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Gemara GEM OVERVIEW of the Daf 
1) MISHNAH:  The Mishnah lists the minimum size of different 

items and the liability for transporting those items. 

2) Clarifying the Mishnah 

To be consistent with R’ Yehudah’s stringent position, the Gema-

ra explains that R’ Yehudah referred to a piece of bone used to make 

the teeth of a lock. 

A Baraisa is quoted which presents the guidelines for the tum’ah 

of the teeth of a lock. 

A Baraisa rules that a piece of glass large enough to cut two warp 

threads is a significant size. 

R’ Yaakov in the name of R’ Yochanan explains that when R’ 

Elazar ben Yaakov ruled that the rock must be large enough to throw 

at an animal, he meant that the animal must feel the rock when 

thrown at it. A Baraisa quotes R’ Elazar ben Yaakov as stating that the 

rock must weigh ten zuz. 

3) Bathroom stones 

A discussion begins that relates to the topic of stones used to wipe 

one’s self after using the bathroom.  This discussion includes the num-

ber of stones one may take into the bathroom, the size of those stones, 

the types of stones which may be used and how the stones should be 

used. 

A number of inquiries are made concerning the proper use of 

bathroom stones. 

R’ Huna rules that it prohibited for one to relieve himself in a 

plowed field on Shabbos. The reason, the Gemara concludes, is be-

cause of the concern that he may take a rock from the edge of the fur-

row and throw it into the furrow, thereby violating the prohibition 

against plowing. 

4) Flowerpots 

Earlier, Reish Lakish ruled it permitted to wipe with a stone that 

has grass growing on it, but it is prohibited to intentionally detach the 

grass from the stone. R’ Papi extends Reish Lakish’s ruling and per-

mits moving a flowerpot. 

R’ Kahana disputed this application because it may be that the 

Sages were more lenient regarding the stone because of the necessity 

to have a stone for wiping. 

Abaye rules that moving a flowerpot from the ground onto pegs is 

prohibited as is taking a flowerpot from on top of pegs and moving it 

to the ground. 

5) Pottery shards 

R’ Yochanan ruled that it is prohibited to use pottery shards for 

wiping on Shabbos.  The reason, concludes the Gemara, is because they 

are used in witchcraft.  Although one may not use pottery shards even 

during the week one might have though that they should be permitted 

for use on Shabbos since the alternative is to use stones that are muktzah. 

A story is retold which demonstrates how pottery shards could be 

used in the performance of witchcraft.   

In which category of Muktzah is it? 
 מדוכה קטה של בשמים אמר רב ששת אם יש עליה עד מותר 

R av Sheishes teaches that a small mortar which was used for spices 
may be used for personal hygiene purposes if it has been used in this 

manner before, and there is residue upon it from a previous usage. This 

remnant of a previous handling leads us to know that it will no longer 

be used as a mortar, and that it now has no function as an unlawful 

muktzah utensil on Shabbos. 

The ר"ן notes that even as a legitimate and functional mortar, this 

utensil is unlawful muktzah on Shabbos as a כלי שמלאכתו לאיסור – a 

utensil whose primary purpose is to perform a melacha which is forbid-

den on Shabbos. This particular category of muktzah is renown for the 

rule that such utensils may be moved if we need the object itself for a 

non-melacha purpose (צורך גופו), or if the place upon which it rests is 

needed (צורך מקומו). In both of these cases, a person can move this 

muktzah item because he is doing so for a reason other than to perform 

the melacha. Why then, asks the ר"ן, do we need to nullify the mortar 

from its original function, and we only allow the muktzah aspect to be 

dismissed if the mortar is dirty? Using this item in the bathroom to 

clean oneself is apparently using it לצורך גופו, and it should be included 

in the standard rule of when this type of muktzah can be moved. 

Ritva explains that the mortar is not merely a utensil which is pro-

hibited muktzah because of its melacha designation  כלי שמלאכתו)

 it is generally never used – מוקצה מחמת חסרון כיס but it also ,(לאיסור

other than for its specified purpose of crushing spices, and as such it 

has notable value. This particular category of muktzah does not have 

the leniency to be able to be handled לצורך גופו. This is why the only 

way it would be allowed to be moved and used for personal hygiene is if 

it is disqualified from ever being used as a mortar. This is why it can be 

used only if it has residue upon it. 

Rabbi Akiva Eiger, in his Gilyon Hashas, notes that Rashi himself also 

(Continued on page 2) 

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. Why are locks on a gate not susceptible to tumah? 

2. How many stones may a person bring into the bathroom on 

Shabbos? 

