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Distinctive INSIGHT OVERVIEW of the Daf 
1) Chananyah’s opinion 

Rava states that according to Chananya, who maintains that 

a boat that is carried when full is susceptible to tum’ah, even if 

the boat is carried by oxen it is still susceptible to tum’ah.  A 

Mishnah is cited as proof. 
 

2) Earthenware utensils 

A Baraisa is quoted that teaches about the susceptibility of 

earthenware utensils to tum’ah, although the language of the 

Baraisa is vague. 

R’ Pappa explains:  An earthenware utensil is not subject to 

tumas midras but is subject to the tum’ah of touching.  Wood-

en utensils are subject even to tumas midras and boats are never 

susceptible to tum’ah like the author of our Mishnah.  R’ Yosi 

rules that even boats are susceptible to tum’ah following the 

opinion of Chanaya. 

Two sources are presented that exclude earthenware uten-

sils from tumas midras. 

Both sources share a common reason, namely, tumas mid-

ras applies only to those items that can be purified in a mikveh.  

This assumption is unsuccessfully challenged. 

Rava presents a third source that excludes earthenware 

utensils from tumas midras. 
 

3) MISHNAH:  The Mishnah teaches how a field measuring six 

by six tefachim can be planted with five different varieties of 

seeds and the prohibition against kilayim will not be violated. 
 

4) Clarifying the Mishnah 

The Gemara explains how the verse quoted in the Mishnah 

indicates that five different types of seeds are planted in one 

garden patch.   

Mishnah Mentioning Mobility 
 שלש תיבות הן...והבאה במדה טהורה מכלום 

T he Mishnah (Keylim 24:2) is brought to teach that a wagon 

which has large holes in it is טהורה. Although it can still be 

used to transport large boulders, it is not considered a utensil 

which is capable of carrying regular commodities. Such a wagon 

is not susceptible to ritual impurity. Rabbi Yochanan explains 

that once the holes are small enough that pomegranates will be 

retained in the wagon, the holding capacity of the wagon is in-

tact, and the wagon is eligible for tum’ah.   

At this point, the source of this halacha has been cited, and 

the statement of Rabbi Yochanan has clarified the case. The 

Gemara continues and cites the latter part of the Mishnah as 

well. This Mishnah brings three categories of boxes or cabinets, 

and the appropriate law of tum’ah which applies by each.   

Tosafos ( ה שלש תיבות הן“ד ) wonders why the Gemara brings 

this later Mishnah into our discussion.  And, Tosafos notes, if it 

is simply to continue the Mishnah that was in progress, we have 

to realize that the Mishnah quoted above was from Keylim 24:2, 

while this is actually not the following Mishnah, but rather 

Mishnah 4. Why is Mishnah 24:3 skipped? 

In our Gemara, Rava was trying to prove that a utensil is con-

sidered “movable” even if it is so heavy that it can only be moved 

by oxen which draw it. Ramban points out that this proof is only 

conclusive once we are taught the law in Mishnah 4. In Mishnah 

2, we are taught that there are three types of wagons, one of them 

being a type which can carry stones. Rabbi Yochanan had said 

that if the holes are small enough to contain pomegranates, the 

wagon can become tam’ei.  We might think, says Ramban, that 

this can still be dragged by people, and this would be the defini-

tion of “movable”.  Therefore, the Gemara brings Mishnah 4, 

where we are taught the law of the three cabinets or boxes.  One 

of them is the type which is “ באה במדה–notably wide,” which is 

categorically tahor. Being that this category was not mentioned in 

Mishnah 2 by the wagons, this suggests that a very large wagon is 

still capable of being tam’ei.  Certainly, such a large wagon would 

only be able to be moved by oxen.  This, then, is where the defi-

nition of “movable” is determined, and this is why the Gemara 

had to bring the law in Mishnah 4.  
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 REVIEW and Remember 
1. For a vessel to qualify as movable full and empty, must it 

be movable by a person? 

2. Is an earthenware utensil susceptible to midras tumah? 

3. Why is a reed mat susceptible to midras tumah if it can 

not be made tahor through immersion in a mikveh? 

4. How many different varieties of seeds can be planted in a 

garden patch six by six tefachim without violating the 

prohibition against kilayim? 
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Number 146— ד“שבת פ  

Immersion while standing on a wooden plank 
 ושל עץ בין מדרסו ובין מגעו טמא

But [a boat] of wood, both its midras and its contact are tamei. 

