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MISHNA  The Sages stated a significant prin-
ciple with regard to the halakhot 

of Shabbat: One who forgets the essence of Shabbat,h 
i.e., one who is entirely ignorant of the mitzva of Shabbat 
according to Torah law, and performed numerous pro-
hibited labors on multiple Shabbatot, is liable to bring 
only one sin-offering for all those labors when he be-
comes aware that those actions were prohibited. One who 
knows the essence of Shabbathn but forgets which day is 
Shabbat, i.e., one who lost track of the days of the week, 
and performs numerous prohibited labors on multiple 
Shabbatot is liable to bring a sin-offering for each Shab-
bat when he becomes aware that he performed those  
actions on Shabbat. One who is aware that the day is 
Shabbath but temporarily forgot that certain labors were 
prohibited and performed numerous prohibited labors 
on multiple Shabbatot is liable to bring a sin-offering  
for each 

and every primary category of labor that he performed. 
One who performs numerous prohibited labors sub-
sumed under a single category of laborh is liable to bring 
only one sin-offering. 

gemara The Gemara attempts to clarify 
the language of the mishna and 

asks: Why did the mishna teach the phrase: A significant 
principle? If you say it is because of the following reason, 
it is problematic.
Here, because the tanna wants to teach in a mishna later in 

the chapter with regard to a matter that includes two ha-
lakhot employing the term: Furthermore, they stated 
another principle; therefore, in this mishna, which 
relates to a greater number of halakhot, he taught em-
ploying the term: A significant principle. 

And with regard to the Sabbatical Year as well, because 
in a later mishna (Shevi’it 7:2) the tanna wants to teach: 
Furthermore, another principle, at the beginning of 
the chapter he taught employing the phrase: A sig-
nificant principle. There too, the choice of language 
is understood. 

However, with regard to the halakhot of tithes, where the 
mishna (Ma’asrot 1:1) states two principles one after the 
other, the tanna taught later in the same mishna: And 
furthermore, they stated another principle, and even 
so, at the beginning of the mishna the tanna did not 
teach: A significant principle, opting instead to say 
simply: They stated a principle. 
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ת:  ּבָ ׁשַ ּבְ ָאְמאּו  דֹול  ּגָ ָלל  ּכְ מתניפ 
ה  ְוָעׂשָ ת,  ּבָ ׁשַ א  ִעיּ ַ ֹוֵכַח  ַהּשׁ ל  ּכָ
 – ה  ַהְאּבֵ תֹות  ּבָ ׁשַ ּבְ ה  ַהְאּבֵ ְמָלאכֹות 
את ַאַחתד ַהּיֹוֵדַע  א ַחּטָ ֵאינֹו ַחָּייב ֶאּלָ
ה  ַהְאּבֵ ְמָלאכֹות  ה  ְוָעׂשָ ת,  ּבָ ׁשַ א  ִעיּ ַ
ת  ּבָ ל ׁשַ ה – ַחָּייב ַעל ּכָ תֹות ַהְאּבֵ ּבָ ׁשַ ּבְ
ה  ְוָעׂשָ ת,  ּבָ ׁשַ הּוא  ׁשֶ ַהּיֹוֵדַע  תד  ּבָ ְוׁשַ
 – ה  ַהְאּבֵ תֹות  ּבָ ׁשַ ּבְ ה  ַהְאּבֵ ְמָלאכֹות 

ל ַחָּייב ַעל ּכָ

NOTES
One who knows the essence of Shabbat – ת ּבָ א ׁשַ  Tosafot :ַהּיֹוֵדַע ִעיּ ַ
addressed the difficulty in this case. The principle is that one who sins 
several times does not bring two sin-offerings for committing the same 
transgression twice unless there is a period of awareness between the 
two transgressions. How, then, can one who is unwitting with regard 
to Shabbatot be liable to bring more than one sin-offering if there was 
no awareness in the interim? Rashi’s explanation that he is liable to 
bring multiple offerings because at some point during the week, he 
will undoubtedly become aware that he performed prohibited labors 
on Shabbat was rejected by Tosafot. According to Tosafot, this halakha 
is a Torah edict that does not correspond to accepted halakhic norms. 

Some commentaries explain that the very awareness that the days of 
the week passed and he did not observe Shabbat is sufficient to render 
him liable (Me’iri). Others explain that since there were weekdays in 
the interim that were undoubtedly not Shabbat, that awareness of 
full-fledged permissibility is sufficient to render him liable (Rabbeinu 
Shmuel; Ramban; Rashba).

HALAKHA
One who forgets the essence of Shabbat – ת ּבָ א ׁשַ ֹוֵכַח ִעיּ ַ  One :ַהּשׁ
who forgets the essence of Shabbat, i.e., he forgot that Israel was com-
manded to observe this day, brings one sin-offering for all the sins he 
committed as a result of that lapse, as per the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:2).

One who knows the essence of Shabbat – ת ּבָ א ׁשַ  One who :ַהּיֹוֵדַע ִעיּ ַ
is aware of the mitzva of Shabbat, but forgot which day it was and 
performed many prohibited labors on multiple Shabbatot, is liable to 
bring one sin-offering for each Shabbat. Similarly, one who, during a 
single lapse, unwittingly performed many prohibited labors on mul-
tiple Shabbatot brings one sin-offering for each Shabbat, as per the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:2).

One who is aware that the day is Shabbat – ת ּבָ הּוא ׁשַ  One :ַהּיֹוֵדַע ׁשֶ
who was aware that the day was Shabbat and unwittingly performed 
prohibited labors, as he did not know that those labors are prohibited 
on Shabbat, is liable to bring a sin-offering for each primary category of 
labor that he performed (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:3).

סחד
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ה  ָהעֹוׂשֶ ּוְמָלאָכהד  ְמָלאָכה  ַאב 
ה ֵמֵעין ְמָלאָכה ַאַחת –  ְמָלאכֹות ַהְאּבֵ

את ַאַחתד א ַחּטָ ֵאינֹו ַחָּייב ֶאּלָ

דֹולפ?  ּגָ ָלל  ‘ּכְ ָנא  ּתְ ַטְעָמא  ַמאי  גמפ 
ָ ָבֵעי ְלִמיְתֵני ‘עֹוד  ּום ּדְ ִאיֵליָמא ִמּשׁ
י  ְוַגּבֵ דֹולפ,  ּגָ ָלל  ‘ּכְ ָנא  ּתְ ַאֵחאפ  ָלל  ּכְ
ָ ָבֵעי ְלִמיְתֵני  ּום ּדְ ִביִעית ַנִמי – ִמּשׁ ׁשְ
דֹולפ; ְוָהא  ָלל ּגָ ָנא ‘ּכְ ָלל ַאֵחאפ ּתְ ‘עֹוד ּכְ
ֵני  ָלל ַאֵחאפ ְוָלא ּתָ ָ ָתֵני ‘ּכְ א ּדְ י ַמֲעׂשֵ ּבֵ ּגַ

דֹול? ָלל ּגָ ּכְ

One who forgets the essence of Shabbat – ת ּבָ א ׁשַ ֹוֵכַח ִעיּ ַ  One who :ַהּשׁ
forgets the essence of Shabbat, i.e., he forgot that the Jewish people 
were commanded to observe this day, brings one sin-offering for all 
the sins he committed as a result of that lapse (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 7:2).

One who knows the essence of Shabbat – ת ּבָ א ׁשַ  One who :ַהּיֹוֵדַע ִעיּ ַ
is aware of the mitzva of Shabbat, but forgot which day it was and per-
formed many prohibited labors on multiple Shabbatot, is liable to bring 
one sin-offering for each Shabbat. Similarly, one who, during a single 
lapse of awareness, unwittingly performed many prohibited labors on 
multiple Shabbatot brings one sin-offering for each Shabbat (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:2).

