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Gemara GEM OVERVIEW of the Daf 
1) Relieving one’s self 

R’ Huna taught his son Rabbah the importance of learning 

about the proper way to go to the bathroom. 

R’ Huna rules that when given the choice between using a 

stone or a shard for wiping on Shabbos, the stone is preferable.  

R’ Chisda disagrees and gives preference to the shard. 

There is a similar dispute between R’ Chisda and R’ Ham-

nuna whether a stone or grass is better for wiping. 

The consequences for not relieving one’s self are discussed. 

Advice is offered to help a person who has difficulty reliev-

ing himself. 
 

2) MISHNAH:  Tannaim dispute the minimum size of earthen-

ware that creates liability. 
 

3) Clarifying the Mishnah 

The Gemara clarifies that R’ Meir’s minimum measurement 

is larger than R’ Yosi’s. 

Although R’ Yosi’s refutation of R’ Meir’s allusion seems 

strong, the Gemara records R’ Meir’s response. 
 

 הדרן עלך המוציא יין 
 

4) MISHNAH:  R’ Akiva rules that idolatry transmits tum’ah 

the same way a nidah transmits tum’ah. 
 

5) Developing the disagreement concerning the tum’ah status 

of idolatry 

A Mishnah in Avodah Zarah is quoted which records a dis-

pute between R’ Akiva and the Rabanan. The Rabanan rule 

that idolatry transmits tum’ah the way as a sheretz and R’ Akiva 

rules that idolatry transmits tum’ah like a nidah. 

Rabbah explains that idolatry will certainly transmit 

“carrying tum’ah”  טומאת משא according to both opinions and 

the issue under dispute is whether idolatry will transmit the 

tum’ah of a “placed rock” אבן מסמא.  According to R’ Akiva it 

will and according to Rabanan it will not. 

R’ Elazar disagrees with Rabbah’s understanding of the dis-

pute.  He maintains that idolatry will not transmit the tumah of 

a “placed rock” according to all opinions and the point of dis-

pute is whether idolatry transmits “carrying tumah.”  According 

to R’ Akiva it does and according to Rabanan it does not. 

Both Rabbah and R’ Elazar, each one based upon their po-

sition, develop the full extent of the dispute between R’ Akiva 

and Rabanan.   

Mishnah Match Maneuver         

O ur Massechta, Shabbos, obviously deals with the laws of 

Shabbos. We must understand, therefore, the reason the first sev-

en topics dealt with in our chapter were included in this Mas-

sechta, and why they are placed here, at this point. 

Rashi addresses this issue at the very beginning of the perek, 

and he says that one of the topics featured within this series of 

Mishnayos is (86a): “How do we know that we are allowed to wash 

the milah on the third day after circumcision, even if it falls on 

Shabbos?” Therefore, Rashi says that all of these other topics 

which follow the same pattern (“How do we know that…?”) were 

placed here as part of a package deal of Mishnayos with a similar 

style. 

Tosafos (ד"ה אמר) registers an objection against this 

suggestion. If this was the case, Tosafos says, the only reason any 

of these inquiries is here is due to the question about washing a 

child on Shabbos.  Accordingly, we would expect the topic regard-

ing the laws of Shabbos to be the first one discussed, being that it 

is connected to the massechta, and the other Mishnayos would 

follow due to their parallel style.  Yet, we find the opposite to be 

the case.  We begin with a Mishnah discussing the ritual impuri-

ties of idolatry, and then the status of boats and their inability to 

contract ritual impurity (83b). Finally, after presenting rules of 

 the Mishnah finally arrives at the ,(86a) פולטת ש"ז and (84b) כלאים

law of Shabbos in the middle of 86a! What is even more surpris-

ing is that the rule of caring for the milah on the third day should 

itself be included in the chapter of “Rabbi Eliezer” (nineteenth 

chapter, beginning 130a), where all other laws of milah are dis-

cussed. 

Tosafos therefore suggests that because the previous perek 

concluded with expounding upon a verse from Yeshayahu 30:14, 

we now continue with another Mishnah where we find a law 

based upon a nearby verse (ibid. 30:22). The halachos are not asso-

ciated with each other in any way other than their both being 

found in Yeshayahu 30.  Then, our perek continues with its series 

of Mishnayos, all of which associate some halacha upon a verse, 

using the method of אסמכתא. 

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. Why did R’ Huna feel that it was important that his son study 

with R’ Chisda? 

2. What is the recommended way to prepare for a meal? 

3. Define אבן מדמא. 

4. Why is idolatry compared to a sheretz? 



Number 144— ב“שבת פ  

Is grass Muktzeh while it is still attached? 
היו לפיו צרור ועשבים: רב חסדא ורב המוא ... וחד אמר מקח בעשבים  

 ואין מקח בצרור.  

If a person had before himself a stone and grass, Rav Chisda and Rav Ham-

nunah disagree as to which is preferable to be used. … One says that he 

should utilize the grass for hygienic issues, and should not utilize the stone 

for that purpose. 

