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In attempting to introduce some sembiance of order, from 

the critical point of view of modern technology, into the current 

Polemics in the world of Halacha concerning the use of the incan- 

descent bulb on the Shabbat, we must bear in mind, at the very 

outset, one important fact: that, at the present stage of the game 

we can come to no definitive conclusion. The entire problem is ex- 

ceptionally delicate, because of the great stress laid in the Ha- 

lache on the laws of Shabbat and particulariy on the laws concerning 

fire, and we must not forget that we are, figurativeiy as well as 

literally, playing with fire. Let no one be "“moreh kter heter" , 

act lightly, because of the conciusions of ome Rabbi or one authority. 

Let me briefly review for you the fundamentals of the laws 

of Shabbat as delineated by the Sages of the Mishna and the Taimud. 

The Are ayo » the types of “work” which are forbidden on 

Shabbat ( and the term "work" is used here in a technical sense, not 

in the layman's sense, just as the term “work” has a special technical 

Meaning for the physicist) are derived from the types of work needed 

for the building of the Mishkan, since both passages - relating’ to 

Shabbat and Mishkan - are A\ZINO , next to each other, The 

number of such categories of work is 39, the ‘Arginine. GME o 3 

These 39 major categories are known as Ait@k , and each 2)cis sub- 

divided into minor categories known as 7 lta » the requirement 

being that each Toladah be similar té ite Av in some certain speci- 

fied manner. Let us now single out four of these Avot which will be 
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of special interest to us. We have D732 , making a fire, and FS%4 

extinguishing a fire. On 9932) the Torah issued a special prohi- 

bition, aside from the general pale kn 3 Lop «t » in the 

sentence " ArQRdn Psr pyarrtin fsa Ree rst tl *, "Thou shalt 

not make a fire in any of thy dwelling places on the day of the Shabbat? 

Another AY MW lachah is SQ.N, which literally means "cooking", 

t , as we shall see later, has certain other and more inclusive con- 

Notations. The fourthe Av Mlacah I wish to mention is '(52 55N, 

Which literally means "striking with a hammer", but is to be under- 

stood as the completing of any utensil. Thus, for instance, if I 

attach a leg to a table which had only three legs, I am guilty of TPM 

QGor, since before it was not a table but, as a result of my action 

it has become a complete table. 

This, then, is the general fabric into which we may or 

may nos read a Biblical prohibition, an Atk? %/0'k, on the 

lighting of the incandescent bulb on the Shabbat. Incidentally, it 

should be mentioned that even if one would conclude that there is no 

(cxvotle? 10°C, prohibition by the Torah, involved, there is, at 

any rate, a very definite Rabbinic interdiction, an hake WOK 

The principies underlying the operation of the incan- 

descent bulb are, I am sure, well known to aii of you; but, for the 

sake of clarity , ae4 allow me to review it for you briefly. 

The bulb contains the two poles connected by a thin and 

highly resistant filament, usually tungsten, which will heat to in- 

candescence when a current is passed throggh it at the proper voltage. 

The older type of bulb was evacuated as much as possible to eliminate 

most of the oxygen. Modern bulbs are, instead, filled with an inert 

gas, such as nitrogen, which compietely pebinkens” sine oxygen-contain- 

ing air in the bulb. The nitrogen in the bulb is at reduced pressure; 

at room temperature, it is in the vicinity of 1/3 atmosphere. When 
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the circuit is closed and the filament is heated to incandescence, 

at the usual llo volts, the pressure is raised to approximately one 

atmosphere. The radiation of heat and light by the filament is, as was 

gaid, a result of the resistance of the filament. There can be heextd- 

no oxidation since oxygen is completely absent and nitrogen is inert 

under these conditions. Completing the biography of the incandescent 

bulb, the thin tungsten filament will, as a result of the heat, begin 

to vaporize until eventually the coil snaps at one point and the circuit 

is broken. The bulb is then respectfully thrown into the garbage receptacle 

Now, before we begin to analyze the Halacha in consideration 

Of the problem of the incandescent bulb and its reiation to Lic, fire, 

we must postulate one basic dichotomy; there are two types of phenomenon 

which come under the general heading of $ "fire". One is the common : 

combustion, or oxidizing fire, in which we have heat, light and a chemiéal 

reaction - oxidation. The ordinary burning of wood or paper or other : 

combustibles eemes is included in this class. The second type is non- 

oxidizing fire, that is, a radiation of iight and heat from a body which 

is chemically stable. The heating of a heavy metal or ailoy such as steel 

tiil it glows, and the fire (i.e. the combination of heat and light) : : 

from the filament of the incandescent bulb, are examples of non-oxidizig 

fire. 

