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Distinctive INSIGHT  OVERVIEW of the Daf 
1)  Squeezing grapes (cont.) 

The Gemara continues to challenge Shmuel’s position, namely, that 

it is permitted to squeeze a liquid into a solid. 

R’ Yirmiyah suggests that this issue is a dispute between Tannaim but R’ 

Pappa rejects the assertion.  R’ Huna the son of R’ Yehoshua suggests 

that the Tannaim argue about whether a liquid used to shine a food is 

considered a food or a liquid. 

Rav is also quoted as ruling that it is permitted to squeeze out a liq-

uid into a pot of food but not into a bowl.  Fish brine, however, may 

squeezed for its brine because even in its liquid state it is treated as food. 

R’ Dimi repeated this teaching of Rav in front of Abaye.  Abaye 

commented that according to his tradition it was Shmuel who made the 

ruling concerning fish brine and it is troubling because Shmuel ruled 

differently concerning vegetables. 

R’ Dimi assured Abaye that it was Rav and not Shmuel who issued 

this ruling and therefore it does not represent a contradiction in the 

opinion of Shmuel. 

2)  Squeezing vegetables 

Three opinions are recorded regarding squeezing vegetables.  Accord-

ing to Rav pickled vegetables may be squeezed if one wishes to eat he vege-

table but if the intent is to extract the liquid it is Rabbinically prohibited.  

Cooked vegetables, on the other hand may be squeezed regardless of in-

tent.  According to Shmuel all vegetables may be squeezed if the intent is 

to eat the vegetable but if the intent is to extract the liquid it is Rabbinical-

ly prohibited.  R’ Yochanan agrees with Shmuel except that he maintains 

that squeezing vegetables to extract the liquid is Biblically prohibited. 

The Gemara cites a Beraisa which challenges all three positions.  Each 

one of the Amoraim explains the Beraisa consistent with their position. 

3)  Squeezing grapes and olives 

R’ Chiya bar Ashi in the name of Rav states: According to the Torah 

one is only liable for pressing grapes and olives.   

A Beraisa echoes the same position.  The Beraisa also mentions the 

use of hearsay as testimony and the Gemara digresses to discuss that issue. 

4)  Honeycombs 

R’ Hoshaya cited a Beraisa that states: There is a dispute whether 

one may partake of the liquid of grapes and olives that were crushed be-

fore Shabbos but did not ooze until after Shabbos began. 

The Gemara explains why one might think that the case of the Be-

raisa is different from the case of the Mishnah involving honey oozing 

from honeycombs. 

5)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah spells out the circumstances when it is 

permitted to soak a food in hot water and when it is permitted to rinse a 

food in hot water on Shabbos. 

6)  Clarifying the Mishnah 

R’ Safra gives an example of a food one might soak in hot water after 

it was cooked.  This example leads the Gemara to recount an incident 

involving this food. 

R’ Yosef asserts that one who rinses the Spanish mackerel on Shab-

bos violated a Torah prohibition. 

7)  Differences between Eretz Yisroel and Bavel 

R’ Chiya bar Abba asked R’ Assi if he could account for a number of 

differences between what is found in Eretz Yisroel and what is found in 

Baval. After R’ Assi provided his explanation R’ Yochanan woke up and 

criticized R’ Assi’s explanations and began to offer his own explanations. � 

The Testimony of a Single Witness 
 אלא לעדות אשה בלבד

T he testimony of a single witness is accepted when he or she says that 
he saw that a woman’s husband has died. Rashi writes that this is a spe-

cial rabbinic dispensation in order to allow the woman whose husband 

has disappeared to continue her life without any further need to clarify 

her husband’s whereabouts. Without this leniency, the woman would 

remain an אעיגו. This witness actually has no legal credibility on his 

own, and the woman is technically still married. However, our sages 

stepped in and allowed her to move on. The technical ability to do this 

is the empowerment which was dealt to the rabbis at the moment of 

kiddushin, when every man states כדת משה וישראל. This statement 

means that the husband pronounces that the kiddushin is valid only as 

long as the rabbis concur and validate its integrity. However, the kid-

dushin is conditional, and where a single witness comes to testify that 

the husband has died, the rabbis invoked their power to nullify the kid-

dushin and to allow this woman to remarry. 

