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Distinctive INSIGHT OVERVIEW of the Daf 
1) Uprooting something from its place of growth 

Abaye rules: One who removes fungus from the handle of a pitch-

er is liable for uprooting something from its place of growth. 

This principle is unsuccessfully challenged. 

2) Bird skin 

R’ Huna rules: It is permitted to write Tefillin on the skin of a 

kosher bird. One may have thought to disqualify it from use because it 

is full of holes. Yet R’ Huna rules it permitted because the holes are 

not large enough to prevent ink from passing. 

R’ Zeira unsuccessfully challenges R’ Huna. 

3) Fish skin 

Mar the son of Ravina asked R’ Nachman bar Yitzchak: Is it per-

mitted to write tefillin on fish skin?  R’ Nachman bar Yitzchak re-

sponded that the issue will have to wait for Eliyahu HaNavi to tell us 

whether the smell sufficiently departs from the fish skin. 

The Gemara retells the story of Rav’s initial arrival to Bavel and 

his interaction with Karna and Shmuel. 

As an aside to the previous story, a Baraisa is presented which 

relates the dispute concerning the source that indicates the proper 

place to perform a bris milah. 

A Baraisa discusses the source which indicates that Tefillin must 

be written on the skin of a kosher animal even if the animal was not 

properly slaughtered. 

4) MISHNAH:  A dispute regarding making saltwater is presented. 

5) Clarifying the Mishnah 

R’ Yehudah in the name of Shmuel explains that hilmi is a large 

quantity of saltwater, whereas mei melach is a small quantity of saltwa-

ter. 

The Gemara concludes that R’ Yosi expresses a more stringent 

view than that of Tanna Kamma. 

6) R’ Yehudah bar Chaviva 

Three Baraisos are presented that quote R’ Yehudah bar Cha-

viva’s rulings regarding making saltwater, salting radishes and eggs and 

eating esrogim, radishes and eggs. 

7) The Sea of Sodom 

R’ Dimi makes note of the high salt content of the Sea of Sodom 

which leads to a discussion regarding treating eye ailments on Shabbos. 

8) Health issues 

Mar Ukva in the name of Shmuel related that although certain 

mixtures are beneficial for the eyes, a drop of cold water placed in the 

eye in the morning and washing one’s hands and feet in warm water 

in the evening is even more beneficial. R’ Mona in a Baraisa relates: It 

is dangerous for a person who has not washed his hands in the morn-

ing to touch various body parts.   

The Hide of Bulls and the Parable 
 אמשול לך משל למה הדבר דומה וכו' 

T he  בייתוסים were a group of followers of Boethus, a student of 

Antigonus.  Boethus had misunderstood his teacher’s lessons, and had orga-

nized his own heretical sect.  They gave their own interpretations to the To-

rah, and they rejected the teachings of the rabbis of the Gemara. The Gemara 

presents a dialogue which transpired between a certain member of this clan 

and Rabbi Yehoshua.  The halacha is that tefillin is not valid if written on the 

hide of a non-kosher animal.  Rabbi Yehoshua explained that the reason for 

this is that tefillin must conform to the verse “ תהיה תורת ה' בפיך” which is 

interpreted to indicate that tefillin must be made from that which is permit-

ted for our mouths (from a kosher animal).  The Boethusi asked Rabbi Ye-

hoshua that, accordingly, tefillin should be invalid if written even on the hide 

of a kosher animal, if it died without proper shechita (i. e. a neveila or treifa).  

Why does the halacha allow the parchments to be written on the hides of 

bulls which were shechted and also bulls which died without shechita? 

At this point, Rabbi Yehoshua offered a parable. Two people were 

condemned to death.  One was killed by the officer in charge.  The 

other was executed by the king himself.  Which of these is more promi-

nent? We must conclude that the one which the king chose to handle 

personally had some degree of added significance. Therefore, explained 

Rabbi Yehoshua, an animal can be killed by man (by shechita), or it 

may meet its demise naturally, by Hashem.  The animals which are 

neveila or treifa possess some degree of being special, and this is why we 

can use their hides for tefillin.  After a bit of clarification, the Boethusi 

was impressed, and he accepted this argument. 

