

recircumc1se. 

-
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Mishnah 19:6 (B. ) (page U7b} 

Ill. ( If) one ci rcumcised and did not uncover ( the corona). 

A . Our Rabbis taucj'lt (in a Baraitha): "The one who circumcises (on 

infant) sn~s. 

l. ' ... Who hast sancl i fied us by His commandment s and commanded 

11s concerning circ11mc1sion. ' 

2. The father of the infant says. ' ... Who hast saner 1f1cd iJS by His 

comm:mdments and commanded us lo enlcr him 111lo the> CO\C"nanl 

of Abraham our f al her.' 

3. The spectators sa) ( to the father). 'Just as he lthe 1nfa1HI has 

been broucj'll into the covenant. so ma) he be brought to lhe 

study of Toroh, t o marriage. :md to the rerform\lnce of good 

deeds.' 

4. One who 1s able t o) recite a blessing sa,s, ' ... Who dh.1 sancufv 

t he \•1cll -bcloved llsaacl from the woml>, and did set Th) statut e 

111 h is flesh. and did seal his offspring w11 h the s1g1 of the H oh 

(.ovcnont . On l111s accounl. 0 II\ llHJ Cod. our Port 1011. C)I\ e 

command l o deliver lhc dcarl~ belo,cd o l our flesh 1rom 

dcsu aw l rma for the sake 'lf lhr rnH•nanl wh1c-h Thou hast set in 

our flr -;h. 131essed art Thou. 0 Lord. Vlho makC'sl the C-0\ enonl.' 

B . The one who ci r cumc1:;cs a prose I) I e s:lys, 

I. 'Blessed art Thou, 0 Lord, our God, l<ang of the u111 ersP. Who 

hast sancll f 1cd us b) His commandmL•nt s ond commanded us 

concerning c ircumcision.' 

147 
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2. One who (is able to) recite a blessing says. ' ... Who hast 

sancti fied us by Hts commandments and commanded us to 

c ircumcise prosel ytes and t o dr aw from them the blood of the 

covenant. For were it not for the blood of lhe covenant, 

Heoven and Earth would not have endured, even as il is said, 

Were it not for M y covenant by day and by n ight, I would not 

have appointed the ordinances of Heaven and Earth. IJer. 33:251 . 

Blessed art Thou, 0 Lord, Who m akest the covenant.' 

C . The one who ci rcumcises a slave sa)s. 

1. ' . .. Who hast sanc ti fied us by His commandment s and commanded 

us concernin g c ircumcision.' 

2. One who f is able to) rc>cite a blessing says, ' ... \/'/ho hast 

sanctified us by His commandments and commanded us to 

circumcise sloves and Io dra,.,. from them lhc blood of the 

covenant. ror were it nnt for lhe blood of the covcnonl . 

Heaven and [arth wuuld not hme endured. C\l?n os tl 1s said, 

Were it not for M y covenant b> day and b) night, I would not 

have appoint ed the ordinances of Hca,•en and Larth. Blessed art 

Thou, 0 Lord. Who niakest the covcn:mt."' IT. Ber. 1 fil 

Whil e t he Mi:;hnah is descr ib1ny the 1mpor1 onct' of a part 1culor surgica l 

element or the .1rcumt"1sion Ill. . tht· GLm .. r .. uses the rnenl1or1 or the 

c irr1 1mc iser to aprend a B }r ail ha whi ch leaches 1 he appropriate blessings l o 

be recited at a circumc1sio11. Alternatl\el y. the l3araitha 1s s1mpl} i:ippcnded 

al the end of I he Mishnah chapter. l<cgard!ess of ll1e logical and forma l 

connect ors. this 1s st r1Cll} supplemental material added Lo the end of the 

-



Mishnah chapter. The logic behind ils ordering 1s in the fact that Ille 

blessing recited b)' Lhe c ircumciser is listed first. 

Al Lhe circumcision o f an in f ant ( Ill.A . ). a proselyte (111.B. ,. and a slave 

(111.C.) the circumciser recites the first blessing. The blessing is Lhe same 

in all three cases (A. J., 8 .1.. and C. l. ). In l he case of the inf ant, l he 

second blessing (A.2.) 1s recited b> the rather in recognition o f his acl o f 

f11lfilling his obltgaLion lo enter his son into the covenant God mnde with 

Abraham, t he sign of which 1s cir cumcision. The next blessing (A. 3.) is 

recited ( to Lhe father) by the spect ators. It is a petition that Lhc chtld 

will be rai sed properl y and will know only the good life (as understood l>y 

Lile rabbinic tradition). The fourth blessing (A.4. ) mo)' be recited by anyone 

present. "The well-beloved" is a Midrashic allusion Io Isaac. The prayer is 

a petition asking God lo pr otect our offspring just as he protected Isaac, 

I he first. Jewish child to be circumcised. 

