Perek III
Daf 30 Amud a
NOTES

Openings for ritual impurity – פ ְת ֵחי טו ְּמ ָאה:ִ ּ If a person dies inside a house, the entire house becomes
ritually impure. If the house does not have doorways,
it is impure on all sides. If it does have doorways, the
doorways become ritually impure, since it is possible
that they will be used to remove the corpse from
the house. However, if the intention is to carry the
corpse out through a particular doorway, or if only
one of the entrances is suitable for the task, only
that opening becomes ritually impure. The others
remain ritually pure.
HALAKHA

An opening of four handbreadths – פ ְיתחֹו ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה:ִ ּ
If there is a corpse in a house, even if the corpse is
very large, an opening four handbreadths wide is
considered the opening through which the corpse
will be carried out (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
Tumat Met 7:1).

! ֲא ָבל ִ ּבגְ ֵדי ֲע ׁ ִש ִירים ָל ֲענִּיִ ים – ל ֹאBut the clothing of the wealthy does not need to be three by three
handbreadths in order to become ritually impure for the poor because
even smaller pieces of cloth are significant for the poor. Therefore, the
law with regard to the poor is not determined by the customary practice
of the rich. So too, the law of eiruv pertaining to the rest of the world
should not be determined by the customary practice of the Persians to
eat roasted meat as a food in itself.
 ָה ָכא ְלח ּו ְמ ָרא וְ ָה ָכא:ימא
ָ וְ ִכי ֵּת
 ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר: וְ ָה ַתנְיָא,ְלחו ְּמ ָרא
,חֹולה וְ ַלּזָ ֵקן ְּכ ֵדי ְמזֹונֹו
ֶ  ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ַל:אֹומר
ֵ
וְ ָל ַר ַע ְב ָּתן ִ ּב ְסעו ָּדה ֵ ּבינֹונִית ׁ ֶשל ָּכל
.ָא ָדם?! ַק ׁ ְשיָ א

And if you say: Both here the ruling is stringent, and there the ruling
is stringent, i.e., with regard to ritual impurity the halakha is stringent
with respect to the poor and declares scraps of cloth that are only three
by three fingerbreadths impure, but with regard to eiruv the halakha
requires enough roasted meat to suffice for two meals as a food in its
own right, in accordance with the practice of the Persians, then there is
a difficulty: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar
says: One may establish an eiruv for an ill or elderly person with an
amount of food that is enough for him for two meals, and if he eats less
than the average person due to his sickness or age, a smaller amount of
food is required in order to establish an eiruv on his behalf; however, for
a glutton, we do not require food in an amount that would satisfy him
but merely enough food for two meals measured according to an average meal for the typical person? This indicates that the halakha with
respect to an eiruv is lenient and not stringent. The Gemara concludes:
Indeed, this is difficult.

? ו ִּמי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר ָה ִכיThe Gemara raises a difficulty with the aforementioned baraita: Did
:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר, וְ ָה ַתנְיָאRabbi Shimon ben Elazar really say this? Wasn’t it taught in another
!יתחֹו ִּכ ְמלֹואֹו
ְ  עֹוג ֶמ ֶלךְ ַה ָ ּב ׁ ָשן ּ ִפbaraita pertaining to the laws of ritual impurity that Rabbi Shimon ben
Elazar says: Og, king of the Bashan, or any similar giant, requires an
opening as big as his full size? If a person dies in a house and it is not
clear how his corpse will be removed, all of the openings in the house
are considered ritually impure,N as the corpse might be carried out
through any one of them. If the corpse can fit through some of the openings but not through others, only the larger openings are ritually impure.
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says that in the case of a giant the size of Og,
king of the Bashan, one opening can only prevent the others from contracting impurity the others if it is large enough for Og’s corpse to fit
through. This indicates that the law is determined by the measure of
each particular person and not by some general measure.
ֹומי
ֵ ּיע ִביד – ַהד
ֲ יכי ִל
ִ  ָה ָתם ֵה: וְ ַא ַ ּביֵ יThe Gemara asks: And what does Abaye say? How does he reconcile
]!?יה
ּ  [וְ נַ ּ ְפ ֵק,יה
ּ  נְ ַהדְּ ֵמhis position with regard to an eiruv, which maintains that we follow the
customary practice of most of the world and not that of particular locales, with Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar’s ruling with regard to the corpse
of a giant? The Gemara answers: There, in the case of a giant, what
should we do? Should we cut the corpse into pieces and carry it out?
We have no choice but to carry it out through an opening large enough
for the corpse to pass through. However, in the case of the food for the
two meals of an eiruv, there is no such logistical constraint, and the law
should be determined in accordance with the usual practice.
יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ַ ִא
ּ  ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ֲע ֵל:ּיב ֲעיָ א ְלהו
, אֹו ל ֹא? ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע,ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר
:יֹוחנָן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַ ּבר ָחנָ ה
.יתחֹו ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ְ עֹוג ֶמ ֶל ְך ַה ָ ּב ׁ ָשן ּ ִפ

A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Do the Rabbis disagree with
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, or not? Come and hear a proof from that
which Rabba bar bar Ĥana said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Og, king of
the Bashan, requires an opening of four handbreadthsH in order to save
the other openings in the house from becoming ritually impure. This
indicates that the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar.

,יכא ּ ְפ ָת ִחים ְק ַט ּנִים טו ָּבא
ָּ  ָה ָתם דְּ ִאThe Gemara rejects this proof: There, we are dealing with a case where
 דְּ וַ דַּ אי ִּכי ָקא.יכא ַחד דְּ ָהוֵ י ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ָּ  וְ ִאthere are many small openings, and there is only one that is four
. ַמ ְרוַ ח – ְ ּב ַההוּא ָקא ַמ ְרוַ חhandbreadths wide. Therefore, it may be assumed with certainty that
when one widens one of the openings in order to remove the corpse
from the house, he will widen that opening. Consequently, that opening
is ritually impure while the others are not. However, if all the openings
in the house are equal in size, they are all ritually impure, as we cannot
know through which opening the corpse will be carried out.

