
the point of view of an XNM™TIKT T10°RK , 
a Biblical interdiction, since even if i+ 
can be shown that there is no VIO « 

KN" 71K, the lighting of the incan.es- 
cent bulb on Shabbat is most certainly for- 
bidden by Rabbinic interdiction. The act 
of lighting the bulb on Shabbat can he as- 
signed to one or more of three 33X9D 13% 
(major categories of "work"): 

a) m5gam and *135 ("burning" and "e x- 
tinguish ing” ) 

bd) g*ppa m30 © 06 ("striking with a hammer", 
1. c., completion of a utensil) 

c) %p920 ~§8 ("cooking") 

In the operation of the incandescent 
bulb, no combustion or other chemical reac- 
tion is possible, between the filament and 
the nitrogen atmosphere. There is a dis- 
tinction between two types of "fire": 
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oxidizing fire - radiation of heat and 
light anda chemical reaction (oxida- 
tion); 

b) noneoxidizing fire - only radiation of 
heat and light, no combustion, 

The glowing filament of the bulb is a 
non=oxidizing flame, nIg3n etymolog i - 
cally, generally refers to the first type 
of fire, The Yerushalmi(n“n xo1* 1p), 
discussing glowing embers of metal, makes a 
similar distinction, referring to the non- 
oxidizing fire as ox na5tn. 

The mechanics of the bulb is most 
closely approximated by the act of yiaey, 
the tempering of metals. This act can be 
classified in one of the categories men- 
tioned above. 

a) Rashi(a2"y x%p 43 nav) assigns tem- 
pering tow*nn3 aan. Since the fila- 
ment returns to previous shape and con- 
sistency upon breaking the circuit, the 
operation of the incandescent bulb can-= 
not be forbidden on account of asp 
v*OB32 which requires absolute change 

or permanent formation of a new product. 
>) Maimonides (x"n nap ‘9nD 27%) as- 

Signs tempering to 793M and *133, 
The Talmud (xy 3% 43 nap re- 
cords an opinion that ext ing of 
coal or wood embers is forbidden (3°n ) 
while extinguishing of glowing metal 
embers is .1n— . Rashi's explanation, 
to which Maimonides no doubt consents, 
is that a glowing piece of metal cannot 
be said to be "burning" since it is not 
consumed. (Compare Yerushalmi's treat- 
ment of ox nN191M). Maimonides records 
this opinion, that 97 noms 3 *390 
O°39h Nty73 Nano but he says that 
if this act involved intent to temper, 
he is guilty on account of aIyan 
and *133 . (The sole dissenting opinion 
in the interpretation of the Talmudic 
text that extineuishing of glowing met- 
al is not forbidden is that of Raber 
Chananel, who believes the reason for 
the Talmud's lenience to be due to con= 
cern over y5) mipp , danger to human 
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life, in which case the actual act is 
essentially forbidden by the Torah), 

c) Maimonides (17a nav *9nn o%9) Also 
States that melting of metal, etc.. in- 
volves an 1210°® which can be classi- 
fied under the major heading of Yvan . 
That is, where the act is performed 
with intent to temper, the act is clas- 
sified as anyan and *%135, but where 

it is performed for other purposes (i.a 
for pouring into moulds) the 110°K is 
that of %Syao0. Similarly, the Talmud 

(379 3°%y 93% naw) forbids melting of 
tar on Shabbat because of Span . 
Operation of the incandescent bulb on 
Shabbat, with the filament glowing as a 
result, should thus be an act of 99730 . 
Rabbi Gorontchek (SINAI, Kislev, 5709 
and HAPARDES, Tishri, 5710) tries to 
overcome this difficulty by relying to- 
tally upon the fact that 4730 mst 
be a TINA NI9IM, a result of actual 
fire (i. e., oxidizing). However, this 
must be examined much more intensively, 
since it leads to certain far-fetched 
results such as, for instance, permis- 
sion to cook on Shabbat, provided one 
uses an electric oven. 

The following appears as a possible so- 
lution: We can assigna atsin to an 3x 
a3K%90 even whennt51n and NMIR70 AX 
are logically and formally dissimilar, but 
only involve a common intent. Thus heating 
tar and cooking are dissimilar, except that 
both involve intent to generate heat and 
cause a change by this heat. If, however, 
common intent is absent, then the AION 
becomes dissociated from the 43X90 3K and 
hence cannot be forbidden on the Shabbat as 
"work", Thus, in the instance of the fila- 
ment, there is no formal similarity between 
it and the act of cooking and, what is more, 
there is not the same intent, since the ob- 
ject of the operator is not the generation 
of heat, but the radiation of light. The 
generation of heat is not an absolute and 
direct necessity for the radiation of light. 
(This idea can, in general, be proven by a 
study of Maimonides! opinion on D°5o 

Nn 372 Ko N10). 

By accepting this view, the contradic- 
ticn in Maimonides, raised by the Raaved 
(27 Nae *9Mn 37*y) was solved, The 
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Raaved insists that Maimonides should de- 
clare tempering a yy5yn of mIyan and 
‘123 even if no intent to temper exists, 
since he adopts the opinion of R, Yehudah 
that a3°°*m yusno t3*ko 1233 if it isa 
matter of ‘*p°7 p*OB. According to the 
principle mentioned above, the problem is 
solved, since the act of tempering and that 
of burning(and extinguishing), originally 
dissimilar, no longer share a common intent 
if the temperer does not intend specifice 
ally to temper, and the atsin dissociates 
from the 73890 3x in such a case, 

One difficulty was pointed out in the 
opinion elaborated above, Although we can 
assume, a priori, that heating a filament 
and cooking food are quite dissimilar, more 
precise criteria are needed, in general, to 
determine the degree of similarity or dis- 
Similarity between asxon ax and ntsin,