I n his second explanation, Rashi1 understands that the grass being 
referred to here is still attached to the ground. According to this 

view, the stone should not be used because the stone is Muktzeh, but 

he can use the grass while it is still attached, as long as he doesn’t 

“move them” (שלא יזיזם). This view is codified in the Shulchan 

Aruch2. However, the Poskim disagree regarding the practical appli-

cation of this view. The Magen Avraham3 maintains a more literal 

interpretation of Rashi’s statement that the grass may be used but 

“not moved.” The Magen Avraham thus opines that grass is also 

Muktzeh, and as such can not be moved directly4; however, it can be 

moved by the person’s body5 and not by his hands. Therefore, the 

person would need to move the posterior region of their body over 

the grass in order to affect the desired hygienic result. 

However, numerous Poskim challenge the Magen Avraham’s 

position. The Eliyahu Rabbah6 disagrees with the Magen Avraham’s 

view that attached grass is Muktzeh; rather, the concern is that per-

haps the person will sever the grass from its place of attachment. 

Thus, Rashi’s intent when he writes as long as he doesn’t “move 

them” (שלא יזיזם) is as long as he doesn’t sever them. This opinion 

is upheld by many Poskim7, amongst them the Mishnah Berura8. It 

must be noted that support for this position can be found in the 

writings of several Rishonim9.  

The Rema rules10 that the prohibition of using that which is 

attached to the ground applies only to trees and the like which have 

stiff trunks11. However, it is not forbidden to use supple reeds such 

as grass and the like, even though they are attached to the ground. 

The Taz12 takes issue with the Rema on this point. He opines that it 

is prohibited to use supple vegetation as well as hard stemmed vege-

tation. He as well considers attached vegetation to be Muktzeh. 

[Still, one is permitted13 even according to this opinion to walk on 

grass because that is done with one’s feet.] The Eliyahu Rabbah14 

rises to challenge the viewpoint that prohibits the use of grass and 

similarly supple vegetation. He is joined in this objection by numer-

ous Poskim15, amongst them the Mishnah Berura16. 

Thus, there would be no dispute about walking and/or sitting17 

on grass. Additionally, according to the Eliyahu Rabbah, the Mish-

nah Berura and others, supple vegetation such as grass is not Muk-

tzeh and is not included in the prohibition of making use of that 

which is attached to the ground, and as such, one would be permit-

ted18 to gently move with ones hands grass or other similarly non-

stiff stemmed vegetation, as long as he was careful not to uproot or 

sever the grass. However, one should note that it appears that Rav 

Shlomo Zalman Auerbach19 rules that in the present day when at-

tached grass serves no purpose, grass is Muktzeh and can not be 

moved directly. A similar view is quoted in the name of Rav Yosef 

Shalom Elyashiv20. 
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Daf Digest is published by the Chicago Center, under the leadership of  
HaRav Yehoshua Eichenstein, shlit”a 

HaRav Pinchas Eichenstein, Nasi; HaRav Zalmen L. Eichenstein, Rosh Kollel; Rabbi Tzvi Bider, Executive Director,  
edited by Rabbi Ben-Zion Rand. 

Daf Yomi Digest has been made possible through the generosity of Mr. & Mrs. Dennis Ruben. 

Remedy for the soul, Remedy for the body 

R av Huna noticed that his son, Rabba, 
did not often go and study with Rav Chisda, 

although Rav Chisda was known to be a 

sharp teacher.  When Rav Huna asked his 

son why he did not take advantage of the 

opportunity to study with such a great schol-

ar as Rav Chisda, Rabba told his father that 

Rav Chisda had provided valuable “medical 

advice” to him, and he felt that it was not 

worth his while to go and hear mundane 

matters. Rav Huna quickly corrected his son, 

and told him that the matters which Rav 

Chisda had discussed were the very essence 

of what affects people’s lives, and that infor-

mation was even more valuable than Torah 

teachings. 

The intent of Rav Huna’s advice to his 

son was that because Rav Chisda was teach-

ing critical medical advice about preserving 

one’s health, the words of Rav Chisda were 

not mere idle worldly comments, but they 

were Torah itself.  “For it (the Torah) is your 

very life” (Devarim 30:20), and we can there-

fore consider every effort to maintain proper 

health as the fulfillment of Torah. 

The Gemara (Bava Kamma 100a) ex-

pounds upon the verse in Parashas Yisro 

where Yisro addressed Moshe and advised 

him to set up systems to promote the com-

munity of the Jews and their various needs 

(Shemos 18:20): “והודעת להם – and you shall 

make it known to them”.  We are taught that 

this refers to “בית חייהם - the livelihood” of 

the Jews.  Rashi explains that this refers spe-

cifically to the professions and trades by 

which the Jews would earn their living.  We 

see, therefore, that caring for the physical 

welfare of a Jew is Torah.  Moshe was told by 

Yisro that it was his responsibility, as leader 

of the Jews, to see to it that the Jews provid-

ed training for people to be able to support 

themselves. 
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