162

Perek III . 30a . ל ףד. קרפ

׳ג

: ָא ַמר ַרב,ָא ַמר ַרב ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ימי ַ ּבר
ִ  ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ִש.ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ְ ּב ָב ָ ׂשר ַחי
? וְ ַכ ָּמה. ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ְ ּב ֵביצִ ים ַחּיֹות:ִחּיָ יא
 ִסינַי. ַא ַחת:ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק
. ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם:ָא ַמר

Returning to the laws of eiruv, Rav Ĥiyya bar Rav Ashi said that Rav
said: One may establish an eiruv with raw meat because it can be eaten
when necessary, even though it is not ordinarily regarded as food. Rav
Shimi bar Ĥiyya said: One may also establish an eiruv with raw eggs.
The Gemara asks: How many eggs are required for an eiruv? Rav Naĥman
bar Yitzĥak said: One. Sinai,P a nickname of Rav Yosef, said: Two.H

.“הנּ ֵֹודר ִמן ַה ָּמזֹון – מו ָּּתר ַ ּב ָּמיִ ם כו׳״
ַ
 ָהא,ֶמ ַלח ו ַּמיִ ם הוּא דְּ ָלא ִא ְיק ִרי ָמזֹון
ֵּ ָּכל ִמ
יהוֵ י
ֱ ימא ֶּת
ָ  ֵל.יק ִרי ָמזֹון
ְ ילי ִא
 דְּ ַרב ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל,ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא דְּ ַרב ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל
“ב ֵֹורא ִמינֵי
ּ  ֵאין ְמ ָב ְר ִכין:ּדְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ַּת ְרוַ יְ יהו
.ְמזֹונֹות״ ֶא ָּלא ַעל ֲח ֵמ ׁ ֶשת ַה ִּמינִין ִ ּב ְל ַבד

We learned in the mishna: One who vows that nourishment is prohibited to him is permitted to eat water and salt. The Gemara infers from
this: It is only salt and water that are not considered nourishment, but
all other food items are considered nourishment. Let us say that this
is a refutation of the position of Rav and Shmuel. As it was Rav and
Shmuel who both said: One only recites the blessing: Who creates
the various kinds of nourishment, over the five species of grain alone,
but not over other types of food.

ימא
ָ ימנָ א?! ֵל
ְ ִינֵיה ֲח ָדא ז
ְ  וְ ָלאThe Gemara asks a question: Did we not already refute their position
ּ אֹות ִב
!יהוֵ י ְּתיו ְּב ַּתיְ יה ּו נַ ִמי ֵמ ָהא
ֱ  ֶּתon one occasion from a different source? The Gemara answers: Indeed,
we already refuted their view, but let us say that there is a refutation of
their position from here as well.
,“כל ַהּזָ ן ָע ַלי״
ֵ  ְ ּב: ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ אRav Huna said: We can resolve the difficulty from the mishna by saying
ָּ :אֹומר
–  ָהא ָּכל ִמ ֵּילי, ַמיִ ם ו ֶּמ ַלח הוּא דְּ ָלא זָ יְ ינִיthat it is referring to someone who vows and says: Anything that nour. זָ יְ ינִיishes is prohibited to me. In that case, it is water and salt that are permitted to him, as they do not nourish, but all other food items are
prohibited, as they do nourish. This inclusive formulation includes
anything that provides even a small degree of nourishment; but the
particular term mazon, nourishment or sustenance, used in the blessing
over food, is reserved only for the five species of grain.H
 ִּכי ֲהוָ ה ָאזֵ ְילנָא:וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַ ּבר ָחנָ ה
,ינֹוסר
ַ ֵיכל ּ ֵפ ֵירי דְּ ג
ַ יֹוחנָן ְל ֵמ
ָ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ַ ּב ְת ֵר
ִּכי ָהוֵ ינַן ֵ ּבי ְמ ָאה – ֲהוָ ה ַמ ַנְק ִטינַן ְל ָכל ַחד
–  ִּכי ָהוֵ ינַן ֵ ּבי ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה,וְ ַחד ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
,ֲהוָ ה ַמנְ ַק ִטינַן ְל ָכל ַחד וְ ַחד ְמ ָאה ְמ ָאה
וְ ָכל ְמ ָאה ִמ ּינַיְ יה ּו ָ(לא) ָהוֵ י ַמ ֲחזִ יק ְלה ּו
 וַ ֲהוָ ה ָא ֵכיל ְלה ּו.צַ ָּנא ַ ּבת ְּת ָל ָתא ָסאוֵ י
 ׁ ְשבו ֲּע ָתא דְּ ָלא ָט ֵעים: וַ ֲא ַמר,ְלכו ְּלהֹון
.ימא ְמזֹונָ א
ָ ִלי זִ ּיוּנָ א! ֵא

The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rabba bar bar Ĥana say: When we were following Rabbi Yoĥanan to eat of the fruits of Genosar, very sweet fruits
that grow in the region of the Sea of Galilee, when we were a group of
a hundred people, each and every person would take ten fruits; and
when we were a group of ten, each and every person would take a
hundred fruits for him. And each hundred of these fruits could not fit
into a three-se’a basket. And Rabbi Yoĥanan would eat them all and
then say: I swear that I have not yet tasted something that nourishes.
Didn’t we say that only water and salt are excluded from the category of
things that nourish? The Gemara corrects the rendition of the story: Say
that he said as follows: I have not tasted sustaining food, but fruit is
certainly considered something that nourishes.

PERSONALITIES

Sinai – סינַי:ִ Rav Yosef was given the nickname Sinai
in contrast to his colleague, Rabba, who was called:
The one who uproots mountains. Sinai denotes one
who received the Torah itself, i.e., one who is exceedingly knowledgeable with regard to the halakha and
whose positions are based on the most authoritative
sources. The one who uproots mountains refers to
one who employs sharp logical reasoning in deriving halakhic conclusions.
HALAKHA

An eiruv of raw eggs – עירוּב ְ ּב ֵביצִ ים ַחּיֹות:ֵ One may
establish an eiruv with raw eggs. Two eggs are required, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 386:7).
What is permitted to one who vows that nourishment is prohibited to him – ַ ּב ֶּמה מו ָּּתר ַהנּ ֵֹודר ִמן
ה ָּמזֹון:ַ One who takes an oath and says: Anything that
nourishes should be prohibited to me, is prohibited
to eat anything other than water and salt (Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 217:19).
A vow and eiruv – נֶ ֶדר וְ ֵעירוּב: If one vows that he
is prohibited to eat or if he swears not to eat, he
may still participate in an eiruv ĥatzeirot, a joining of
courtyards (Rambam; Rashba). This ruling is not in
accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna, since his
is a minority opinion (Vilna Gaon). Some authorities
rule that if an item is prohibited to a person, he may
not use it for the eiruv ĥatzeirot. However, he may
use it for the eiruv teĥumin, the joining of boundaries, which is established in order to enable him to
travel for the performance of a mitzva (Magen Avraham). If one made the food prohibited by making a
vow called a konam, in which one gives an item the
prohibited status of a sacrificial offering, an eiruv
may not be established with it because the food
now resembles consecrated objects (Rema based on
Tosafot; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 386:8).