1 or l hr. slave and the prosel}1 le onl} two blessings arc rccitl'.'d. The first 

is the one recited by lhe c ircumciser (13.1. and C. l. ). Ttic •:rcond CB.2. and 

l ' .2. ) emphasiLes the e\lrcme importance of r 1rcumc1sion. This second 

blcssirHJ corresponds to I he fourth blessing recited for a Jrw1sh-1Jorn rh1hJ. 

Since the> second and l hi rd blessings rcr.1 l cd for a .l1..•w1i;h-born cf)lld dcol 

dirr.cll~ with the fathrr. there arc no rorrc:;pond:111J hlesstnCJS for lh1 

proselytr or sla111:. 

-



CONCLUSION 

In only sixteen payes of Gemara we have examined laws. principles. and 

opinions, 'arious hermeneutical techniques. arguments, and precedents. and 

many other element s which together make up the Talmud and comprise lhe 

Talmudic process. Six teen pages of Gemara, however, is only a very small 

part of the Talmud. One must be ver) car e ful. therefore, not to make 

sweeping general izations about the Talmud from the section which we 11ave 

studied. In spi te of this~ we can still derive some significant 1ns1ghts mto 

the Talmudic mind, and learn some very important IPssons for our own lives 

from those insight s. 

Since our primary concern is e"amining the f ormal structure of the 

chapter. and since we will derive those lessons and insights fro1n an exam-

1nnlion of that structure, we must make cle;:ir the chapter's strut:! urc before 

wp can proceed. This is accomplished by the following outline abstr;:ic t. 

which epitomizes that structure. The outline numbers here corrrspond to 

t ()oi:;c in the translation. 

M1shnah 19:1 

I. Mishnah comment ar) . 

A. Need to est ahl1sh r.tt 1onalC' for Mishna1c ruling. because 

l. rotionale bPars on case not listed in M1shnah. 

2. Establish rationale b;-ised on Amoraic slatements. Bern11oth. rind 

pr ecise wording of M1shnah-le>.t . 

B. r urther M1sh11ah commentary . 

1 ~ 0 

-



151 

II. Commentary on R . Eliezer's ruling in Mishnah concerning preparat ions 

for c ircumc ision. 

A. Ruling is supported by Bcrai Lot h and precedents. 

tJ . Citation of Ber ai l olh. This unr elated discussion is included 

because of shared theme of circumcis ion. 

B. Concc•r. narrowed to Lhe single preparatory action of bringing the 

kn ife. Pr ecedent seems Lo contradict R. Clieze1. 

1. Attribution is debated, based on a Bar ai tha. 

2. Altribullon is r eassigned, based on a Bar aitha. 

3. Secondar y discussion (Amorai c) concerning rarrying in an alley on 

Shabbal. Included here because the debale is r esolved in t erms 

of t he circumcision knife. and refers to R . Clie7er's opinion. 

The debate is carri ed out through a series of ana logies and lega l 

fictions. 

C. Discussion about R . El 1ezer's rulings concerning preparc1tions on 

Shabbal for other pr ecept s. The is:iuc is poss1bil i l )' of genera Ii zalion 

from Mishnaic ruling. The question is whether Lhe other cases ma) 

be inferred by analogy from rircumc1sion. 

1. An analogy from circumcision 1s not needed 1n one c-;io;e>. Thi s 

case is established by a gezerah shavah analogy from a third 

case. 

a. Valld11 v of analogy i :. disr11trrJ. 

2.-8. Separnlt' rulings are needed for all of these precepts because 

they oll represent special c;:isc>::;. 

0 . R . [ tiezer and Sages differ on ly with regard lo preparations. Issue 

now turns lo cirr11mcis1on itself. Conrern is for establishing the 

-
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basis for lhe normalive ruling lhat circumcision supersedes Shabbat. 

l. Suggestion that it is halacha. 

a. Th is suggestion 1s rejected based or1 a Baraitha 

1) and t he requ irement s of the hermeneutic al techn ique of 

a minori (kal Vol: homer) argument al ion. 

2. SugC)esl1on that i t 1s based on an analoC)) to scriptur al le\.ts. 

5. Ar.other suggest ion based on Scrip t ur e. Here the hermeneutical 

technique of em phas1 zing I he inclusion of a word is used. 

a.-e. Refutation 1s at tempt ed <but r e1ected) based on analogies 

and requirements of the hermeneuttcal technique. 

!J s. above is suppor ted b)' a Baraitha. 

a . Amora1c investiga t ion int o t he prrccd1nc1 Tanna 's ra tionale. 