3. How does the Gemara demonstrate the importance of human 

dignity (כבוד הבריות)? 

4. Why would it be preferred to use a shard rather than a stone 

for wiping on Shabbos? 
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Number 143— א“שבת פ  

 Ancient forms of the custom of Kapparos 
מותר לקח בה. והתולש ממה   -גופא. אמר ריש לקיש: צרור שעלו בו עשבים   

חייב חטאת. אמר רב פפי: שמע מיה מדריש לקיש האי פרפיסא שרי   -בשבת  
 לטלטולי.

The very text previously cited states that Resh Lakish said that a stone upon which 

grass has grown may still be used for sanitary purposes. However, one who inten-

tionally detaches the grass from the stone is liable to offer a Chatas sacrifice. Rav 

Papi said: We can derive from the words of Resh Lakish that a perforated flower-

pot may be carried on Shabbos from one place to another. 

I n defining and explaining the term utilized for a flowerpot (פרפיסא), 

Rashi1 cites a responsum of the Geonim2 that describes a custom of that 

period. Baskets were made from palm fronds and were filled with dirt 

and manure. Then, either 15 or 22 days before Rosh HaShana one of 

these baskets would be taken for every child in the home. Fava beans or 

other beans would be planted into these makeshift planters which were 

referred to as פרפיסא. It was then left to take root and sprout. On the eve 

of Rosh HaShana, each person takes their basket and twirls it around 

their heads seven times, and say “This is in place of this, this is my substi-

tute, this is my replacement.” Then, the basket is thrown into the river. 

There are several facets of this custom that require to be understood. 

Firstly, what is the significance of the planting of the legumes 15 or 22 

days before Rosh HaShana? Rav David Yoel Weiss3 explains that as it ap-

pears from Rashi, the legumes should already be sprouting, and perhaps 

the reason is because then the legume can be considered a living and grow-

ing entity and thus can serve as a surrogate for a person. The law4 accords 

with the view of Rebbi Yossi and Rebbi Shimon5 who maintain that the 

period necessary for a planting to take root is two weeks. Therefore, this 

custom prefers planting the legumes two weeks before Rosh HaShana in 

order for them to take root, and then an additional week for them to 

sprout, which totals 22 days. As a minimum, the legumes must have been 

planted two weeks before Rosh HaShana, so that they can at least have 

taken root by the eve of Rosh HaShana. [Several6 very similar options are 

presented by other Rabbis in explanation of this facet of the custom.] 

The Chasam Sofer7 asserts that this custom was mainly focused on 

the children. The intent was that in case ח"ו it was decreed that this 

person’s children would die, than the legumes that were planted on be-

half of the children8 would be their substitutes. Utilizing this postulation 

the Chasam Sofer explains why the palm frond flowerpot was thrown 

into the river. The Gemara9 states that the four forms of capital punish-

ment have never really ceased, because they are still administered by 

Heaven in adjusted forms. Those liable the death penalty of strangulation 

 either drown in a river or die from a disease that results in ,(חק)

suffocation. Therefore, writes the Chasam Sofer, since asphyxiation is a 

common form of death for children10 רח"ל, therefore the flowerpot that 

serves as the substitute for the children is thrown into the river, which is 

in place of asphyxiation and with that hopefully atonement will be at-

tained for him and his children, and they will live. 

The present-day widespread custom of Kapparos11 is different than 

the form that is mentioned in Rashi. Today, the custom is not performed 

with palm frond flowerpots as recorded by Rashi, but rather with chick-

ens12, and when they are not available, with fish13 or money14. However, 

Rav Ya’akov Emden15 indicates that in the absence of a chicken, one may 

utilize live vegetation. As well, the common practice today is not per-

formed on the eve of Rosh HaShana as is mentioned by Rashi16, but ra-

ther it is executed on the eve of Yom HaKippurim. Still, it should be 

mentioned that some earlier authorities do in fact record that the custom 

of Kapparos was performed on the eve of Rosh HaShana17 or on Rosh 

HaShana itself18.  
 –הל' שבת    –רש"י כאן (ד"ה האי פרפיסא). ודברי רש"י בזה הועתקו באור זרוע (ח"ב   1 

סי' ח). והובא באוצר הגאוים   155עמ'    –עיין תשובות הגאוים (אסף, תרפ"ט    2סי' ו)  
בס' מגדים חדשים (כאן ד"ה רש"י ד"ה האי   3)  20(שבת, חלק התשובות סי' ג, עמ'  

עי'   4פרפיסא). ושו"ר שכ"כ גם בס' שערים מצוייים בהלכה כאן (ד"ה האי פרפיסא).  
 5רמב"ם (פ"ג מהל' שמיטה הי"א ופ"ט מהל' טע רבעי) ושו"ע (יו"ד סי' רצד ס"ד)  

עי' המובא בשם חידושי החת"ס בס' מגדים חדשים שם. וכן ראה   6שביעית (פ"ב מ"ו)  
חידושי חת"ס (שבת כאן ד"ה  7מש"כ להסביר בזה בשו"ת כף רה (חאו"ח סי' ט). ע"ש. 