“שבו ָּעה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
ְ ׁ : ָא ַמר ַרב, ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ אRav Huna said that Rav said: If one said: I swear that I shall not
eat this loaf, one may nonetheless establish an eiruv for him with it
“כ ָּכר זֹו
ַ
ִּ .אֹוכל ִּכ ָּכר זֹו״ – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין לֹו ָ ּב ּה
because
the food used for an eiruv does not have to be edible for the
.ָע ַלי״ – ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין לֹו ָ ּב ּה
particular individual the eiruv services. However, if one said: This loaf
shall be forbidden to me, one may not establish an eiruv for him with
it, as this formulation indicates that he is prohibiting himself to use or
benefit from the loaf in any manner.HN
 ַהנּ ֵֹודר ִמן ַה ִּכ ָּכר – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין לֹו:ית ִיבי
ִ  ֵמThe Gemara raises an objection based upon the following baraita: With
 דְּ ָא ַמר,“ע ַלי״? ָלא
ָ  ַמאי ָלאו דְּ ָא ַמר. ָ ּב ּהregard to one who vows not to benefit from a loaf, one may nonetheless
. “זֹו״establish an eiruv for him with it. What, is it not referring to one who
said: This loaf shall be forbidden to me? The Gemara answers: No, the
baraita is only is referring to a case where he said: I swear that I shall
not eat this loaf.
:יפא
ָ  דְּ ָק ָתנֵי ֵס, ָה ִכי נַ ִמי ִמ ְס ַּת ְ ּב ָראThe Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to understand the
“שבו ָּעה ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
ְ ׁ ימ ַתי – ִ ּבזְ ַמן ׁ ֶש ָא ַמר
ָ  ֵאbaraita in this fashion, as it was taught in the latter clause: When do
. ֶא ְט ֲע ֶמ ָּנה״we apply this halakha? Only when one said: I swear that I shall not
taste it.
NOTES

A vow and an oath – נֶ ֶדר ו ׁ ְּשבו ָּעה: The commentaries disagree
whether the accepted distinction between a vow and an oath applies in this context or whether this is a special issue connected to
two other disputes: Whether or not mitzvot were given for man’s
benefit, and whether or not an eiruv may be established exclusively
in order to permit traveling for a purpose that does not constitute
a mitzva (see Rashba and Ritva).
The basic difference between an oath [shevua] and a vow



[neder] is as follows: In the case of an oath, one prohibits himself from performing a certain action, but the object itself does
not become prohibited, even from his perspective. In the case
of a vow, the situation is usually the opposite: One imposes a
prohibited status on an object without restricting himself. This
difference is particularly significant in cases where an object is
utilized for the sake of a mitzva, but one took a vow or an oath
not to benefit from it.
ל ףד.  ׳ג קרפ. Perek III . 30a
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NOTES

A vow and consecration – נֶ ֶדר וְ ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש: The main
difference between a vow and consecration is
the range of their application. A vow is a type
of consecration for the one who took the vow,
meaning that for him the prohibition is like that of
consecrated objects. However, actual consecrated
objects are prohibited to all people and not only
to the one who consecrated them.

“ע ַלי״ ַמאי? ָה ִכי נַ ִמי דְּ ֵאין
ָ ֲא ָבל ָא ַמר
“כ ָּכר זֹו
ִּ  ַאדְּ ָתנֵי,ְמ ָע ְר ִבין לֹו ָ ּב ּה – ִאי ָה ִכי
ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש״ – ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין לֹו ָ ּב ּה ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין
:יתנֵי ְ ּב ִד ָיד ּה
ְ  ִל ְיפלֹוג וְ ִל,ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ְ ּב ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁשֹות
 ֲא ָבל,ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – דְּ ָא ַמר “זֹו״
!“ע ַלי״ – ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין לֹו ָ ּב ּה
ָ ָא ַמר

The Gemara asks: But if he said: This loaf shall be forbidden to me,
what is the halakha? So too, one may not establish an eiruv for him
with it. But if so, there is a difficulty. Instead of teaching in the continuation of the baraita that if one said: This loaf is consecrated
property, one may not establish an eiruv for him with it, as one may
not establish an eiruv with consecrated objects,N let him make an
internal distinction in the case of a non-sacred loaf itself and state:
In what case is this statement said? Only where one said: I swear that
I shall not eat this loaf. But if one said: This loaf shall be forbidden to
me, one may not establish an eiruv for him with it. This indicates
that Rav Huna’s understanding of the baraita is incorrect.