Etymologically, the Biblical Hebrew word for burning, 5777), 

asin XK2°R%d erg es alz Un (or Ue tin indicates complete destruction 

and, hence, in our terms - combustion, or oxidizing fire. We can bring 

sufficient proof for this. Consider, for instance, the passage in Wishpatim : 

Satna Ale WAT Hd PSR PVR Ue (RA 1D onl 932 VU gfe NE p Ter prs sk 93h UA 9931 19 
Similerly, we have A:72> | (ypo Ate -And7) . At times, the Torah even employs 

the term 937) to indicate destruction without the use of fire, such 

as Cores, VIX) AIt7! . Im fact, the only piace in the Torah where 

yo{27) , as burning, certainly does not imply destruction, the Torah 
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makes special mention of it: Sse {Jk nv jor, Ried 21 Jor PJP)» 

However, sil this is only indicative in a wery general manner and we 

cannot base any ultimate Haa Halachic decision on etymologically 

derived evidence. 

We find that the Rabbis of the Talmud also recognized this 

distinction between two types of fire. In discussing the problem of ni 

of tempering metals on the Shabbat, the Yerushalmi (Talmud of Jerusalem) 

tells us that a difference of opinion developed between R. Yehuda and 

the Chachomim as to whether i> Uc A3l'D oF Ried they Ute aly 

Rabbi Meier Simcha, author of " (w© 7//c * on the Rambam, inetrprets 

Re Asli as equivalent to any other Toladah in Shabbat, remarking thé 

the similarity here is,however, somewhat far fetched. If, however, we 

were to read our own analysis of the concept of fire into the words of 

the yerushalmi, we wiil find that the Yerushalmi is more coherent and 

More logical. Toladan here is not the same Toladah as in the other 

Wlachot Shabbat, but rather indicates a second type of fire which we 

called the non-oxidizing fire. The problem in the Yerushalmi was, then, 

whether heating a metal to a red glow, i.e. creating a non-oxidizing 

fire, belongs in the same category with the usual Lh, oxidizing fire, 

in which case it is an Av Milachah, or if CK Ta) Ce wD », that is, 

that non-oxidizing fire is not at ali clasifiabie as fire. 

Let us now analyze the problem halachically by a search in 

the literature of the Rishonim. From the Yerushalmi I just quoted to you 

it is obvious that the problem of the giowing fiiament is most closely 

approximated, in the Halacha, by the act of Gyo 8 the tempering of 

metals. In both, the metal body radiates heat and light without itself 

being consumed or oxidized. A systematic anaiysis must begin by determining 

the Av M iachah to which we assign the process of Tzeruf. 
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Rashi (Shabbat, 41 b) attributed Tzeruf to the Av M lachah of 

RiCor D> « The av of C/0Cp2r d9~, you will remember, is a final 

Constructive operation, or the completion of a utensil. Thus, when I 

heat the metal tiid it begine to softens and then put it in cold water, 

t accomplish the hardening or consolidation of the metal bar and, in ths 

sense, I can be considered to have to have made a new metal bar with the 

present properties of hardness. If we now attempt to apply the law of 

Tzeruf , according to Rashi, to the incandescent filament, it at once 

becomes obviaus that there is no reason to forbid its usage because of 

fzeruf since no "completion" ever occurs. The filament is never, Heaven 

forbid, dipped into cold water while it is being heated electrically, 

and by merely turning the switch and breaking the circuit the filament 

returnes to its previeus hardness and consistency. There is, then, no 

problem of Tzeruf in the incandescent bulb, according to Rashi's assigne- 

ment of Tzeruf to 1092 D3N 6 

Maimonides, the Rambam, writes in Mishne Torah (retard Ton O ): 