One who is aware that the day is Shabbat – ת ּבָ הּוא ׁשַ  One :ַהּיֹוֵדַע ׁשֶ
who was aware that the day was Shabbat and unwittingly performed 
prohibited labors, as he did not know that those labors are prohibited 
on Shabbat, is liable to bring a sin-offering for each primary category of 
labor that he performed (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:3).

halakha

One who knows the essence of Shabbat – ת ּבָ א ׁשַ  A difficulty :ַהּיֹוֵדַע ִעיּ ַ
with regard to this case was raised in Tosafot. According to this principle, 
one who sins several times does not bring two sin-offerings for commit-
ting the same transgression twice unless there is a period of awareness 
between the two transgressions. How, then, can one who is unwitting 
with regard to Shabbatot be liable to bring more than one sin-offering 
if there was no awareness in the interim? Rashi’s explanation that he is 
liable to bring multiple offerings because, at some point during the week, 
he will undoubtedly become aware that he performed prohibited labors 
on Shabbat was rejected in Tosafot. According to the explanation cited in 
Tosafot, this halakha is a Torah edict that does not correspond to accepted 
halakhic norms. Some commentaries explain that the very awareness 
that the days of the week passed and he did not observe Shabbat is 
sufficient to render him liable (Me’iri). Others explain that since there 
were weekdays in the interim that were undoubtedly not Shabbat, that 
awareness of the full-fledged permissibility of the week days is sufficient 
to render him liable (Rabbeinu Shmuel; Ramban; Rashba).

notes

One who performs numerous prohibited labors 
subsumed under a single category of labor – ה  ָהעֹוׂשֶ
ה ֵמֵעין ְמָלאָכה ַאַחת ַהְאּבֵ  One who unwittingly :ְמָלאכֹות 
performed several subcategories of labor subsumed un-

der one primary category of labor during a single lapse 
of awareness is liable to bring only one sin-offering (Ram-
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 7:9; Sefer Korbanot 
Hilkhot Shegagot 7:7).

halakha
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While, with regard to tithes, we learned in a mishna: They stated 
a principle with regard to tithes: Anything that is food, and is 
protected, and grows from the ground is obligated in tithes; we 
did not learn with regard to tithes, the following criteria: Gathered 
as one, and which one brings in to storage to preserve. Appar-
ently, figs and vegetables are obligated in tithes, making the scope 
of the materials obligated in tithes greater than the scope of those 
obligated in pe’a. 

The mishna discusses an individual who forgets the very essence of 
Shabbat. The Gemara seeks to understand how a Jew could forget 
the very existence of Shabbat. It was Rav and Shmuel who both 
said: Our mishna is referring to both a child who was taken cap-
tive among the gentiles and never educated and a convert who 
converted among the gentilesn and never learned the halakhot of 
Shabbat. However, one who once knew of the essence of Shabbat 
and ultimately forgot is liable for each and every Shabbat, as we 
learned in the mishna with regard to one who knows the essence of 
Shabbat. The Gemara seeks to clarify this approach. We learned in 
our mishna: One who forgets the essence of Shabbat. Doesn’t this 
phrase indicate by inference that he was aware of Shabbat origi-
nally? In order to forget one must have previously been aware. This 
poses a difficulty to the opinion of Rav and Shmuel. The Gemara 
refutes this: No, what is the meaning of: One who forgets the es-
sence of Shabbat? That the essence of Shabbat was always forgot-
ten from him, i.e., he never knew it. 

The Gemara further asks: However, based on that understanding, 
in the case of one who knew the essence of Shabbat and ultimate-
ly forgot, what is the halakha? Is he liable for each and every 
Shabbat? If so, instead of the mishna teaching the next halakha: 
One who knows the essence of Shabbat and performs many la-
bors on multiple Shabbatot is liable to bring a sin-offering for each 
and every Shabbat, let it teach: One who knew the essence of 
Shabbat and ultimately forgot and, all the more so, one who 
knows the essence of Shabbat would be liable for each Shabbat. The 
Gemara answers: According to the opinion of Rav and Shmuel, 
what is the meaning of the phrase: One who knows the essence of 
Shabbat? One who once knew the essence of Shabbat and has now 
forgotten it. 

The Gemara raises another difficulty: But if he did not forget the 
essence of Shabbat, and he knows that today is Shabbat, what would 
the halakha be? Certainly he would be liable for each and every 
prohibited labor. If so, instead of teaching the halakha: One who 
knows that it is Shabbat and performs many labors on multiple 
Shabbatot is liable for each and every labor, let the mishna teach 
the halakha: One who knows the essence of Shabbat is liable for 
each and every labor that he performs and all the more so that one 
who is aware that today is Shabbat would be liable for each labor. 
Rather, when our mishna refers to forgetting, it is referring to a case 
where he knew and ultimately forgot. And the case described by 
Rav and Shmuel also has the same legal status as one who knew 
and ultimately forgot. And it was stated as follows: It was Rav and 
Shmuel who both said: Even a child who was taken captiveh 
among the gentiles and a convert who converted among the 
gentiles have the same legal status as one who knew and ulti-
mately forgot, and they are liable to bring a sin-offering for their 
unwitting transgression, even though they never learned about 
Shabbat.

ָאְמאּו  ָלל  ּכְ ַנן,  ּתְ א  ַמֲעׂשֵ י  ּבֵ ּגַ ְוִאיּלּו 
ָמא,  ְוִנׁשְ אֹוֶכל,  הּוא  ׁשֶ ּכֹל  א:  ַמֲעׂשֵ ּבְ
אד  ַמֲעׂשֵ ּבְ ַחָּייב   – ָהָאֶאץ  ִמן  ְוִגיּדּולֹו 
ּוַמְכִניסֹו  ַאַחת  ּכְ ‘ְלִ יָטתֹו  ְוִאיּלּו 

ַנןד ְלִ ּיּוםפ – ָלא ּתְ

ְאַוְייהּו: ַמְתִניִתין  ָאְמִאי ּתַ מּוֵאל ּדְ ַאב ּוׁשְ
ְוֵגא  ַהּגֹוִים,  ְלֵבין  ה  ּבָ ׁשְ ּנִ ׁשֶ ִתינֹו   ּבְ
יא  ִהּכִ ֲאָבל  ַהּגֹוִיםד  ְלֵבין  ֵּייא  ְתּגַ ּנִ ׁשֶ
ת  ּבָ ׁשַ ל  ּכָ ַעל  ַחָּייב   – ַכח  ׁשָ ּוְלַבּסֹוב 
תפ  ּבָ ׁשַ א  ִעיּ ַ ֹוֵכח  ‘ַהּשׁ ַנן:  ּתְ תד  ּבָ ְוׁשַ
ְיִדיָעה  ֵליּה  ָהְוָיא  ּדְ ָלל  ִמּכְ ָלאו 
ֹוֵכח  ַהּשׁ ל  “ּכָ ַמאי  ָלא,  ָאא?!  ֵמִעיּ ָ
ּנּו  ִמּמֶ כּוַח  ׁשָ ָהְיָתה  ּדְ  – ת״  ּבָ ׁשַ א  ִעיּ ַ

תד ּבָ ל ׁשַ ָאּה ׁשֶ ִעיּ ָ

ַכח ַמאי, ַחָּייב  יא ּוְלַבּסֹוב ׁשָ ֲאָבל ִהּכִ
ָתֵני: “ַהּיֹוֵדַע  ת? ַאּדְ ּבָ ת ְוׁשַ ּבָ ל ׁשַ ַעל ּכָ
ה  ַהְאּבֵ ְמָלאכֹות  ה  ְוָעׂשָ ת  ּבָ ׁשַ א  ִעיּ ַ
ת  ּבָ ׁשַ ל  ּכָ ַעל  ַחָּייב  ה  ַהְאּבֵ תֹות  ּבָ ׁשַ ּבְ
ַכח,  ׁשָ ּוְלַבּסֹוב  יא  ִהּכִ ִליְתֵני:  ת״  ּבָ ְוׁשַ
א  ִעיּ ַ “ַהּיֹוֵדַע  ַמאי  ָהא!  ן  ּכֵ ׁשֶ ְוָכל 
ל  ׁשֶ ָאּה  ִעיּ ָ יֹוֵדַע  ָהָיה  ׁשֶ ִמי  ת״ –  ּבָ ׁשַ

ָכָחּהד ת ּוׁשְ ּבָ ׁשַ

סח:
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ל  ָכָחּה ַמאי – ַחָּייב ַעל ּכָ ֲאָבל לֹא ׁשְ
“ַהּיֹוֵדַע  ָתֵני:  ַאּדְ ּוְמָלאָכה,  ְמָלאָכה 
ה  ה ְמָלאכֹות ַהְאּבֵ ת ְוָעׂשָ ּבָ הּוא ׁשַ ׁשֶ
ל ְמָלאָכה  ה ַחָּייב ַעל ּכָ תֹות ַהְאּבֵ ּבָ ׁשַ ּבְ
א  ִעיּ ַ ַהּיֹוֵדַע  ִליְתֵני:   – ּוְמָלאָכה״ 
א ַמְתִניִתין –  ן ָהא! ֶאּלָ ּכֵ ת, ְוָכל ׁשֶ ּבָ ׁשַ
מּוֵאל  ַכח, ּוְדַאב ּוׁשְ יא ּוְלַבּסֹוב ׁשָ ִהּכִ ׁשֶ ּכְ
ֵמיד ְוָהִכי  ַכח ּדָ יא ּוְלַבּסֹוב ׁשָ ִהּכִ ַנִמי – ּכְ
ְאַוְייהּו:  ָאְמִאי ּתַ מּוֵאל ּדְ ַמא, ַאב ּוׁשְ ִאיּתְ
ין ַהּגֹוִים, ְוֵגא  ה ּבֵ ּבָ ׁשְ ּנִ ינֹו  ׁשֶ ֲאִ׳יּלּו ּתִ
יא ּוְלַבּסֹוב  ִהּכִ ֵּייא ְלֵבין ַהּגֹוִים – ּכְ ְתּגַ ּנִ ׁשֶ