יכא
ָ  ָּכל ֵה, ֶא ָּלא ַמאי: ָא ַמר ָל ְך ַרב הוּנָ אRav Huna could have said to you: Rather, what would you say, that
!ישא
ָ ׁ “ע ַלי״ ְמ ָע ְר ִבין? ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ֵר
ָ  דְּ ָא ַמרwherever one said: This loaf shall be forbidden to me, one may establish an eiruv for him with it? If so, there is a difficulty from the first
clause of the baraita, which states: When do we say this? Only when
one said: I swear that I shall not taste it. That indicates that if one said:
This loaf shall be forbidden to me, one may not establish an eiruv for
him with it.
 ַהנּ ֵֹודר ִמן:יח ְּס ָרא וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָתנֵי
ַ  ַח ּס ּו ֵרי ִמThe Gemara answers that the baraita is incomplete, and it teaches
“ע ַלי״
ָ  וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ָא ַמר, ַה ִּכ ָּכר – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין לֹו ָ ּב ּהthe following: With regard to one who vows not to benefit from a
.אֹומר ׁ ְשבו ָּעה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ֶא ְט ֲע ֶמ ָּנה
ֵ נַע ֶ ׂשה ְּכ
ֲ loaf, one may nonetheless establish an eiruv for him with it. And
even if one said: This loaf shall be forbidden to me, it is as though
he said: I swear that I shall not taste it. Therefore, the loaf itself is
only forbidden to him as food, but he can use it for the purpose of an
eiruv.
ִמ ָּכל ָמקֹום ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ְל ַרב הוּנָ א! הוּא דְּ ָא ַמר
:אֹומר
ֵ יעזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל, דְּ ַתנְיָא.יעזֶ ר
ֶ ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
אֹוכל ִּכ ָּכר זֹו״ – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין לֹו
ַ “שבו ָּעה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
ְׁ
.“כ ָּכר זֹו ָע ַלי״ – ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין לֹו ָ ּב ּה
ִּ ,ָ ּב ּה

The Gemara comments: Nevertheless, the difficulty remains according to the opinion of Rav Huna. The Gemara answers: He stated his
view in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer; as it was
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: If one said: I swear that I
shall not eat this loaf, one may establish an eiruv for him with it; but
if he said: This loaf shall be forbidden to me, one may not establish
an eiruv for him with it.

 זֶ ה,יעזֶ ר ָה ִכי? וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א
ֶ ו ִּמי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
אֹוכל – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין
ֶ אֹוסר ַעצְ מֹו ְ ּב
ֵ  ָא ָדם:ַה ְּכ ָלל
אֹוכל ַה ֶּנ ֱא ָסר לֹו ָל ָא ָדם – ֵאין
ֶ
,לֹו ָ ּב ּה
“כ ָּכר זֹו
ֵ יעזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל.ְמ ָע ְר ִבין לֹו ָ ּב ּה
ִּ :אֹומר
– “כ ָּכר זֹו ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש״
ִּ ,ָע ַלי״ – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין לֹו ָ ּב ּה
 ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין לֹו,ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין לֹו ָ ּב ּה
!ְ ּב ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁשֹות

The Gemara asks: Did Rabbi Eliezer really say this? Wasn’t it taught
in a baraita: This is the principle: With regard to a person who prohibits himself from eating a particular food, e.g., if one said: I swear
that I shall not eat this loaf, one may establish an eiruv for him with
that loaf. However, if the food was prohibited to a person, e.g., if he
said: This loaf shall be forbidden to me, one may not establish an
eiruv for him with it. Rabbi Eliezer says: If he said: This loaf shall be
forbidden to me, one may establish an eiruv for him with it. However, if he said: This loaf is consecrated property, one may not establish an eiruv for him with it, as one may not establish an eiruv for
him with consecrated objects. Therefore, Rabbi Eliezer does not
distinguish between the two differently worded types of vows, but
between a vow and consecration.

.יעזֶ ר
ֶ יבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ ָ  וְ ַא ִּל, ְּת ֵרי ַּת ָּנ ֵאיThe Gemara answers: It must be explained that these are two tanna’im
who both held according to Rabbi Eliezer. Two later tanna’im disagreed with each other in reporting Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion.
נִיתין דְּ ָלא ְּכ ֵבית
ִ  ַמ ְת.“מ ָע ְר ִבין ַל ּנָזִ יר ַ ּבּיַ יִ ן כו׳״
ְ
 ֵאין:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי, דְּ ַתנְ יָ א.ׁ ַש ַּמאי
 ֵ ּבית.ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ַל ָּנזִ יר ַ ּבּיַ יִ ן ו ְּליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ַ ּב ְּתרו ָּמה
 ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ַל ָּנזִ יר ַ ּבּיַ יִ ן ו ְּליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל:אֹומ ִרים
ְ ִה ֵּלל
: ָא ְמר ּו ָל ֶהן ֵ ּבית ִה ֵּלל ְל ֵבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי.ַ ּב ְּתרו ָּמה
מֹודים
ִ ִאי ַא ֶּתם

We learned in the mishna: One may establish an eiruv for a nazirite
with wineH and for an Israelite with teruma, even though they themselves may not partake of these foods. The Gemara comments: The
mishna was not taught in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, as it was taught in a baraita that Beit Shammai say: One may
not establish an eiruv for a nazirite with wine and for an Israelite
with teruma. Beit Hillel disagree and say: One may establish an eiruv
for a nazirite with wine and for an Israelite with teruma. Beit Hillel
said to Beit Shammai: Do you not concede

HALAKHA

One may establish an eiruv for a nazirite with wine, for a nazirite with wine and for an Israelite with ritually cordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Shulĥan Arukh,
etc. – מ ָע ְר ִבין ַל ָּנזִ יר ַ ּבּיַ יִ ן וכו׳:ְ One may establish an eiruv pure teruma. This ruling is as stated in the mishna, in ac- Oraĥ Ĥayyim 386:8).
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Perek III
Daf 30 Amud b
? ׁ ֶש ְּמ ָע ְר ִבין ַל ָ ּגדֹול ְ ּביֹום ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּריםthat one may establish an eiruv for an adult even on Yom Kippur,N
despite the fact that he may not eat on Yom Kippur? It must be because
eating is permitted to a minor.
 ְּכ ׁ ֵשם: ָא ְמר ּו ָל ֶהן. ֲא ָבל: ָא ְמר ּו ָל ֶהןBeit Shammai said to them: Indeed [aval],L it is so. Beit Hillel said to
 ֵּכן, ׁ ֶש ְּמ ָע ְר ִבין ַל ָ ּגדֹול ְ ּביֹום ַה ִּכ ּפ ּו ִריםthem: Just as one may establish an eiruv for an adult on Yom Kippur,
. ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ַל ּנָזִ יר ַ ּבּיַ יִ ן ו ְּליִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ַ ּב ְּתרו ָּמהso too, one may establish an eiruv for a nazirite with wine and for an
Israelite with teruma.
יכא ְסעו ָּדה
ָּ  ָה ָתם – ִא: ו ֵּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאיAnd how do Beit Shammai explain the difference between these cases?
יכא
ָּ  ָה ָכא – ֵל, ָה ְרא ּויָ ה ִמ ְ ּבעֹוד יֹוםThe Gemara explains: There, with regard to Yom Kippur, there is at
. ְסעו ָּדה ָה ְראוּיָ ה ִמ ְ ּבעֹוד יֹוםleast a meal that was fit to be eaten by that person while it was still
day, on the eve of Yom Kippur. Here, in the cases of wine for a nazirite
and teruma for an Israelite, there is no meal that was fit to be eaten by
them while it was still day, on Friday.
 ֲחנַ נְיָ ה, דְּ ַתנְיָ א.ְּכ ַמאן – דְּ ָלא ַּכ ֲחנַ נְיָ ה
 ָּכל ַעצְ ָמן ׁ ֶשל ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ל ֹא ָהי ּו:אֹומר
ֵ
 ַעד ׁ ֶשּיֹוצִ יא ִמ ָּטתֹו וְ ָכל,מֹודים ָ ּב ֵעירוּב
ִ
.ישיו ְל ׁ ָשם
ָ ׁ ְּכ ֵלי ַת ׁ ְש ִמ