J\ Rationale is based nn I he rPlal1\c stringenc) of severa l 

precepts, and uses t he hermeneul 1ca l tcchmquP of !! 

minor i . 

21 But this rationale 1s rejecl NJ. 

c Srriptural \ erse 1s therefore ncrded. 

C ;emara further P\plorf's r elat1on::.h1p hclwcen lrpros\ and 

circumc1s1on, based 011 a 1:3araithn. 

a A second Bora1tha lo support > <ilJove. This l3ura1lha 

1s parallel 1n form to !.. . abO\ P . 

( I Hat 1on;J IC' behind a 1s 111vcs11qnl<>d. flw: 1:; 

rarallel l o 3.a. abO\ t' . 

h A sPcond r ationale is prcscntl'd for a . A d1ffercn1 

hcrmeneut 1c al 1 echn1que 1s emplo) cd her<' --- 111~ 

ad1ud1cat 1on of conflicting pm11tl\e and neyoll\ C' 

l' ommanc:!ments. 

-



(2) It is demonstrated that a script ural prooftexl is 

needed Lo show that circumcision super sedes 

leprosy. 

c ) Proofle'l in b)(2) is ca ll ed into question and ll'len 

vindicated. 

d) The need for the hermeneutical technique of 

prooft ext ing is rejected becasue the technique of ~ 

minori may be used. 

(l ) A minori argumentation is re1eclcd in f a.,, or of 

the hermeneutical technique of adjudicating 

conflicting posit i' e and ncgati\ e commandments. 

(2) Amoraic dispute al d) above is shored up with a 

Tannailic disriulc lBaraitha) based on the issue of 

the unintentional rierformance of n 11rohibitcd 

act ion. 

(d A seco11d version of this d1sp1Jl C, based on a 

different prooft nx t. 

C, . Gemara r rlurns to Oar::iitha at 4.a.3' abo\e to rxamine 

rclalionsh1p between festi vals and circ-umr1s1nn. 

a.-d. Bara1tha is support ed b) four Amora1c rulings. employing 

three different hermeneutical techniques. a. and u. 

l'ffiplo} annloll) . r. . 1:; based or1 t hr Prnpll~i:;is of a word 

in the proofte,t . rt. 1s ground<:'d m the ad1ud1cat1on of 

conrlir t ing positive and negat ivl' commandmt'nt s. 

Ill. Mishnah c-ommen1 or} 1Amora1c1 establishes R . Akibn 's ruling as the norm. 

B . The idonlicnl ru linlJ aripcars in another cont cx l. 

C. This seeming superfluil v rs resolved. 

-
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Mishnah 19:2 

I. Mishnah commenta ry which allempts lo resolve a seeming supe r I luit y. 

A. Mishnah 1s rescued from lhe superfluil y by a Baraitha. 

2. Auempt lo establish allribution of the Bara1lha. 

a . li rsl suggestion is supported by a Baraitha and then re jec ted 

by a Baraitha. 

b. A second suggestion is supported by a 13araitha. 

3) A re futation based on ;:mother Barait h<J is attempted 

4) but 1s not accepted. The second suggc>stion s t ands. 

3. A secondary discussion is introduced by a topically re lated 

13arai tha. 

a . C larifica tion of lan<Jornge and substance of Baraitha: 

Amoraic debate establishes who is the oh1ect of the 

punishment. 

II. Mishnah commentary. 

A. Amoraic ruling emphasizes the importance of the Mishnaic ruling. 

l. The need for an additional Amorn1r sl<Jlcmcnl in thi s regard is 

questioned. 

a . Tile need is demonstrated. 

Ill. Material supplemenlar~ lo the Mishnah. 

A. -B. Two different oi ntments are suggested. 

l. Prectdc11l yivc:; cred1•1 11 C' lv 1111• second suggesl1u11. 

fV. Mishnah commentary. 

A. Baraitha differentiates bPtween prohibilions fo r Shabbal and 

festivals. 

l. The difference in the case of the cumin 1s questioned 

a . and C''(plainC'd. 
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b. The differ ence in Lhe case of wine and oil is queslioned. 

J ) The question is backed by ;:i Baraitha 

a) and a precedent. 

Z) The differ ence is explained. 

3) An alternative is suggested. 

4 ) The alternative is accepted as hav ing been the original 

intent of the Mishnah. 

2. Secondary discussion deals with the preparalion of other spices on 

festivals. A Baraitha is cited 

a.-b. and then called into question hy an Amora who is 

supported by other Ber aitoth. The original Baraitha is 

def ended in each instance as speaking to o differ ent 

case. 

c . Barai tha again is c hallenged l1y the sam e Amor a, by 

ana logizing to other ac tions. In each case the ori ginal 

Baraith:'l is def endctl by the rc1u1at 1011 of Lhe ana logy. 