Maharsha points out that Rabbi Yehoshua actually dismissed the 

Boethusi with a light and amusing excuse, but this is not the true rea-

son for the halacha. The reason the halacha accepts the writing of tefil-

lin upon the hides of neveila is that once the Torah identifies that tefil-

lin must be “from that which is permitted for our mouths”, this simply 

means it must be from a kosher type of animal, but not necessarily that 

the particular animal be edible. In fact, the hide is a part of the animal 

which is not edible, so it would be difficult to derive its being permitted 

from the verse which deals with animals which are kosher for eating.  

Another question which would have to be answered is that according to 

the parable, we would expect that we could write tefillin only upon ani-

mals which died naturally, or at least that there would be a preference 

for these hides, and that they not be written upon hides of animals 

killed by man by means of shechita.  We see, then, that the parable was 

simply a light-hearted and almost amusing attempt on the part of Rabbi 

Yehoshua to deflect the curiosity of the Boethusi.  

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. Why did Rav curse Shmuel? What was the curse? 

2. What makes neveilos and tereifos superior to slaughtered animals? 

3. How much salt is needed to allow an egg to float? 

4. What is the best treatment for eye ailments? 
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Salting Vegetables1 
 תי רבי יהודה בר חביבא: אין מולחין צון וביצה בשבת

T he first step of the tanning process ("curing") requires covering the 

skin with a layer of salt. Because sprinkling salt to preserve the hide is an 

important part of M'abaid, the Sages prohibited sprinkling salt on some 

foods and vegetables as well. This is due to the close resemblance of this 

activity to this melacha. 

 

Although the basic reason for the prohibition of salting foods is be-

cause this process resembles preserving, (and is thus similar to M'abed), 

there are essentially two applications of salting that are forbidden:  

 Salting a single piece: Salting changes the food substance 

  According to many commentaries, salting foods is prohibited be-

cause the salt tends to draw out the moisture from the food, to soften or 

harden its texture, or to change its properties in other ways. This process 

is similar to the tanning process, because this kind of change occurs when 

salting and curing hides. The Chazal therefore prohibited any salting of 

foods that can cause similar results? 

 Based upon this explanation, even salting a vegetable singly is forbid-

den if the purpose is to bring about a result that is similar to that of the 

pickling process, and it is in the form of which it is usually pickled (most 

vegetables are pickled whole 

 Salting many vegetables together: The salting simulates tanning and 

pre-serving  

The Poskim state that salting many vegetables at once is forbidden 

even if they will be eaten right away, i.e. even before there is enough time 

for any moisture to be emitted from the vegetables. Salting of vegetables 

in this manner is forbidden because it gives the appearance of a tanning 

process, in which many pieces of hides are salted at once. 

 According to some commentaries (Rambam), salting several vegeta-

bles together is prohibited because this a typical aspect of pickling and 

preserving foods. Salting foods therefore has the appearance, to some 

degree, of a pickling operation, in which foods are salted together to be 

pickled or preserved. Therefore, any manner of salting a food that resem-

bles pickling is forbidden, even if one has no intentions of pickling or 

preserving. 

 

Not all vegetables are subject to the prohibition of salting on Shab-

bos. Only vegetables that are suitable for pickling are restricted in this 

way. Vegetables that are not suitable for preserving or those that are usu-

ally not pickled may be salted on Shabbos.  

There are four separate conditions under which salting vegetables on 

Shabbos is permitted:  

1: If the vegetable is not usually pickled in its present form  

Vegetables that are not ordinarily pickled in a particular form may 

be salted when they are in that "non-pickling" form. The Rabbinic ordi-

nance against salting applies only to instances where the salting bears 

some resemblance to the process of pickling and preserving. Vegetables 

that are never preserved while in a specific form may therefore be salted 

once in that "non-pickling" form because it is obviously not a simulation 

of the pickling process. 