ֵמי, ְוַחָּייבד ַכח ּדָ ׁשָ

Convert who converted among the gentiles – ֵּייא ְתּגַ ּנִ  ֵגא ׁשֶ
 Ostensibly, this case poses a problem. Since a :ְלֵבין ַהּגֹוִים
convert must be informed of the mitzvot of Judaism, ranging 
from lenient to stringent, prior to his conversion, how could it 
be that the convert does not know the essence of the mitzva 
of Shabbat? Some commentaries resolve the problem with 
the assertion that although it is required, those responsible 
neglected to inform the convert of that particular mitzva 
(Tosafot; Ramban). Others explain that, according to one 
opinion (Rif ), the conversion of a convert who converted 
on his own and did not come before a court of three Jews 
is valid. Therefore, one who converted on his own could 
remain unfamiliar with Shabbat (Me’iri). 

notes

A child who was taken captive – ה ּבָ ׁשְ ּנִ ׁשֶ ינֹו    If a child :ִתּ
taken captive among the gentiles, who grew up with no 
knowledge of the Jewish people and their religion and per-
formed a prohibited labor on Shabbat or ate forbidden fat 
or blood, when he subsequently discovers that he sinned, 
he brings a sin-offering. The authorities ruled in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav and Shmuel in their dispute with 
Rabbi Yoĥanan and Reish Lakish, contrary to the standard 
ruling, because the opinion of Rav and Shmuel corresponds 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva in disputes with Munbaz. 
Furthermore, apparently even Rav Yoĥanan holds in accor-
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. The only reason the 
Gemara associated his opinion with the opinion of Munbaz 
is because of the difficulty raised against him from the pas-
sage in the baraita: How so? A child who was taken captive 
among the gentiles (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 2:6).

halakha
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And it was Rabbi Yoĥanan and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish who 
both said: He is liable to bring a sin-offeringn specifically if he knew 
of the essence of Shabbat and ultimately forgot. However, a child 
who was taken captive among the gentiles and a convert who 
converted among the gentiles are exempt from bringing a sin-of-
fering. They have the legal status of one who performed the prohib-
ited labor due to circumstances beyond his control. The Gemara 
raises an objection from that which was taught in a baraita: They 
stated a significant principle with regard to the halakhot of Shab-
bat: One who forgets the essence of Shabbat, i.e., one who does 
not know that there is a mitzva of Shabbat in the Torah, and per-
forms many prohibited labors on multiple Shabbatot is liable to 
bring only one sin-offering. How so? With regard to a child who 
was taken captive among the gentiles and a convert who con-
verted among the gentiles and does not know the essence of Shab-
bat; and if he performed many prohibited labors on multiple 
Shabbatot, he is only liable to bring one sin-offering for all his 
unwitting transgressions. And he is liable to bring one sin-offering 
for all the bloodn he unwittingly ate before he learned of the prohi-
bition; and one sin-offering for all the forbidden fat that he ate; 
and one for all the idolatry that he worshipped. And Munbaz, one 
of the Sages, deems him exempt from bringing any sacrifice.

And Munbaz deliberated before Rabbi Akiva as follows: Since 
one who commits a transgression intentionally is called a sinner 
in the Torah and one who commits a transgression unwittingly is 
called a sinner, just as one who commits the transgression inten-
tionally is liable for punishment only in a case where he had prior 
knowledge that it was prohibited, so too, one who commits the 
transgression unwittingly is liable to bring a sin-offering only in a 
case where he had prior knowledge. However, the action of one 
who had no prior knowledge at all is not considered unwitting; 
rather, it has the same legal status as an action performed due to 
circumstances beyond one’s control, and he is completely exempt. 
Rabbi Akiva said to him: I will elaborate upon your statement 
and follow your reasoning to its logical conclusion and thereby test 
the validity of your reasoning. If so, just as one who commits the 
transgression intentionally is liable for punishment only in a case 
where he had the awareness that he was sinning at the time that he 
performed the action, so too, with regard to one who commits the 
transgression unwittingly, say that he is only liable to bring a sin-
offering in a case where he had awareness that he was sinning at 
the time that he performed the action. If that is the case, it is no 
longer an unwitting transgression. 

Munbaz said to him: Yes, there is nothing unusual about that. In 
my opinion it is correct and all the more so now that you have 
elaborated upon my statement. Awareness at the time that one is 
performing the action is one of the criteria of my definition of an 
unwitting transgression, as will be explained below. Rabbi Akiva 
said to him: According to your statement, since while performing 
the action one is aware that it is prohibited, his action is not called 
unwitting; rather, it is a full-fledged intentional transgression. 

Returning to our issue: In any case, as an example of one who forgot 
the essence of Shabbat, it was taught: How so? A child who was 
taken captive. Granted, according to the opinion of Rav and Shmu-
el it works out well, as they consider the legal status of a child taken 
captive equal to that of one who unwittingly forgot the essence of 
Shabbat. However, according to the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan 
and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, who consider the legal status of a 
child taken captive equal to that of one who committed the action 
due to circumstances beyond his control and is therefore exempt, it 
is difficult because he is liable to bring a sin-offering according to 
the opinion of the Rabbis in the baraita. Rabbi Yoĥanan and Rab-
bi Shimon ben Lakish could have said to you: Isn’t there the 
opinion of Munbaz who deemed him exempt in that case? We 
stated our opinion in accordance with the opinion of Munbaz.

ָלִ יׁש  ן  ּבֶ ְמעֹון  ׁשִ י  ְוַאּבִ יֹוָחָנן  י  ְוַאּבִ
יא ּוְלַבּסֹוב  ְוָ א ִהּכִ ְאַוְייהּו: ּדַ ָאְמִאי ּתַ ּדְ
ין ַהּגֹוִים  ה ּבֵ ּבָ ׁשְ ּנִ ינֹו  ׁשֶ ַכח, ֲאָבל ּתִ ׁשָ
טּואד  ּ׳ָ  – ַהּגֹוִים  ְלֵבין  ֵּייא  ְתּגַ ּנִ ׁשֶ ְוֵגא 
ת: ּכֹל  ּבָ ׁשַ דֹול ָאְמאּו ּבְ ָלל ּגָ ֵמיִתיֵבי: “ּכְ
ה ְמָלאכֹות  ת ְוָעׂשָ ּבָ א ׁשַ ֹוֵכח ִעיּ ַ ַהּשׁ
ה – ֵאינֹו ַחָּייב  תֹות ַהְאּבֵ ּבָ ׁשַ ה ּבְ ַהְאּבֵ
ה  ּבָ ׁשְ ּנִ ׁשֶ ינֹו   ּתִ יַצד?  ּכֵ ַאַחת,  א  ֶאּלָ
ַהּגֹוִים  ין  ּבֵ ֵּייא  ְתּגַ ּנִ ׁשֶ ְוֵגא  ַהּגֹוִים,  ְלֵבין 
תֹות  ּבָ ׁשַ ּבְ ה  ַהְאּבֵ ְמָלאכֹות  ה  ְוָעׂשָ
את  ַחּטָ א  ֶאּלָ ַחָּייב  ֵאינֹו   – ה  ַהְאּבֵ
ְוַעל  ַאַחת  ם  ַהּדָ ַעל  ְוַחָּייב  ַאַחתד 
ַהֵחֶלב ַאַחת ְוַעל ֲעבֹוָדה ָזָאה ַאַחת, 

ז ּ׳ֹוֵטאד ּומּוְנּבַ

י ֲעִ יָבא:  ן ִלְ׳ֵני ַאּבִ ז ּדָ ְוָכְך ָהָיה מּוְנּבַ
הֹוִאיל ּוֵמִזיד ָ אּוי חֹוֵטא, ְוׁשֹוֵגג ָ אּוי 
ָהְיָתה לֹו ְיִדיָעה,  ִזיד – ׁשֶ חֹוֵטא, ַמה ּמֵ
ָהְיָתה לֹו ְיִדיָעהד ָאַמא לֹו  ַאב ׁשֹוֵגג – ׁשֶ
ָבֶאיָך,  י ֲעִ יָבא: ֲהֵאיִני מֹוִסיב ַעל ּדְ ַאּבִ
ַהְיִדיָעה  ָהְיָתה  ׁשֶ  – ִזיד  ּמֵ ַמה  ִאי 
ָהְיָתה  ׁשֶ ׁשֹוֵגג –  ַאב  ה,  ַמֲעׂשֶ ַעת  ׁשְ ּבִ