V. Materi al supplem entar y lo the Mishnah. 

A. Amoraic di ctum which is topical!) relat ed lo the M 1shnah. 

l . -2. Secondary r emarks which are topically and al 1ribut 1onnll) 

related to A. above. 

B.-G. Amoraic dicta which ar e eir.acll) parallel in form and attribution 

10 A. above'. 

l. l3aro1 lha, containin<J l wo parallel precedents, which supports G. 

above. 

Mishnah 19: S 

I. Mishnah cornrnentar y Lo rstabllsh the correct r eading o f the Mishnah. 
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A. Several readings ar e sug~sled. 

B. The last proposal (Raba 's) 1s supported by a Bara1tha. 

2. An element of the Baraitho is questioned and explained. 

} . In a precedent. Raba cedes his position m favor of his c iders'. 

a. -c. Statements lo support R. Elea1ar b. Azariah' ~ opinion in 

I he M 1shnah. 

4 . Speci fical ion of Mishnaic ruling. This secondar) d1scuss1on 

det ermines the exact object o f the washing. 

a. One sug~stion 1s made. The ensuing debate introduces a 

nl'W issue and redefines the M1shnah, but r esoh es nothing. 

b. An Amoraic st at ement est ablishes the correc t ob1cct of I he 

wasliing. 

I ) Tertiary discussion (relating back lo 4.a.11l dealing wi th 

the application ol ointments t o wounds on Shabbol. 

2) Another minor discussion, b'1~cd on a l3ara1tha. sparked 

by b. 1 l abo ve. 

II. M1shnah commenter }' focusing on the issue of doul>t. 

A. A Barailha which spells ou l the cases o f doubt. 

1. A n Amora1c quest ioning of a secminq sur>Prfl111 lv 111 lhC' Onr.,•'ha. 

a. 5upcrflu1 l} 1s here rrsoh ed. 

2. An Amora1c disc11ss1on of the two 'ers1ons of the Houses' dispute 

111 the first B3rn1tha. The correct \NS1011 1:. I 111<!11> decided alle1 

several precedents. Ber a ii oth. Amormc s1 al ement s. and rC'defin-

1t1011s of the issue ar c introduced. 

) . A secondary discussion concerning a case ol doubt not mcnt ioned 

in I he fi rsl Barai lha. 

-
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a.- e. The Amoraic ruling in 3. above is challenged several 

times, but upheld. 

f. The Amoraic dispute is likened to a Tannaitic dispute 

(Baraitha), which is then discussed by Amoraim. 

4. rurther discussion about the case of doubtful viability, which was 

fi r st raised in l.a. above. A Baraitha establishes a cri t erion for 

viability, separate from that in l.a. above. 

a. This Baraitha leads to an unacceptable inference. 

b. A solulion is proposed, 

c . bul rejected on the grounds of 1 hf' Bara it ha al l.a . above. 

2) Conflict is resolved by reassigning the issue of La. 

ahove. 

d. This Amoraic dispute is likened to a T annailic dispute 

<Baraitha) involving the viabi lit y of animals. 

4 ) The issue of thi s dispute is reassigned. 

e. Return to Oaraitha al 4. above lo establish the normative 

position. 

(. Issue of the viabi lit )' of humm1 infants raised in 4. abovC' is 

r edefined in terms of natural v::.. unnat..iral tl0aLh. 

1)-4 ) An effort to establish the corr ect understanding of 

this rede fined dispute. 

5) The consequences of this issue are explored. 

Ill. Commentary on H . Judah's posit ion in Mishnah. 

A . An Amoraic slatemP.nt conrerninq H • .Judah's position lim1ls ei..tent 

o f possible generalization from Mishnaic- rulin g. 

1. An example t o uphold A . above. 

-
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a. A Baraitha proves the example. 

2. Anothe r example from Mishnah. 

3. C ircumcision is an exception, 

a. based on a different hermeneutical technique. 

Mishnah 19:4 

I. Mishnah commentary. 

A. Amoraic opinions concerning Mishnah's case are presented. 

1. First Amara 's position is expl ained 

a. based on a Baraitha. 

3) Positions in Baraitha are supported by analogy to another 

precept . 

2. Second Amara' s position is explained 

a . based on a different version of the same Bara1 lha. 

b. A third vers ion of the Barailha is presented . 

M1 shnah 19:) 

..5) An examination of I he various pos itions expressed in the 

Berai toth. 

I. Supplementary informa l ion to the Mishnah. 

A. Amora1c Pxl cnsion of the Mishnah 's ruli ng. 

I . C larification of the Amoraic statement. based on an a nalog) . 