 9ואפשר שרמז וסף יש במה שקבע המהג על קטיות שמרמז לקטים. ודו"ק.   8המהג) 
 12עי' רמ"א (סי' תרה) ובאחרוים שם.   11עי' תעית (דף כז ע"ב)  10כתובות (דף ל רע"ב) 

עי' חיי אדם (כלל קמג   14עי' בלבוש (סי' תרה). ועי' מש"ב (שם ס"ק ד).    13רמ"א שם  
בסידורו (סדר כפרות, ח"ב עמ' שלח במהד' אשכול) כתב היעב"ץ שאם לא מצא  15ס"ד) 

בעל חי, יקח עציץ עם זרע או טע "כי האדם עץ השדה משתתף עמו בפש הצומחת.". ועי' 
עי' במג"א (סי' תרה ס"ק ג) שהעתיק  16מג"א (סי' תרה ס"ק א) ובמטה אפרים (שם ס"ד) 

דברי רש"י ובמקום ערב ר"ה כתב ערב יוה"כ. ע"ש. ובמחצית השקל ובפרמ"ג כתבו להגיה 
עי' שבלי הלקט (סי' רפג) ובס' תיא רבתי (סי' עב, דף  17שצ"ל ערב ר"ה וכברש"י לפיו. 

תשובת הגאוים שהובא במרדכי (ריש יומא). [ומהד' החדשה של מכון   18עז ע"ד) ועוד.  
 ציוים בזה.]   1ירושלים ע"ש בעמ' סא הערה 
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The Rabbis Concern for Human Dignity 
 גדול כבוד הבריות שדוחה את לא תעשה שבתורה 

H uman dignity must be preserved.  The 
Gemara teaches that our sages even allowed a 

negative commandment to be disregarded in 

order to maintain the respect for a human be-

ing. Rashi explains that this rule is derived 

from the Torah itself, where we find that not 

every person is obligated to return every type of 

lost object. In describing the basic law to return 

a lost object to its owner, the Torah uses a pe-

culiar terminology. The verse states that upon 

coming across lost objects, we are warned, 

 you shall hide yourself from – והתעלמת מהם“

them.” The Gemara (Bava Metzia 30a) deter-

mines, for example, that if it is not becoming 

for a distinguished elderly person to pick up 

this item and be seen in public with it, he is 

exempt. This is where human dignity allows us 

to disregard the mitzvah of returning a lost 

object to its owner. 

Rabbi Akiva Eiger points out that the ex-

tent to which the Gemara in Bava Metzia ap-

plies this rule is only to the degree of being 

passive (שב ואל תעשה), which means allowing 

the elderly person avoid returning the object, 

thus letting the mitzvah opportunity pass.  Yet, 

in our Gemara, the rule is being applied to 

even allow a person to actively handle muktza 

for his personal hygiene.  This is a clear indica-

tion that our Gemara is not using the classic 

rule of the Gemara in Bava Metzia, but rather a 

different rule altogether.  

Our Gemara is, in fact, not dealing with a 

Torah law at all, but rather the rabbinic law of 

muktza, and the lesson is simply that the rabbis 

did not insist on the rabbinic law of muktza 

being in effect when it would result in compro-

mising human dignity. Therefore, technically, 

the association which Rashi makes between our 

Gemara and the rule as it is applied in Bava 

Metzia is not precise. (Rashi himself seems to 

explain the next step of the Gemara along these 

lines. See  ד"ה מן האבוס). 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

HALACHAH Highlight defines a mortar as muktzah in the category of  123) חסרון כיסa –   יד"ה ה

 ). The distinction we must make is to differentiate between aמי עלי ומדוכה 

standard mortar, which is used exclusively for crushing, and, as Rashi ex-

plains later, is  מוקצה מחמת חסרון כיס, as opposed to a mortar for spices, 

which is not as expensive, and is not always used just as a spice crusher. 

This type of mortar is what is discussed in our Gemara, and it is simply 

muktzah due to its melacha function. 

(Gem...continued from page 1) 


