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Intro

Today we will Be“H learn 2”0 97 of 77710 noon. 10’:1 1U’P1 n:’t
Some of the topics we will learn about include:
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If one unintentionally served 7771 72y by slaughtering,
burning, and pouring offerings to an idol, and bowing to it,
all during one period of unawareness, whether he is liable
for a single nxvM 129 or for multiple Mia7p.

The Gemara discusses several scenarios, including:
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He bowed to a house of 771 772 thinking it was a shul;
79 7201 ROITIR i1

He bowed to an image of the king;

AIRTPI NAIRD

He served 771 M2y out of love or fear for another person;
AN IR

He forgot the entire prohibition of 1.
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The Pasuk specifically prohibits kindling a flame on
Shabbos, either because

RY? IRDH

Unlike the other maR5n, which carry the death penalty, 1n1n 1D1 R:
this 7OR51 is a mere 185, OR

ARY 7515

To teach us that one is liable for a separate nxovn j29p for
every noRO» he transgresses during one period of unaware-
ness.
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If one forgets that certain mox5n are forbidden, he is liable
aj29p for each one, but if he forgets that it is Shabbos, he is
only liable for one j27p for all his actions.
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Dedicated By:

So let's review...

The Gemara continues discussing 77 7712w mdbn:
R31727°10

NDWm 00 30 N2t
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AR ROR 271 IPR

"RO7 ’17 cites a Rn72 that rules that if one unintentionally
served nt 1712Y by slaughtering, burning, and pouring
offerings to an idol, and bowing to it, all during one period
of unawareness, he is only liable for one nxom 129p.

At first, the Gemara explains that this is a R0 np>mn in
the following Xn»92:

The Pasuk says

NIWn Ora 0YmMavn 33 WRI1WIN RS

One may not kindle a flame on Shabbos.

The 80772 cites a np>md as to why the Pasuk mentions
this specific 7ox5n of the 39 MR, separately:

0P 117 says

ARY? DY 7730

Unlike the other max5», which carry the death penalty,
this 798D is merely a 1X.

N30 says

R PonS

This 7ox51 serves as a general principle that one is liable
for a separate nxon 127 for each 7oR5n he transgresses,
even if he performs them all during one period of unaware-
ness.

Now, the Gemara compares IRIINWA to 77va7 and
reasons,
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These o'xin would similarly disagree in why the Pasuk
mentions bowing separately:

0y *27 would say that one is not liable for n75 or a j27p
nron for bowing; and

113 °27 would say that one is liable for every form of
worship separately, even if performed under one period of
unawareness.
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If one unintentionally served nat N2y
by slaughtering, burning,
and pouring offerings to an idol, and bowing to it
all during one period of unawareness,
he is only liable for one nRvN |29

At first, the Gemara explains
that this is a pNan pmbnp in the following NnM2:

The Pasuke say
oo m=ra oz Py PEn N
a2 =l
One may not kindle a flame on Shabbos.

The M2 cites a nmbnn as to why the Pasuk mentions
this specific norbn of the 39 morbn separately:
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Thisnonbn serves as a general  Unlike the other morby,

principle that one is liable
for a separate nvvn )27p the death penalty,
for each nonby he transgresses, this noRby is merely
even if he performs them all aind.
during one period of unawareness.

which carry

The Gemara compares ipp> to 37> and reasons,
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0227 would say
that one s liable
for every form of worship
separately, even if
performed under one
period of unawareness.

D112 would say
that one is not liable
for m> or anron 2P
for bowing
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However, the Gemara refutes this comparison, because:
Holihny

IROD P11 75 ROl

I NNRD

Perhaps or 27 only holds nxgy 1855 n9pan because he has
another source p5nb, that one is liable separately for each
79R5M, as he explains in another RN
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The use of the singular term nnxX AND the plural term 730
conveys that one is sometimes liable for a single j27p for
many transgressions on Shabbos, and at other times he is
liable for a separate j27p for each act separately; and he
explains:
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If one is aware that it's Shabbos but forgets that certain
MRS, are forbidden, he is liable a separate 27 for each
TIOROD.

But if he forgets that it is Shabbos, he is only liable for one
1297 for all the mx5» he did.