הד ַעת ַמֲעׂשֶ ׁשְ לֹו ְיִדיָעה ּבִ

ד ָאַמא  הֹוַסְ׳ּתָ ן ׁשֶ ּכֵ ָאַמא לֹו: ֵהן, ְוָכל ׁשֶ
א  לֹו: ִלְדָבֶאיָך ֵאין ֶזה ָ אּוי ׁשֹוֵגג, ֶאּלָ

ֵמִזידד

ָלָמא  ׁשְ ּבִ ינֹו פ  ּתִ יַצד  ‘ּכֵ ִמיָהא  ָ ָתֵני 
י  ְלַאּבִ א  ֶאּלָ ִניָחא,   – מּוֵאל  ּוׁשְ ְלַאב 
ָיא!  ן ָלִ יׁש ַ ׁשְ ְמעֹון ּבֶ י ׁשִ יֹוָחָנן ּוְלַאּבִ
ְוֵאיׁש ָלִ יׁש: ָלא  י יֹוָחָנן  ַאּבִ ָלְך  ָאְמִאי 
ָאְמִאיַנן  ָ׳ַטא – ֲאַנן ּדְ ז ּדְ א מּוְנּבַ ִמי ִאיּכָ

זד מּוְנּבַ ּכְ

The essence of the unwitting transgression – ל  ַמהּותֹו ׁשֶ
ֹוֵגג  To fully understand the dispute between the pairs of :ַהּשׁ
amora’im, Rav and Shmuel and Rabbi Yoĥanan and Reish 
Lakish, and even more so the dispute between Rabbi Akiva 
and Munbaz, a definition of an unwitting transgression is re-
quired. The essential discussion revolves around the question 
whether an action performed due to lack of knowledge is 
deemed unwitting or whether it is tantamount to perform-
ing an action due to circumstances beyond one’s control. On 
the one hand, one could say that the act of a person who 
does not know that performing a certain action violates 
a prohibition is tantamount to an act performed due to 
circumstances beyond one’s control. On the other hand, 
any time one violates a prohibition due to forgetfulness, at 
the time that he performs the action, he too is unaware that 
he is performing a transgression. Nevertheless, that lack of 
awareness renders the act unwitting and not an action due 
to circumstances beyond his control.

This dispute also revolves around the dilemma with re-
gard to the obligation to bring a sin-offering; does the sinful 
act itself render one liable to bring a sin-offering, or is a 
degree of intent and awareness necessary for the action to 
be considered a transgression? The halakhic conclusion, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, indicates that 
the sinner brings a sacrifice because the action itself is a 
negative action for which one must atone, even if he was a 
child taken captive among the gentiles who had no knowl-
edge that behavior of that kind constitutes a transgression. 
Consequently, one has a certain degree of responsibility for 
actions that he performs of his own free will, even if he did 
so without intent to commit a transgression. Only if the ac-
tion is performed against his will is it considered to be due 
to circumstances beyond his control.

One sin-offering for all the blood, etc. – ם ַאַחת וכופ  :ַעל ַהּדָ
Apparently, this explanation comes to refute the possibility 
that one would be liable to bring one sin-offering for violat-
ing all the Torah prohibitions or for violating all food-related 
prohibitions, e.g., eating forbidden fat and blood. Similarly, 
it was necessary to emphasize that he is liable to bring only 
one sacrifice for violating the prohibition of idolatry, even 
though Munbaz derived his opinion from the above halakha 
(Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz).

notes
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The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of 
Munbaz?n Is it based entirely upon the fact that the Torah refers to 
sinners, both intentional and unwitting, as sinners? The Gemara 
explains that the source for the opinion of Munbaz is as it is written: 

“The native of the children of Israel, and the stranger who lives 
among them, there shall be one law for you, for one who acts 
unwittingly” (Numbers 15:29), and adjacent to it is the verse: “And 
the person who acts with a high hand, whether a native or a 
stranger, he blasphemes God, and that soul shall be cut off from the 
midst of his people” (Numbers 15:30). The Torah juxtaposes 
unwitting transgression to intentional transgression. Just as one 
who commits the transgression intentionally is only liable in a case 
where he had prior knowledge, so too, one who commits the 
transgression unwittingly is only liable in a case where he had prior 
knowledge. 

The Gemara asks: And what do the Rabbis do with the juxtaposi-
tion derived from that verse: One law? The Gemara answers: They 
require it for that which Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi taught his son. 
It is written: “There shall be one law for you, for one who acts 
unwittingly.” And it is written: 

 “And if you err, and do not perform all these commandments 
that God spoke to Moses” (Numbers 15:22). The Sages understood 
this verse as referring specifically to the laws of idolatry. And it is 
written: “And the person who acts with a high hand, he blas-
phemes God and that soul shall be cut off from the midst of his 
people” (Numbers 15:30), from which we learn that all the mitzvot 
are derived from this juxtaposition to idolatry. Just as there, with 
regard to idolatry, the reference is to a matter which, for its inten-
tional violation, one is liable to be punished with karet, as it is 
stated: “And that soul shall be cut off,” and for its unwitting viola-
tion one is liable to bring a sin-offering; so too, any matter that 
for its intentional violation one is liable to be punished with karet, 
for its unwitting violation one is liable to bring a sin-offering.h 

The Gemara asks: However, according to Munbaz, who holds that 
included in the category of an unwitting sinner is one who at the 
time of action was aware that it was prohibited; if he were fully aware, 
in what sense was his action unwitting? The Gemara answers: It is 
referring to a case where he was unwitting with regard to the 
sacrifice. He was aware that he was committing a transgression for 
which one is liable to be punished with karet when performed in-
tentionally; however, he was unaware that he would be liable to 
bring a sin-offering if he performed the transgression unwittingly. 
Since he was not aware of all punishments and forms of atonement 
associated with that transgression, he is considered an unwitting 
sinner and is liable to bring a sin-offering. The Gemara asks: And 
what do the Rabbis who disagree with Munbaz hold? They hold: 
Unwitting with regard to a sacrificeh is not considered unwitting.

ְכִתיב: “ּתֹוָאה  ז? ּדִ מּוְנּבַ ַמאי ַטְעָמא ּדְ
ָגָגה״  ׁשְ ּבִ ה  ָלעֹׂשֶ ָלֶכם  ִיְהֶיה  ַאַחת 
ָיד  ה ּבְ ֲעׂשֶ א ּתַ ֶ׳ׁש ֲאׁשֶ ּוְסִמיְך ֵליּה: “ְוַהּנֶ
ִזיד  ּמֵ ַמה  ְלֵמִזיד,  ׁשֹוֵגג  יׁש  ִהּ ִ ָאָמה״ 
ָהְיָתה  ָהְיָתה לֹו ְיִדיָעה, ַאב ׁשֹוֵגג ׁשֶ ׁשֶ

לֹו ְיִדיָעהד

ָעְבִדי  ַמאי  ַאַחתפ  ‘ּתֹוָאה  ַהאי  ָנן  ְוַאּבָ
י  ַאּבִ ֵליּה  ְלִכְדַמְ ִאי  ֵעי ְלהּו  ִמיּבָ ֵליּה? 
ַאַחת  “ּתֹוָאה  ִלְבֵאיּה:  ֵלִוי  ן  ּבֶ ַע  ְיהֹוׁשֻ
ָגָגה״, ּוְכִתיב: ׁשְ ה ּבִ ִיְהֶיה ָלֶכם ָלעֹׂשֶ

NOTES
The essence of the unwitting transgression – ֹוֵגג ל ַהּשׁ  To :ַמהּותוׂ ׁשֶ
fully understand the dispute between the pairs of amora’im, Rav and 
Shmuel and Rabbi Yoĥanan and Reish Lakish, and even more so the 
dispute between Rabbi Akiva and Munbaz, a definition of an unwitting 
transgression is required. The essential discussion revolves around the 
question whether an action performed due to lack of knowledge is 
deemed unwitting or whether it is tantamount to performing an ac-
tion due to circumstances beyond his control. On the one hand, one 
could say that a person who does not know that performing a certain 
action violates a prohibition, his act is tantamount to performing an 
action due to circumstances beyond his control. On the other hand, 
when one violates a prohibition due to forgetfulness, at the time that 
he performs the action, he too is unaware that he is performing a 
transgression. Nevertheless, that lack of awareness renders the act 
unwitting and not an action due to circumstances beyond his control. 
This dispute also revolves around the dilemma with regard to the 
obligation to bring a sin-offering; does the sinful act itself render one 
liable to bring a sin-offering, or is a degree of intent and awareness 
necessary for the action to be considered a transgression? The halakhic 
conclusion, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, indicates 
that the sinner brings a sacrifice because the action itself is a negative 
action for which one must atone, even if he was a child taken captive 

among the gentiles who had no knowledge that behavior of that kind 
constitutes a transgression. Consequently, one has a certain degree of 
responsibility for actions that he performs of his own free will, even if 
he did so without intent to commit a transgression. It is only deemed 
circumstances beyond his control if it is against his will.