Mishnah 19:6 

I. Mi shnah commentary . 

A. Amoraic clanfical1on of a percei,ed ellipsis in the t ext of Mishnah. 

II. Mishnah commentary . 

-
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A. Amoraic sl atement explaining the procedure involved in the 

Mishn&h's case. 

B. The seeming same procedure is already mandated in a Barailha. 

C. Explanation that lhe two rulinCJS (Tannaitic and Amoraic) rerresenl 

different viev,is concerning a previously unmentioned median cast>. 

Supplementary material lo the Mishnah <Barailha): 

A. Blessings recited at the c ircumcision of an infant. 

B. Blessings r ecited at the circumcision of a proselyte. 

c. Blessiny:. recited al the circumcision of a slave. 

In this chapter we find several t>pes o f relat1onsh1ps between lht" 

Misllnaic and Taim11dic materials. There is material 1 hat defines the basis 

for a Mishnair ruling. lxamrles of this are the invesl 1galion of lhc> 

rationale behind R. El iezer's ruling (M. 19:1. I.A. '· and the r at ionale behind 

R . Judah's rulin g concerning an hermaphrodil e (M. 19: 3. 111.A.J. ). There is 

maleri;:il tha t supplemenl s Mishnah's rulings. Inc luded here are the 

discussions concerning medicinal ointments and inf ant Ile cures (M. 19:2. Ill. 

and V.). delaying the circumcision on arcounl of a l ever M. 19:). I. • and 

the blessings reci t ed al a circumcision M . 19:11. Il l.>. We 'llso saw material 

I hat cornmt"nts rl1 rcclly on or r£' I mes lvlislmoh' s 111l 11 1y:.. 111e establ ishmPnl 

of R. Akiba's ruling as the norm M. 19:1. llU. t he> debate O\Cr lhe corrN' t 

r eading o f M. 1?:3 I.. and H.. Abtna's clarification of a percel\cd ellipsis 

(M. 19:6. I. ' arc examples of this. 

There were sug)'OI h concprncd v1ith r esol\ ing oppan•nl supcrfl111l 1cs 

between our M1shnah and another Mishnah 'M. 19:2. I • • or bet ween our 

Mishnah and a Baraitha or among several Bera1toth M. 19:3. II .• 

Throuqhout the 1..haptrr we saw Lhr 111,1 aposition of man} sorts of moterials. 

-
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Beraitol h were ju>..taposed w1lh each other in M. 19:1. Il l.; M. 19:2, IV,; M. 

19:3, II. ; and M. 19:4, I. . One example of a Barai lha being juxtaposed with 

the Mishnah is M. l 9:2, IV. . Materials within the same Mishnah were 

juxtaposed in Lhe Amoraic discussion concerni11g washin_g the infant on 

Slll:lbbat (M . 19:}, I. ). Oiffprnnt rulings or the same Tanna. c1Led in 

different conlexLs. were JUX'aposed in M. 19:2. I. and M. 1?:3. Ill.. In M. 

19:6, II. we found an Amoraic ruling and a Tanna1tic rulmg in JU>.tapos1t1on. 

Whenever possible, lhe text sought to rationalize and harmonize the 

differences betwPen the:;e JU'laposed positions. Ln accomplishing this. every 

effort was made to uphold l annaitic rulings against Amora1c challenges. 

Sometimes this was done by rejecting l11e challenge>. and at other 11mes by 

reassigning the issue of one of the rulings. When Tanna11 ir rulings were 

JU laposed with one another, this harmonization general!)' rcsultetJ 1n t he 

redcfinilion o f t he specifi<" issue in one or bol11 rases. 

F mall> . we saw many units of material which were only remote I)• 

connected with the t apir of the Mishnah. Some n l then1• materials wer e 

included because they were port of a Bara1t tw of which another part was 

r elevant to the sum a IM. 19:1. 11.A.2. : M. 19: ~. ll.A.7:-9 :: rind M. 19:.5. 

11.A. l.a.2: and 3:}. Othrr materials were included becau~<' of 1 tw mere 

menllon of a r el::-1cd issue or a1tribut1011 .rvl l'l:l. It.A.}. 111d ~.; M. 19:2. 