Sifrei (Parashas Shoftim, on verse 19:15) tells us that the rule of a 

single witness functioning in this circumstance is not merely rabbinic, 

but that it is rather a Torah legislated law. “A single witness shall not rise 

in a case of an iniquity or sin” – but a single witness may function in a 

case of the death of a husband to allow the wife to remarry. Noda BeYe-

huda (I: E.H. #33) learns that this Sifrei teaches that this rule is a Torah 

sanctioned case where a single witness may testify. 

Pnei Yehoshua (Gittin 2b and Kesuvos 22a) writes that the Gemara 

does not recognize the words of the Sifrei and the indication that this 

rule is mid’oraisa. Therefore, he concludes that even the Sifrei only 

brought this verse as an אסמכתא to a rabbinic rule, and that it is not 

mid’oraisa. 

An actual case was ruled upon by Mahari”l Diskin where a single 

witness testified that a man had drowned. The body also had some gold-

en rings found in the pocket. Mahari”l ruled that the woman could re-

marry, but he did not allow her to collect the money. The argument was 

that the rule of believing one witness is only allowed in terms of the 

woman’s marital status. However, in terms of financial terms  

(Continued on page 2) 

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. Explain משקה הבא לאוכל אוכל הוא. 

2. When is hearsay testimony accepted? 

3. According to R’ Assi, why do talmidei Chachamim in Bavel 

dress nicely? 

4. According to R’ Yochanan, why do Talmidei Chachamim in 

Bavel dress nicely? 
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Number 207— ה“שבת קמ  

(Kli Sheini) - Second Vessel 
וכל שלא בא בחמין מע"ש מדיחין אותו בחמין בשבת חוץ מן המליח הישן וקולייס 

 האיספין שהדחתן זו היא גמר מלאכתן

T he Kli Sheini is a lower grade of heat than both Kli Rishon and Erui. 
Unlike the categories of Kli Rishon and Erui discussed earlier, a Kli Shei-

ni is not capable of causing Bishul M'deoraisa in most substances, even 

when Yad Soledes. 

What is a Kli Sheini? 

 A Kli Sheini is any container into which hot food or liquid from a Kli 

Rishon was directly poured. 

 We have learned that a pot or kettle is a Kli Rishon, and that the 

food or water inside the Kli Rishon can cause Bishul on almost any food 

that comes in contact with it. However, if that same hot food or water is 

poured from the Kil Rishon into a cup or glass, its Halachic status is re-

duced to that of a Kli Sheini. 

Examples: 

1) A cup of hot water filled directly from a hot water urn 

2) A bowl of hot soup filled directly from the pot 

 The Gemara states that a Kli Sheini is generally incapable of causing 

Bishul. However, the Gemara also submits that there are certain exceptions. 

Kallei Habishul  

 Foods and substances that are especially sensitive to heat are deemed 

more readily susceptible to Bishul than most other foods. These foods 

can therefore become cooked even in a Kli Sheini. The Bishul-sensitive 

types of foods are known as Kallei Habishul. 

 The Mishna (Shabbos: 145b) states that the following foods are high-

ly sensitive to heat, and are therefore classified as Kallei Habishul: 

Old, salted fish (e.g. herring), Highly salted meats and the Span-

ish mackerel (of the Scombridae family) 

 One may not place these foods into a Kli Sheini, or even pour hot 

water from a Kli Sheini onto them. 

These foods are unusual in that they can be made edible by applying a 

low grade of heat. For example, highly salted fish or meat can be made edi-

ble by simply pouring hot water from a Kli Sheini over them. Similarly, the 

Spanish mackerel has a very thin, tender skin. Consequently, even a low 

grade of heat can "cook" this (or any similar) fish to the point of edibility. 

 However, beyond the examples cited above, the Gemara does not 

specifically identify which foods are Kallei Habishul, and which are not. 

This creates a problem with the practical application of this Halacha. 

 The general consensus of Poskim appears to be as follows: Any food 

that is finely ground, is thin and flaky, or is of a soft and absorbent tex-

ture can be considered "Kallei Habishul" 

Examples: 

1) A raw egg is considered "Kallei Habishul" because it begins to change (i.e. 

congeal) and cook easily. The same is true of bread or matzah 

2) Some say that tea leaves (i.e. tea-bags) are also "Kallei Habishul" because the 

leaves, being very thin, are highly susceptible to Bishul. 