2rhpe al grn a2zlin VS 19d , PIN2 raos Figs Wers. Ale PND OY 

"He who heats metal (on Shabbat) in order to temper it in water is guily 

of transgressing a Toladah of 55325 “. And in the next halacha ( 25 ) 

he writes: zh 4 of (wens Pkt , that if he puts hot metal in cold 

water with the intention of tempering it he is guilty of transgressing 

a Toladah of %> ¢ In essence, then, Maimonides assigns Tzeruf to 

the Avot of 2502) and ‘{2 > , Ome upon heating the metal and one 

upon cooling it. 

Before continuing with Maimonides, let us quote the dictum of 

Shmuel in Tractate Shabbat (42 a): SHOU ADAN Me AVS (nN Srv anc 

Qa Ralre (\ Jape tn sf (pis Ae Pe Re , “Tt is permitted to put out a 

burning (or glowing) pteee-ef- ember of metal in a public piacé in oréer 

that no one should be hurt, but not a burning piece of wood (or coal ember)” 
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Rashi's explanation, to which Maimonides no doubt consents, is that a hot 

piece of metal cannot be cailed “burning” since the metai is not consumed, 

therefore extinguishing #é-és0r rather, cooling it, is not the same asi): > ;, 

whereas a burning piece of wood or coal is true fire since the body ofthe 

material is consumed, and therfore he who extinguishes it is guilty of ')25. 

You will, of course, notice the similarity of Rashi's explanation to our 

division of fire into oxidizing and non-oxidiskng. The main point ef he» 

jis that put‘ing out the glow of hot metal is not ‘J%D> eo 

Let us return now to Maimonides who, you remember, said that 

uth 53} puro Pic, if his intention was to temper the metal bar he is 

puilty of ‘':z>. In the same halacha, however, in the preceding line, he 

says that G9 ADAN Behe Nr>205 Save , he who puts out a metal ember 

is not guiity of ‘'‘)2 5, What Maimonides means is, obviously, that while 

direet extinguishing of the metal ember is not reiated to ‘!'7>, dousing 

it with intent to temper it is a Toladan of ‘'1%> ,. Thus, guilt because 

of '~2%2 in the cooling of hot metal, according to Maimonides, depends 

upon hie intent. This is evident from the language he employs - Maimonides 

was always exact and chose his words discriminately - yn ¢\5 Pt jet Phe, 

if he intended to temper he is guilty. 

The Raaved, however, challenged Maimonides on the point of ( Jite 

{n>b > and said that Maimonides is inconsistent since he everywherec 

supports the opinion of R. Yehudah that (eae rye 2723 (thet where 

@ Milachah is done without the intention of performing this Wilacah, but 

rather @ second concommitant Mlachah, he is cuilty of the first too. Here 

too, argues the Raaved, he should be guilty of Tzeruf (i.e. ‘1:05 ) even 

it he does not intend to temper, since Pai ®) pee rpsee 573 +. 
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The Reaved's objection is an important one, and we shall dispose of it 

later when we return to the problem of Vly intent, in the Laws 

of Shabbat, 

Applying, now, the law of Tzeruf a la Waimonides to the incan- 

descent bulb, we find that there is no Ganotes 9/16 , no Biblical inte» 

diction on the lighting of the incandescent bulb on the Shabbat. 

There is, however, one dissenting opinion with regard to the 

cooling of metal embers as Toladah of ‘'/2> . The lone voice is that of 

the 9 , Rabenu Chananel, who says that the *heter" of of dousing a 

‘Metal ember in a public place is only because of 0) nipd, to prevevant 

possible critical injury. A hot metal bar, even if not hot enough to glow, 

is hot enouch to cause possible death to one who touches it, probably 

becuase of shock, whereas with wood embers,if it is glowing the public 

notices it and keeps away, and if it hes stopped glowing thenpubste-n- 

its temperature is too low to cause much concern. At any rate, the important 

point is that metal is no different from wood and there is an (epirth? 2!°'h 

on the extinguishing of either of them. : 