Ill. and V. : M . 19:6. Ill. }. M. 19:6. Ill. ma, . howe\l!r. rf'prcsPnt 

supplem<'nlar> Btiraith::i materials that were s1mpl) add•·d 011 1 o the end of 

the chaptl'r. Thrr<• I! :iddil1onall\ material t11ot appear s t o be unrelotPd lo 

the topic of lhc M1shnah, but which in tact has n def1111t1" bearing on the 

issue under d1scuss1on (M . 19:J . 11 .0. ~ .a . and b.; M. 19:2, l .A.2.h. and IV.A .2.; 

M. 19:). 11.A.4.d. nnd c .. 

-
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We also saw logica ll y di fferent types of mater ial, culled from bolh 

Tannaitic and Amoraic sources, pr esented in Lhi s chapter. Among these 

were var ious her meneutica l t echniques. precedent s, dicta. and various forms 

o f argumentation. Among the hermeneutica l t echniques we saw were ~ 

m inori ar gument ation (M. 19:1. ll.U .4.a.l) and J)d )), scr iptural pr oo ftexllng 

(M. 19:1. ll.D .2. and 3.: M. 19:2, l.A.l.a. 1). 2.b.1 ), 3.a.2)a): M. 19:3, II.A.I:, 

A. >.a .. A .4.: M. 19:3, Il l . , gezer ah shavah analog} M. 19: 1. 11.C.1. ). and the 

adjudical ion of confli c t111 g posi tive and negati ve commandment s (M. 19:1 , 

11.D .4.a.3)b) ano d)ll). and D. ~ .d . ). In the debates. we saw l he editors of 

Lhc su•J)'Oth pl oy out the opinions of the Tanna1m and Amoraim (M. 19 : \, 

ll.D .ll .a.3)d)(l )). [,amples o f precedents can be found <it M. 19: 1. 11.A .2.a. 

and B.: M. J9:2, 111.B. 1.. JV.A.l.b. l)a). V.G.J.a. -b.: M. 19:.>, l.B.3 .. 11. A .2.b. 

and " .t.4)h)-c). D ic t a and assertions can h f> f ound lhroucj"lout the chapter. 

We saw all of these materials edited in a re lat ivcl } syst cmatir order. 

ror the most rart, t he malcr1 als in the sul)yoth consisted of Arrr11 toth 

which were ju>.taposcd w ith Mi:;hnah materialc; 1nd with L'i:._h uth1•r. and 

Amor a1C' disc-ussions which concerned the rcsolu t ton of t ht' problems c-aL1:;ed 

b) these ju,Lapos1tons. We CJ?neral l ) s<:1w th·11 1 hi" d1:;c-uss1on surrounding a 

primar y issue would introduce a secondary 1SSllC. This srcondar} issue would 

then become the topic of discuss ion, and result in 1 hl' lfll rod11cl Ion or a 

Leri iar y issue, r t e. Wr also saw Berni Loth and 01 t ribulc>d m,1 c r1ols. 

somC"I imC"s unr r>l c;: r-d Ln I he sug\ a's 1ss11P. which we>rc 1111 roducC"d because 

t hey wer e paral tf"I to preced111g materi als lM . 19:1. I. A. ;11 1d B .. ll.O.li . and 

4.a. J)a): M. 1?:2, V.A .-G.: M . l9:3. 1.8 . .:i .c. and '>.b.). L onsequentl}'· the 

mat erial in nny given suqya becomes less <iirc>cll>· re IHI rd lo the M1shnnh as 

t he sugy<i pro<]l'esscs. uut ever> 11ni1 of mal er1.i l prescnteri hns 1mpl1calions 

-
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for, and some relationship lo. lhe preccdmg unit. Hence, no matter how 

far a unit of material is removed from the Mishnah. wilh111 Lile lolal 

framework of the sugy:1. no un1L is totall y extraneous. 

Concerning the content of the chapl er. we sa•.v an examination of Lhe 

issue of ci rcumc ision 011 Sh:il1h::it. The chap ter moves from a speci fie 

concern, very c losely related tc the rest of the Lracr :llc, Lo some ver y 

general concerns Lhat do not relat e at all Lo the overriding issue of the 

tractatc. Thus we begin, in the Mishnah. with a discussion concerning the 

permissibility of nreparnlions, on Shabbat. for c1 rcumc1s1on. We then mo\e 

through the entire c ircumcision process (sl ill on Shabbat '- We then examine 

those cases of c-1rcumcision wh1c-h do nor :;upersrdc "ihabl>nl. The chapter 

then discusses lhC' case in which one inad\crte11l1)' violates ShabbaL for a 

c ircumcision which rs nor on the eighth day. We then examine those cases 

where the c irc-11mcision 1s nor performed on the> eighth da). The chapter 

closes by e'plori119 some general concerns surrounding circun1cis1on. In the 

course uf I he> Gemara wt> nlso e'am1ned 0U1cr issu<:':.. These were generally 

int roduced secondaril), and include the relal "c strirHJCllC')' of the precept to 

circ-umctsC' on Shabbal v is-a-\ is 1 he prohibit 1on aqainst cult 1ng away a 

leprous spot on Shabbal . the effect of an 'rru\ on \rtrtou:; domains. lhc 

re lat 1onsh1p llL'l ween f csl " als a11d r 1rn11nc-1s1on. 01 her owd1col ronc1·r11•:. 1 he 

relationship bcl wnPn r.ircumc1s1on And I he 1nl nnl ' :; \IDlnhl}. I he relal1onship 

between c1rr •• mri-;1011 :ind rirual cleanness. llw ltlt•::::imr.: rrc1ted ill a 

circumcision, and 01 Jwrs. 