One sin-offering for all the blood, etc. – ם ַאַחת וכופ  ,Apparently :ַעל ַהּדָ
this explanation comes to refute the possibility that one would be 
liable to bring one sin-offering for violating all the Torah prohibitions, 
or for violating all food-related prohibitions, e.g., eating forbidden fat 
and blood. Similarly, it was necessary to emphasize that he is liable to 
bring only one sacrifice for violating the prohibition of idolatry, even 
though Munbaz derived his opinion from the above halakha (Rabbi 
Elazar Moshe Horowitz).

What is the rationale for the opinion of Munbaz – ז מּוְנּבַ  :ַמאי ַטְעָמא ּדְ
Although Munbaz already explained that his rationale is because the 
Torah referred to both one who sins intentionally and one who sins 
unwittingly as a sinner, it was necessary to delve more deeply into his 
reasoning. According to Rashi, that is because Munbaz’s first rationale 
is insufficient. It was stated merely as an allusion rather than as an 
absolute proof. Some commentaries explain that were Munbaz to rely 
only on the parallel between intentional and unwitting behavior, he 
would have to assume that an unwitting transgression is only when 
one realizes at the time of action that he is committing a transgression. 

Subsequently, the Gemara proves that even Munbaz agrees that one 
who remains unaware that his action constitutes a transgression is 
considered one who acts unwittingly. Therefore, even though Munbaz 
agreed with Rabbi Akiva’s statement, he has yet to cite the fundamen-
tal proof for his assertion that one with no prior knowledge does not 
have the legal status of an unwitting sinner (Ramban). 

HALAKHA
A child who was taken captive – ה ּבָ ׁשְ ּנִ ינֹו  ׁשֶ  A child taken captive :ִתּ
among the gentiles, who grew up with no knowledge of the Jewish 
people and their religion and performed a prohibited labor on Shab-
bat or ate forbidden fat or blood, when he discovers that he sinned, 
he brings a sin-offering. The authorities ruled in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav and Shmuel in their dispute with Rabbi Yoĥanan and 
Reish Lakish, contrary to the standard ruling, because apparently the 
opinion of Rav and Shmuel corresponds with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva 
in disputes with Munbaz. Furthermore, apparently, even Rav Yoĥanan 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. The only reason 
the Gemara associated his opinion with the opinion of Munbaz is 
because of the difficulty raised against him from the passage in the 
baraita: How so? A child who was taken captive among the gentiles 
(Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:6).

סטד

Perek VII
Daf 69 Amud a

ְצוֹת  ל ַהּמִ ּגּו ְולֹא ַתֲעׂשּו ֵאת ּכָ “ְוִכי ִתׁשְ
ה  ֲעׂשֶ א ּתַ ֶ׳ׁש ֲאׁשֶ ה״, ּוְכִתיב: “ְוַהּנֶ ָהֵאּלֶ
ם ַלֲעבֹוָדה ָזָאה,  ָיד ָאָמה״ הּוְ ׁשּו ּכּוּלָ ּבְ
ְזדֹונֹו  ַחָּייִבים ַעל  ׁשֶ ָבא  ּדָ ן –  ַהּלָ ּלְ ַמה 
ָבא  ּדָ ל  ּכָ ַאב  את,  ַחּטָ ְגָגתֹו  ְוׁשִ ֵאת  ּכָ
ְגָגתֹו  ׁשִ ְוַעל  ֵאת  ּכָ ְזדֹונֹו  ַעל  ַחָּייִבין  ׁשֶ

אתד ַחּטָ

גֹון  ּכְ ַמאי?  ּבְ ָגָגה  ׁשְ ז,  מּוְנּבַ א  ְוֶאּלָ
ן  ָ ְאּבָ ְגַגת  ׁשִ  – ַנן  ְוַאּבָ ןד  ָ ְאּבָ ּבְ ַגג  ָ ּשׁ ׁשֶ

ָגָגהד ָמּה ׁשְ לֹא ׁשְ

What is the rationale for the opinion of Munbaz – ַמאי 
ז מּוְנּבַ  Although Munbaz already explained that his :ַטְעָמא ּדְ
rationale is due to the fact that the Torah referred to both 
one who sins intentionally and one who sins unwittingly 
as a sinner, it was necessary to delve more deeply into his 
reasoning. According to Rashi, that is because Munbaz’s 
first rationale is insufficient. It was stated merely as an allu-
sion rather than as an absolute proof. Some commentaries 
explain that were Munbaz to rely only on the parallel be-
tween intentional and unwitting behavior, he would have to 
assume that it is considered an unwitting transgression only 
when one realizes at the time of action that he is committing 
a transgression. Subsequently, the Gemara proves that even 
Munbaz agrees that if one remains unaware that his action 
constitutes a transgression, he is considered an unwitting 
sinner. Therefore, even though Munbaz agreed with Rabbi 
Akiva’s statement, he has yet to cite the fundamental proof 
for his assertion that one with no prior knowledge does 
not have the legal status of an unwitting sinner (Ramban). 

notes

Any matter that for its intentional violation one is liable 
to be punished with karet, for its unwitting violation one 
is liable to bring a sin-offering – ֵאת ּכָ ַחָּייִבים ַעל ְזדֹונֹו  ׁשֶ ָבא   ּדָ
את ְגָגתֹו ַחּטָ  One is only obligated to bring a sin-offering for :ְוׁשִ
unwittingly violating a prohibition that would be punishable by 
karet when performed intentionally. Blasphemy is an exception 
to this principle (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 1:2). 

Unwitting with regard to a sacrifice – ן ְגַגת ָ ְאּבָ -If one com : ׁשִ
mitted a transgression and knows that it is punishable by karet 
when performed intentionally but does not know that one is 
liable to bring a sin-offering if he does so unwittingly, he is 
considered to have committed the transgression intentionally, 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:2). 

halakha
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The Gemara asks: And in the opinion of the Rabbis, lack of awareness 
with regard to what aspects of the prohibition renders the action unwit-
ting? Rabbi Yoĥanan said: It is an unwitting transgression since he was 
unwitting with regard to the fact that the punishment for his transgres-
sion is karet,h even though he was aware that his action was in violation 
of a Torah prohibition, and he performed the transgression intention-
ally. And Reish Lakish said that according to the Rabbis it is not con-
sidered unwitting until he was unwitting with regard to both the 
prohibition and karet, i.e., he was unaware that his action was prohib-
ited by Torah law. Rava said: What is the reason for the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish? The verse said: “And if one soul shall sin 
by mistake from the common people, by performing one of God’s com-
mandments that may not be done, and he becomes guilty” (Leviticus 
4:27), indicating that it is not considered unwitting until he was unwit-
ting with regard to the prohibition and its concomitant karet. The 
verse indicates that the individual was unaware that he violated “one of 
the commandments that may not be done,” i.e., that there is a Torah 
prohibition with regard to that action.

The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yoĥanan do with that verse 
cited as proof by Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish? The Gemara answers: He 
needs it for that which was taught in a baraita: The phrase: “From the 
common people” (Leviticus 4:27)n teaches that only some sinners, not 
all, bring sacrifices for their unwitting sins. It comes to exclude an 
apostate. When an apostate sins unwittingly, he is under no obligation 
to bring a sin-offering even after he repents. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
says in the name of Rabbi Shimon: This halakha is derived from the 
phrase in that verse: “That may not be done, and he becomes guilty.” 
One who repents due to his awareness, i.e., one who repents as soon 
as he becomes aware that he performed a transgression, brings a sacri-
fice for his unwitting transgression. However, one who does not repent 
due to his awareness that he sinned, e.g., an apostate who continues to 
sin even after he becomes aware that he committed a transgression, does 
not bring an offering for his unwitting action. Rabbi Yoĥanan under-
stood the verse in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar. 

The Gemara cites proof from what we learned in a mishna: The number 
of primary categories of prohibited labors on Shabbat is forty-less-
one, which the mishna proceeds to list. And we discussed this mishna: 
Why do I need this tally of forty-less-one? Isn’t merely listing the pro-
hibited labors sufficient? And Rabbi Yoĥanan said: The tally was in-
cluded to teach that if he performed all of the prohibited labors in the 
course of one lapse of awarenessh during which he was unaware of the 
prohibition involved, he is liable for each and every one. Therefore, 
the mishna indicated that one could conceivably be liable to bring 
thirty-nine sin-offerings. Under what circumstances can you find a case 
where one would be liable for unwittingly violating all thirty-nine la-
bors? It must be in a case where with regard to Shabbat his actions were 
intentional, as he was aware that it was Shabbat; and with regard to the 
prohibited labors his actions were unwitting, as he was unaware that 
these labors are prohibited on Shabbat. 