We now come to the final opinion on the parentage of little 

orphan Tzeruf. Maimonides, the same Maimonices who declared that Tzeruf is 

Toladah of 4/17 N and y2r5, Bays ( j"5 Aare Son Cry ) ae AY rd 

ean en je $> pine arya FX Aj AND Ale RNAN® Ile ler o& Ss 41 2)N ryan 

"He who melts any amount of any kind of metal; or he who heats the metals 

till they become embers (that is, they giow), transgresses a Toladah of Kane 

Here we have a typical "p’UN> aye » Since in }"'5 1") he tells us 

that Tzeruf is a Toladah of »'12N and >U>N , and in 1" U"Ohe 

telis us that heating a metal is a Toaladah of Stain . The solution 

is obvicus however in terms of our ezpianat ion of Maimonides' opfnion 

that Tzeruf is a Toaldah of 7) N and > 1.35 « We then said that only 
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when there is specific intent for tempering, Tzeruf, is there a question 

ef }532.> and ss25D |; but when there is no intent for Tzeruf, there 

is no #@ guilt on account of these two, This is the first verdict quoted 

from Maimonides. The second passage, from ‘((7>9 , complements the first 

by stating that where there is no intent for Tzeruf, but only to soften 

for purposes, let us say, of fitting it into a certain mold, he is guilty 

of a Toladah of SQin . This solution, which biends with the pattern 

of our analysis, is also mentioned by Rabbi Shlomo Gorontchek in anhrtich¢ 

printed in the Kislev, 5709, issue of the monthly "SINAI" , published in 

Jerusalem under the auspices of the Ministry of Religion, and reprinted 

for Americans in the Tishrei,5710, issue of "HAPARDES" . Incidentally, 

Rabbi Gorontchek's conclusions that the iighting of the incandescent 

bulb on Shabbat is only an i273 M0 "fc and not an (epyrk7? 2107/c 

has eet on ah avakanche of bit er criticism with even some veiled 

hipteshdrastic consequences. 

I mentioned the Av M lachah of SRoN « The word literally 

means "cooking", and indeed the conventional form of cooking, the yard 

Ssklwa , is the cooking of food. As for the Toladot of Seay » we 

read as foliows in Tractate Shabbat (74 b):. flew rhe by? 27 1% 927 NSS 

ay ayn riod {es d)> pnvede “He who melts tar (on Shabbat) is guilty because 

of (i.e. as a Toladah of) veer ", The principle is thus firmly 

established that the M{lachah of Jean is applicable not only to foods 

but to the heating of other materials as weii. This principle is sum- 

marized very concisely by Maimonides ( °9,0"a) aie aorrk ja 523 (, i({> 

Vea ern rw s'd yo hu rR pote Mer DL. "The principle of the 

Matter is that both the heating of a hard body in fire and or the hardening 

Of a soft body through fire, leads to guilt because of wean ", This 

is consistent with the statement of Maimonides previously quoted that the 

melting or heating-to-ember of metal, without intent to temper, is «
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Toiedah of Sei N * 

Now, however, that we have disposed of the Avot a 

Mlachot of &'092 aan, pr ttn and ‘y7 > BB 

reasons for outiawing use of the incandescent bulb on the Shabbat, 

we are faced with the most cogent of all reasons to prohibit the lighting 

of the electric bulb fenvrtIkiN , Maimonides’ verdict that 

heating a metal to an emher is e@ Toladah of Tea N , indicates 

that heating the filament of a bulb to incandescence would similarly 

be forbidden because of Tew . 

Rabbi Gorontchek, ih the axtséie mentioned, eliminates 

this difficulty in the following manner: Wier » he says, is 

defined only as yilev wn [ry » a8 coming as @ resuit of fire, 

thewsh indirectly. The incandescent filament, however, results not 

from fire, Re, but from the filement's resistance to the current, 

and the Av Wilachah of re N is therefore not applicable to the 

incandescent bulb. 

: 

: 
| 

We must, however, reject his contentions on the grounds 

that extension of his arguments lead us to perfectly ridiculous resuits. 