Therefore, since *or '17 already has a source p5mb, the
Pasuk regarding 77371 must serve to reduce it to a mere
RO,

However,

RHY 517 RO
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Perhaps "or '27 agrees that the mention of bowing to 7 72p
771 is to teach that

DRI NNR 53 5p 270

He is liable for each form of service separately?

And this contradicts °X57 >33 who ruled

AR ROR 271 10R

He is only liable for one nxonm j2p.

DafHachaim.org
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Perhapspr 127 only holds DRy INDD Mvan
because he has another source pbnb,
that one is liable separately for each naRb,
as he explains in another NpM2:

v
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The use of the singular term ‘PnR” and the plural term “nan”
conveys that one is sometimes liable for a single )27
for many transgressions on Shabbos,
and at other times he is liable for a separate |23
for each act separately; and he explains:

DNR ROY NI
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But if he forgets Ifoneis aware
that it is Shabbos, that it's Shabbos but forgets
heisonly liable onejayp  that certain monbn are forbidden,
for all the morbn he is liable a separate 23p
he did. for each nonbD.

RNYY 79157 8ON
NRY? PONS MRINNWN

Perhaps pr 1) agrees
that the mention of bowing to m1 nmav is to teach

NNXRY NNKR Y5 Yy 2N

He s liable for each form of service separately?

And this contradicts 8ot 27 who ruled

NNXR R9X 27N 17X

Heis only liable for one nRpn j2).
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The Gemara then poses an additional challenge:

DA NTI2YT MOROD 719N

730 NARH 775 IO M)

Everyone should agree that for

WAy

NNRI NINR 535 277

And we derive it from n371 NN, because as Rashi explains
2N RO NROM 23 RIP IR

The Pasuk mmn nnrn nwy is discussing the general topic
of nxvM 127p, not specifically for Shabbos; ®

And so, we should expound this Pasuk regarding 197 nmay
as well, as before:

730 NV NNR

MY DAY 022N NIV P7

DAR NTW M7
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If one forgot that certain services are prohibited, he is
liable for each one separately, but if he made on error
regarding all service to 77t 7712, he is only liable once?

Dedicated By:
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Aw additional :
02210 NTI2YT MIRON 7NN
NINM NNRN N 2197N M1
Everyone should agree that for
Nt NTIaY
NNRY NNR 93 %Y 2N
And we derive it from nnn NDR,
because as Rashi
32 HRHP PHLN 932 HIP HO
The Pasuk » Wi W)
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And so, we should expound this Pasuk
regarding m1 nav as well, as before:

JDDN NNY NInN NN NNY HNN
D)2010 N2V NA3W D210 NTIAD PTT
M7y TN MTIAD NAIY)
but if he made on error If one forgot that certain

regarding all service to M1 nTap,  services are prohibited, he is
he s only liable once? liable for each one separately,
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And the Gemara points out;

MT DT DA NTIAY TAIW R

This could apply only in a very limited scenario, because
what was his mistake?

R)77 DO M2 9200 R

O NN

oPw> 1350

Ifhe bowed to a house of 797 72 thinking it was a Shul,
he did not serve 1"y at all, and is exempt;

7D T30 RUTTIR RINR

If he bowed to an image of the king, it depends:

NI T 75D 77537 R

NI D192 R 7YY 752 RY R

Ifhe accepted him as a deity, he is liable for the death
penalty, and if he did not accept him as a deity, he did not
serve it May at all, and is not liable even for a j27p?

Therefore, the Gemara explains:

7R

AR RN

N1
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According to 1R, this would refer to a case where he
served 7171 1T12Y out of love or fear of another person. This
is forbidden, and so he is liable for a j27p.

According to X279, who holds that ho A 1278, this
would refer to a case where he forgot the entire prohibi-
tion of 77 Y.

Therefore, the Gemara asks

DA NTI2YT MR 719N

I AR 5 P10 1)

We should derive from this Pasuk

DRI AR 535 270

He is liable separately for each transgression?

Dedicated By:

NN Dibo RS

accepthimasa himas a deity,

According to N2, who holds

DafHachaim.org
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D’2210 NTIAD NAJYW N1
T 100
This could apply only in a very limited scenario,
because what was his mistake?