Our study ut I J11s chapter also learhes us tl1a1 the I :tl11,11d 1s not 

primaril~ a book of halachn. Rather. 11 is conrcmcd with rationalizing the 

entirety ot lhr inherited tradition. Therefore. 1t seeks lo pla} out and lo 
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harmonize all or the rultngs and opinions that appl y to a given issue. It 

does this wi th persistent inqu11 y. skepticism, and arC]Jmentation. Since the 

Talmud is not pr imarily a book of halacha, its overriding concern is not 

with au thori ty (although Amoraim do defer to Tsnnaim) bul rnlher with the 

autho1 ities' rationales. Th" 'l""Slion most often posed, therefore, is "Why'?" 

Cven when the auestion 1s "Wt-o?." the authoril)' 's rationale 1s sought out 

and e'plained. l 

The Talmud, 111en. 1s a prime model for rational . c ril1cal thought. As 

such, "what ll•l! Talmud accomplished in the formal ion ot u specific 

c1vi li1at1on --- that of the Jewish people - - - was to lay the foundations for 

a soc1et} capable of rational, supple r esponse I o an 1rrat1onal si t uation. 

The Jews li ved as aliens. so the) created a homeland wher ever they found 

themselves. It was Lhe rat1onal1ty and int ellectuallt) o f the Jews' 

cu lture whi ch led t hem to a way of living w1lh one another nol in pcrt ec l 

harmon) --- they were f lesh and blood - ·- but 1n might) restrnint and 

mutual respcct. "L 

Whal sign1f1cance. however. c·an lhe 1 elmud havP for the modern 

Jew whose t•11L 1re life 1:; not controlled b> lhr Jewish trad1t1 on a:.> 1l would 

ha"e Ileen 111 lhe past ? Vie car. learn from lht• T:tlmud':; pC'rs1stellLl'· 

c;keptir1 sm. i.Jllcnl 1011 10 detail . and pract 1c.u l rt•at;nn .• tnd i'lfmh lhf'm t o 

commonplacr mat lcrs. as docs Lile Talmud. A) lakt1HJ llHs m l 1om1 l. cnt 1cal 

approach t owards hunmn aff:11rs3 and t owards 011rsc-lvrs. W(' r .m comP to 

cloarc r ancl \1oumlr• r !lolut1ons lo I he prClblems we fa<'t' I oda) . Alonq wit'' 
thi s, howevrr . we must be mindf1il of the Talmud's lesson that lherr are 

only lcmporar~ . pr 0\ 1siona l solul1ons, and no final ones. I 111al solutions 

should nc>ilher ht· expected nor hoped for. Truth, ra ther. is relat ive to the 
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time, place. and situation under which it is arl1cul;:ited. Thus, we can also 

learn from the Talmud how lo be ready for and face uncertainly and 

change, and thereby increase our own flexibility and adaptability. In short, 

by studying and utilizing the Talmudic method. we can learn to be more 

aggrr-ssive and less uneasy in having "lo face, and lo choose among, 

uncertain alternatives in an insecure world," 4 and then Lo be secllre and 

comfortablP in our choices. Thi s lesson becomes inc reasingly important 

today as our world and our lives becomes increasingly complex. and as \'IC 

face ncvJ and more compl icated problems. 

In compleling this work, i t is m y hopC' that 1 have Ol least indicated a 

nC'w path lo the understanding of lhc Talmud. Also 1t 1s m) hope that this 

new path will open lhe doors of Talmud stud) for tho:;e who ha\C seen 

I hem as closed. 

-



NOTES 

Int roduct 1on 

I. z. H. Cha1es . A Student ':. Guide Throu the T;:ilmud, trans. and ed. 
Jacob Shachlc r New York : Feldheim. 1960 . pp. wv ff. "or 
C1'amples of these works. see: Hermann L. Strack, Introduction lo 
the Talmud and Midrash (New York : Atheneum, 1976), Moses 
Mi c lziner. lnlroduc tion to the Talmud (New York: Bloch. 1968), and 
C hajes. 