According to Rabbi Gorontchek, it would be perfectly permissibie, 

fen rile? No anxtkeaxShebbatyxkhexmcsk ciahoratexchickenxscupyxasxe 

to ccok, on the Shabbat, the most elaborate chicken soup, as long as we 

use an electric stove. This is, of course, somewhat absurd, and is a 

hard pili to swallow. We must conclude that, on the contrary, any rise ’ 

in temperature is Sain regardless of the primary source of 

energy « 
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we binin,: 60 url s00n tam, eens: Setingneialin euph Anbh, thw Sate 

| of tho dnventoscent Bulb should be forbidsen, even (en /7IkeW as 4 Som azine 
There is only dne wy loft in whitch wo cam possibly find that the incandosse 

cout bulb is frood frqu-the shales of the culinary o> [we 7 s 
Ras wih inderproted noseriiing Xo Matsinghed,’ks the causing of 6. , 

perceptible clevation of towperatures Whon I héat the ter, asin tho ease ~ 
mentioned in the Tubmd, I apply the heat with the intentiod of raising the 

teonperaturo which melts the tar so that. I may use it for my purpodes, let 

me stweda the fact that hors I have special intention to reise the temperatus 

of the tax, this temperature elevation being tho necessary proeursor to oS ee 

“the melting process, With the inoandoscont bulb, however, the cago ia mutta 

“entirely different, for hore I have no interest et all in the temperature | 

~ qhange of tho filament, but suther my interest is centered solely on the 

madietion of Licht by the filenont, Thus tho tw are aiftorchty Tor hoze te 
ny object ie hot tax, and hore the métetion of Molt, Gis, ofes my intent 

edevendepiieesdsaguscdimcunicainr Aver uaakae eames 8 of Ra 
"Zam therefore not guilty of any Tee ask(y. 

Of course, wo axe oy facot with tho problen thtoh the Bho seized” 

on Maimonides sonceming 29479) em = 4p. whieh I promised to digsuse and. 

< Aispose of, The quéstion was that Maimofiides wsualiy upholds the opinion of — 

Re Yohudah that an (vsaviykC 7 that Lf TI accomplish’a cortain act involv 

Sagar ing Broly ,A and DB, ond A ts onky seaidental or incidental since _ 

mY goal cn pipes vas the accoupLisiment of 8, on.nevertholoss guilty én 

bath counts af A isa hia PDO moaning that 4% ia a nocossary coneomitant — 

of B in tho partioular act I an accomplishing. Tmug, heating a motel should. 

bee 33[4 of 297°) and 12> oven without tatontor — {1.3 to temper; 
n-ahittiviy tn ey Seesens vino, atihoesli % 46 nev smelt vip wanda 

extenches rise in tenporeture, yot I shoulA be guilty on the count of JRun 
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Phe aisetoutsy osm be overseme by the nisnvahhe pecaimingt granted. tne 

‘the Rethansieinemioe= wil meinthin thet 7 ap Jusae fre 024. wth Rabe 

Yoluta tn the Winehat shabat nw well as in other enves in the Porch obhest 

than Shabbat, where thid prinsiple iz applicable. However, there te a Lintt 

#0 ite applicetion in the MMleshot of Shabbat, Those Tolotot which an form 

boar ‘yory Little resemblance to thei Avot and whogo sole rol tion to thede ‘ 

Avot consists of a common »J'> ox intention to nerfora © sortntn seaaahaiiont ca 

| “act, end ontirely Asoosketod qian ral pemhgecte ze. 

oe is absante 

; | aie she Lipot these hen Maimonides! assignment hie 4s DIFD) re 

> ie annwored} as as it io, the assignment of hob motel oubors so 072) 

~ 

o ies wi 

oS asa > fn is vation tamtotohed, canstdering that one in an ehekteh vat: : 
OKILS Lavy 

cn: the other o nonwsetdative fires nnd reneabening the Yorushalnt whieh X 

-— mentioned et thd veiey tednting, blurt it da deat Whisinaeet alk CO 

ember oun vo recared as Ch ba er Se ed a's i HE oH 

. end Hiosbulhonly when the a> or intent ia exprossly for — athemtoe 

the simistity ie too frail to be of omy value. : 

The paw Whll hela truc of Maimonides’ placement of ssn — z ees: 
| enbors in the category of Sew arlo 8 i no ob ete Ft 

, om slevction of tempertuxé, and’ se does the hecting of « actal, bub the 
~ == 

fom eppoosencas of the tro acts cme vastly ifterenty ant ve ont wigecey? 