יֹוָחָנן  י  ַאּבִ ַמאי?  ּבְ ָגָגה  ׁשְ ַנן,  ְוַאּבָ
ַעל  ַאב  ָכֵאת,  ּבְ ַגג  ָ ּשׁ ׁשֶ יָון  ּכֵ ָאַמא: 
ָלאוד ְוֵאיׁש ָלִ יׁש ָאַמא:  ֵהִזיד ּבְ י ׁשֶ ּ׳ִ
ָלאו ְוָכֵאתד ָאַמא ָאָבא:  ּגֹוג ּבְ ִּיׁשְ ַעד ׁשֶ
ן ָלִ יׁש–  ְמעֹון ּבֶ י ׁשִ ַאּבִ ַמאי ַטְעָמא ּדְ
יָנה  ֵתָעׂשֶ לֹא  א  “ֲאׁשֶ ְ ָאא:  ָאַמא 
ּגֹוג  ִּיׁשְ ׁשֶ ַעד   – ם״  ְוָאׁשֵ ָגָגה(  ׁשְ )ּבִ

ּהד ּבָ ָלאו ְוָכֵאת ׁשֶ ּבְ

ְמעֹון  י ׁשִ ַאּבִ י יֹוָחָנן, ַהאי ְ ָאא ּדְ ְוַאּבִ
ֵעי  ִמיּבָ ֵליּה?  ָעֵביד  ַמאי  ָלִ יׁש  ן  ּבֶ
ָאט  ֵליּה ְלִכְדַתְנָיא: “ֵמַעם ָהָאֶאץ״ – ּ׳ְ
ֶאְלָעָזא  ן  ּבֶ ְמעֹון  ׁשִ י  ַאּבִ ד,  ִלְמׁשּוּמָ
א  “ֲאׁשֶ ְמעֹון:  ׁשִ י  ַאּבִ ּום  ִמּשׁ אֹוֵמא 
ם״  ְוָאׁשֵ ָגָגה(  ׁשְ )ּבִ יָנה  ֵתָעׂשֶ לֹא 
ַעל  ן  ָ ְאּבָ ֵמִביא   – ִמיִדיָעתֹו  ב  ָ ַהּשׁ
ֵאינֹו   – ִמיִדיָעתֹו  ב  ׁשָ לֹא  ְגָגתֹו,  ׁשִ

ְגָגתֹוד ן ַעל ׁשִ ֵמִביא ָ ְאּבָ

ִעים  ַאְאּבָ ְמָלאכֹות  “ֲאבֹות  ַנן:  ּתְ
ה  ּה: ִמְנָיָנא ָלּמָ ָחֵסא ַאַחת״, ְוָהֵויַנן ּבָ
ָאן  ֲעׂשָ ִאם  ׁשֶ יֹוָחָנן:  י  ַאּבִ ְוָאַמא  ִלי? 
ל  ֶהְעֵלם ֶאָחד – ַחָּייב ַעל ּכָ ן ּבְ ּכּוּלָ
ַחּתְ ָלּה –  ּכְ ַאַחת ְוַאַחתד ֵהיִכי ַמׁשְ

ְגַגת ְמָלאכֹותד ת ְוׁשִ ּבָ ְזדֹון ׁשַ ּבִ

Unwitting with regard to karet – ָכֵאת ַגג ּבְ ָ ּשׁ  One who commits :ׁשֶ
a transgression while aware that he violated a Torah prohibition, 
but unaware that the violation of that prohibition is punishable 
by karet, is considered to have acted unwittingly and is liable 
to bring a sin-offering, as the halakha is ruled in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan in disputes with Reish Lakish 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:2). 

Primary categories of prohibited labors…that if he per-

formed all of the prohibited labors in the course of one lapse 
of awareness, etc. – ֶהְעֵלם ֶאָחד ן ּבְ ָאן ּכּוּלָ ִאם ֲעׂשָ  ֲאבֹות ְמָלאכֹות…ׁשֶ
 One who was aware that it was Shabbat but was unwitting :וכופ
with regard to the prohibited labors of Shabbat, as he did not 
know that they were prohibited or he knew that they were 
prohibited but did not know that they were punishable by karet 
when performed intentionally, is liable to bring a sin-offering 
for each primary category of labor he performed (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:3). 

halakha

From the common people – ֵמַעם ָהָאֶאץ: According to 
Rashi, the prefix “from” teaches the exclusion of an apos-
tate: Some of the common people but not all the com-
mon people, excluding an apostate. Other commentaries 
explain that the emphasis is on the term common people, 
meaning those who act according to the customs of the 
Jewish people, whereas an apostate is not affiliated with 
the Jewish people and is not included among the com-
mon people. 

notes
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Granted, according to Rabbi Yoĥanan, who said: Once he was unwit-
ting with regard to the fact that the punishment for his transgression is 
karet, even though he was aware that his action was in violation of a 
Torah prohibition, and he performed the transgression intentionally, he 
is considered to have sinned unwittingly, you find that possibility in a case 
where he was aware that performing labor on Shabbat involves violation 
of a Torah prohibition, but he was unaware that the punishment for vio-
lating that prohibition is karet. However, according to Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish, who said: It is not considered unwitting until he was unwit-
ting with regard to both the prohibition and karet, the result is that he 
is completely unaware of all the prohibited labors of Shabbat. If so, when 
Rabbi Yoĥanan said that the case where one would be liable to bring 
thirty-nine sin-offerings is one where with regard to Shabbat, his actions 
were intentional as he was aware that it was Shabbat, the question arises: 
With regard to what aspect of Shabbat was he aware? If he was com-
pletely unaware of all the labors prohibited on Shabbat, in what sense were 
his actions intentional with regard to Shabbat? The Gemara answers: He 
was aware of the halakhot of the prohibition of Shabbat boundaries,n in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. According to Rabbi Akiva, 
the prohibition to go beyond a certain distance outside the city limits on 
Shabbat is by Torah law and not merely a rabbinic decree. 

The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught this baraita? As the 
Sages taught: If one acted unwittingly with regard to both this, the fact 
that it is Shabbat, and that, the specific prohibited labors, that is the case 
of unwitting transgression stated in the Torah. If one acted intention-
ally with regard to both this and that, that is the case of intentional 
transgression stated in the Torah. If one acted unwittingly with regard 
to Shabbat and intentionally with regard to the labors, i.e., he forgot that 
it was Shabbat, but he was aware that those labors are prohibited when it 
is Shabbat; or if one acted unwittingly with regard to the labors and 
intentionally with regard to Shabbat, i.e., he was unaware that these la-
bors are prohibited, but he was aware that labor is prohibited on Shabbat, 
or, even if he said: I know that this labor is prohibited on Shabbat; 
however, I do not know whether or not one is liable to bring a sacrifice 
for its performance, he is liable to bring a sin-offering like anyone who 
sins unwittingly. In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is 
in accordance with the opinion of Munbaz, who holds that one is con-
sidered an unwitting sinner even in a case where he was unwitting only 
with regard to the sacrifice.

Abaye said: Everyone agrees with regard to an oath on a statement,n a 
case where one swore to prohibit or to obligate himself to perform an 
action, that the halakha is as follows: If he violates his oath he is only li-
able to bring an offering if he was unwitting with regard to its prohibi-
tion, i.e., he was unaware that it is prohibited by Torah law to violate an 
oath. The Gemara asks: To whose opinion is Abaye referring in the 
phrase: Everyone agrees? Certainly, it is the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan 
with regard to the opinion of the Rabbis in their dispute with Munbaz. 
Even though Rabbi Yoĥanan generally holds that the fact that one is un-
witting with regard to karet is sufficient to render his action unwitting, the 
case of an oath is different. The Gemara asks: In the case of an oath, it is 
obvious that he would agree. When Rabbi Yoĥanan says that one need 
not be unwitting with regard to the prohibition, it is in a case where there 
is a prohibition punishable by karet; however, here, where there is no 
punishment of karet, Rabbi Yoĥanan would not say so. Obviously, he 
agrees that one must be unwitting with regard to the prohibition. There 
appears to be nothing new in Abaye’s statement. 

The Gemara explains: It might enter your mind to say the following: 
Since the obligation to bring an offering in the case of the oath is a 
novel halakha, as throughout the whole Torah in its entirety we do not 
find a prohibition for whose unwitting violation one is liable to bring an 
offering and for whose intentional violation is not punishable by karet; 
and here, one is liable to bring an offering for its unwitting violation, I 
might have said that if he was unwitting, i.e., unaware that he would be 
obligated, with regard to the offering, let him be liable also according to 
the Rabbis, who disagree with Munbaz. 