2. Louie Jacobs. Studies in Talmudic Logic and Methodology (London: 
Valentine. Mitchell. 1961), p. vi ii. 

S. Jacob Neusner. Invitation lo the Talmud (Nf'w York: Harner and 
Row, 1973), fl· 4. 

4. Thr Soncino Talmud, Trac lale Shabba l, trans. H. r reedman, Pd. I. 
[pst ci n (London: The Soncino P ress. 19 .SS . 

IJ . Haphnol Nathan Habinow1t z. tl~i:l'iO ~i'"l"'Ti"l !New York: M. P . 
Press Inc. , 1976). --

6. Richard S. Sarason, A His to1 > of the Mishna 1c Law of Agriculture. 
ScC' t1 on 3: A St udy o f Trac late Demai CLeide"': Bri ll. 1979). p. 
21. 

7. r Or 3 f uf le r treatment Of I hese and Ol her hrrmcllCllllC'\11 teCfHH C'lllCb, 
SC'C' : Jacobs ;.md Micl1iner. 

8. Jacoh Ncusner. A HislOr) of the Mi::ihna1c f <iw of Appo1nlet.I l 1me:;. 
Part I : Shabbat (Lriden: Brill , ! 0 0J). 

Mishnah Shabbat C hapter 19 

J. Neusner. A H1stor) of the M1shna1c La\v ol .o\ppo1nted l11ncs. P~rl I: 
Shnbhal . fl· I 7 3. 

M1shnah 19: 1 (B. 

l. An 'NU\ set up Io 1om an a l le) is t cchnw<ill ~ called a sh1 ll uf. 

16~ 



166 

2. There are actuall y Lhree accepted opinions about this: J ) Both par l s 
of the gezerah shavah must be free. If not, then il can be r efuted 
based on any dissimilarit y in any olher respect; 2) Only one part 
needs to be free; 3) Even if both par t s are not free, it is still not 
r efuted. The Soncino Talmud, Trac Lale Shabbal, p. 656, n.2. 

3. The Vilna edition of Lhe Talmud reads : "The Mast er said, 
c ircumcision and all of ;tr preparations .•. " This attribut ion 1s m1ss1ng 
from lhe other ava i lable manuscripts and is c learl y a t ex tual error in 
l ight of the attribution t o R . Cliezcr and the par allelism between this 
and the rrcceding sect ions. 

4. The reference here is lo b. Shabbat 75a. R. Simeon rules there 
that a prohibited acl is permitted if il follows accidentally from a 
rermitled act, but not if il f ollows necessaril y from a permitted act . 
The discussion there revolves around crushing Lhe head of a fish lo 
c>-ude the blood. The c rushing is permitted but k illing the animal 1s 
not permitted. Ther efore. since its death will necessarily follow from 
crushing ii. ii is forbidden Lo c rush ii . 

5. It is possible that I.a. is the prod11ct a t the r.di lor of the sugya. It 
is more probab le, however . that il is a continuation of R. Joseph's 
st atement. St e1nsal l z supports this latter view in his commentory. 
Adin Steinsaltz, rorJ rooo , "7~:J "'i iD'm tJerusalem: Isr ael Institute 
for Talmudic F'ubltcations. 1976). p. ') 76. 

6. Int er estingl y, f{ . Johanan uses the s;;mc verse here as H. Eliezcr uses 
in C .O.b. l o prove his ruling concerning preparations for c ircumcision. 
He c ould not. theref ore. accepl R . Joh:man' s undcrstonding of this 
verse. Yoma 85b indicates Lhat R . El 1ezer accept s as halacha the 
rulin g lhal ci r cumc ision ii SC'l f supersedes Shabbal. This \ iew was 
r ejec t ed in 0 .1.a. above and R . [Jiezer once more represenl s an 
individual opinion. 

Mishnah 19:2 l A . J 

l. This issue of shreds v11ll bl' discussed furlhPr i11 Mislmal1 Shabbal 19:6 
and 1ls Gemara. 

M1 shnah 19:2 (A . l. 1 

l. Soncino Talmud. Tractatc Shabbat . 11· 672. 11. 7. 
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Mishnah 19:2 \A.2. ) 

l. The word "~D"U"i" in the Vilna edi lion is absent from the 
manuscripts and is , according lo Jastrow, a gloss. Marcus Jastrow, A 
Dictionary of the Targum, the Talmud Babli and Ye rushalmi, and the 
Midrashic Literature (New York: Padres Publi:;hing House, Inc .. 1950), 
p. 1478. 

Conclus ion 

1. Neusner, Invita tion to the Ta lmud, p. 230. 

2. Ibid .. pp. 238-239. 

3. Ibid., p. 240. 

4. Ibid., p. 2ll3. 
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