‘the dabei dent of « soa Ralpe as a dvd Ades end the pubs Liye out. of natn abe 

ag a in> ail, when and only whom ‘the 2n>0P thd cme who heats the mete% ie. 

: petmeriiy to ORUGe ‘the ‘tompere ture elevations Tn the Spdrinticn of the aaa 

Melting cf the ineandescont bulb, however, ny intent is to profucs 1tchy 

end not to viento heat. ince thowe 49 no ecrmen growls and al). Roget ad . 

wel}. as fom relations of my not he that of eooteing Ts adsont, my action 

ann mo lorigen'-be' recanted ode os[i of Suun y tis, there inibags being no. 

[aries Siok om my notion, we find that Matmontéest verdicts tally with ia 

the statenont of [ewe in Tmaotate sabi shat orn osan Se ate Asis mar 
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“That our interpretation of lndmonides is true ve can prove fras onothor — 
yal"> vixiok latmonides quoted fran the Talmid, Let us tum to Mestohta | °< 
Shaddot. again, (7: a): rAIGa anil dip) Pk shen 99 DAvQl ppc 2 2r (ors or yd Herm? > . 

‘Tle who punctures an abooss on Shabbotsyif to czeate a yernandnt opening tis — 

*. guilty; but 42 to emute the pus, 14 ta puemnhchesn ‘Gay: UNceeuialet nn Silat 

eventing a porthnant opening in the fashion of a citlled physisian, you 
complete a structure anf are thevefore guilty of €Go2 pow wait af your 

si main intent 1s te fore out the fuid tn the abooas, then, ovés though you. 

may tn the soogéos enerte ai opening, yet. atnoe the peinary tntenttamnd ast 

pill tt ts pemitteds Now, Mainonides quoter ‘this Haleoha tnstisaee'fow ro . 
For various reasons too intricate to go intodetail hom, we know that oes , 
Maineniites will believe that the reason for pamitting tho puncture of the 

absess is, as tas Stated, that 1b ts a frovn 1rke on sll ha a 

tend to create an opening, and the. mmoture 1s therefore pomitteds The foe 

question which presenté itself now ts,jas previously, that in «vase of 
Roy plod where ono nob or >ahiy is a necossery commmunttioné concomitant — 

| Of the sooond, then incl: of intent to perfom the first act does tot euttiog 

toc away the guilt t ‘themes’ m Hataghte Lingot where there ts a 737 

foe yt ogothor with a “Ary 7102 the Ramban will tumbitx coueld-r hin guilty 

_ Hieneg, here too you cannot possibly cause the mis to exe without pmotu 

6s, MAE enti inng Se SOPNIe ene: Bi Sate Maen ene 

it ts pematttedr
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The only solution - the only acceptable solution - is that 

where the Toladah bears no, or very little, formal resemblance to its 

Av, the only similarity being a ? ){v> or intent to achieve one certain 

creative result, then when this intent is lacking, thé Toiadah loses 

Its identity as such and is no longer forbidden because of relation to 

that particular Av. Since creating a permanent orifice or openeng in 

an abcess is, as it is, rather distant in in external form from C/Gaz aay, 

from applying the last stroke of a hammer to a utensil, and is regarded 

as a Toladah of this (/%a2 »3v only because both involve a common intent 

of completion of a structure, then, when this cormon intent is lacking, 

Since the intent is now only to force out the pus, he is not guilty oft:(ae a2", 

This same principle we apply to the Toiadot of DIDDY, rr 

and JRen » 88 Was just shown. In fact, we can also extend this 

reasoning to cover the assignment of Tzeruf to (09+ »s”, which is 

Rashi's opinion. However, this is unnecessary. 

I believe that a brief summary of what has been said so far is 

now in order. 