The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion was that entire
baraita stated? It was not taught in accordance with the opinion of
Ĥananya, as it was taught in another baraita that Ĥananya says: The
whole view of Beit Shammai, i.e., their fundamental position, was that
they did not concede to the very possibility of joining Shabbat borders [eiruv teĥumin] by simply placing food in a particular location.
Rather, they hold that one’s Shabbat residence remains the same until
he literally moves his residence, such as if he carries out his bed and
his utensils to there, to a new location.

 ֵע ֵירב:ְּכ ַמ אן ָא זְ ָל א ָה א דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
–  ִ ּב ְל ָבנִים,חֹורים – ל ֹא יֵ צֵ א ִ ּב ְל ָבנִים
ִ ִ ּב ׁ ְש
 ְּכ ַמאן? ָא ַמר ַרב.חֹורים
ִ ל ֹא יֵ צֵ א ִ ּב ׁ ְש
יבא
ּ ָ  וְ ַא ִּל, ֲחנַ נְיָ ה ִהיא:נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק
.דְּ ֵבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי

The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is the ruling that
was taught in the following baraita: If one established an eiruv in
black clothing, and Shabbat commenced while he was still dressed
those clothes, he may not go out in white clothing. If one established
the eiruv while dressed in white, he may not go out in black. According to whose opinion is this halakha? Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said:
It is the opinion of Ĥananya, and it is in accordance with the opinion
of Beit Shammai.

– חֹורים הוּא דְּ ל ֹא יֵ צֵ א
ִ  ִ ּב ׁ ְש,וְ ַל ֲחנַ נְיָ ה
 ַעד ׁ ֶשּיֹוצִ יא:ָהא ִ ּב ְל ָבנִים יֵ צֵ א? ָה ָא ַמר
:ישיו ְל ׁ ָשם! ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
ָ ׁ ִמ ָּטתֹו ו ְּכ ֵלי ַת ׁ ְש ִמ
חֹורים – ַאף
ִ ֵע ֵירב ִ ּב ְל ָבנִים וְ הוּצְ ַרךְ ִל ׁ ְש
 ְּכ ַמאן? ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן.ִ ּב ְל ָבנִים ל ֹא יֵ צֵ א
יבא דְּ ֵבית
ּ ָ  וְ ַא ִּל, ֲחנַ נְיָה ִהיא:ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק
.ׁ ַש ַּמאי

The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Ĥananya, is it with
black clothing that he may not go out, but in white clothing he may
go out? Didn’t Ĥananya say that according to Beit Shammai an eiruv
is not effective at all until one carries out his bed and his utensils to
the place he wishes to establish as his residence? The Gemara answers:
The wording of the baraita must be emended and this is what it said:
If one established an eiruv while dressed in white clothing, and he
needed black clothing but did not have it with him, he may not go out
even in white clothing. In accordance with whose opinion was this
baraita taught? Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: It is the opinion of
Ĥananya, and it is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai.

NOTES

That one may establish an eiruv for an adult on Yom
Kippur – ש ְּמ ָע ְר ִבין ַל ָ ּגדֹול ְ ּביֹום ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּרים:
ֶ ׁ It is unclear why
Beit Hillel originally thought that Beit Shammai would
agree in this case. Some commentaries explain that
the question is actually referring to the laws of the
joining of courtyards [eiruv ĥatzeirot], as certainly Beit
Hillel and Beit Shammai agree that it is permissible to
join courtyards for Yom Kippur, even though eating is
prohibited (Shem MiShimon). Beit Shammai’s answer,
that the food is fit to be eaten before Yom Kippur, indicates that they do not accept the view that the laws
of affliction that apply to Yom Kippur, including the
prohibition of eating, begin before nightfall according to Torah law. If it were prohibited to eat before
nightfall, the eiruv would not be valid according to Beit
Shammai, even according to the opinion that an eiruv
takes effect at the end of the day (see Rashba; Ritva).
Can ask to be released from his nazirite status –
יה
ּ מ ְת ׁ ִשיל ַא ּנְזִ ירו ֵּת:ִ One may ask a Sage to annul a vow,
oath, or consecration. One expresses regret at having
made the vow or oath or at having consecrated certain items and asks the Sage to annul his statements.
A vow that has been annulled is regarded as though
it had never existed.
LANGUAGE

Indeed [aval ] – א ָבל:ֲ Generally used by the Sages to
mean but or although. However, its biblical meaning
is not entirely clear. In the language of the Sages, there
are instances in which the word has a different connotation, e.g., indeed, or in truth. The same is true in
the Aramaic translation of the Bible, in the few cases
where this word appears in the Bible. According to its
use in this context, the word is closely related to the
Arabic بىل, balā, which also means indeed or in truth.