2: When the vegetables are salted one at a time (prior to eating)  

The Minhag is to refrain from salting vegetables that are suitable for 

pickling, even a few at a time. However, one may salt an individual vegeta-

ble in his hand (or by itself on an empty plate) just before eating it, be-

cause salting for pickling and preserving is, by its nature, usually done on 

a large amount of foods or vegetables at once, e.g. to store a food supply 

over long periods. Therefore, salting vegetables one at a time when one 

intends to eat them right away, obviously does not resemble any serious 

pickling process.  

3: The exemption of cooked foods or vegetables (prior to eating)  

As a general rule, only fresh vegetables and foods are restricted. How-

ever, cooked vegetables are also exempt because they are usually not suita-

ble for pickling. Therefore, salting them for immediate use does not re-

semble pickling and preserving.  

4: Where added ingredients dilute the effect of the salt  

Salting is permitted if other ingredients are added that will compro-

mise the effect of the salt and render it unsuitable for pickling purposes, 

as it obviously does not resemble the process of pickling and preserv-

ing. 

1 The 39 Melachos, by Rabbi Dovid Ribiat, pages 905-911.  Used with 

permission of the author. 
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Questions will be Solved When Eliyahu Comes  
 אם יבוא אליהו ויאמר אי פסקא זוהמא מייה וכו'

M ar, the son of Ravina asked Rav 

Nachman bar Yitzchok whether halacha allows 

tefillin to be written on the skin of a kosher 

fish. Rav Nachman answered that this question 

would have to wait until Eliyahu comes to clari-

fy the matter. The Gemara asks, “To which as-

pect of the issue was Rav Nachman referring?  

There certainly is no doubt that the fish has 

what is legally termed “skin”!  Rather, the ques-

tion which Eliyahu must clarify is whether the 

stench of the fish can be removed.”  

Rashi explains that the Gemara knew that 

Eliyahu cannot be consulted for answers to ha-

lachic issues, whether something is permitted or 

allowed (איסור והיתר), because we have a rule 

that “Torah law is not in the Heavens”.  This is 

why the Gemara limits the input of Eliyahu to 

defining the degree to which the skin of kosher 

fish retains its offensive odor. 

Accordingly, whether or not the fish has an 

offensive odor which disqualifies it is not a ha-

lachic issue, but rather a clarification of the nature 

of the situation and how to understand the reality 

we face. This is something which a prophet can 

tell us based upon his insightful vision. The 

 elaborates upon this פתח עיים  in his sefer  ,חיד"א 

theme. The case at point is in Bava Metzia (37a) 

where two people deposit money with a banker, 

one giving $100 and the other giving $200. When 

they come to claim the money, each claims the 

$200 as being his. The Mishnah rules that that 

each one is given $100, and the remaining $100 is 

set aside until Eliyahu comes and the true owner 

will be identified. Rabbi Yosi holds that the entire 

amount is put aside until Eliyahu’s arrival. Now 

the question is what will information will Eliyahu 

actually provide? He cannot offer information 

from the heavens, for this violates the rule that 

“Torah law is not in Heaven”.  Rather,  חיד"א 

explains that he will clarify the reality, and the 

halacha will automatically be solved. 

The sefer הוראא דבוצי presents a novel 

explanation to the Gemara in Bava Metzia and 

the role which Eliyahu will play in solving the 

mystery of the unknown owner of the remaining 

$100.  Once Eliyahu comes, the world will be-

come a sanctuary where truth will abound. The 

person who was attempting to take advantage 

and to cheat by claiming more money than was 

actually his will automatically admit his deceit, 

and the case will be solved.  It is not the infor-

mation being provided by Eliyahu that will help 

us, but rather the willingness of the liar to con-

fess which will break the case wide open. 
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