NDIYTIN NTD N

> TID)
If he bowed to an image of the
king, it depends:
NDON N
Moy mbap  mby mbap
NI 1D

If he accepted

72D )N
NN NDION M2
15 nnnwm
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If he bowed down to a
house of M1 nT2Y
thinking it was a Shul,
he did not servet"v at all,
and is exempt;

If he did not

deity, heisnot  heis liable.

liable even fora

1p?

ﬂwr%r&, the Gemara Ww

AR 7/ '/pt/

IR N2NRND

This would refer to a case if
he served nat nTap out of love
or fear of another person.
This is forbidden,
and so he is liable for aja3p.

MmN IR

VD IR NANRD,

this would refer to a case

where he forgot the entire
prohibition of M1 M.

Pd

D*2215 NTIAVT NIOROD >N
NIND DNRY MD PN W)

We should derive from this Pasuk

NNN) NN 5> by ann

Heis liable separately for each transgression?
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The Gemara answers:

NI RN
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These Pesukim of n3im nnx refer to different obligations
for a ,7x 17>, aking, and every individual, while regarding
771 N2 they all bring the same j27p.

Thus, the Pasuk min nnr 7w cannot refer to 7177 7712,

However, the first challenge remains, that we derive from
AR’ PYA% ARINNWN

That

nARIPAR 525 27N

And this contradicts °X3t 227 who ruled

TINR ROR 2717 10K

And so, the Gemara concludes
PR RYIM
This version of the Xn»71 cited by X3t °217 is refuted.

Dedicated By:
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These Pesukim of nann nnN refer to different obligations

forab1a)n>, a king, and every individual,
while regarding nH nTav they all bring the same 2.

Thus, the Pasuk nann NNR nwm
cannot refer to M1 NTD.

However, the first challenge remains,
that we derive from

NRY? PONY IRINNWN
That

NNN) HNN 5o by ann

And this contradicts 8ot 12y who ruled
NN NbN 20, DN

v

TN XY 1M

This version of the nnm2 cited by o127 is refuted.
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The Gemara cites an alternate version of his Xn»72:
3D INWD NIV N

TAR 05V DNW AW NAVNY

PR NR 53 5Y 270

IR IRWI 1 PRY 71

Shabbos has a greater stringency than other Mitzvos,
because one can be liable many times in one period of
unawareness, as opposed to other Mitzvos.

On the other hand,

DAWIAN MR IRYWI INN

27’1 100N K92 W MEN IRWIY

DAV P PRV A

Other Mitzvos have a greater stringency than Shabbos,
because one is liable for an inadvertent transgression even
without any intent to perform the action, as opposed to
Shabbos.

The Gemara challenges the first ruling of the xn»2:
AP0 AP 7IVT RN

3D INY 22 30T

D71 251 DIRT

21PN NN RO 271N NN RO

If we are referring to two separate mdR, one is similarly
liable twice for transgressing two separate prohibitions?
25M 257 HIRT ROR

igeiRmbRyiniinng

YRR YRR 72T

271D RTM RO 2710 RN ROA

If we are referring to performing the same 71985 twice,
one is only liable once, just like when one performs any
other transgression twice?

Dedicated By:
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The Gemara cifes an alternate version @/ Wity fpmap:

MYN IRWN N2W2 0N
TNXR DYYN2 DXNY NYY NAVNHY
NNXRY NNR 9O DY 21N
XN INW2 P PRY AN

Shabbos has a greater stringency than other Mitzvos,
because one can be liable many times
in one period of unawareness,
as opposed to other Mitzvos.

Ow the ather hand,
N2Wan MXN IRW2 901N
22N PIDNN RD2 22W MRN IRWIY
Naw3 P PRY N
Other Mitzvos have a greater stringency than Shabbos,
because one is liable for an inadvertent transgression even

without any intent to perform the action,
as opposed to Shabbos.