יָון  ּכֵ ָאַמא:  ּדְ יֹוָחָנן  י  ְלַאּבִ ָלָמא  ׁשְ ּבִ
ֵהִזיד  ׁשֶ י  ּ׳ִ ַעל  ַאב  ָכֵאת  ּבְ ַגג  ָ ּשׁ ׁשֶ
ָלּה  ָיַדע  ּדְ גֹון  ּכְ ָלּה  ַחּתְ  ּכַ ַמׁשְ ָלאו –  ּבְ
ְמעֹון  ׁשִ י  ְלַאּבִ א  ֶאּלָ ָלאו,  ּבְ ת  ּבָ ַ ַלּשׁ
ָלאו  ּבְ ּגֹוג  ִּיׁשְ ׁשֶ ַעד  ָאַמא:  ּדְ ָלִ יׁש,  ן  ּבֶ
ַמאי?  ּבְ ת  ּבָ ְלׁשַ ֵליּה  ָיַדע  ּדְ  – ּוְבָכֵאת 
י  ַאּבִ ּדְ א  יּבָ ְוַאּלִ ְתחּוִמין,  ּבִ ָיְדָעּה  ּדְ

ֲעִ יָבאד 

ַגג  “ׁשָ ַנן:  ַאּבָ ָתנּו  ּדְ ְלָהא,  ָנא  ּתְ ַמאן 
ָהָאמּוא  ׁשֹוֵגג  ֶזהּו   – ּוָבֶזה  ֶזה  ּבָ
ֶזה ּוָבֶזה – זֹו ִהיא ֵמִזיד  ּתֹוָאה, ֵהִזיד ּבָ ּבַ
ְוֵהִזיד  ת  ּבָ ַ ּשׁ ּבַ ַגג  ׁשָ ּתֹוָאהד  ּבַ ָהָאמּוא 
ְמָלאכֹות  ּבִ ַגג  ָ ּשׁ ׁשֶ אֹו  ְמָלאכֹות,  ּבִ
ֲאִני  יֹוֵדַע  ָאַמא:  ׁשֶ אֹו  ת,  ּבָ ַ ּשׁ ּבַ ְוֵהִזיד 
ָלאָכה זֹו ֲאסּוָאה ֲאָבל ֵאיִני יֹוֵדַע  ּמְ ׁשֶ
ן אֹו לֹא – ַחָּייב״,  ַחָּייִבין ָעֶליָה ָ ְאּבָ ׁשֶ

זד מּוְנּבַ ַמאן – ּכְ ּכְ

בּוַעת  ׁשְ ּבִ מֹוִדים  ַהּכֹל  ֵיי:  ַאּבַ ָאַמא 
ַעד  ן,  ָ ְאּבָ ָעֶליָה  ַחָּייִבין  ֵאין  ׁשֶ יּטּוי  ּבִ
מֹוִדים  ַהּכֹל  ּהד  ּבָ ׁשֶ ָלאו  ּבְ ּגֹוג  ִּיׁשְ ׁשֶ
י ָ ָאַמא  יָטא! ּכִ ׁשִ י יֹוָחָנן, ּ׳ְ ַמאן – ַאּבִ
ֵאת, ֲאָבל  א ּכָ ִאיּכָ י יֹוָחָנן – ֵהיָכא ּדְ ַאּבִ

ֵאת – ָלא! א ּכָ ֵליּכָ ָהָכא ּדְ

ְוַחָּייב  ָאִמיָנא: הֹוִאיל  ֲעָתְך  ּדַ ָסְלָ א 
ַהּתֹוָאה  ְבָכל  ּדִ הּוא,  ִחיּדּוׁש  ן  ָ ְאּבָ
ַמְייִתי ֲעֵליּה  ַחן ָלאו ּדְ ּכַ ּה ָלא ַאׁשְ ּכּוּלָ
ן –  ָ ְאּבָ ַגג ּבְ י ׁשָ ן, ְוָהָכא ַמְייִתי, ּכִ ָ ְאּבָ

ַנִמי ִליַחֵּייב,

NOTES
Unwitting with regard to a sacrifice is not considered unwitting – 
ָגָגה ָמּה ׁשְ ן לֹא ׁשְ ְגַגת ָ ְאּבָ  Some commentaries explain that based on :ׁשִ
what is stated in the continuation of the Gemara, there is no element 
here of an individual repenting due to his awareness. If they inform 
him that he is liable to bring a sacrifice, he would no longer be liable. 
It would be impossible for one to become liable by performing an 
unwitting transgression in that manner according to Reish Lakish’s 
opinion (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 

From the common people – ֵמַעם ָהָאֶאץ: According to Rashi, it is from 
the prefix “from” that an apostate is excluded: some of the common 
people but not all the common people, excluding an apostate. Other 
commentaries explain that the emphasis is on the term common 
people, meaning those who act according to the customs of Israel, 
whereas an apostate is not affiliated with the people of Israel, and not 
included among the common people. 

He was aware of the Shabbat boundaries – ְתחּוִמין ָיְדָעּה ּבִ  ,In Tosafot :ּדְ
the opinion is that this refers specifically to Shabbat boundaries. How-
ever, other commentaries explain that Reish Lakish meant it is possible 
for a person to know about Shabbat from the aspect of its positive 
mitzvot, the mitzva of kiddush and the like, and not only boundaries 
(Me’iri and others). 

An oath on a statement – יּטּוי בּוַעת ּבִ  ,The term, oath on a statement :ׁשְ
is derived from the verse: “Or a soul that swears to utter by his lips, to 
do bad or to do good, with regard to all that a person utters by oath, 
and it becomes hidden from him, and he knows and is guilty of one of 
these” (Leviticus 5:4). This oath, which a person takes to obligate himself, 
is called oath on a statement, to distinguish it from other oaths, e.g., the 
oath of testimony. The details of its numerous and complex halakhot 
are articulated in tractate Shevuot. The halakha is that one who inten-
tionally swears falsely is not liable to death by karet, but only violates a 
Torah prohibition. If he violates the prohibition unwittingly, he is liable 
to bring a sliding-scale sin-offering. That liability is unique among sin-
offerings, which, as a rule, are brought only for unwittingly violating a 
prohibition that is punishable by karet when performed intentionally. 

HALAKHA 
A matter that for its intentional violation one is liable to be pun-
ished with karet, and for its unwitting violation one is liable to bring 
a sin-offering – את ְגָגתֹו ַחּטָ ְוׁשִ ֵאת  ּכָ ַחָּייִבים ַעל ְזדֹונֹו  ָבא ׁשֶ  One is only :ּדָ
obligated to bring a sin-offering for unwittingly violating a prohibi-
tion that would be punishable by karet when performed intentionally. 
Blasphemy is an exception to this principle (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 1:2). 

Unwitting with regard to a sacrifice – ן ְגַגת ָ ְאּבָ  If one commited : ׁשִ
a transgression and knows that it is punishable by karet when per-
formed intentionally, but does not know that one is liable to bring a 
sin-offering if he does so unwittingly, he is considered to have com-
mitted the transgression intentionally in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:2). 

Unwitting with regard to karet – ָכֵאת ַגג ּבְ ָ ּשׁ  One who commits a :ׁשֶ
transgression while aware that he violated a Torah prohibition, but 
unaware that violation of that prohibition is punishable by karet, is 
considered to have acted unwittingly and is liable to bring a sin-
offering, as the halakha is ruled in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yoĥanan in disputes with Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 2:2). 

Primary categories of prohibited labors…that if he performed all of 
the prohibited labors in the course of one lapse of awareness, etc. – 
ֶהְעֵלם ֶאָחד וכופ ן ּבְ ָאן ּכּוּלָ ִאם ֲעׂשָ  One who was aware :ֲאבֹות ְמָלאכֹות…ׁשֶ
that it was Shabbat but was unwitting with regard to the prohibited 
labors of Shabbat, as he did not know that they were prohibited or 
he knew that they were prohibited but did not know that they are 
punishable by karet when performed intentionally, is liable to bring 
a sin-offering for each primary category of labor that he performed 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 7:3). 

He was aware of the Shabbat boundaries – ָיְדָעּה  ּדְ
ְתחּוִמין  In Tosafot, the opinion is that this refers :ּבִ
specifically to Shabbat boundaries. However, other 
commentaries explain that Reish Lakish meant it is 
possible for a person to know about Shabbat from 
the aspect of its positive mitzvot, the mitzva of kid-
dush and the like, and not only boundaries (Me’iri 
and others). 