 Sadly, due to diminished Torah knowledge in later generations, 

many Poskim hold that we are no longer expert on the subject of Kallei 

Habishul, and cannot determine with certainty which food or liquid is 

not Kallei Habishul. 

 Because of this Sofaik, one should refrain from putting any uncooked 

food into a Kli Sheini that is Yad Soledes. Only certain known Bishul-

resistant foods and liquids (called Chomrei Habishul) are permitted to be 

put into a hot Kli Sheini. A few are still known to us. They are: Water, 

olive oi1, ginger, cinnamon, and ox-meat. (Also included is Tavlin (lit. 

"spices"). However, there are conflicting opinions on what foods are classi-

fied as Tavlin. Some Poskim include onions and garlic under this category, 

while others consider these foods Kallei Habishul. All other vegetables, 

however, are definitely not considered Tavlin. Also, as mentioned above, 

fine ground spices are not considered Tavlin, but are Kallei Habishul.) 

 Since only a few exceptions are known to us, it follows that for most 

practical purposes, a Kli Sheini is the same as a Kli Rishon when heating 

uncooked foods. However, there may be some practical differences in the 

case of previously cooked or roasted foods. 

Examples: 

1) One may warm a bottle of milk in a Kli Sheini (even though this is prohibited 

in a Kli Rishon) because milk has been pasteurized once before (rendering it the 

Halachic status of previously cooked food in this regard). 

2) Similarly, cold milk and sugar may be added to coffee in a Kli Sheini because 

they were previously cooked. A cold bowl of soup may be poured back into a hot 

Kli Sheini (e.g. soup tureen).  
1 The 39 Melachos, by Rabbi Dovid Ribiat, pages 577-579. Used with permission. 
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Squeezing Pickled Vegetables 
 כבשים שסחטן אמר רב כו' למימיהן פטור אבל אסור

R av holds that there is no Torah prohibition 
of מפרק in the case of aiming to obtain the 

beverage contained within pickled vegetables.  

Rashi explains that Rav’s reasoning is that the 

juices and liquids which are squeezed out from 

these items do not involve the removal of a juice 

from where it originally grew. The beverages 

being extracted are, for the most part, the liquids 

which were introduced during the pickling pro-

cess. According to Rav, this is not the melacha 

of מפרק. 

Tosafos ( ד"ה כבשים שסחטן) and Rashba 

argue against the explanation of Rashi, based 

upon the statement of the Gemara (141a) where 

Rava ruled that it is prohibited to pack wet wads 

of cotton into the mouth of a jug, lest the person 

come to squeeze out the liquid contained therein. 

Also, the Mishnah (143a) tells us that a sponge 

without a handle cannot be used, lest the person 

come to squeeze it. We see clearly that the mela-

cha of squeezing applies by cotton and by a 

sponge, even though the liquid being extracted is 

one that did not originate within the cotton or 

the sponge. So, too, the removal of beverages 

within a pickled vegetable should be a Torah vio-

lation of  מפרק. 

Or Sameach (Hilchos Shabbos 9:11) and 

Eglei Tal (דש, סקל"ב) both respond on the 

defense of Rashi, that the Gemara there is deal-

ing with the law of  מלבן – bleaching or 

laundering. The wad of cotton is being cleansed 

with the draining of the water contained within 

it. Rashi holds that מפרק only applies with 

liquid which was part of the original fruit or 

vegetable. However, in terms of bleaching and 

laundering, the melacha applies even with the 

removal of water which was introduced into the 

cotton later. 

Gemara GEM   

HALACHAH Highlight (ותי ממודי) we still require two witnesses. 

The ספר זכרון אדרת אליהו notes that the ruling of the Mahari”l 

obviously is relying upon the opinion of Rashi, that the fact we believe a 

single witness is only mi’drabanan. However, if he held like the Noda 

BeYehuda, and the acceptance of the single witness is mid’oraisa, we 

would then believe him both in regard to the woman’s marital status as 

well as in terms of the monetary matters as well.  

(Insight...continued from page 1) 