The radiation of heat and light by the filament of the incane- 

descent bulb was characterized as the equivalent of Tzeruf. Rashi's 

designation of Tzeruf as a Toladah of ('%3:>5N is not applicable to the 

filament since nothing final has been accompiished as far as tempering 

of the fiiament is concerned, Maimonides' assignment of Tzeruf to »»7?» 

and p22 is not applicable to the filament because there was no 

intené for Tzeruf. And though Maimonides usuaily does not require intent 

in Ww lachot Shabbat to declare one guilty, yet, as was shown, without 

intent these particular cases are immune from the generalization. Rabenu 

Chananel's interpretation of Shmuel's dictum in the Talmud presented the 

only difficulty because, according to him, the creation of or extinguishing 

of aw: Lalne is a¥§ Toladah of 31.3}? and /:> regardless of intent, 
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Finally, we considered Maimonides’ assignment of the producing and ex- 

tinguishing of a AD JINN R athe to \RaNe Rabbi Gorontchek's contention 

that ben is a result of fire only, not of electrically-caused heat, 

was discarded because of the consequences of such argument. Instead, we : 

applied to {ee N the same reasoning used on })57?5 and ‘)1 >, namely, 

that of iack of intent. These, then, are our fundamental considerations. 

Now, for some self- criticism and evaluation. I believe that 

the conciusion that according to Rashi, who assigned Tzeruf to QiG 52 PSN : 

the lighting of the bulb is not a Miachah, is based on solid reasoning. 

Similarly, our treatment of Maimonides' opinion assigning Tzeruf to 557? » 

and ‘|t> seems correct in its analytic reiation to the problem of the 

incandescent bulb. The only analysis than can be considered not too well 

fortified is that of Maimonides' opinion that Tzeruf is a Toladah of Ray * 

The main contention was that in such a case where the Toladah is, in 

@xternal form,removed from the Av, then if we can demonstrate a lack of 

intent in the enactment of the Toladah, the Toladah is no longer forbidden 

on Shabbat. Now, while this argument was legitimate for our treatment 

of Maiménides on 551.5 and /j.>5,8ince Maimonides is there in complete 

agreement with the Talmué that basically it is permitted to produce or 

cool a metal ember, yet, with Ran the same reasoning is weak because 

our dismissal ofany relation of a Toladah to its Av, in the absence of 

intent, where there is little formal relationship between the two, is not 

well fortified with distinct criteria. Who is to judge which Toladot are 

closely reiated, in external form,to their Avot, and which are entirely 

dissimilar? With '|}2>this problem was obviated because of the Taimudic 

dictum that essentially there is no question of ‘/?2 on metal embers, 

and Maimonides' emphasis on intent - 2") 431 [!>43 PK) B-, With 9029, 

while we could not use the same Taimudic dictum, since the Talmud there 

discusses y2> and not 7727, yet we properly differentiated
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between oxidizing and non-oxidizing fire which was supported by the Yee 

rushalmi's analysis of @k> »7(1y , and the same differentiation 
Wag seen to account for the rationale of the Talmudic sanction of the 

extinguishing of metal embers on Shabbat. With eo NV, however, no 

such dichotomy is admissible, logically, and the Talmudic dictum concern- 

ing metal embers refers only to cooling them not producing them. We 

remain, with re N, only with our own impressions of what constitutes 

a weak formal relation between Toladah and Av. And while we may be 

justified (and we probably are) in an a priori evaluation of the 

Toladah-av bond of 22" as weak, and although the basic premise hes 

been demonstrated by Maimonides’ judgement on (cv9(N 9» >N, puncturing 

of the abcess, nevertheless clear andéa indisputable criteria are 

lacking. 

In conciusion, let me say that this entire discussion 

has been Vn eVy 5 ater » only theoretgoal and not 

intended as a@final conclusion upon which we may base actual practice, 

I wish to repeat, that even if there should be general consent, which 

there is not, that there is no (crnusi[e? IOHe on the use 

of the incandescent bulb on the Shabbat, yet there remains a powerful 

ea vfo ‘fe fortified and strengthened by the force of ADIN «4 

of tradition, practiced and sanctified in Jewish communities ail over 

the world.