Oath on a statement – יּטּוי בּוַעת ּבִ  The term oath :ׁשְ
on a statement is derived from the verse: “Or a soul 
that swears to utter by his lips, to do bad or to do 
good, with regard to all that a person utters by oath, 
and it becomes hidden from him, and he knows 
and is guilty of one of these” (Leviticus 5:4). This oath, 
which a person takes to obligate himself, is called 
an “oath on a statement,” to distinguish it from other 
oaths, e.g., the oath of testimony. The details of its 
numerous and complex halakhot are articulated in 
tractate Shevuot. The halakha is that one who in-
tentionally swears falsely is not liable to death by 
karet, but only violates a Torah prohibition. If he vio-
lates the prohibition unwittingly, he is liable to bring 
a sliding-scale sin-offering. That liability is unique 
among sin-offerings, which, as a rule, are brought 
only for unwittingly violating a prohibition that is 
punishable by karet when performed intentionally. 

notes
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Therefore, Abaye teaches us that this is not so. The Gemara raises an 
objection from a baraita: What is an unwitting violation of an oath 
on a statementnh relating to the past? What is an example of one who 
unwittingly swore falsely with regard to an incident that occurred in 
the past? It cannot be a case where he forgot the incident, as in that 
case he is exempt from bringing an offering. It is a case where if he 
said: I know that taking this false oath is prohibited, but I do not 
know whether or not one is liable to bring an offering for swearing 
falsely, he is liable to bring an offering for an unwitting transgression. 
Apparently, with regard to an oath on a statement, unwitting with 
regard to the sacrifice renders the action unwitting. The Gemara re-
jects this: In accordance with whose opinion is this mishna? It is the 
opinion of Munbaz. In his opinion, one who commits a transgression 
while unaware whether or not one is liable to bring an offering if he 
performs that transgression unwittingly is considered to have per-
formed the transgression unwittingly. 

There is another version of the discussion of Abaye’s statement where, 
after quoting the halakha with regard to an oath on a statement, the 
question was raised: In accordance with whose opinion is this mish-
na? If you say it is in accordance with the opinion of Munbaz, that is 
obvious: Now, if throughout the entire Torah where there is no 
noveltyb in the obligation to bring an offering, he said that unwitting 
with regard to an offering is considered unwitting; here, where 
there is a novelty and the offering in the case of an oath on a state-
ment is more significant than other sin-offerings, certainly unwitting 
with regard to the offering should be considered unwitting. Rather, 
is it not the opinion of the Rabbis, and this is a conclusive refutation 
of the opinion of Abaye? The Gemara concludes: Indeed, it is a con-
clusive refutation. 

And Abaye said: Everyone agrees with regard to teruma that one is 
only liable to add a payment of one-fifth the value of the teruma for 
eating it unwittingly if he is unwitting with regard to its prohibition. 
The Gemara asks: To whose opinion is Abaye referring in the phrase: 
Everyone agrees? Certainly, it is the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan. Even 
though, in general, he holds that unwitting with regard to karet is suf-
ficient to render the action unwitting, the case of teruma is different. 
The Gemara asks: In the case of teruma, it is obvious that he would 
agree. When Rabbi Yoĥanan says that one need not be unwitting 
with regard to the prohibition, it is in a case where there is a prohibi-
tion punishable by karet; however, here, where there is no punish-
ment of karet, Rabbi Yoĥanan would not say so. The Gemara answers 
that nonetheless Abaye introduced a novel element: Lest you say that 
since one who intentionally eats teruma is subject to death at the hand 
of Heaven, perhaps death stands in place of karet. And where he was 
unwitting with regard to the punishment of death for this sin, he 
should also be liable to pay the added fifth as one who performed 
the transgression unwittingly because his case is analogous to one 
who is considered unwitting due to lack of awareness of karet. There-
fore, Abaye teaches us that it is not so. Rava said: Indeed, death 
stands in place of karet h and the added one-fifth stands in place of 
a sacrifice. One who is unwitting with regard to death at the hand of 
Heaven and the added fifth has the same legal status as one who is 
unwitting with regard to karet and an offering. 

סט:

Perek VII
Daf 69 Amud b

ְגַגת  ַמע ָלןד ֵמיִתיֵבי: ֵאיֶזהּו ׁשִ ָ א ַמׁשְ
ִאם ָאַמא:  ָעַבא – ׁשֶ יּטּוי ְלׁשֶ בּוַעת ּבִ ׁשְ
בּוָעה זֹו ֲאסּוָאה, ֲאָבל  ְ ּשׁ “יֹוֵדַע ֲאִני ׁשֶ
ן אֹו  ֵאיִני יֹוֵדַע ִאם ַחָּייִבין ָעֶליָה ָ ְאּבָ
ז ִהיאד י – מּוְנּבַ לֹא״ – ַחָּייב! ָהא ַמּנִ

ִאיֵליָמא  י?  ַמּנִ ַאֲחִאיָנא:  ָנא  ָ )ִליּשׁ
ָכל ַהּתֹוָאה  א ּבְ ּתָ יָטא, ָהׁשְ ׁשִ ז – ּ׳ְ מּוְנּבַ
ן  ְגַגת ָ ְאּבָ ָלאו ִחיּדּוׁש הּוא ָאַמא: ׁשִ ּדְ
ִחיּדּוׁש הּוא לֹא  ָגָגה, ָהָכא ּדְ ָמּה ׁשְ ׁשְ
ִהיא,  ַנן  ַאּבָ  – ָלאו  א  ֶאּלָ ן?  ּכֵ ׁשֶ ל  ּכָ

א(ד יּוְבּתָ ֵיי! ּתְ ַאּבַ א ּדְ ּוְתיּוְבּתָ

ְתאּוָמה  ּבִ מֹוִדים  ַהּכֹל  ֵיי:  ַאּבַ ְוָאַמא 
ּגֹוג  ִּיׁשְ ֵאין ַחָּייִבין ָעֶליָה חֹוֶמׁש ַעד ׁשֶ ׁשֶ
י  ּהד ַהּכֹל מֹוִדים ַמאן – ַאּבִ ּבָ ָלאו ׁשֶ ּבְ
 – יֹוָחָנן  י  ַאּבִ ָאַמא  י  ּכִ יָטא!  ׁשִ ּ׳ְ יֹוָחָנן, 
א  ֵליּכָ ּדְ ֵהיָכא  ֵאת,  ּכָ א  ִאיּכָ ּדְ ֵהיָכא 
ִמיָתה  ֵתיָמא:  ּדְ ַמהּו  ָלא!   – ֵאת  ּכָ
ַגג  ׁשָ ְוִכי  עֹוֶמֶדת,  ֵאת  ּכָ ְמ ֹום  ּבִ
ַמע  ַמׁשְ ָ א  ִליַחֵּייב,  ַנִמי   – ִמיָתה  ּבְ
ֵאת  ּכָ ְמ ֹום  ּבִ ִמיָתה  ָאַמא:  ָאָבא  ָלןד 
ן ָ ֵאיד ְמ ֹום ָ ְאּבָ עֹוֶמֶדת, ְוחֹוֶמׁש ּבִ

Unwitting violation of an oath on a statement – ְגַגת  ׁשִ
יּטּוי ּבִ בּוַעת  -The oath on a statement explicitly men :ׁשְ
tioned in the Torah refers to a person who swears that he 
will perform or will not perform a certain action in the 
future. The tanna’im dispute whether or not an oath on a 
statement can also be taken with regard to the past. The 
difficulty in finding a case of an unwitting oath on a state-
ment with regard to the past stems from the Torah edict 
that in order to be liable to bring a sin-offering, the one 
who unwittingly violated the oath must be aware of the 
circumstances when he takes the oath. One who forgot 
and swore falsely in good faith is not liable for taking an 
oath on a statement unwittingly, since he is considered as 
one who swore due to circumstances beyond his control. 
Consequently, the Gemara seeks to find a circumstance in 
which an oath on a statement with regard to the past can 
be unwitting (see Tosafot). 

notes

Unwitting violation of an oath on a statement – בּוַעת ְגַגת ׁשְ  ׁשִ
יּטּוי  A case where one who unwittingly violates an oath on a :ּבִ
statement with regard to the past is liable to bring a sacrifice is 
when he swears that he did not eat a particular food. When tak-
ing the oath, he is aware that he ate it, and he is aware that it is 
prohibited to take that oath. However, he is unaware that one is 
liable to bring a sacrifice for this violation (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, 
Hilkhot Shevuot 3:7).

Death stands in place of karet – ֵאת עֹוֶמֶדת ְמ ֹום ּכָ  One :ִמיָתה ּבִ
who is not a priest and unwittingly ate teruma is obligated to 
repay its value with the addition of a fifth. That is the halakha 
even if he was aware that it was teruma and that it is prohibited 
to eat it but was unaware that eating teruma is punishable by 
death at the hand of Heaven, as the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava in disputes with Abaye (Rambam Sefer 
Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 10:1).

halakha

Novelty – ִחיּדּוׁש: This term indicates that a particular ha-
lakha written in the Torah has an aspect that distinguishes 
it from all other halakhot. Consequently, it cannot be eval-
uated with the criteria used to evaluate standard cases as 
it could conceivably include additional novel aspects that 
deviate from the norm.

background