ּ  וְ ִא.אֹומר ְ ּבחו ִּּלין״
יל ּו ַל ָּנזִ יר
ֵ  “סו ָּמכֹוסWe learned in the mishna: Summakhos disagrees and says: One may
 ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא – ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר, ַ ּבּיַ יִ ן ָלא ּ ָפ ֵליגnot establish an eiruv for an Israelite with teruma, but only with regular,
.יה
ּ  דְּ ִמ ְת ׁ ִשיל ַא ְּנזִ ירו ֵּתnon-sacred food items. The Gemara notes: But with regard to the
mishna’s ruling that an eiruv may be established for a nazirite with wine,
Summakhos does not appear to disagree. What is the reason for the
distinction? The Gemara explains: A nazirite can ask a Sage to annul
his vow and release him from his nazirite status,N and then he himself
will be able to drink the wine.
ית ׁ ִשיל
ְ  ִאי ָה ִכי ְּתרו ָּמה נַ ִמי ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר דְּ ִמThe Gemara asks: If so, in the case of teruma as well, one can ask a
ָּ  ִעSage to annul its status. Teruma is consecrated through a verbal declaיה! ִאי ִמ ְת ׁ ִשיל ֲע ָל ּה – ָה ְד ָרא
ּ ֵילו
. ְל ִט ְיב ָלאration by the one separating it, and that declaration, like other consecrations and vows, can be nullified by a Sage. The Gemara answers:
Such a course of action would not help. If one asks a Sage to annul his
declaration that turned the produce into teruma, the produce will return to its status as tevel, produce from which the requisite dues and
tithes were not separated, and he will still be prohibited to consume it.
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NOTES

Ĥaverim are not suspected of separating teruma from produce not situated near the produce – ל ֹא נֶ ְח ׁ ְשד ּו ֲח ֵב ִירים ִל ְתרֹום ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ִמן ַה ּמו ָּקף:
This statement should have been formulated
as follows: It is prohibited to separate produce
as teruma if it is not adjacent to the produce
it comes to exempt. However, the phrase that
is used in this context is different because it
was the common rabbinic expression (Ritva).
Separating teruma in this manner is prohibited
because the produce it comes to exempt might
have been lost, in which case the separation of
the teruma does not take effect (Rashi).
What makes it necessary – ו ַּמאי ּ ָפ ְס ָקא: This expression is used where it is necessary to explain
that a statement is referring to a unique and rare
set of circumstances, even though there is no
support whatsoever for this explanation in the
formulation of the statement. In this case, the
Gemara has explained that there is exactly the
necessary amount of food that can be used for
an eiruv. There is not even a single extra kernel of
grain, which is the absolute minimum that one
must separate as teruma. Since such a circumstance is clearly rare and surprising, the Gemara
asks: Why it is necessary to claim that this is the
case under discussion?
All in accordance with the particular person
involved – ה ּכֹל ְל ִפי ַמה ׁ ּ ֶשהוּא ָא ָדם:ַ The required
measure is reduced according to the size or eating habits of a person who is smaller or eats
less than the average. However, a person who is
bigger or eats more than average does not need
to increase the measure in accordance with his
size (Ĥatam Sofer).
HALAKHA

The amount required for an eiruv for different people – נָשים ׁשֹונִים
ִ ׁ שיעוּר ֵעירוּב ְל ֲא:
ִ ׁ One
may establish an eiruv for an invalid or for an
elderly person with an amount of food that is
enough for him. However, a glutton does not
require more than two average meals for the
typical person. This law is accepted by the
Shulĥan Arukh and by all of the commentaries
and halakhic authorities, in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar and the
unattributed mishna in tractate Kelim (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 409:7).
A priest in a beit haperas – כ ֵֹהן ְ ּב ֵבית ַה ּ ְפ ָרס:ּ
One may establish an eiruv for a priest in a beit
haperas. Although he is prohibited to enter such
a field ab initio, since he may go there in times of
need, the Sages allowed it (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 409:7).
A person may blow on the dust in a beit
haperas – מנַ ּ ֵפ ַח ָא ָדם ֵ ּבית ַה ּ ְפ ָרס:ְ One who has
to pass through a beit haperas may blow upon
the ground before each step. If he does not find
a bone the size of a grain of barley, he retains
his ritual purity and may offer the Paschal lamb.
In addition, if the ground in a beit haperas is
well-trodden, those who pass through it are
permitted to offer the Paschal lamb. In the case
of an obligation involving karet, like the offering
of the Paschal lamb, the Sages were not strict
with regard to the ritually impure status of a
beit haperas (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot
Korban Pesaĥ 6:8).
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רֹוש ֲע ָל ּה ִמ ָּמקֹום ַא ֵחר! ל ֹא נֶ ְח ׁ ְשד ּו
ׁ  וְ ִל ְיפThe Gemara asks: Let him separate teruma for that produce from pro. ֲח ֵב ִירים ִל ְתרֹום ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִמן ַה ּמו ָּקףduce located somewhere else and thus permit it to be eaten. The Gemara answers: Ĥaverim, members of a group dedicated to the precise
observance of mitzvot, are not suspected of separating teruma from
produce that is not situated near the produceN it comes to exempt, as this
is prohibited ab initio.
יה! דְּ ֵלית ָ ּב ּה
ׁ  וְ ִל ְפThe Gemara asks: Let him separate teruma from the produce used for
ּ ֵיה ו ֵּב
ּ רֹוש ֲע ָל ּה ִמ ּינ
. ׁ ִשיעו ָּראthe eiruv itself and consequently permit the rest of the produce to be
eaten. The Gemara answers: We are dealing with a case where, after removing teruma, it would not contain the amount required for an eiruv,
i.e., one would be left with less than the quantity of food sufficient for two
meals.
 ו ַּמאי ּ ָפ ְס ָקא? ֶא ָּלא סו ָּמכֹוס ָס ַבר ָל ּהThe Gemara asks: What makes it necessaryN to say that the mishna is refer ָּכל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשהוּא ִמ ׁ ּשוּם: דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי, ְּכ ַר ָ ּבנַןring to this very unique case? Rather, we must retract all that was stated
. ׁ ְשבוּת – ָ ּגזְ ר ּו ָע ָליו ֵ ּבין ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָמ ׁשֹותabove and say as follows: Summakhos agrees with the opinion of the
Rabbis, who say: Anything that is prohibited on Shabbat due to a rabbinic decree [shevut], the Sages issued the decree to apply even during
twilight. Even though this period is of questionable status with regard to
whether it is day or night, the Shabbat restrictions instituted by the Sages
apply then as they do on Shabbat itself. Consequently, since it is prohibited to separate teruma on Shabbat, it is prohibited during the twilight
period as well. Therefore, during twilight, when the eiruv would go into
effect, it is impossible to cause it to become permitted to an Israelite.
 יֵ ׁש ׁ ֶש ָא ְמר ּו:ְּכ ַמאן ָאזְ ָלא ָהא דִּ ְתנַ ן
 ְמל ֹא קו ְּמצֹו:ַה ּכֹל ְל ִפי ַמה ׁ ּ ֶשהוּא ָא ָדם
ֹותה
ֶ  וְ ַה ׁ ּש, ו ְּמל ֹא ָח ְפנָיו ְקט ֶֹרת,ִמנְ ָחה
 ו ִּב ְמזֹון ׁ ְש ֵּתי,ְמל ֹא לוּגְ ָמיו ְ ּביֹום ַה ִּכ ּפו ִּרים
: ְּכ ַמאן? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא.ְסעוּדֹות ָל ֵעירוּב
יה
ּ  ַמאי דַּ ֲחזִ י ֵל: דְּ ָא ַמר,סו ָּמכֹוס ִהיא
.ָ ּב ֵעינַן