Py

NINV) NV TAVT RN
DIND INW 122 DNNDT
DT 2bn bonT
P ININ NIN) N NN NRON

If we are referring to two separate moR5Y,
one is similarly liable twice

25m 25n 5onT RDN
NAW 23 NHINDT
NN NYRP TAVT
N NTN NOM TV NTN NI

If we are referring to performing the same naNbn twice,
one is only liable once, just like when one performs
any other transgression twice?
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The Gemara answers

YNV IPYRP TAVT

MR INWI D PRY 7
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We are referring to transgressing two separate mdR, and
the term mzn» Ixw refers specifically to 771 172y, where
"R 17 ruled

MR 05V JO TP N2

INR ROR 2771 1PR

One is only liable one Korban for performing many forms
of service in one period of unawareness, as *X>1 37 ruled
earlier, and the Gemara on 3’0 q7 explains, because

NI IR

072N R>

DR 772D 1912 JRWY 207

The Pasuk includes them all in one general prohibition
against any form of 1"v.

However, in the second ruling of the Xn>»73, the term Rw
mx» cannot refer to 771 772y, because

03310 0712V PIoNN RY1 I

7R

R 7AIRD
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The xnarefers to one’s liability for inadvertently
serving 1"v. According to 71, this refers to serving nmay
171 out of love or fear of another person. According to X179,
this could only refer to one who forgot the entire prohibi-
tion of "y, and the Xn»72 ruled that in the parallel case in
Hilchos Shabbos one is not liable, but if one forgot the
entire prohibition of Shabbos, he is certainly liable?

Dedicated By:
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Ay 5 ruled earlier. ..
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However, in the second ruling of the N2,
the term myp INW cannot refer to mT nav, because

0°221 NTIAY2 PN RH2 AW

The Rnma refers to one’s liability
for inadvertently serving 1.

tm/ ”pt/
AMmn ANIR2 ARIMI N2NRND

This refers to serving NIt nTap
out of love or fear
of another person.

This could only refer to
one who forgot the entire
prohibition of 1",

And the nnm2 ruled that in the parallel case
in Hilchos Shabbos one is not liable,
but if one forgot the entire prohibition of Shabbos,
he is certainly liable?
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Therefore, we must explain

D215 NIV W™

M3H INWI RO

In the first case, the term m» IRw refers to 771 172, as
explained earlier, while in the second case, mzn» IRW
refers to

PNn RS DWW

W12 NI P17 120pT

One swallowed 25n, forbidden fats, thinking it was saliva,
and he is liable, because

27N MPIY2 02572 PoYnD

M Pw

One is liable for unintentionally eating fats or being
involved in an illicit relationship, since he derived
physical pleasure from his actions.

However, the Xn» 2 rules,

MOOT NIV D PRY 71

WSNA IR T2 PN

MNOD 1NN DR TN

In the parallel case in Hilchos Shabbos, if one intended to
pick up a detached item and inadvertently cut an attached
item from the ground, he is not liable, because

MV NAWA POYNINT

7N IOR N2WNN NIROD

He was a poynn, preoccupied with an action that is not a
785, and one is only liable for a 1277 on Shabbos for an
intentional action which he forgot that it's 77ox today.

However, 30y 11 rejected this xn13, because

TRYOY IR 27

ROYV T2 KW ROVIND D0 ROT

RPYV TN RO

He is not willing to interpret the phrase mx» IRW as
referring to two separate Halachos in the two parts of the
same RXn»72.

Dedicated By:
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Inthe second case,

NIND INY

refers to

PIDNY RD2 22w

XYW
02210 NTiaya
Inthe first case,

NIND INY

refers to

mT NTIAD

)Db))) NI pn 73DP7
One swallowed 25n, forbidden fats, thinking it was saliva,
and heis liable, because

2N NIV DADNI PDYNLN
nIN) P

One is liable for unintentionally eating fats
or being involved in an illicit relationship,
since he derived physical pleasure from his actions.

However, the g5 riles,
MODT NIWI P PRY AN
WIYNN NR 172309 P1OMY
MOD 12NNN NXR M

In the parallel case in Hilchos Shabbos,
if one intended to pick up a detached item

because
7DD NIV pDYLNHNLN
NN NIDN NIWND NONLb

He was a ppynn, preoccupied with an action that is not a noRb,
and one is only liable for a)23p on Shabbos

However, j>n» 1) rejected this N2, because
3)7‘/)/{///)/' -y
RN2NN D'P RHT
RNYV TN KD - RNYV TNa RWM

He is not willing to interpret the phrase mxn INw
as referring to two separate Halachos
in the two parts of the same Rp™M2.
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