A bove (83), we learned that only wooden vessels that can be 
categorized as receptacles are susceptible to tumas sheretz [or to 

other sorts of contact-generated tum’ah], and that flat wooden 

objects are not susceptible to contact-tum’ah. Here, however, we 

are taught that a wooden plank that sustains the weight of a 

person is susceptible to the tum’ah of midras - i.e., tum’ah im-

parted by certain categories of people who are tamei to the ob-

jects that support them. Moreover, since the rule is that whatev-

er is susceptible to midras is also susceptible to contact-tum’ah, 

such a wooden plank is also susceptible to contact-tum’ah. 

The law is that a woman may not immerse herself in a mik-

veh that is a vessel distinct from the ground. The Rabbi extend-

ed that decree to include immersion in a mikveh, even if it is 

connected to the ground, if the woman stands atop something 

that is susceptible to tum’ah. From our Gemara it is derived 

that a woman may not stand on a plank in a mikveh (even if 

the mikveh is an unlined lake or pond, and hence, were it not 

for the plank, she would be standing in the mud), and Shul-

chan Aruch1 rules accordingly. Moreover, if a mikveh has 

wooden steps, she may not immerse herself on the steps. 

Teshuvos HaRashba (cited in Rema ad loc.) adds that this is 

even the case where the wooden steps are built into the mik-

veh. 

In cases in which some sort of flooring must be made, and 

it is not feasible to use cement, such as the case of a lake, etc., 

Sidrei Taharah, cited in Pischei Teshuvah,2 suggests that nar-

row planks, each of which in itself is too narrow to sustain the 

weight of a person, should be placed side by side to form a 

flooring. 

What about the walls of a mikveh? Teshuvos Minchas 

Yitzchak3 notes that all the sources that discuss the issue focus 

on the floor of a mikveh, not its walls. Citing Ran, he proves 

from a Gemara that appears in several places in Shas (most re-

cently on Shabbos 65a), that the walls may be made of wood 

boards.  The Gemara in question relates that the father of 

Shmuel would place mats in the river around the area in which 

his daughters immersed themselves, so as to hide them from 

onlookers.4 Mats are susceptible to tumas midras. Hence, were 

it forbidden to line a mikveh with material that is susceptible 

to tumas midras, in erecting these mats Shmuel’s father would 

have been rendering the enclosure unsuitable for immersion! 

Perforce, the concern is only with the flooring of a mikveh, not 

with its walls.  
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The Verse is First—Then Use Sense 

 ומדרס כלי חרס מלן דטהור...

W hat is the source for the law that 
earthenware vessels are not susceptible to 

tum’ah of מדרס (where a זב sits upon it)?  

In Gilyon Hashas, Rabbi Akiva Eiger 

refers us to Rashi in Eiruvin 104a ( ד"ה

 There, Rashi explains the rationale  .(לא

behind this law. Generally, an earthen-

ware jug will not support the weight of a 

person who sits upon it. Because this 

would result in the utensil becoming 

smashed, people do not sit upon them. 

Therefore, the “tum’ah of sitting” does 

not apply to these items. (Meiri also gives 

this explanation in our Gemara). 

Rabbi Akiva Eiger questions this, 

because our Gemara here in Shabbos 

clearly teaches that this law is based up-

on scriptural sources ( ואיש אשר יגע

 this type of tum’ah only applies – במשכבו

to something that can become tahor in a 

mikveh, which excludes earthenware). 

Why does Rashi present a logical ra-

tionale to explain the source to a law 

that is derived from a verse? 

The sefer יוסף דעת lists many places 

where Rashi consistently uses this tech-

nique. For example, we learned earlier 

(67b) that if many weeks pass and a per-

son forgot about the law of Shabbos, he 

is liable for multiple offerings, a chatas 

for each Shabbos. The multiple obliga-

tions for one extended lapse are based 

upon a verse (70a – מחלליה).  Yet, Rashi 

provides an explanation for this law, in 

that it is impossible for the person to go 

through an entire week and not realize 

that Shabbos must have come and gone. 

Another example is on 68b regarding 

a baby which was captured and raised by 

gentiles, thus never knowing about Shab-

bos. In explaining the opinion of Rabbi 

Yochanan and Reish Lakish who hold 

that this person is completely exempt, 

Rashi says it is because in this case“ אומר

 one who believes that – מותר אוס הוא

what he is doing is permitted is acting as 

if coerced.” There, Tosafos ( ד"ה אבל

 points out that this law is actually (תיוק

based upon a verse brought by בזמו, so 

why should Rashi resort to explaining 

the reasoning behind this law? 

It seems that Rashi does not mean to 

suggest that the rationale he provides is 

the actual source for the particular law in 

each case.  Certainly, the verse suffices in 

each case as the basis for the halacha.  

Yet, Rashi is merely providing a logical 

approach to understand and relate to the 

law in each case.   (See יוסף דעת for ten 

more examples of this in Shas). 
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