The Gemara now asks: In accordance with whose opinion is the ruling
that we learned in the following mishna: There are halakhot with regard
to which they stated that measures are all in accordance with the particular person involved,N e.g, the handful of flour that a priest scoops out
from a meal-offering, and the handfuls of incense the High Priest would
offer on Yom Kippur, and one who drinks a cheekful on Yom Kippur,
and with regard to the measure of two meals’ worth of nourishment for
an eiruv. All these measures are determined by the particular individual
involved. In accordance with whose opinion is this halakha? Rabbi
Zeira said: It is in accordance with the opinion of Summakhos, who
said: We require that which is fit for him, the particular individual, and
we do not follow a standard measure.

;ימא ּ ְפ ִליגָ א ַאדְּ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר
ָ ֵל
:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר,דְּ ַתנְיָ א
,חֹולה וְ ַל ּזָ ֵקן ְּכ ֵד י ְמזֹונֹו
ֶ ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ַל
וְ ָל ַר ַע ְב ָּתן ִ ּב ְסעו ָּדה ֵ ּבינֹונִית ׁ ֶשל ָּכל
!ָא ָדם

The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the aforementioned mishna disagrees with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar. As it was taught
in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: One may establish an eiruv
for an ill or elderly person with an amount of food that is enough for
him for two meals; and if he eats less than the average amount due to his
sickness or age, a smaller amount of food is sufficient. But for a glutton
we do not require food in an amount that would satisfy him; we measure
on the basis of an average meal for the typical person.H

–  ֲא ָבל ַר ַע ְב ָּתן,חֹולה וְ זָ ֵקן
ֶ  ַּת ְרגּ ו ָּמא ַאThe Gemara answers: When the mishna says that the measure of food for
. ָ ּב ְט ָלה דַּ ְע ּתֹו ֵאצֶ ל ָּכל ָא ָדםtwo meals is determined by the particular person involved, interpret that
as referring to an ill or elderly person. But with regard to a glutton, we
do not determine the measure of food by his standard for a different
reason, namely because his opinion is rendered irrelevant by the opinions of all other people. Therefore, there is no reason to be stringent with
him and determine the measure according to his particular needs.
, דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה.“ו ְּלכ ֵֹהן ְ ּב ֵבית ַה ּ ְפ ָרס״
 ְמנַ ּ ֵפ ַח ָא ָדם ֵ ּבית ַה ּ ְפ ָרס:ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
יה דְּ ַרב
ֵ ְו
ּ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ַ ּבר ַא ִמי ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ. ְהֹולך
. ֵ ּבית ַה ּ ְפ ָרס ׁ ֶש ּנִידַּ ׁש ָטהֹור:יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר

We learned in the mishna: One may establish an eiruv for a priest in a beit
haperas,H an area in which there is doubt concerning the location of a
grave or a corpse. The Gemara explains that the reason for this is as Rav
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: In a time of need a person may blow on
the dust in a beit haperasH before taking each step, so that if there is a bone
beneath the dust he will expose it and avoid it, and he may thus walk
across the area. Similarly, Rabbi Yehuda bar Ami said in the name of Rav
Yehuda: A beit haperas that has been trodden underfoot, creating a path,
is pure, as we assume that it no longer contains any bones as large as a
kernel of barley. Both of these statements indicate that the ritual impurity of a beit haperas is a stringency decreed by the Sages. Therefore, since
there is a way to avoid becoming ritually impure there, even a priest may
place his eiruv in a beit haperas.

.אֹומר ַאף ֵ ּבית ַה ְּק ָברֹות״
ֵ ַ“ר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
 וְ ֵל ֵילךְ ְ ּב ׁ ִש ָידה, ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶשּיָ כֹול ָלחֹוץ:ָּתנָ א
 א ֶֹהל זָ רוּק ׁ ְש ֵמ ּיה: ָקא ָס ַבר.ֵּת ָיבה ו ִּמגְ דָּ ל
.א ֶֹהל

We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: An eiruv may be established for a priest even in a cemetery, an area which the priest may
not enter by Torah law. It was taught: This is permitted because the priest
can interpose and walk between the graves inside a carriage, a crate, or
a cupboard. These containers do not contract impurity because of their
large size, and anything found inside of them remains pure. From here
we see that he holds the following: A moving tentN is called a tent, and
therefore the carriage, box, or cupboard are also considered tents. They
shield a person carried in them from the impurity imparted by the graves
in a cemetery.

 ַה ִּנ ְכנָס: ו ִּב ְפלוּגְ ָּתא דְּ ָהנֵי ַּת ָּנ ֵאי; דְּ ַתנְיָאThe Gemara notes that this matter is the subject of a dispute between
 ַר ִ ּבי, ְל ֶא ֶרץ ָה ַע ִּמים ְ ּב ׁ ִש ָידה ֵּת ָיבה ו ִּמגְ דָּ לthe following tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to one
Eretz Yis.יֹוסי ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ְמ ַט ֵהר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי, ְמ ַט ֵּמאwho enters the land of the nations, i.e., any territory outside
rael, not on foot, but in a carriage, a crate, or a cupboard,H Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi renders him ritually impure. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi
Yehuda, renders him pure.
–  א ֶֹהל זָ רוּק: ְ ּב ַמאי ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י? ָמר ָס ַברThe Gemara explains: With regard to what do they disagree? One Sage,
–  א ֶֹהל זָ רוּק: ו ָּמר ָס ַבר,יה א ֶֹהל
ּ  ָלאו ׁ ְש ֵמRabbi Yehuda HaNasi, holds that a moving tent is not called a tent. The
.יה א ֶֹהל
ּ  ׁ ְש ֵמprinciple is that only something fixed can shield against ritual impurity,
but if one is situated inside a portable vessel, the vessel contracts impurity and he becomes impure along with it. And the other Sage, Rabbi
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds that a moving tent is called a tent, and
it shields the person inside from contracting ritual impurity.

NOTES

Moving tent – א ֶֹהל זָ רוּק: Any wooden vessel with
a volume larger than forty se’a does not contract
ritual impurity. Instead, it acts as a barrier against
impurity and has the status of a tent. Therefore, if
a corpse is located within it, anything situated underneath it contracts ritual impurity. In this context,
the dispute is whether or not a portable item can
be considered a tent (Tosafot).
HALAKHA

One who enters the land of the nations in a carriage, a crate, or a cupboard – ַה ִּנ ְכנָס ְל ֶא ֶרץ ָה ַע ִּמים
ב ׁ ִש ָידה ֵּת ָיבה ו ִּמגְ דָּ ל:ּ ְ One who enters a country outside of Eretz Yisrael in a carriage, crate, or cupboard
is ritually impure. A moving tent is not called a
tent, since the halakha is ruled in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi when he disagrees with his colleagues (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot Tumat Met 11:5).

:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה, וְ ָהא דְּ ַתנְיָאAnd with regard to that which was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda
says:

Perek III
Daf 31 Amud a
הֹורה
ָ  ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ְלכ ֵֹהן ָטהֹור ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה ְטOne may establish an eiruv for a priest who is ritually pure with teruma
יבה
ָ יכי ָאזֵ יל – ְ ּב ׁ ִש ָידה ֵּת
ִ  ֵה. ַ ּב ֶ ּק ֶברthat is ritually pure and resting on a grave, even though the location is
. ו ִּמגְ דָּ לimpure and he cannot reach it. How does he go there? In a carriage, crate,
or cupboard, which shield him from the ritual impurity.
יט ְמיָ א ָל ּה! ְ ּב ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
ַּ  וְ ָהא ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ַא ְח ָּתא ִאThe Gemara asks: Isn’t it true that once the eiruv was placed directly on
.ֹושה ְ ּב ֵמי ֵפירֹות
ָ ׁ ּ אֹו ׁ ֶש ּנִיל, הו ְּכ ׁ ְש ָרהthe grave, the teruma became defiled, and ritually impure teruma is not
fit to be eaten by anyone? The Gemara answers: We are dealing here with
a case where the teruma had not yet been rendered susceptible to ritual impurity,N as it had not yet come into contact with a liquid. Produce
that has yet to come into contact with a liquid does not contract impurity. Or we are dealing with bread that was kneaded with fruit juice,
which is not one of the seven liquids that render a food susceptible to
ritual impurity.
יתי ָל ּה? ִ ּב ְפ ׁשו ֵּטי ְּכ ֵלי ֵעץ דְּ ָלא
ִ ְיכי ַמי
ִ  וְ ֵהThe Gemara now asks: How can he bring it from where it is resting on
. ְמ ַק ְ ּב ֵלי טו ְּמ ָאהthe grave in order to eat it? The Gemara answers: With flat wooden
utensils that are not shaped as receptacles and therefore do not contract
ritual impurity.
.יה
ֵ  וְ ָהא ָקא ַמ ֲא ִהיל! דְּ ַמיְ ֵיתי ָל ּה ֲאThe Gemara asks: Doesn’t the utensil cover the grave? The Sages decreed
ּ חֹור
that anyone who holds a utensil that is a handbreadth wide over a corpse
or grave is ritually impure. The Gemara answers: He may bring it on the
edgeN of the utensil while holding the utensil sideways so that it does not
form a cover that is a handbreadth wide over the grave.

NOTES

Had not yet been rendered susceptible to ritual
impurity – ב ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא הו ְּכ ׁ ְש ָרה:ּ ְ The Torah states: “Of all
food that may be eaten, that upon which water
comes, shall be unclean” (Leviticus 11:34). Food that
has not yet come into contact with water is not
susceptible to ritual impurity. Therefore, even if it
comes into contact with something that is ritually
impure at any level of ritual impurity, the food itself
does not become impure. The Sages had a tradition that the word water stated in the Torah in this
context includes other liquids as well: Dew, wine,
oil, blood, honey, and milk. Contact with any one of
these liquids causes food to become susceptible to
ritual impurity. However, dough kneaded with the
juice of fruits other than olives or grapes does not
become susceptible to ritual impurity.
He may bring it on the edge – יה
ֵ דְּ ַמיְ ֵיתי ָל ּה ֲא:
ּ חֹור
The Jerusalem Talmud explains that in this case one
creates a hole in a carriage, crate, or cupboard and
brings the teruma inside by means of thin wooden
chips or poles. A wooden utensil that is less than
a handbreadth wide does not contract impurity
inside a tent. In addition, a wooden utensil that
cannot serve as a receptacle does not contract
impurity, even through contact with a ritually impure object.

: ִאי ָה ִכי ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן? ָק ָס ְב ִריThe Gemara asks: If that is so, and there is a way for the teruma to remain
. ָאסוּר ִל ְקנֹות ַ ּביִ ת ְ ּב ִא ּיסו ֵּרי ֲהנָ ָאהritually pure and for the priest to access it, what is the reason the Sages
disagreed with Rabbi Yehuda and did not allow an eiruv to be established
for a priest on a grave? The Gemara answers: They hold that it is prohibited to acquire a home with items from which benefit is prohibited. It
is prohibited to derive benefit from a grave. Since one acquires a place of
residence for Shabbat by means of the eiruv, it would be as if the priest
acquired a home for himself with something from which he may not
derive benefit.
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